NOTES ON GREEK GRAMMARIANS
1. A Note on the Chronology 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?). 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?). Perhaps a fut-
ther passage can be added to those adduced by Lentz for
Herodianic chronology:

Et. Gen. (AB) s.v. jdog: ... 7] Gno 100 1jdovi] xard uera-
oynpatioudy: o yap 1dovy] dacvvduevoy (0. sscr. add. Bl) uera-
oynuaziletor gig o 7j00g yiloYuevor, domep 0 Huéoa dacvviuevoy
ueracynuatilera eic 7o fuap piloduevoy xai (xai B om. A) 76 dua
dacvvduevoy (0. A uetacynuatilerar B) eic T0 duvdig ypiloduevor:
oUtws “Howdiavos &v 77} (vfj om. B) ’Thaxij CIA. A *Ihadi] B)
mpoowdia (2, 30, 22 Lentz = sch. A ad A §76). & 6¢ & Zvumoosion
(fr. 2: 2, 9o4, 22 Lentz) gnoiy 67¢ (6v B om. A) 76 7jdoc fodAovral
Tweg daotvew: éxplvauey 6¢ (post 62 verb. yn sscr. add. BY) todrwg
(ov7 [cd.] A cd.inc. Bleg. adro?) udiloy (u. A om. B) yidody, éneita
gic og Mjyovra o0ddérega diovAafa doydueva dmo @boer uaxpds
widotobar 0éAer, olov aloyos, edyos, eidos oUtwg oty xal 7dog
pidwtéoy (cf. EM 419, 29).

I suspect that the aorist éxpivauey in the fragment of the
Symposium refers to a past decision on the breathing of 7dog, a
decision which would have been taken at the time of the compo-
sition of the ’JAwxn mpoowdia (which precedes the Kafoduwer
mpoowdia; cf. on O 338: ... ;wepl dw elprjoerow 1uiv &v vois Ilepl
xaboixijc mpoowdiag, cited by Lentz, p. XIV). If this is correct,
the sequence //. pros.-Symp. can be added to the discussion of the
chronology of Herodian’s works in Lentz, pp. XIII-XV.

1) Karl Lehrs, Quaestiones Epicae (Regimontii Prussorum, 1837),
pp. 37fF.

2) Herodiani Technici Reliquiae, collegit disposuit emendavit explica-
vit Augustus Lentz, Grammatici Graeci, 3, 1 (Lipsiae, 1867), XIII-XV,
hereafter cited in the text.
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2. Herodian on opd (2, 30, 19 Lentz = Il. Pros. A 574)

A) opd: ToiTo mos Eupacw T@Y meoadmwy. mewTdheToy O
avTy avrwvvulay 6 ‘Howdiavds xadei (2, 30, 19-21 Lentz), xai
0Vx% 470 ToT oL 1o 6EVveTar TO Yap w TAY dvixdy améoTpanTal
i meguomwpévyy (Epimerismi Homerici on A 574).

B) opd: mowrdberov adtiy gnow ‘Howdiavds (2, 30, 19),
00% G0 TOT oD 010 dEVveTar” To yap w T@Y dvixdy aréoToanTal
i)y meguomwuévny (sch. bT on A s74a 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 opw attested in Iliad A §74. 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:

7. s 7 s, ¢ ’ PO S S S
opd : 0% mewTdbeToy adTiy enow ‘Howdiavds. dvixov amo ijg
oPOL* 010 65GveTar TO YA W THY dvixdy GréoToanTal TV TEQIOTIW-
2
uévpy (2, 30, 19).

In Lentz’s note on the passage we read: “o9 mpwrdferor pro
mowtdhetor et dvixov pro ovx dedit L(ehrs), qui confert Io. Al.
p- 23.” The relevant passage of the Herodianic epitome by
Toannes Alexandrinus3) is as follows:

C) Ai dvinal mpdrov xai devrégov xowal xal amabeic fagivor-
TaL, v®I, opdi. xal aitiatixf] Tavtac xate dmwofoly Tod I uovo-
ovAldfws *Abnvaior meopépovet, vd, opd, 0vx Tt meglomwuévws,
xaitor 14 Ay Tijc dmoxomijs dpethodoas megiomdacar, ¢ TO
Llocerd s, xvxed: GAL 0008y dvindw edbelag mrdoews mepiomatar
d0ev w&bvbnoay pera Ty dmoxomiy. ai 8¢ TodTwy yevixal, vy,
ooy, mpomeptomdvtar (23, 23—30 Di.).

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

3) IQANNOY AAEEANAPEQX TONIKA ITAPAITEAMATA,

AIAIOY HPQAIANOY IIEPI EXHMATQN, ed. Guilelmus Dindotf
(Lipsiae, 1825).
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than the expected circumflex, accent by analogy with the
nominative (C)%). There s, then, no need for violent alteration of
the text of A and B in order to achieve consistency. Cobet®) ma-
kes a similar mistake when he juxtaposes B with sch. T on O
146b Etbse (opd : tijc opdi dmoxomj. ...) and remarks: “Non
satis sibi constat, ut vides: sed sic solet Herodianus 09 ra adzo.
mepl TdY avrdy Adyew.” Again, the difference is that in O 146
the accusative opd is under discussion, whereas in A 574 it is
the nominative; passage C (above) fully explains the difference in
treatmentS).

3. On the Source of Epim. Hom. on A 572

. &ig 6¢ Ty Kabdlov (1, 398, 8 Lentz) edpov oUrws dotww
ifo, 1) muxovola, xal é&dveTar, xal 1j yevinr) 10dc xal 1) aitiaTixi)
noa xal & owbioer éninpa. *Apilotagyos 0¢ v’ & xar’ Jpbny
onpaciay Ayel 6 éninpa (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 otw 7o ... & owbéoel éninpa are derived from the Kaflo-
i) mooowdia of Herodian. The problem concerns rather the
last sentence (Apiorapyos ... 10 éninga). In the corresponding
place in sch. A on A 572 we read:

b I3 \ < > [J > 3 \ I3 A} 3 7/ \

Aoplotapyos 8¢ ¢’ & xat’ Je0ny onuacioy tro éninoa, xal
&rexodtnoey 1) *Agiotdoyov, xaitor Adyoy ovx Eyovoa.
onpaciay o éninpa) onuaciar, éringa Erbse

4) Apollonius Dyscolus pron. 87, 17 Schneider had considered and
rejected the hypothesis of two 6éuara and had concluded instead that v and
opd (without distinction of case) were apocopated and odxére megieondatn-
oav, xardinEw Svixny dvadebduevar. EAlwg Te To. gic B Miyovra mrwTind, xAi-
gewg TVyydvovTa, otmote meguomacudy avedétaro. 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
himself; cf., e.g., EM 6o9, 46: ’AAAd Aéyet 6 Tegvixdg, 8Tt, €l 4o ToD v&L xal
Q@i cuvexdmn (sc.vd xai o), dpetde megiondoba, astatement fully inaccord
with his treatment of nominative opd as a mpwvdferos; EM 6og, 51, on the
other hand, evidently refers to the accusative forms: Aéyer 62 6 Teywixds,
&Te 470 ToD V@I xal CE®DL Yéyove xaTa cuyxomiw ToD I, xal 6EWeTar dvadywes*
%al pag To év Tois dvixois B amooToépetar Tiw meguomwudvny tdow (cf. Et. Gen.
AB, in which only the latter doctrine is ascribed to Herodian).

7) Anecdota Graeca e codd. mss. bibliothecae regiae Parisiensis, ed. J.A.
Cramer, 3 (Oxford, 1841), 366, 19—22.
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The last sentence (xal énexodrnoey ... &yovsa) is not derived
from the Epim. and, as Lehrs has shown3), is not likely to be
Herodianic. The bT scholia at this point have simply: *Apiorap-
205 0¢ O@’ &. Now ceteris paribus Aristarchian doctrine on a
problem of uepiouds (word-division) in the Epim. Hom. is
likely to derive from the | *JAwaxr) mpoowdia of Herodian. Our
passage, however, has not been included among the fragments
of that work because both Lehrs and Lentz felt the phrase xat’
Sp0ny onuaciav to be un-Herodianic?). One additional witness
to the text of Epim. Hom. on A 572 can now be cited, however,
namely Cod. Oxon. Novi Colleg. 298, which in this place reads:

>Aplotagyos 08 9@’ &v natopboi Ty onuaciav: Aéyel To éniponua.

The ‘scholia-epimerismoi’ of O are a peculiar mixture,
carelessly copied (note éniponua for éninoa) 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 it1°). In this passage note that xaropfoi as written

in O (xa0g90%) could easily be confused with xaroghiy written

xatogl ™ or with xarogh @y written xarogl ~ (in fact, in this place P,
whose scribe is commonly conscientious in adding apostrophes
and breathings, has merely xaropf). I suspect that the true
reading may be:

*Aoplotapyoc 08 V@’ &v xatopldv Tiy onuaciay Aéyel To éninpa.
If so, we can vindicate this material for Herodian’s ’Iliaxy
mooowdiall).

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

Epim. Hom. xat. avoty. s.v. a0éoilov present the following
text:

abépilov: uetagoguen 1) Ak dmo perapoods Tdv dbéoww,

8) Cf. Lehrs ap. Lentz (n. 2 supra), 1, LXXVIII note; eundem, De
Aristarchi Studiis Fomericis® (Lipsiae, 1882), p. 110.

9) Cf. Lehrs ap. Lentz (see preceding note).

10) Cf. the discussion of this MS in Epimerismoi on Iliad A 1129, ed
A.R.Dyck, diss. (Chicago, 1975), pp. 7ff., 11-12, 15.

11) On the use of xaropf®d and xarogfovcba in the works of Apollo-
nius Dyscolus and Herodian, cf. Jacob Wackernagel, De pathologiae veterum
initiis, Diss. (Basel, 1876), pp. s0-51 = Kleine Schriften, 3 (Géttingen, 1979),
1476-77.
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7iyovy T@w dotaydwy Ty éx Tijc dAwvog dmopgumTovuévay: oiovel
7 un) Oegulouévn nai moog yoeiav ovvayouévn GAX dmofariopévy’. . . 12)
abéowv Pa abn Oa éx tijc dAwvog Pa &y 7] dAe Oa

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

abéollov: amedoripalov: uetagoguxn 1 Ak, dmo petapopds
T @bépwy, Tfyovy Tdw dotaydwv TV éx Tijc dAw dmogourTovué-
voy: {GBdpec yap) oiovel oi ui) Oeoilduevor xal meos ypeiay ovva-
youevor, GAL amofaliduevol’s).

7 u1) Ocptlopévn cwz dyouévy GAX dmofailouévn wz et (mpo-
pro Gzo-) c in ras.

It is not very difficult to assume loss of d0épes ydp or change of
ot to 7] by etacism; however, it is hatd to believe that o has
chanced to become % not once but four times in a single passage:
7 un Osoilouévn, ovvayouévn, dmofariouéyn; nor is it easy to see
why a scribe should have deliberately altered o: to 7. 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:

\ o 3

’I ’ ~ 3 7 A A\ (4 3 ~ b4 7
otéov 08 6t éx 10T abepilew xal iy0dc 1) dOepiva Bowxe Aé-
yeolar. abepiletar ydp mws xal adty) dua To edrelés.

Perhaps, then, in our passage after drogoinrovuévewy such words
as Gbev Aéyerar xal iy0dc 1) degiva have fallen out and the follow-
ing oiovel 7 u Ocoilouévy ti. should refer to the dfeoiva.

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. Hom. in Cod. Coisl. 387, X. cen.; Oa = alphabetical Epim. Hom. in
Cod. Nov. Coll. 298, first half, XIV. cen.; cf. op. cit. (n. 10 supra), pp. 6ff.

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





