
NOTES ON GREEK GRAMMARIANS

I. A Note on theChronology of Herodian's Works

Using examples from Eustathius and Apollonius Dyscolus,
K. Lehrs has shown the difficulty of drawing chronological in­
ferences from the tense of cross-references within the corpus of
a grammarian's works 1). However, the only possible indices that
we have for the chronology of Herodian's works are such cross­
references; hence, Lehrs' pupil, A. Lentz, did not hesitate to ex­
ploit their possible chronological implications 2). Perhaps a fur­
ther passage can be added to those adduced by Lentz for
Herodianic chronology:

Et. Gen. (AB) s. v. nbo~: ... 17 uno rov fJb01J11 xanl f-lsra­
aX'YJf-laTUJf-l6v' ro yae fJbovr} baavv6f-lsvov (b. sscr. add. BI) f-lSTa­
aX'YJf-lar[CSTal sl~ ro nbo~ 1plAOVf-lSVOV, (hanse ro fJf-lEea baavv6f-lsvov
f-lsraaX'YJf-lar[Csral sl~ ro nf-lae 1plAOVf-lsvov xai (xai B om. A) ro opa
baavv6f-lsvov (b. A f-lsTaaX'YJf-larlCSTal B) sl~ ro äpvbl~ 1plAOVf-lSVO'V"
o{Jrw~ 'Hew&avo~ lv rfj (rfj om. B) 'f),taxfj ('f),. A 'f),tabfj B)
neoaepblq. (2, 3°,22 Lentz = sch. A ad A 576). sv bi up LVf-lnoa[ep
(fr. 2: 2,9°4,22 Lentz) qJ'YJaiv orl (orl B om. A) ro nbo~ ßOVAOVTa[
rl'VS~ baavvsl'V' sxe[vaf-lsv bi (post bi verb. Y'YJ sscr. add. BI) to{Jrw~
(ovr [cd.] A cd. inc. BIeg. avro?)f-luAAOVCf-l. A om. B) 1plAovv,lnd ra
sl~ o~ Ar}YOVTa ovbiuea blavAAaßa ueX6f-lsva uno q;Vaet f-laxeu~

1plAova()al ()ÜSl, olov alaxo~, svxo~, slbo~' o{Jrw~ OVV xai nbo~

1plAWdov (cf. EM 419, 29)'

I suspect that the aorist sxe[vaf-lsv in the fragment of the
Symposium refers to a past decision on the breathing of nbo~, a
decision which would have been taken at the time of the compo­
sition of the 'f),taX~ neoaepbla (which precedes the Ka()oAlx~

neoaepbla; cf. on 0338: ... nsei wv sler}aSTal nf-liv sv roi~ IIsei
xa()oAlxfj~ neoaepbla~, cited by Lentz, p. XIV). If this is correct,
the sequence 11. pros.-Symp. can be added to the discussion of the
chronology of Herodian's werks in Lentz, pp. XIII-XV.

I) Kar! Lehrs, Quaestiones Epicae (Regimontii Prussorum, 1837),
PP·37 ff.

2) Herodiani Technici Reliquiae, collegit disposuit emendavit explica­
vit Augustus Lentz, Grammatici Graeci, 3, I (Lipsiae, 1867), XIII-XV,
hereafter cited in the text.
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2. Herodian on (1(p01 (2, 30, 19 Lentz = Il. Pros. A 574)
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A) acp01: Toih:o neo~ sftcpaatv TWV neoa01nwv. neWToOe-rov bi
aVT~v aVTwvvfttav 0 'Hewbtavo~ "aÄei' (2, 30, 19-21 Lentz), "ai
ov" ano TOiJ acpw'i' &0 o~VVeTal" TO yae WTWV bvixwv anSaTeanTat
T~V neetanww!'v'YJv (Epimerismi Homerici on A 574).

B) acp01: neWTOOe-rov aVT1]V cp'YJalV 'Hew&avo~ (2, 30, 19),
ov" MO ToiJ acpw'i' &0 o~vveTal" TO yae WTWV bvixwv anSaTeanTat
T~V neetanwftsv'YJv (sch. bT on A 574a Erbse).

These two passages, in each of which the grammarian
Aelius Herodian is cited by name, present a clear and consistent
doctrine about the form acp01 attested in Iliad A 574. It is there­
fore surprising that Herodian's opinions on the subject have
often been misunderstood by reputable scholars. Readers of
Lentz's standard edition of Herodian's works will encounter
the doctrine in this rather different form:

acp01: ov neWToOeTov avTt]v cp'YJatv 'Hewbtavo~. bv'i"ov MO T1)~

acpw'i' &0 o~vVeTat· TO yae WTWV bvixwv ansar:eanTat T~V neetanw­
ftsV'YJv (2, 30, 19)'

In Lentz's note on the passage we read: "ov neWToOeTov pro
neWToOeTov et bv'i"ov pro ov" dedit L(ehrs), qui confert 10. Al.
p. 23." The relevant passage of the Herodianic epitome by
Ioannes Alexandrinus 3) is as follows:

C) At bvixai ne01TOV "ai bevdeov "olVai "al MaOei'~ ßaevvov­
Tat, VW!, acpw'i. "al alnan"fj TaVTa~ "aia MOßOÄ~V -roiJ i ftOVO­
avÄMßw~ 'AO'YJvaiot neocpseOvat, v01, acp01, ov" sn neetanwftivw~,

"ahot 1"{p Äoytp Tij~ Mo"onij~ ocpetÄovaa~ neetanuaOat, w~ TO
[Joaetbw, "v"ew· aÄÄ' ovbiv bvixwv evOeta~ nT01aew~ neetanUTal"
(JOev w~vvO'YJaav fteTa T~V ano"on~v. at bi TOVTWV yevt"at, vwiv,
acpwiv, neoneetanwvTat (23, 23-30 Di.).

The doctrine here presented by no means conflicts with
that of the Epim. Horn. and the scholium (A and B above). Hero­
dian carefully distinguishes between the nominative and accusa­
tive forms: the nominative acp01 of A 574 is to be regarded as a
neWToOeTov (A, B); on the other hand, the accusative acp01
(attested 0 146) results from loss of i, but has an acute, rather

3)IQANNOY AAEEANLJPEQ:E TONIKA lIAPAI'rEAMATA,
AIAIOY HPQLJIANOY lIEPI :EXHMATQN, ed. Guilelmus Dindorf
(Lipsiae, 1825).
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than the expeeted cireumflex, aeeent by analogy with the
nominative (C)4). There is, then, no need for violent alteration oE
the text oE A and B in order to aehieve eonsisteney. Cobet 5) ma­
kes a similar mistake when he juxtaposes B with seh. T on 0
I46b Erbse (acpw: 7:ij~ acpwi' WlO"on1} . ...) and remarks: "Non
satis sibi eonstat, ut vides: sed sie solet Herodianus ov 7:<2 aV7:<2
neei 7:WV avuvv Alyetv." Again, the differenee is that in 0 146
the aeeusative acpw is under discussion, whereas in A 574 it is
the nominative; passage C (above) fully explains the difference in
treatment 6).

3. On the Souree oE Epim. Hom. on A 572

el~ Oe -r-Yjv Ka06Aov (I, 398, 8 Lentz) dj(!ov OV7:W~' Banv
1J(!, ij lnt"ov(!ta, "ai o~vve7:at, "ai iJ yevl"ij fJ(!6~ "ai ij alnan"ij
1iea "ai lv avvOiael lntr;(!a. 'A(!ta7:a(!Xo~ Oe vcp' lv "a7:' O(!Oijv
ar;flaatav Uyel 7:<) Antr;(!a (Epim. Hom. on A 572).

The text is quoted above in the form in which it was
printed in Cramer's editio princeps7). It is not questioned that the
words Banv 1J(! ... lv avvOeael lntr;ea are derived from the KaOo­
Al"ij n(!oGepOta of Herodian. The problem coneerns rather the
last sentenee ('A(!!a7:a(!xo~ ... 7:<) ln!r;(!a). In the eorresponding
plaee in seh. A on A 572 we read:

'A(!t(17:aexo~ Oe vcp' lv "a7:' O(!Oijv ar;flaatav t7:0 lntr;ea, "ai
lne,,(!a.7:r;aev iJ 'A(!la7:a.(!xOv, "ahol Myov ov" Bxovaa.

ar;flaatav 7:0 ln!r;ea] ar;flaatav, lntr;(!a Erbse
-----

4) Apollonius Dyscolus pron. 87, 17 Schneider had considered and
rejected the hypothesis of two 8ep.a7:a and had concluded instead that 'l'W and
urpw (without distinction of case) were apocopated and o'lhdn nli(!Uiu:ruiu8Tj­
ua'l', Xa7:aATj~t'l' (Jvi"x1]'I' d'l'a&~af.Lli'I'at. äJJ.w~ 'l:li 7:a li~ W A1]yO'l"l:a 7t'l:wnxa, x),{­
UliW~ nryxa'l'O'I"l:a, OV:rW7:li nli(!tu:rwUf.LOv d'l'li(JE~al::O. One wishes that Herodian's
reasons for departing from his father on this point had been preserved.

5) C. G. Cobet, Miscellanea Critica (Lugduni Batavorum, 1876), p. 260.
6) It is hardly surprising if later compilers obscured Herodian's care­

ful distinctions and thus made it appear as though he had contradicted
hirnself; cf., e. g., EM 609, 46: 'AMa MYlit 6 'l:liXVtXO~, ön, Eil MO 7:0V 'l'wi" xai
urpwi" UV'l'liXonTj (sc. 'l'wxai urpw), f%JrplitAli nli(!tuna.u8at, astatementfully in accord
with his treatment of nominative urpw as a n(!w7:o8li'l:o~; EM 609, 51, on the
other hand, evidently refers to the accusative forms: Atylit (Je 6 'l:liX'l'tXO~,

ön MO 7:0V 'l'wi" xai urpwi" ytyO'l'li xu7:a uvyxon1]IJ TOV i, xai ci~v'1J6,at d'l'aA6yw~'

xai yaQ 7:0 iv 7:oi~ (Jvi"oi~ W MOU7:QErpli'l:at 7:1]v nliQtUnWf.LEvTjIJ 7:autIJ (cf. Et. Gen.
AB, in which only the latter doctrine is ascribed to Herodian).

7) Anecdota Graeca e codd. mss. bibliothecae regiae Parisiensis, ed. ].A.
Cramer, 3 (Oxford, 1841), 366, 19-22•
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The last sentence (xal lnsxea:r:rwev .•. l!xovaa) is not derived
from the Epim. and, as Lehrs has shown8), is not likely to be
Herodianic. The bT scholia at this point have simply: 'Aeta-cae­
xoc; {je vqy' lv. Now ceteris paribus Aristarchian doctrine on a
problem of f.lSetaf.loc; (word-division) in the Epim. Horn. is
likely to derive from the I 'IALUXiJ neoaqJMa of Herodian. Our
passage, however, has not been included among the fragments
of that work because both Lehrs and Lentz felt the phrase xa-c'
oeOiJv aTJf.laatav to be un-Herodianic 9). One additional witness
to the text oE Epim. Horn. on A 572 can now be cited, however,
namely Cod. axon. Novi Colleg. 298, which in this place reads:

'AetaiaexOc; {je vqy' ev xa-coeOoi -ciJv aTJf.laatav· .urSt -co lnteeTJf.la.

The 'scholia-epimerismoi' of 0 are a peculiar mixture,
carelessly copied (note lnteeTJf.la for lntTJea) but from an exem­
plar of a certain value, so that sometimes corrections of Cod.
Coisl. 387 (P, on which Cramer's editio princeps is based) can be
obtained from it 10). In this passage note that xa-coeOoi as written
in 0 (xa-coeOoi) could easily be confused with xar:oeOiJv written
xa-coeO" or with xa-coeOwv written xa-coeO" (in fact, in this place P,
whose scribe is commonly conscientious in adding apostrophes
and breathings, has merely xa-coeO). I suspect that the true
reading may be:

'AetaiaexOc; {je vq/ ev xa-coeOwv -ciJv aTJf.laatav .urSt -co lntTJea.
If so, we can vindicate this material for Herodian's 'IALUXiJ
neoaqJMa11).

4. On Epim. Horn. An. Ox. 1,24,25
(-Et. Gud. 30, 15 Stef.)

Epim. Horn. xa-c. a-cOLX. s. v. a(Ued;ov present the following
text:

8) Cf. Lehrs apo Lentz (n. 2 supra), I, LXXVIII note; eundem, De
Aristarchi Studiis Homericis3 (Lipsiae, 1882), p. 110.

9) Cf. Lehrs apo Lentz (see preceding note).
10) Cf. the discussion ofthis MS in Epimerismoion lIiad A 1-129, ed

A.R.Dyck, diss. (Chicago, 1975), pp. 7ff., 11-12, 15.
1 I) On the use of xal:OeOW and xal:OeOovaOm in the works of Apollo­

nius Dyscolus and Herodian, cf. Jacob Wackernagel, De pathologiae veterum
initiis, Diss. (Basel, 1876), pp. 50-51 = Kleine Schriften, 3 (Göttingen, 1979),
1476-77.
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1JYOVV TW'V aa-raxvaw TW'V l" Tij~ äAawo~ anOeetnTovf-li'Vw'V' oto'Vet
fJ f-li} 6eetCof-liYrJ "ai neo~xeeta'V avvayof-liYrJ aAA' anoßaAAof-liYrJ· . .. 12)

a6iew'V Pa a6'YJ Oa l" Tij~ äAW'VO~ Pa b Tfi äAqJ Oa

De Stefani detected the corruption and in the corresponding
passage of Et. Gud., which here derives from Epim. Horn.,
proposed the following solution:

a6eetCo'V: ane~o"tf-laCo'V" f-leTafpOet"i} fJ U~t~, ano f-le-rarpoeii~

TW'V a6iew'V, 1JYovv TW'V aa-raxvw'V TW'V l" Tij~ äAW anOeetnTovf-li­
'VW'V" <a6iee~ yae> oIo'Vet oI f-li} 6eetC0f-le'Vot "ai neo~ xeeta'V avva­
Y0f-levot, aAA' anoßaAA.Of-leYOt 13).

fJ f-li} 6eetCof-liv'YJ cwz ayof-lb'YJ aU' anoßaAAoflb'YJ wz et (neo­
pro ano-) c in ras.

It is not very difficult to assurne loss of a6iee~ yae or change of
Vi to ij by etacism; however, it is hard to believe that Vi has
chanced to become ij not once but four times in a single passage:
fJ f-li} 6eetCoflb'YJ, avvayoflb'YJ, anoßaAAof-liYrJ; nor is it easy to see
whya scribe should have deliberately altered Ot to ij. One is left
with the impression that a noun must have dropped out, but
perhaps a feminine singular rather than a masculine plural. What
noun needs to be supplied can be seen from Eust. 100, 17:

'Iado'V ~e ön l" TOV a6eetCet'V "ai lX6v~ fJ a6eeiva eOt"e U­
yea6at. a6eetCe-rat yae nw~ "ai aVTi} ~ta TO evuU~.

Perhaps, then, in our passage after anOeetnTovf-lbwv such words
as ö6eY Uye-rat "ailx6v~ fJ aOeei'Va have fallen out and the follow­
ing oIovet fJ f-li} OeetCof-liYrJ "TA. should refer to the aOeei'Va.

Los Angeles Andrew Dyck

12) Anecdota Graeca e codd. manuscriptis bibliothecarum Oxoniensium,
descripsit J.A.Cramer, 1 (Oxford, 1835), 24, 23-26; Pa = alphabetical
Epim. Horn. in Cod. Cois!. 387, X. cen.; Oa = alphabetical Epim. Horn. in
Cod. Nov. CoI!. 298, first half, XIV. cen.; cf. op. cit. (n. 10 supra), pp. 6ff.

13) Btymologicum Gudianum quod vocatur, recensuit et apparatum criti­
cum indicesque adiecit Ed. Aloysius De Stefani, 1 (Lipsiae, 1909), 30, 13-16.




