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A NEW GREEK GRAMMARIAN 

In his exposition of MS Vat. gr. 2226 (V) in 1888,1 Leopold Cohn brought to light two 
consecutive grammatical treatises, both attributed to Aelius Herodian: the Iep[ 
-jqtapT7r/iEuvcwv AisEWov (here loc. prav.),2 containing seventy paragraphs, and the 

itAEraLpos (here Philet.) with 312 glosses. Both had been published in part: fifty-four 
paragraphs of loc. prav. by G. Hermann in 1801 from MS Mon. gr. 529 (M)3 and a 
version of fifty-nine paragraphs by J. Cramer under the title of IEpt Tr(V ,qrovIuvwv 
KaTa KAt'L V ravTOS Ao'yov 7aoEp'v.4 Glosses 1-78 of Philet. were published by J. 
Pierson (1759)5 from a copy of MS Par. gr. 2552 (P). 

In his edition of Philet. (1954), A. Dain6 seized upon Cohn's discovery in Vat. gr. 
2226 and pointed to other instances of the two 'Herodianic' works appearing 
together. Dain also used MS Par. suppl. 70 (Q) and the original MS (P) of Pierson's 
edition. He followed Cohn in questioning the attribution to Herodian, but like Lehrs7 
and Lentz,8 the editors of Herodian, assumed the likelihood of underlying Herodianic 
material. 

Early use of the two works 

Describing the difference between tAo7TorrTrs and LAhoO7rtoSrq, the Etymologicum 
Magnum (794.34) cites loc. prav. 28 - ovirws 'Hpwcoavos els ra r1q,rovl5eva Tr)v /epWhv 
TOV Aodyov. Phavorinus too (1610, 13) acknowledges 'Herodian' for his entry on 7TWV 

(loc. prav. 33). Thomas Magister has frequent citations from both loc. prav. and 
Philet. with no mention of their author. In the avAAoy74 attributed to Manuel 
Moschopoulos (156r) there is one entry from loc. prav. 11 and one clear example of 
use of Philet. (142r from gl. 124), but without reference to any author. The fourteenth- 
century MS of Harpocration, Marc. gr. 444, contains (unacknowledged) material 
from both works.9 

Thomas's citations'? can, with one exception, be traced to a later Excerpt, (K Trcv 

'HpwStavov (Exc. 'Hdn' here), compiled from both loc. prav. and Philet.11 But at 
Thom. 399.2 we find him reporting that 'Phrynichus' (the grammarian) thinks Xcop's 

/r ,u4 to be dSoKtLLov. In what we have of Phrynichus12 this is not so, but loc. prav. 66 
does deal with the phrase in this way. Similarly, at 90.15 Thomas begins with a 

1 Leopold Cohn, 'Unedirte Fragmente aus der atticistischen Litteratur', Rhein. Mus. 43 
(1888), 405ff. 

2 I am indebted to Mr J. G. Griffith for a Latin title, de locutionum pravitatibus, which he 
considers sufficiently Quintilianesque as a translation. 

3 Gottfried Hermann, De emendenda ratione Graecae grammaticae, i (Leipzig, 1801), 301ff. 
Dain incorrectly gives Hermann's MS as Par. gr. 3027 (A. Dain, Le 'Philetairos' [Paris, 1954], 
p. 10). 

4 J. Cramer, Anecdota Graeca Oxoniensia, iii (Oxford, 1836), pp. 246ff. 
5 Jan Pierson, Moeris Atticistae Lexicon Atticum ... accedit Herodiani Philetaerus (Leipzig, 

1750, rev. ed. G. A. Koch, 1888). 6 See n. 3 above. 
7 K. Lehrs (ed.), Herodiani scripta tria emendatiora... (Koenigsberg, 1848), p. 22. 
8 A. Lentz (ed.), Herodiani Technici Reliquiae (Grammatici Graeci, iii. 1.3, Leipzig, 1867-70), 

i.xv. 9 Edited by J. Keaney, TAPA 98 (1967), 205ff. 
x0 Thomas Magister, Ecloga, ed. F. Ritschl (Halle, 1832). 
1 This Excerpt is printed by Dain at pp. 75ff. of his edition of Philet. Since I hope to show 

that the works excerpted were not by Herodian, I put his name in quotes. 
12 E. Fischer, Die Ekloge des Phrynichos (Berlin-New York, 1974). 
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definite citation from Philet. 174, goes on with a phrase from Phrynichus (Ecl. 180), 
and makes attribution to Phrynichus alone. Since he seems to have used Phrynichus 
as much as the Exc. 'Hdn', this confusion is understandable. They were clearly of like 
value to him. 

These grammarians all thought sufficiently well of our two works to make use of 
them. Thomas (260.10) actually puts them on a par with the aKptletiS rEXvLKo',13 and 
the compiler of Cod. Marc. gr. 444 drew on them as he drew on Moeris and the 
Aristophanic scholia. Phavorinus and the EM refer to loc. prav. (ra r-7TovUiLeva T(CV 
ILepwV TOV Aoyou) or to 'Herodian'. 

Modern views 

Later scholars have not been eager to approve of the attribution to Herodian. Pierson 
accepted his seventy-five Philet. glosses as Herodian's, and they are still cited as such 
in LSJ9. In the Introduccion a la lexicografia griega (ed. F. R. Adrados, Madrid, 1977) 
Concepcion Serrano Aybar attributes both works to Herodian (p. 95). But Lehrs had 
rejected loc. prav., while conceding that it might be based on genuine Herodianic 
material: 'weder ist die Sprache Herodianisch, noch sind jedenfalls die Sachen von 
ganz Unherodianischen frei' (p. 22). In Philet. too 'kann eines oder das andere aus 
Herodian sein'. Lentz placed both of them at the head of his 'supposititious and 
suspect' works (i.xv). But Lentz's edition also compounded the problem, through his 
tendency to print as Herodian's much conjectural material gleaned from later 
authors. The 'true' style was hardly available for comparison. 

In Cohn's discussion of MS Vat. gr. 2226 he added further grounds for rejecting 
Herodian's authorship. Since Atticism was a Pergamene interest, Herodian could not 
have been involved with it. In response, Richard Reitzensteinl4 attempted to prove 
not only that Philet. was a genuine work of Herodian, but also that Herodian was an 
Atticist. 

These critics might have substantiated their claims with more detailed comparison 
between our two works and those of Herodian: loc. prav. and Philet. contain fewer 
parallels with Herodian than with, e.g. Phrynichus, Moeris, or Lucian. When they do 
deal with the same word, Herodian is often more concerned with accentuation.15 Even 
when the advice given is the same in substance, the vocabulary differs: e.g. at gl. 241 
the 'Attic' form of aXpeLos is described as pronounced gfapvrodvws in Philet., but 
Herodian uses the words 7rrpo7rapofvvovaL (ii.441, 4 Lentz) and rijv TrpwTrV O(V'VovIa 
(i.136, 1 L). We also find Herodian reporting rather than condemning some usages 
disapproved of in Philet.: e.g. aXpts and tLEXPLS (gl. 69 vs. Hdn ii. 101,29); e'7ELqXa and 
AeAoyXa (gl. 16 vs. Hdn ii.289,30); he does not condemn eUxapLarU (gl. 33 vs. Hdn 
ap. Choer. Can. Theod. ii.52,51); and contrary to the recommendation of gl. 209, he 
assigns Svpdv to the second conjugation (Hdn ap. Choer. Can. Theod. ii.163,26). All 
in all, there is nothing especially 'Herodianic' in the two works. 

Clues to the authorship 

With the ascription to Herodian rejected, other clues have to be followed up in search 
of an author. One path to pursue is to look at those grammarians who dealt with the 
same, or similar, grammatical mistakes. 

13 On this see R. Reitzenstein, Geschichte der griechischen Etymologika (Leipzig, 1897, repr. 
Amsterdam, 1964), p. 390. 

14 Ibid., pp. 371ff. 
15 

Compare, e.g., Philet. 25, 132, 227, 241, 252 with Hdn i.190, 7; i.464,1; ii.308,30; i.135,23; 
i.97,17 (in Lentz). 
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Phrynichus 

An obvious similarity exists between the Philetaerus and the EclogJ of Phrynichus, 
not simply in the format, a haphazard collection of grammatical hints and helps, but 
to some extent also in the tone - so much that Thomas Magister was led to confuse 
one with the other. 

Both Phrynichus and our author use a characteristic (oOK) E'pLsF, oiVi-wg xr) AEIYELV, 

a/1dpTr-q)a, ailapravomuLv, although Phrynichus is more personal (orb AE'yE), more 
didactic and extreme- KcaTr /A 3qva iV p TOrov Ec7rr,s, /r/8iToTE ELIT?7S. There are 

agreements and disagreements to be found throughout, and it is among these that one 
chances on a pleasing link between the two. 

In Ecl. 231 Phrynichus chides his friend Cornelianus (to whom the Ecloge- is 
dedicated) for citing the pseudo-Demosthenic In Neaeram for an example of the word 
flaaoAtuoa. This is exactly what we find in Philet. 121. And again in Eel. 371 he 
becomes extremely sarcastic (a'! /LEVTOL r~ aavoi irOAU~aO4t'8) with his friend for 
citing a line of Aristophanes to illustrate xpwog. This same citation comes in the 
relevant Philet. gloss (146). In his edition of Phrynichus, Rutherford' took these two 
references in the Eclog6 to illustrate his view (p. 482) that 'the two scholars were in 
the habit of discussing together doubtful points of Atticism'. He did not go on to 
identify the passages in Philet. because at that time only the first seventy-five glosses 
had been published (by Pierson in 1759).18 The relationship is clear to see: 
Eclog6 of Phrynichus Philetaerus 

231 Baur'AtLruav- 'AAKaCodv 9'aaL ... 121 Bacntatouav 6' JqpocrO'viqg 
KL'ApLU7-OTE'A')V ... ELpt)EvCU IV)El T7) KaT' NEat'paSx E'UTL 

SE f3autAtK6S' 2TtaToAEVSg dvioOav- SE' 7'owv) MaKE& VowV. 
O'ELS d'V AOYOV' Tj gaVTOO iTapaUKCVflq 
yIEVVtLKCOTaTov 7flLV EKO!UUoas- /LapTvpa 

r6 vya'aVTa TOv KaTrd NEatipag. 
06 ta TE Ta LLAAa U'7TW7TT1EUO17 P' 

TEtwat ZI77/L10UGVOV,1 KTA. 

371 XpE'wsc 'ATTnKo6 a&v OaL'VOLO ... 146 To XP'W Kat' To'X`0 
EL aOt w LyaO AEyELg. a cqTpW arap TL XE0S 

UV /LEVTOL TV)q oEaVTOU 7ToAUvfka0q Ega /.LE fLETa To6V Haauav;" 
i-' 'Aptu-ro%v9 &Vdq 7L06 6 'AptaTooaivrjg E'v NEqOE2atg. 

&EtELKlUE9 To' XPEO09 &l TaLS 

CTEPat9~NEqO?AaL 1ELITdvTa " a-Tap 
-r pEos- Ega /E /LEra' Trov Hacnav; 

COMIE SE' 7rapq)S&qKW'S- E'Lpl)KEvat, 

SLO'7TEP 0?) XPV)aTEo'O aUTIp. 

But there is still another clue. Both of the Phrynichus passages come from Part 2 of 
the EclogP. In his earlier Part 1 we find a previous gloss on PaUt'AtLua: 

197 Bam'Atuca ov&tSEL TW6v 

cpapx'Cwl E1ITEv, a'AAa' f3at'AEta 

Cornelianus read Part 1 of his friend's Eclog6 and commented upon it. In Part 2 
Phrynichus came back with a defence and a counter-attack. 

16 Gellius also uses the Heraclitean phrase (Diels, Vorsok. 40) sarcastically: 'illud Ephesii vini 
summe nobilis verbum ... iroAvt4a0L'V) VO'Ol ' ozt 81&LK-EL (Noctes Atticae, praef. 12) and '6'vato' 
aov, inquam, doctissime virorum, TraVrT,1 Ti-c 7ToAv1Lat'Wasc' (NA 14.6.5). I am indebted to 
Leofranc Holford-Strevens for these references. 

'~W. G. Rutherford, The New Phrynichos (London, 1881). 
18Fischer (p. 41 n. 10) sees the connection of Ecl. 197 with Cornelianus, hut does not trace 

it to the Philetaerus. 

526 



NEW GREEK GRAMMARIAN 527 

In case these two parallels seem too slender to count as evidence for the 
identification of a hitherto unknown author, a look at other parallels in the two works 
may reveal whether there are further grounds for supporting any connection. We shall 
contend that in the Philetaerus the author takes up some of the points made by 
Phrynichus in Ecl. Part 1, correcting, contradicting, or perhaps endorsing, with the 
addition of a literary reference. From even a limited sample of such parallels (see 
Appendix I), details of this method can be seen. 

Pursuing the same line, we see that in Part 2 of the Ecloge Phrynichus in turn takes 
up some of the Philetaerus glosses - both those commenting on his Part 1 and others 
(e.g. Eel. 197-Philet. 121 mentioned above). For examples, see Appendix II. 

We may also consider Phrynichus' rival Pollux, to see if there is any sign of a 
relationship with his work, the Onomasticon.19 

Pollux 

Taking only a sample again, we find parallels in Philet. gll. 38, 119, 121, 127-9, 141, 
148, 156, 161, 168, 175-6, 180-2, 185, 187, 195, 197, 199, 200, 217-19, 228, 261, 264, 
266 (sharing the same reference), 267. 

Sometimes the Philetaerus expands or clarifies, sometimes all there is to go on is a 
word in a list from the Onomasticon. Occasionally Pollux has more material: e.g. Poll. 
2.9 and 18 have iLelpaKLaKos and tLELpaKlaK"q (cf. Ael. D. / 12, /etpaKL'aKoS), lacking 
in Philet. 107. Some of this Pollux material is used in Philet. in corrections or 
suggestions made to Phrynichus' Ecloge Part 1: on that word /3aaXtLaaa Philet. 121 
inclines to Poll. 8.90 (and others) rather than to Phrynichus; UaaaXdXAr from Poll. 
2.139 is used to correct or amplify Ecloge 169. Gloss 279 uses Pollux on piovjoOaA,os 
against Phrynichus; and gl. 281 tallies with Poll. 7.67-8 against Ammonius 215. 

Cornelianus does occasionally correct Pollux or disagree with him: thus gl. 118 on 
KOorraLte4vE has some differences from Poll. 6.109-11; and gl. 120, on the gender of 
KavoVS/KaVOVV opposes Poll. 7.176. 

To other passages of Pollux the Philetaerus adds a new point, not necessarily in 
condemnation: e.g. gl. 116 amplifies and gives a reference to Demosthenes; 166 adds 
a ref. to Herodotus; 194 adds a Diodes ref.; 210 adds a Sophocles ref.; 213 adds 
E7TLKaLva and -Trepya; 228 adds refs. to Aristophanes and Menander; 249 adds a 
point on 7roAtTreVT6rl/8l yopos; 190 discusses the noun instead of the verb (Poll. 
5.102). 

In loc. prav., ?2 echoes Poll. 3.30; ?9 draws upon Poll. 1.230; ?24 adds refinements 
on qaK,< (Poll. 6.60); and ?29 corrects the accentuation of the word discussed by 
Pollux in 1.14. 

But the most pleasing feature of the Pollux connection for anyone interested in our 
author is the finding that in Bk 10 of the Onomasticon Pollux takes up some of the 
points made in the Philetaerus. 

Pollux does not invariably, in Bk 10, add to parallels with a word in the Philetaerus: 
e.g. Poll. 6.87 had as much, if not more, on KOXALadpOV/KOXAoXipvXov as Philet. 217; 
in 10.89 he merely has KOXtLWpv'XOLs in a list. On the other hand, we see a nice 
sequence at times - e.g. to Poll. 4.19 on apyvpoO7K7q Philet. 194 adds a corrective and 
a reference from Diodes, then in 10.152 Pollux comes back with a further reference 
from Antiphanes. 

In view of Cornelianus' position as Er UTaroAXvs (see further below), it is tempting 
to see the appointment of Pollux to the Chair of Rhetoric at Athens as influenced by 

19 Pollux, Onomasticon, ed. E. Bethe (Leipzig, 1900). 
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Philetaerus Pollux 10 

85 49 adds fAavrt'a. 
93 42 incorporates Philet. gloss. 

108 89 adds ref. to Pherecrates. 
120 65 reiterates the neuter of Kavoov. 
158 165 adds Aristophanes ref. 
175 123 adds Homeric ref. 
185 91 adds refs. to Eupolis and Pherecrates. 
194 152 adds Antiphanes ref. 
208 160 perhaps in response to Philet. gl. 
226 121 adds Aristophanes ref. 
248 51 perhaps in response to Philet. 

Cornelianus in favour of the grammarian whose opinions were more congenial to 
him. 

We shall return to Phrynichus and Pollux (below, p. 529), but I select two more 
authors, passing over several (e.g. Moeris, Philemon, Lucian), with whom the 

parallels are frequent. 

Ammonius 

K. Nickau,20 who prefers to ascribe what we know as the work of Ammonius to the 

grammarian Herennius Philo (c. A.D. 100), points out the resemblance between thirty- 
three Ammonius passages and their parallels in the Philetaerus, 'qui ad Herennii 
verba interdum propius accedit quam quod casui attribuas' (p. lxvi). He does, 
however, preserve discretion as to the precise relationship, because of uncertainty 
about the authorship, date, etc. of Philet. (see especially Nickau, pp. Ixiv-lxv). He 
includes the de impropriis (his Appendix I).21 

To Nickau's list may be added Philet. 96 and 271, related to Amm. 524 and 406 

respectively; and loc. prav. 67-Amm. 48. We may also ignore Nickau's Amm. 182 and 
469-70, paralleled by him with Dain's version of the Exc. ' Hdn' 92 and 106 (pp. 81-2 
Dain), which are not in fact from Philet. or loc. pray. Amm. 489 parallels loc. prav. 
24 (cdKoVS plural and baKj) and not the Excerpt (faKdos, ,aKj). 

Nickau gives as a prime example the obvious Philet. 142 matching Amm. 299, 
where there is a difference of one word only, 7rapda'aaLs/7TapdaarTrqa. A less 
obvious, but equally valid, example appears in Philet. 91 - Amm. 331, where alone 
among the many grammarians dealing with vavdytov/vavdyta the two use the phrase 
tr6 EKfpar0E'v. 

Having seen something of our author's treatment of Phrynichus and Pollux, we 
may be less hesitant. The Philet. glosses often add to the Ammonius text, perhaps 
with a literary reference: e.g. Philet. 27 - Amm. 50 (with Philet. also adding '7viKa); 
Ph. 96-Amm. 524; Ph. 97- Amm. Suppl. 24; Ph. 107- Amm. 317 (but without 
Ammonius' juEtpaKt'UKoo); Ph. 271 - Amm. 392. But our author does not compete 
with Amm. 120, which has three literary references already. The example of Philip is 
added by Philet. 279 to Amm. 197 (and used to counter Phrynichus, as above). On 
the other hand, Philet. 243, on ade-Xvwos/d-eXv6sh, paraphrases and shortens Amm. 
84. On occasion the Philetaerus offers a correction to the Ammonian parallel: e.g. Ph. 

20 Ammonius, de adfinium vocabulorum differentia, ed. K. Nickau (Leipzig, 1968). 
21 A printing error in Nickau's list (p. lxiv) has equated Amm. 83 with Philet. 294, whereas 

it should be Amm. 84- Philet. 243 and then Amm. 116- Philet. 294. 
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281 on cfvr7q/c6Jvtov may be a corrective to Amm. 215; Ph. 69 to Amm. 91; Ph. 155 
to Amm. 139. 

These comparisons incidentally suggest certain emendations to the text of both 
authors: e.g. Ph. 96 via Amm. 524 (add avrl roT dvr-aaauaL); Amm. 142 would be 

improved by laaTrpoOnv, as at Ph. 130; and impropr. 36 by ?ET' darraTrj, as at Ph. 
270 (cf. Antiatt. 116.16). 

It is apparent that our author is using, and sometimes embroidering, the earlier 
work. At times he incorporates 'Ammonius' or de impropr. phrases into his 
comments on Phrynichus' Ecloge Part I. 

The Antiatticist 

Turning to the Antiatticist,22 we find that his glosses sometimes complement 
paragraphs of loc. prav. and Philet. glosses (see Appendix III). Since the dating of the 
Antiatticist is in some doubt, and he is claimed by some as a 'source' for 
Phrynichus,23 it might seem perverse to claim that his work postdates our treatises. 
But for example, Antiatt.'s condemnation of Xaac'v rov TrrTOV (106.14) looks very 
much as if it is directed towards Philet. 258. The possibility that Antiatt. is 
commenting on Philet., and not vice versa, is strengthened by the number of literary 
references added by Antiatt. to the various glosses. (At the same time it may be 
conceded that where there is a similar gloss in Phrynichus' Ecloge, Antiatt. appears 
to have that in mind rather than the one in Philet. e.g. KpoVELV/KO1rrEtv in Antiatt. 
101.22-Ecl. 148 as against dJOLVbEI/KO'ITTrv of Philet. 112.) Parallels with Philet. 2, 5, 
14, 112, 121, 136, and 294 afford criticism, add literary references, etc. but they also 
have parallels in Phrynichus. Again, the wording suggests that it was Phrynichus 
rather than our author that the Antiatticist had in mind. 

Nor is it disputed that most of the glosses held in common are dealt with by other 
grammarians (e.g. Ael. D. for Philet. 96, Moeris for 90, Pollux for 161), but there are 
enough links between Philet. and loc. prav. and the Antiatticist to validate 
consideration of some relationship between their authors. 

The author 

We have already seen that the author of the Philetaerus was the Cornelianus 
addressed by Phrynichus in the Ecloge (pp. 526-7 above) and that he was very 
probably a friend and supporter of Pollux. We learn from Phrynichus (gll. 231, 357, 
371, 394 and the dedication) that he was e7crroAevs' and aov'tovAos 'to kings' 
(3acUtAEis), that he liked to be known for his erudition, and that he admired 
Menander. I shall suggest that Phrynichus' attacks against that poet caused 
Cornelianus to make changes in revising his work, as there are few references to 
Menander in the present text. And he improved the Greek language of officialdom. 

According to Naechster and Bowersock24 it was during the joint rule of Marcus 
Aurelius and Commodus (A.D. 177-80) that Cornelianus was appointed ab epistulis, 
following Tertullus, which puts him at the latter end of the 170s. This suits the dating 
of Phrynichus' Ecloge (c. 178, according to Fischer, p. 44). He is represented by 
Phrynichus as wielding much power, but the imminence of the appointment to the 

22 Ed. I. Bekker, Anecdota Graeca, i (Berlin, 1814), pp. 75ff. 
23 

e.g. by Fischer, p. 39; cf. K. Alpers, Das attizistische Lexicon des Orus (Berlin, 1981), p. 108 
n. 5. 

24 M. N. Naechster, De Pollucis et Phrynichi controversiis (Diss. Leipzig, 1908); G. W. 
Bowersock, Greek Sophists in the Roman Empire (Oxford, 1969). 
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Chair of Rhetoric at Athens may account for some flattering exaggeration. Of his 
literary interests there can be no doubt. And if we accept that he both held the 
position and wrote grammatical treatises, his influence on other grammarians is easier 
to comprehend. 

There have been attempts25 to identify Cornelianus with a friend of the orator 
Fronto, referred to in a letter about the year 146 (ad Amic. I.1) - the one who studied 
with Fronto and is described by him as 'ingenio libero et liberali ... litterarum studio 
et bonarum artium elegantia' (cf. ibid. I.ii). This would be possible if the Imperial 
Secretary was in his fifties or sixties. But if we take the norm for the age of the 
Secretary as about thirty-five or forty,26 he would not be the Sulpicius Cornelianus 
mentioned by Fronto. Another, earlier, Cornelianus is addressed by Pliny (Ep. 6.31) 
and Stobaeus attests a Cornelianus as writer of a KaTa BEpEVKTJCS (3.4.45). Corneliani 
in office include L. Attidius (PIR 1 A 1341; 2 c 1305), mentioned in the Vita Marci 

(8.6), suffect consul before 151 and later governor of Syria. A Cornelianus 

contemporary with our author was suffect in 180 or 181 (PIR 1 A 1342; 2 c 1304). 
Identification in the absence of further evidence must remain incomplete. (There are 
no grounds for suggesting with Klebs that he was father of the Metrophanes 
'sophistae Lebadea oriundi' in PIR 2 c 1303.) 

A faint gleam of illumination may be discerned in a passage at the end of the 
Philetaerus in the MS Vat. gr. 2226. The scribe recalls material similar to that of 
Philet., written by 'AAE:dvApy TC) KWLtLKp). Something is clearly wrong with the 
scribe's memory or the recording of it. Cohn (p. 412), following Studemund, wanted 
to emend KjtoLtKP to KopvqAtL' (but with Alexander Polyhistor in mind). Reitzenstein 
(op. cit., p. 389) preferred Alexander of Cotys, but conceded that his description 
might be ira KpItKrtK or Trc ypa wartKC. This last suggestion gains a little support 
from 'AAE6:dvSpov Tro ypau,uartKoOV acknowledged as one of his mentors by Marcus 
Aurelius (Med. 1.10.1) and taken to refer to Alexander of Cotys.27 Here then we may 
have a possible teacher or colleague of our author. 

Another possibility may be adduced. If the scribe is here pointing to a version of 
the Philetaerus put out under the author's own name, before its attribution to 
Herodian, we may have a second name for Cornelianus - Alexander. And it would 
not be impossible to emend the note to read 'AAE%dv3ppc KopvrJAtavco. There is no 
other evidence to support such a claim, but note a similar combination of names: C. 
Julius Alexander Berenicianus, suffect consul at the end of 116.28 The name Alexander 
is appropriate for a graecophile, and it is a name found in the imperial family.29 Aelius 
Herodian himself and Claudius Didymus are reminders that an imperial name might 
be favoured by literary men whose patrons were emperors. 

Here are the passages of Phrynichus' Ecloge that illustrate our description of 
Cornelianus. 

25 e.g. by E. Champlin, Fronto and Antonine Rome (Cambridge, Mass.-London, 1980), pp. 
29-30; Oxford Classical Dictionary2, s.v. Phrynichus Arabius. 

26 The view of Sir Ronald Syme (personal communication), who also points out the error in 
OCD2 in calling him 'Attidius' (a quite different Cornelianus, cos. suff. in 150 and Governor of 
Syria). 

27 Another intellectual Alexander connected with Marcus was 'the Platonist' (Med. 1.1.12). 
Other, earlier Alexanders favoured and promoted by emperors are mentioned by Syme, Bonner 
Historia Augusta Colloquium 1982-3 (1985) = Roman Papers, v, ed. Anthony R. Birley (Oxford, 
1988), pp. 552, 556. 

28 PIR 1 A 510; cf. B 109. 
29 e.g. Severus (PIR A 510; A 1610; 2 p. xviii). 
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rjv rTE daAArv aov rraLSEoav Oavldcwov, v olaqepdvrws virEp arravragTas Ouo0L EEVTVXOV 

7reTra[LevaaL, Ka ... TOUTO OavULaaas XXW, (TO ITep TrcV KaLWv K*al OK4L WV ovoaTdwv KPLl,V. 

TrafTr pa <EA?oEavToaTs'F vou rTa daSoKL',ovs T(bV /)wvwV aOpoLaOIjvaL ... Tdaas tevv ovX otdo T 

eyeVOd!Trv Ta voyv TreptAagtv ... ov AavOdveL Se UEC, carrep ovo daAAo TL TCV KCara 7raLSEiav, (S 

TLVE9S 7TroTre7TrCcdrTES T7S dpXataS w)vris KaLt E7T Tnrv aftlaOav KaTraoEVYOVTES 7rOplt0ovU 

tadpTvpds rTvas TOV 7TpoeLpijaOat VrTO TrV adpxaLWv TaUe TaSr jXovdCL' rj'fLElS 9 e ov TrpoS Ta 

LrTlr,LapT7/reIva daqopJ/iLev, aAA& 7TpOs a ao0KLtoJWrara Trv adpXaLvIC). (Ecl. dedication, p. 60 

Fischer) 

ar oE faalLKos ETTrLroAeuS aTroqavOe;s cdvaoyov Tr aaurov iTapaaKcevj. ... aa... (Ecl. 
231) 

...au /LEVTOL TJ aeavTrov 7roAvpa.Q'a .. (Ecl. 371) 

... 7TrpoLTaTOV P v EV TrraLELta 1EIyLaTov dtleWflLa a7TavrTv EXovTa aU Kat Sla TroVTo EK TpO0KpLTCV 
d7roavOEvra VtTO' JaaLAE'v EtrirToAEa acVTWV. (Ecl. 394) 

"Tra 7TpoawTra aoddrpa rrapijv ... .au KaOapos Kal dpaaios- Wv p7fTWrp Kal odvos ... Eraavaywv 
elS TO apXaiov aXjL,a Kal d0KLILoV T7V rv prTOpLKtj, oV tOVov avTro 8va)XEpaLvW v oV8eTtWTrore 

EXprjaw TO) dOVaopaTL, aAAa Kal Tovs aAAousV EKuvuoas v XpTaagOaLa, eeXhAArlv7wv Kal eaaTTLKiLUo) 
TO faOILALKOV SLKaorTJpLov Kal 38tCK&oSKaAoS KCLaOLTard.EvoS ov /LOVOV aVUT;rv TWV Aoyov, olov9 XPI" 
Aye`cv, (dAAa Ka) a> crjXLaros Kal a; fslEuaros a WV Kal vrs cKa ardaeot. Troyapovv ae T()V 

eylaEYrcTV dtwraavrTE ot 'Pwoa(Lwv aaaLAEcs dveOeoav Ta 'EAA'Fjvwv aavra ITpdylaTa 
8LOLKE(V, TrapLopvodUaevo 0L avJLovAov EavTo?s, Aodyp IEV ETLoTroAEa adro0f vavTE9, Epyqo oe 

avvepyov E'A devo T7r gaaoLAELasg. (Ecl. 357) 

avaar1uov "... TL TdaXovatV ol TOV MevavSpov pi~yav ayovreS KaL alpoVTES vrrTp TO 'EAAX)VLKOV 
a7rav ... Ta aKpa TrV 'EAAvwV O;pcu ,iaVLKdS 7TEpl TOV KvW),CO)0TOiLOV aTrov8d0aovTa, TTpTLCarTOV 
/iEv Ev ?raL8Ela EYLytorTOV dai`Wola aTravTrv eXovTard Kal taL TroTO EK 7TpoKpL'TrV ad7To(av0ETra 

rTO paaCLAEwv ErTLUToAEa avrT)cv ... ady ovv OTrWS .var7s tov rr)V EV TOl Se ovaXepea TrWV (Tr)V 

dTropiav ov yap TrepLOdTeaOaL' aee i7yoiV3aL JpviaYv fAXdvrTa aov rTaL ralSLKa MevavSpov. (Ecl. 
394) 

Cornelianus is linked to this last passage with a grammarian, Balbus, described as 
AeLrrdo'evov TroAv rTTs or7s TrapaaUKev7, and with a rhetor, Gaianus of Smyrna, avspa 

],qAcoTr1v Kalt paTrr7v TrTs ,lg e7v TraiLL?a tLAoKaAtaS. The word avoaaruliov which 

begins the gloss and gives rise to Phrynichus' anger, does not appear in either of our 
two works, just as there is no reference to rrpodaoura, condemned in Ecl. 357. We may 
presume that Cornelianus used his influence to improve the language of official 
documents (no doubt replacing cvaao-q1ov with xapaKT 'p) and/or that the 
condemned words were removed from a revision of the work. 

One treatise or two? 

The parallels cited above between loc. prav. and other grammatical works are not as 
compelling as our evidence for the authorship of Philet. But the linking of the two 
treatises in the Excerpts and their frequent appearance in tandem (with titles, although 
ascribed to the wrong author) contribute to the likelihood that loc. prav. too was 
written by Cornelianus. 

Another, though maddeningly indecisive, hint may be found in the fact that the 
Excerpts30 and a clear majority of the MSS containing Philet. have none of the glosses 
before gl. 73. Indeed most begin at 82. Cramer's version, perhaps an abbreviated 
Byzantine version, has none before gl. 97. Only MS Vat. gr. 2226 and Pierson's Par. 
gr. 2552 have the early glosses. 

In MS Ambros. gr. 482 (E) and in Cramer's version (z, from five MSS) the title is 

30 Besides the Exc. 'Hdn' there is an anonymous Excerpt in MS Vindob. phil. gr. 172, which 
has selected abbreviations from loc. prav. 1-62, going on without a break to Philet. 82, with 
selections up to the final gl. 319. There are no titles and the material is continuous with the works 
that precede and follow. 
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virtually the same: (7rEpl) -rJv qrovjELvcov Kara Trrv KALiLYv 7ravT-v Tro Aoyov 
L?epwv. Then without any break the loc. prav. paragraphs are followed by gl. 82 (E) 

and 97 (z). MS Par. suppl. gr. 1238 (Q) similarly has no break between the last few 
paragraphs of loc. prav. and gl. 82 of Philet. (untitled), though because of its 
fragmentary nature we have no more than six loc. prav. paragraphs, and no title for 
that either. However, at the juncture between the two treatises there is no failure in 
the MS, just a clear continuation. 

Whereas Dain (p. 24) suggested that a large section had been 'lost' when the 
'Byzantine compilation' was made, it makes more sense, in my opinion, to accept 
these continuous versions as closer to the original work than the arrangement of the 
two complete works in V, the only testimony to that arrangement, and on which 
Dain's edition is based. It makes more sense to observe the pattern that runs 
throughout the MSS in which both works are represented: nouns/adjectives, verbs, 
adverbs/prepositions, followed by sundry glosses. Phrynichus does not refer to any 
title for his friend's work, but to r crs cas 7rapaoKevsrj (Ecl. 394), which might well 
indicate a single work. He also wants less of the &rC7LiapT7rjqeva and more of the 
8oKtLoLTraTa T7v dpXatCwv (Ecl. dedication). It is possible that Cornelianus increased 
the number of positive examples - those that now appear in MSS VP. This is only a 
suggestion, but it would account for the 'missing' glosses of Philet. and help to 
establish the same author for both works. It is quite credible that the tidying up 
consisted of the division, and perhaps the expansion, of the original into the two 
works as we now have them in Vat. gr. 2226. 

As a postscript to this speculation about the original and the newer versions, I 
would point out that one of the MSS, Q, differs from all the others in having a style 
of its own. Q has the personal AEyotLEv (for Aoyovat in other MSS); Epeis (cf. 
Phrynichus) for Epov41Ev; the personal OVK ot3' o0ev, such phrases as Trap' 'ArTTKOtS, 
ol 7raAaLot', Lrapa rots dapXatotL, and many versions of glosses which, though they 
cover the same problem in the same order as the other MSS, are couched in different 

phraseology or have different examples. Q also contains literary references that are 
absent from other MSS, including two to Menander (gll. 103 and 285) and two to 
the vEco-rpot (103 and 155). If the references to Menander were cut down in response 
to criticism of that poet by Phrynichus (see above, p. 529), we may have here an 

unpolished TrapauKevrj, or as it were a first draft of the work. 

The attribution to Herodian 

Cornelianus is not known as an author elsewhere than in Phrynichus' references to 
him. Whether he himself or his followers or later scribes put out his work under a 
name that was better known is impossible to say. It is a long way to go for the 

hypothetical corruption of his own name to AltAov 'Hpwtavov, even taking into 
account the suggestion made above (p. 530) about 'AAEsddv3pc. That the attribution 

may have not been Cornelianus' idea, but a later development, gains some credence 
if we recall the flattery he received from Phrynichus, as well as his apparently 
influential position in the Empire. Whether one of such authority would have felt it 
necessary to assume a 'better-known' name, we cannot tell. 
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APPENDIX I: PARALLELS WITH PHRYNICHUS 

Ecloge Part I Philetaerus 

13 84 adds Theopompus ref. 
28 271-2 give different examples; add Plato and the Ionic 

connection. 
29 133 adds daro TOTE and compounds of 7rtAaL, with a general 

remark about temporal adverbs. 
32 154 disagrees and adds ,Fdaov '.uEpas and xEa71c,lBgpLa. 

*33 182 incorporates one of Phrynichus' words (PcjAos) into a 
larger gloss (cf. Ecl. 51); both add to Ael. D. : 21. 

39 275 adds that rtetvdv and StLdv are Doric, with an extra note 
(cf. Ap. Dysc. coni. 229. 7. 

*43 172 adds Aapvys (thus adding to Ael. D. b 3, on which 
Phrynichus is based). 

*51 182 combines it with other words (cf. Ecl. 33); both echo Ael. 
D. p 6, Philet. varying it by giving the plural. 

56 168: dolAit is answered by dArlcAtKoTEpoS. 
58 84 adds a (wrong) ref. to Demosthenes. 
76 305 expands, adding literary refs. 
92 190 has noun instead of verb and adds another. 

100 100 is virtually the same. 
103 144 gives an alternative form of the gloss, with other synonyms. 
107 279 disagrees, preferring Pollux and Ammonius. 
134 215 adds ref. from Archippus and gives modern equivalent. 
144 176 adds other avtu- words. 
148 112 substitutes od,ELtv for KpoviaaL. 
155 228 contradicts, adding Aristophanes ref., with a note on 

daXhos and a Menander ref. for uad'XAas. 
156 89 adds ref. to Cratinus. 

*160 183 shortens the gloss, but introduces alaiXvveaOal; both look 
to Ael. D. 8 34. 

169 261 elaborates and adds paaXdA,r (cf. on Pollux above, p. 
527). 

171 266 gives another definition and adds ref. to Herodotus. 
*180 174 prefers Trois 8o (cf. Ael. D. 8 31), adding note on 

declension of numbers. 
*181 225 adds ref. to Demosthenes and slips in usage of'others'; 

both use Ael D. 8 31-2. 
183 107 elaborates, adding ref. to Menander, omitting Ael. D.'s 

/EtlpaKldKos (p 12); Phryn. and Cornelianus both perhaps 
had in mind Ar. Byz. 7TEpt dvotaiaaS 'X,ALtKtiV. 

193 177 adds a note on derivation. 
*197 121 comes up with an example in Demosthenes and adds that the 

word is Macedonian; Poll. 8.90 and Ael. D. f 5 used against 
Phryn. (see Phryn.'s riposte in Part 2). 

202 208 adds Trv cKEV6uv. 
220 130 gives example of use of KaTopOjcraa and adds 

E7Tavop06ciat and SLopOWaat. 
226 92 merely repeats, perhaps asserting the modern use of 7rTrwv. 

A similar pattern is found in loc. prav.: compare Ecl. 2-l.p. 63; Ecl. 19-1.p. 42; Ecl. 124-1.p. 
51; El. 158-l.p. 34; Ecl. 182-l.p. 22; Ecl. 213-l.p. 27. 

* Parallels with Aelius Dionysius, a source for both authors, are indicated by the asterisk. 
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APPENDIX II: MORE PARALLELS WITH PHRYNICHUS 

Ecloge Part 2 

231 is the scathing comment on Philet. 121. 
233 rephrases Ph. 136. 
239 elaborates on Ph. 273. 
253 expands Ph. 38. 
280* adds literary ref. to Ph: 182. 
281 confirms spelling of TrrTeAo (again Ph. 182). 
285 adds refs. from Aristotle and Chrysippus for Ph. 87. 

(And see on loc. prav. just below.) 
291 is a variation of Ph. 5. 
300 introduces da'yo,/at in response to Ph. 239. 
308 adds ref. from Antiphanes (Ph. 303). 
334 expands Ph. 41. 
371* attacks Ph. 146. 
372 adds definition of tLAodAoyos and underlines condemnation of 

LtAoAoyeiv (Ph. 101). 
379 perhaps prompted by Ph. 313. 
391 condemns A,jOapyos (Ph. 150), naming Menander as user of the word 

(cf. Ecl. 394). 
397 endorses Ph. 268, again with ref. to Menander's misuse of word. 

For loc. prav. compare Ecl. 234-l.p. 17; Ecl. 285-l.p. 56; Ecl. 346-l.p. 20; Ecl. 418*-l.p. 67. 
* Parallels with Aelius Dionysius in both authors are indicated by the asterisk, as in 

Appendix I. 
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APPENDIX III: PARALLELS WITH THE ANTIATTICIST 

loc. prav. Antiatticist 

7 84.18 gives a Sophocles ref. for alternative form of /o.. 
45 93.14 adds Herodotus ref. for the compound form. 
49 97.29 gives Euripides and Sophocles refs. for 5j. 
52 99.16 adds Euripides ref. for Ovaat. 
64 108.16 gives Herodotus ref. for daAtora with superlative. 

Antiatt. 98.31 and 83.12 are variations on the themes of loc. prav. 3 and 10; Antiatt. 108.22 
may be an attempt to say something diffeent about atlvpva or ?'tuvpva (loc. prav. 13). 

Philetaerus Antiatticist 

2 107.9 contradicts Philet. and Phrynichus, supporting 'LeOvaos 
for man (cf. Moeris 239.3). 

90 100.33 suggests an alternative word. 
96 78.3 adds a Demosthenes ref. 

108 107.28 adds ~{<, and ref. to Plato. 
116 101.16 adds a ref. to Diphilus. 
130 96.25 gives an Aristophanes ref. for ErravopOoaat. 
136 101 adds a literary ref. 
161 107.23 modifies and adds the noun (as in Pollux). 
191 106.33 gives the appropriate Sophocles ref. 
209 109.32 differs on the form of the verb. 
223 80.29 adds a Diphilus ref. 
231 114.15 virtually disagrees with first part of Philet. gl.; takes up 

second part. 
249 111.29 adds two literary refs. - Plato and Thucydides. 
258 106.14 condemns Philet. gl. 
270 116.16 adds Plato ref.; and efararcvTra perhaps looks back to 

alrraT7s. 
299 103.5: same point, with change to third-person plural instead of 

infinitive. 
303 96.11: same point. 
312 82.32 disagrees and cites Sophocles. 
313 116.1 corrects OLT7r7rT? to avtjOLTo7rT'rr. 
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