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

MICHAEL W. HASLAM

or in-between: Ebeling or Autenrieth, LSJ or one of its abridge-

ments, the Lexikon des friihgriechischen 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 Ilepiepyonévnrec,
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.! 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.

R EADERS OF HOMER today have a choice of lexica: Homeric or general

' P. Mich. inv. 5451a, ed. T. Renner, HSCP 83 (1979): 321-31, with plate.
I (Haslam: II ed. pr.), Karanis, pap. roll.
12 entries: moA-, mop- nooC-.

T2 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¢- £, {a-.

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

* 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.
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The proposition that these are all texts of the same lexicon is invitingly
to challenge. When Edgar Lobel published a fragment of a “Homer

open
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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: 6a- Be-, 61- 60- Bp-.

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: keA- to kAn-, ovp- to maL-.

P.Cairo inv. 50208, ed. W. G. Waddell in Mélanges 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: gv-.

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. Miiller.?

V-VI, Hermupolis, pap. codex.

c. 83 entries, alphabetized: ayy- to adi-, aet- to agk-, aun- to ava-.

Lexicon” as P.Oxy. 2517 (my IT%), 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.

Klau
catio
very

s Alpers, on the other hand, did not shrink from affirming the identifi-
n. It is, of course, a matter of definition. The text of the papyrus is

different from the text of the Coislinianus, the medieval codex unicus

(10th cent.).3 Just compare the two manuscripts’ sections in 6o-.

Papyrus (verso 4-14, supplements not assured):-

Bodg ta[yeiac. . . . Eviot 8¢ ka]ta oyfipa [d&eiog.
Bon ta[yxeia (+7?)

Bofjv vikta Beiav [...] @g “Boov dépov” [...éni 8] to0 “Ektopog Aéy[er. .. ]

SV [. ...

Bopely [nndfjoat (+7?)

Co

How

Boddg [c@odpids, tayéog.?
Bovpog [nTndnTikog (+7?)

isl. (88.6—10 Bekker):-

Bofjor tayeialg. kai o B6wEa Gvti tod d&uva TOV POYAOV METAANTTIKAG “&yd 8&
0owoa (8 86- cod.) napactag dxpov.” 1O 8¢ vukti Boff dvti Tod Tayeiq' ) pEv yap
fuépa moAUpoYBog ovoa S T& Epya pakpd gaivetat, 1 8 OE d1& THV dvdmavoly
Tayeia.

Bovprdog GAkiig tfig nndnTikfig, mapd td Bopeiv 6 EoTt mNdav.

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 Miiller.” 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 86wa[a? But Lobel prints 8owc [, 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 [ have juxtaposed are extreme in their mutual discrep-
ancy, and the differences between them do not in fact undermine the fun-
damental 1dent1ty of the two texts; what signifies are the particulars they
have in common.> 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 806g cognates. All the data in
both texts are probably to be assigned to the orlgmal lexicon: it is just
that each of them has made a different selection.® 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.’

The most pristine of our fragments is I1? (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 8A- and Ov- (but the Coislinianus, unlike
the papyrus, has no 8- section either). More significant is the relative order of the entries in 0pé&ar 8pacvpép-
vova pfjvug (but 8péva discrepant) and in Beirénedov Beonpomiov Beovdric.—I am assuming that ] guAn at
R12 is ot]aguin, the gloss for Beiddnedov (previously unrecognized). And in passing I would suggest that t]o
y&p monbey mplov]tifeca(v) at R9 applies to Oepeihia (11 12.28, 23.255 6. 1€ mpoPdrovto); absent from
Coisl., and nothing comparable in Hesychius, but cf. Eust. 1298.43 npoPaiécbat 8¢ ndvv xupimg &mt Beperiov
Aéyetay, tadTov 6V 1 mpobEcbal, 88ev o Bepéra. (For 3 pl. impf. in ydp clause following the gloss itself cf.
e.g. T 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 Bofiol and 86waa is the interpretation of the adjective as “sharp”; that is present in
the papyrus, which for its part has apparently dropped the 86woa appendage. The papyrus retains the note
on Bo1jv vikta, with its citation of Antimachus, while Coisl. opts instead for the note on vukri 80fj; 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 Miiller, p. 33, n. 16: “Die Sekundiriiberlieferung und die Papyri machen es moglich, der Urform hier
und da ndherzukommen, wenn auck in Einzelfillen 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 méglich ist,” and one of them is apgiericoag, where
Pap. had tag éhavvopévag ¢€ éxatépov tdv toiywv, Coisl. EémBetikde tag £ Exatépov pépouvg éhavvop-
évag vadg, Hsch. dupotépwbev élavvopévag: 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.® It was published in 1897, and needs reediting, for not all
the entrles have been correctly identified, and more complete restoration is
attainable.” 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.

n? (2nd cent.) col. i Coisl. (10th cent.)
[Epémovtec énepyopevor] 79.35 ¢eénovteg Emepydpevor.
1 “dryela ndcy [ovctv kopupac
dpéo]végen[ovtec” (0d.9.121).
gppachne én[Eyvoc: “aAN’ é- 80.10 égpdaebnv évonoag.
nel é@lpacOn[c” (0d.19.485 = 23.260).
5 ’Egbpovc] “td pi[v dp” x Opriknc 80.12 ’Eg@bpovg “td ptv dp ¢k Opnkmg
*E@upo]uc” (I11.13.301). 6 Kop[avoc ¢.5 "E@vpoug péta Bwpricesbov.”

c.4] & tout[ c.9

ke[ . Jv Apnev[c.10

Ta GAAa kai év 'Q[ducceiat “td
10 & émel éx de[cpoio ABev

Kpatepol mep £6v[toc adtik’ d-

vatélaviec 6 pEv [Opniknv-

de Be]Briket, 1) 8 ap[a Kumpov i-

kave]y” (0d.8.360-2). ot 8t “Equpork[ai OAe- “Egupot 8t  ®leyviar  BapPapa

15 ybat BalpBdpov £0v. o £0vn. ot 8¢ "E@upoug elvat Todg viv
¢.5 ]Jc pncwv "Egupouc [c.2 Akapvavag Aeyopévoug, Oreyviag
c.3 to]vc viv Akap[vavalc he- 8 1obg mdlar Tvptdvnv  oik-
yopév]ouc, @re[yvac 8¢] tovc obvTag.

ndAat] Tvptov[iove c.5 Jet
20 6 mow]tic “ot & Alpyiccav £xlov
kol Tlyptovyy [évépov]to” (11.2.738).

Expatle xorbpat[a, and] tod é- 80.21 Eypata Koldpota, dnd  toOb
néyewv] “xepct [pdkerr]av €- Enéxelv: “yepol pdkeAdav Exov
yov aplapnc 2& [Expata] Barrev” (11.21.259). apdpng &€ Expata Barrov.”

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.k., and P.Oxy. XLII 3030 (= Turner, Greek Manuscripts® [ed. P. J. Parsons, BICS Suppl. 46, London,
1987], no. 87), written 207 or 211 c.t. 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 "Eg0poug 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 [ 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 scriptio 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.
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25 éxdplgda dneydpeda “EvO’ av- 80.24 ¢ydpeda Gneydpeda.
tot] pev éyxodpe(6a)” (11.14.129).
Exelnevkéc éxémkpov: “adtap 80.18 &yemevkég Exov mkpiav:

£n)gir’ adtoict Béhoc Eyemen-

kec] Equeic” (11.1.51). “nevkedavov” (11.10.8) yap  “mevkeBavov” yap to £yov mukp-
30 10 Tlikpov, nd Tiic mevkne: tav, and Tfig mevkNg.

nik]pov 8 frol katd dyvaptv

ano t]av émypic[Bévt]ov

toic Bér]ect pap[pakov!!

col. ii

(more than 15 lines lost)

vac. [ [

Cay[plgy@v tdv peyaroc &- 81.1  layxpewdv 1@V  peyddoc dmlap-
mgapod[vrov, olov Eumve- obvTwV, olov Eunvedvinv 48powc.
[6]vtov [aBpdwc: “Laypeidv Gvé-

5 pov of [te vépea ckidevta” (I1.5.525).

pevol “®de yap EPpt-
clav Avk[iwv ayoi, ol 16 ndpog
10 nep Ca[ypeteic TedéBouct katd kpa-
teplac Oc[pivac” (11.12.346-47 = 359-60).
Laleerdc [0 piv Aniov peya- 80.33  Lagerds 6 piv Aniov peyarokdtog.
Mo]kéto[c’ Emeépel 8 1O peve- EMpEPELBETO pEVEDTVELY, BT 0D O~
ai]very([ aivel T EYKOTEIv. . ..

pap. suppl. Nicholson praeter sequentia col. i 0-2 agnovi, supplevi 3-4 post Naou-
mides supplevi12 4 Jp: 16 ac. 6 Kop[avoc Steinicke 6-7 Kpavvelviov]e: co-
nieci 7-8 £6nlke [to]v Nicholson 8 év [Opgkn Nicholson 9 aut aMa aut
GALG 13 7 ot a.c. 14 [kai Steinicke 15-16 o[c 8¢ (8" 6 Dyck) Kpdtn]lc Naou-
mides: an nomen proprium (Q[p-?)? 16-17 &llvar (Nicholson) vel kalkel (Naou-
mides) 19 xai (Nicholson) vel &0 Aéyler ut vid. 31-32 supplevi 33 1oig
Naoumides col. ii 1 {’ propter spat. supplevi (vix (a, cf. i 21/22) 5 an -pwv.” ot [8&?
(spat. post pov) 7 peyara videre videor: peyoin[t Nicholson 15 clmualtlver 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
(CEg@bpovg, &xenevkéc, {oypeidv). 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 f petagopixic, énel TOADV aitiog
kakdv, as Coisl. 130.36 in nevkedavdv (cf. esp. scholl. /L. 10.8, 1.51, and Od. 1.261, where read (o0)
ndvtwg [48.28 Dindorf], cf. Porph. Quaest. Hom. 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 {apAreyéeg precedes {agerds), whereas in
the papyrus it is satisfying to observe that the last three of the €¢- entries
are: Odyssey 9; Odyssey 19; proper name—i.e., two Heliodoran accessions,
with a nom. prop. entry bringing up the rear—whlle the first three of the
gx- entries are all Iliadic (in no partlcular order).!? As its first editor recog-
nized, TT? presents the lexicon “either in its original state, or at least i in a
state far more nearly original than that in Wthh it has come down to us.’
IT!, which seems to me earlier than T2, presents a curiously different
picture. I italicize material that is not present in both manuscripts.

! frag. 1 Coisl.

mAS[pnTIg TOAV V- 133,11  moAvpntng morvBovrog, moAda  Povieioacbar
v, ToAvBovrog. Svvduevog.

roAvtporog éni [ oA- —
Aa tpénwv v Sig-

5 volav.

ToAVKpNTOV pleTd 133.12  moAvkpnrov 1oV oidnpov EmbeTiKds, TOV HETA TOA-
moAhoD Kap(dtov yle- LoD KQUATOL YEYEVNHEVOV T TOV TOADV KAPATOV
yovéta f| moAdv [ka- napEYoVIaL.

patov mapé {1 }yovtla,
10 fjirol mJQAvepyov.
1.l

frag. 2 col. ii

[roprig . . . 13329 nmépnig. ..

Aéyovtar 3¢ Kkai] Aéyovtar 8¢ Kai mOpLeG.
1 nop1[eg. c.9 a-
70 T0b 1j1én{1} mopeveabfar.
nopeUpPEL TopeLPile- 133.32  mopeipyn mopyupilntar, tapdoontar “d¢ & Ote
tat, topacoetal, fdev ropeupn méiayog.” Eotiv obv memomnuévn (Eoti
5 Kat kadyaivewy Aéy[e- v memonuévov ?) 1 Aééig, d¢ 1o poputpwv.

t]a1 0 tapdogey.

13. The remaining €x- entries in the Coislinianus are &xn (/I and Od.), éxépny (Od. 12), éxdvdavev
(Od. 17, -ov), and Exear (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 Apollomanas delegit.”

15. The hand of IT!, 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 (x, , m, v, @, v) and the detached midstroke of . 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.. by Turner). Documents worth com-
paring are P.Oxy. XLV 3250, of ca. 63 c.E., and XLVII 3356, of 76 c.E. [ would put it around the middle
of the first century, or somewhat later.
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no6]pdarig 6 dponyv d- 133.34  mépdarg’ tob mounrod Aéyovtog moté pév Sid Tob o

n]O tob mpodiiecbat, [ aroyciov, “mopdatic 6¢ uéyas oig,” moté 5¢ dia

8&] OnAn{t} napdori[g a- tob a,“mapdaiénv duoiotv Eywv.” Aniwv 8¢ pnot

10 n]0 tob napdiiecHa[t. Stapépetv' mOpdolv puEv yap 10 (tov?) dpoevik-

6v, mapdaitv 8& Thv Bnhretav, Kol TOV pEV GO
100 mpodAdiecBat, ThHv 8 dnd Tob mopdArecBat.
pnréov 6t St kowds gaivetar Aywv “Odwv
nopdaiivv (te) MWkwv T e mélovrar,” dorte
émi 10D {@ov Sua oD o, i 8¢ tijg Sopdic Sid Tob a.
noplebpeog Bdvatog [pé- 134.7 nopevpeog Bdvatog pérag kai Pabic.
Aag] kat (Ba)Bog.
nopjev Ewke. —
nopJraxt pooyor. n[opral —
15 6 dpJanv, dapaiig 8 1 O1j-
Aela.
nop]pupe édiotaley, [¢- —
ysbz’]yva.
rmopoailye kara[oxev- —
20 allew.
nooig] avip yov[aix- —

16

Frag. 1.8 yovata pap. frag. 2 col. i negligible remains ii 8 mpoehécbar a.c.
13 noplec pap. 15 dapadiv pap.

Supplements and corrections mostly as proposed in ed. pr.

Homeric references: moAbpntig passim; moibtponog Od. 10.330; norbkpntov Od. 14.324; n6-
prig 1. 5.162 (-106), mépreg Od. 10.410; mopevpn II. 14.16; népdarig /1. 21.573 (v.1. mdp-);
nopevpeog Bdvatog Il 5.83 = 16.334 = 20.477; népe et népev passim (népeg nusquam); nop-
tokt 1. 17.4; népoupe 1. 21.551, Od. 4.427 = 572 = 10.309; nopoaivewv Od. 3.403, 7.347 (no-
poawve), 1. 3.411 (ropoavéovoa); méeLg passim.

Here there is something of a bombshell, which we may defuse or allow
to explode as we choose: the respective entries on népdaiig. The Cois-
linianus’ entry starts by noting the vacillation in spelling as between
nopdaiig and mapdarénv (Il 3.17), then records the semantic and etymo-
logical distinction that Apion drew between mdpdoiig and ndp&ahg,”
then adduces I/l. 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.'® If it is true, we then have to recognize that Apollonius took over

16. Coisl. has a népev entry seriously discrepant with the papyrus’ entry at 133.25 (népev nepienoinoev,
ovyl 8¢ mapeoyev, ad Il. 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’ népev entry, along with the following
ones, between roppipeog and néarog (134.8).

17. It would tidy up the grammar if 8¢ were excised after Aniov (Ludwich).

18. That the papyrus offers etymology for nméptig/mépig 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 téptak entry is at variance with what we find in the Coislinianus (in méprig: Aéyer 8¢
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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,” Beitrdge, 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.'? 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 IT#, as in IT?, the lexicon is accorded the same respect
as a classical literary text, at least in outward appearance 1113 and 1T, by
contrast, are cheap productions, the text carelessly copied and sloppily writ-
ten on the back of dnscarded rolls (a documentary register and an Aris-
tophanes respectnvely) 2 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. IT’, unlike the Cois-
linianus (which concelvably was copied from an exemplar earlier than IT7),
has succumbed completely Since the fragmentary ancient mss represent

adthv [sic] kol “népraxa’); but to find contradictory data within Apollonius is nothing out of the ordi-
nary. Nor can weight be put on the entries in née1ig (pap.) vs. néerog (Coisl. 134.8: noté pév tiig n6-
oewG. motE & Tod Katd vopov Gvdpoc). Renner assumes that the papyrus entry must have connected nooig
“husband” with ndoig “drink.” That is possible (though his suggested avrip* yvv[aika yap motile is in-
tolerably elliptical), but it seems likelier that this entry dealt only with néo1g “husband”; a polysemantic
néarog 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’ (nrépdaiig 6 dp-
onv, N 8 Onrewa ndpdatg’ 6 pév dnod tob mpoaréobar [mpoeréabar cod., read -diiecar?], 1| 8¢ ano tod
naparécBar [-dAleoBar?]). 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. M*hasa page number pp, 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 IT” is a clumsily executed bookhand, that of n’a practiced but very informal script
with many llgatures The !ext on the front of I (Thesm.) is now published as P.Oxy. LVI 3839, that on
the front of IT> (described as “a scrawled register”), so far as I am aware, remains unpublished. IT", for its
part, while apparently written on previously unused papyrus, is very carelessly copied.

23. On the alphabetization in Coisl. see Part 1, esp. p. 10. Earlier lexicon manuscripts with apparently
total alphabetization are P.Oxy. XV 1802 (II-III, &va évopara), 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,” Archiv fiir Papyrusfor-
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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. IT’, 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.

I’ line 8 &3e1a metaphrased
10 Heliodorus given as authority for adgvker = dveikaote
15-16 adnv connected with aﬁnxéregz“

24 Lexis correctly given as agwkng (deikaotog Coisl., i.e. dgwk(ng da(v)ei)xaotog, I
presume), and Heliodorus given as authority for interpretation as edkatagpovntog

29 Metaphrasis of dexalopévoug rightly given as dxovtag (§xovtag Coisl.)

31-32 Heliodorus given as authority for aeipag = npocevéykag in Od. 1

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

43 dayan@v rightly in metaphrasis of dpeayaralopevog (ayandpevog Coisl.)

45 &ypuia given as one of the glosses for Guoasin®

46 dpeagémv entry retained in nom. (acc. in Coisl., attracted by citation of dpéwvta)

50 Lexis rightly given as aponpeoéa (dpgipegéa Coisl.)

63-66 Explication of apgippotn shield (63-66)%°

70 Alternative interpretation of apgiyvoist correctly given as toig did yepdg £yop-
évoig (t. 8. . duvapévorg Coisl.)

73 elonmhovv (eiomhovg Coisl.) in gloss on apeidvpor

75 8¢ Exatépov OV Toiywv (2€ Exatépov pépoug Coisl.) in gloss on apgrericoag

86 aneubkn glossed 1| Spgvn dptt poTilopévn?’

schung 39 [1993]: 17-20), III-II B.c.; entries from Bn- (or rather e-, if 8 Jpeper relates to pepprkiier, 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 (BAvovpog 19, 21, 23, prag 18, 29), indicating compilation
from multiple (lexicographical?) sources; (3) the occurrence of entries otherwise attested only in later
lexicographical tradition (22 Avdiov, 31 Bovnp(e)ioves); and (4) express identification of Attic vocabulary
(e.g., prag popoc' "Abnvaior). 30 Brnyog I suspect is corrupt for PAnypog.]

24. I take it the word was spelled with a single 3 in the papyrus (a8]dnv ed. pr.), in accordance with its
spelling of adnkoteg. In Coisl. (9.9-11) this tailpiece has been dropped, and there is a separate entry later for
addny (9.25-26). Both quote /i. 5.203 (. . . é3uévar a8(8)nv), the only occurrence with long first syllable.

25. So too in Hesychius. Coisl. has deacia, dgovia. The original was evidently dgacia (6 éotiv) de-
ovia, dypuia. dyputia makes the point that the word means not only inability to speak but inability to
utter any sound at all, 008¢ ypo.

26. towab]raig yap aonifot]v éxpdvito 1. ém “Exto[polg “dper 8[¢ piv oeJupd t[V]mte [kat alhyéva
[3éppa] keravov” (1L 6.117). (Aéyer yap after &xpdvro?) For such explication cf. that offered on dpgifaocig
(defined as 1 nept tob vexpob pdyn): nepipdvteg Yap kA, present in both pap. and Coisl. but in somewhat
different forms (pap. correctly has imperfect, bnepepayovro, rather than Coisl.’s present, Gyoviovtat).

27. Coisl., by contrast, has okortia, 1y pfine 8 @adg, obviously corrupt; Bekker (before the accession of the
papyrus) suggested 1 (unxétt v&). Read oxotia, f| (?, fj 7?) Spevn dpnt ponlopévn pine Sk edg? Cf. (in-
corporating the Avk-/Avy- equation found in Coisl.’s continuation and routinely elsewhere) the D-schol. in A
on /1. 7.433, .. . napa thHv Aynv & 0Tt oKotiav, olovel Wyéeeg Tt dv, TO iy Kabapdv edg GAL ETL KOTHIEG.
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90 épevvig offered as second gloss for Gpoiroreverg?®

102-3 Lexis appovdig given in uncorrupt form (apgobdag Coisl.), and Heliodorus’ inter-
pretation retained and attributed?®

106 Entry for avafaide (Od. 19.584) retained

107-9 Full formula for onomatopoeic characterization of dvapéppuke preserved,30 and
Coisl.’s corruption of gloss avoided (avafépinket [deb. -ev]: avapépnxev Coisl.)

111 davappoyev (Od. 11.586) and gloss given in uncorrupt form (dvappoy8évrog

Coisl.)?!

115 dvévdotog retained as gloss for avadrg>?

117 Gvamndnioag as gloss for avaitac®

120 Heliodorus’ interpretation of avaektopinec: retained and attributed®*

123 Etymological gloss on dvaitov (o0dtv dig) retained

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

133 avanpreag and gloss given in uncorrupt form (évanpfioar Coisl.)

In all the mss later than IT?, 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 IT3, 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 IT4, IT5, and
I16.33 But IT7, with over 80 entries represented, has only two entries not also

28. épevvig is a most unexpected gloss for duginokevels, however (the word occurs only at Od.
24.257, 10 & Spyatov dpe.), and I think it must be corrupt: for évepyeig? (No D-schol. ad loc., but 244
augimorevely, where again Spyatov is object, is glossed évepyeiv; likewise Od. 20.78; -Enelv seems to
have been routinely rendered -epyeiv.)

29. dugotépaig Taig Yepoiv (eig T ovdag pintwv) (suppl. from Hsch.). Cf. Part I, p. 25, n. 65.

30. t@v nemotnuévev Katd pipnotv fixov fi eovig. So too with dvapoppipesxev (129-31), and, I sus-
pect, dvapapder (124-27). Cf. Part I, pp. 34-35.

31. See PartI, p. 2, n. 4.

32. For this entry see Part I, p. 20, n. 50.

33. While the papyrus has merely dvaitag dvanndnoag, Coisl. gives avaifavteg dvopunoavreg, and ap-
pends: tifnot 8t thHv A&y kai émi ToD petd npoBupiag dvictapévou: “opBdg dvaitag” (Od. 21.119). (This latter
Heliodorus’?) I take it the original entry included avanndfioag too, perhaps on a different instance of avaiag.

34. Likewise in Hesychius (a 4780), where Latte adopts M. Schmidt’s alteration of droAeiaig to dno
Aeiag. But the papyrus too has -eiaic (with damage preceding): the papyrus’ editors regard this as common
error, labelling anoAeiaig 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. I is really too short to generalize from, but it does have two entries missing from Coisl. but shared
with Hesychius: £vrav@oi and "Evud, the latter labelled a nhactov npécwmnov. Hsch. omits the *Evua etymol-
ogy that we find in the papyrus, év-abetv = aveiv (cf. i.a. scholl. on Il 5.333, napd 1o évadety, d onpaiver 1o
¢nowveiv, where Erbse mistakenly obelizes épgoveiv). The papyrus and Hesychius also have a separate Evtea
da1tdg entry, in addition to an entry (or entries) on §vtea; cf. Coisl. 69.19-20. The papyrus’ entry on évrundg
is present both in Coisl. and in Hsch. in slightly different but clearly related forms. (I cannot make sense of
oby anhidg o0dE mepikekaluppévag in the Coisl. entry, despite Erbse’s acceptance of it: has e.g., nepiBepin-
pnévag [cf. schol. Ap. Rhod. Argon. 1.264] dropped out after dnAdg? Then surely GAX’ Go(te) Tetundobon kTA.)
It is possible that the papyrus incorporates material from elsewhere (cf. A. Henrichs, “Scholia Minora zu
Homer: 1,” 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.3® 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 I'T?, the lexicon normally circulated w1thout them. They
are absent from all the later papyri (as well as from 1'),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.

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: IT* retains a quote from
Antimachus in illustration of a meanmg of 80dg.

Also dropped by Coisl., perhaps in considerable quantity, were internal
citations of other Homeric passages. We have seen instances in IT? (two
quotes in the "E@¥poug entry, in addition to the initial one), and the other pa-
pyri reveal more. Coisl.’s ap.(plﬁporn entry, for instance, has only the defini-
tion (] mept Ohov tOV dvBpwnov dorig, 28.7), where l'[7 adds exegesis and
supporting quotation (n. 26 above); both have lost the lexis-exemplifying
quotation itself. !

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 IT’: the papyrus preserves five
citations of Heliodorus (in ddgvkér, asucng, asxpag, apgovdig, and dvax-
topinor), not one of which is retained in Coisl.*2 Some of the lexicon’s

36. avdpaire, avaxi(e)ivar, both in Hesychius. Conversely, Coisl. has some 20 entries not present in the
papyrus (36 according to Henrichs and Miiller, 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., appadov and appadinv appear in
separate places in Coisl., each glossed gavepdg: the alphabetized n’ understandably dispenses with apgadov).

37. I has three Homeric quotations (1I. 5.203 at gl. 5bis @dnv, Il. 17.4 at gl. 32 apeipacg, /l. 6.117 at
gl. 34 GpeBpitn), 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 ndher 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 10A [1972]: 749). Could the source (direct or
indirect) be a fuller version of the Apollonius lexicon, I wonder?

40. V8, Antimachus’ 8oov d6pov cited in support of the interpretation “divine” (6eiav) in the Homeric
phrase Bofjv vikta. A competing interpretation both in the Homeric and in the Antimachean phrase was
“black”; I take it that the papyrus’ éni] to0 “Extopog Aéy[er (V9-10), with reference to Il. 12.462-63 6 &’
Gp’ Eobope paidipos “Extwp | vokti B0f) drdravtog Sndma: Adure 8¢ yark@, is in refutation of this.
The interpretation as 6eiav appears to be etymologically based, ( 8eivai, as with interpretation as é8paiav
and dxivnrov gwhlch may also have been present in the lexicon).

41. Cf. IT7 i 2 8tav 8¢ Aéylp 6 n(owntig) [. . . (from an entry on dnpog, perhaps?), m v9-10 (adduc-
tion of /. 12.462-63, see prec. n.).

42. Cf. the citation of Comanus in IT? (i 6, in 'E@upovg). 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.*3 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 IT”s five Heliodorus citations, three are in Hesychius. To the five Comanus citations preserved in
Coisl. (Grar)re, 6)ooitpoyos, 6TEQdVY, GTEPAVOG, cuug&:ptt’]), Hesychius adds two more (aivilopat, dArindoa),

but is without the citation in "Egtpovg provided by IT*.
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IT“: Bodl.Libr. MS. Gr. class e. 44, Apollonius Sophista
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