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HESYCH. IT 1898, 2380, 2439, 2453, 2462 H.*

n 1898 nepioyeo- ppovtido moincot kol Entpuédetav: avti tod Aofod kol
vreppaynoot (A 393)

The modern editor considers gl. = 1898 flawless.! Nevertheless,
the simplex Aafod is unsuitable to describe the desired meaning.
The context requires the middle composite avtihafod, used in the
sense “help, take part with, assist” (LS]? s.v. avtidopfave, 11.2; cf.
E. Tr. 464 and Act. Ap. 20.35). Therefore, I would read the entry
as: mepioyeo” ppovida moinoon kai entpederay: vl tod (Gvtyha-
Bod Kol Dnepuaxncm This certain use of ocvn?kocuBowouou is
prominently attested in the works of Early Christian writers, and
remained current throughout the Byzantine period 2 As regards es-
pecially the interpretamentum, the formula avtihopBavestor kol
vreppoyesdor is actually attested i in Theophanes Contlnuatus,
Chronographia 85.14-15 Bekker tovg avtidofopevoug kol tig
Basidelog vreppoynoavtog ~ Joannes Scylitzes, Synopsis Histori-
arum (Theoph.) 1.15-16 Thurn tovg avtidlaBopévoug kol g Po-
otletog vreppoynooviog. Regarding the mechanism of the cor-
ruption, it is obvious that the two consecutive avti and avti- (avti
100 ovTidefod) made the copyist’s eye jump from the first avri
directly to the -AaBod, a very common sort of visual confusion in
Greek manuscripts.> After avti- had fallen out of the text, the rest

*) Thanks are due to Prof. G.N. Giannakis and Prof. C.N. Constantinides,
who read earlier drafts and made valuable comments and suggestions, and to the
editor and the referees of Rheinisches Museum.

1) Musurus corrected the transmitted moificont and vrepudymoov to moinco
and breppdymoon respectively. Cf. Hansen, Hesych. II1 93.

2) Cf. E.Kriaras, Ae€ix0 tfi¢ peconwvikiic EAAvikfic dnuddovg ypopuparei-
og (1100-1669), vol. 2, Thessalonica 1971, 258-259, s.v. avtidoupaove, B. Cf. Eu-
seb. Caes. Comm. in Psalmos, PG XXIII, col. 1384 Migne; Epiphanius, Liturgia
Praesanctificatorum 3.47, 3.53, 3.161 Moraites; Athanasius Theol. Expositiones in
Psalmos, PG XXVII, col. 208 Migne. The formula avtidofod, cdcov, éléncov etc.
has been inserted in the liturgy of the Greek Orthodox Church, as regards the
Synaxaria of the Virgin Mary.

3) Infact, such an error could have occurred both in the majuscule as well as
in the minuscule stage of Greek writing. However, given the late testimonies of this
formula’s use, we should be rather certain that this error occurred in the minuscule.
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of the phrase seemed to make good sense, since Aafod is grammat-
ically a well-known Greek word.*

According to Hansen, the locus classicus of this specific entry
is the Homeric Il. 1.393.> Given that this use of dvtiAoufdve-
oo + vrepuoeodon is attested in Later Greek (see the sources
referred to above), one could plausibly assume that the phrase dvti
700 avtihoPod Kol 'onspuocxnoou is a later addltlon (the original
entry perhaps being nepioyeo: gpovtido moinoot kol EXUELELOV).
This is further validated by the absence of 11: the locution 1} avti 0D
is sporadically used in this lexicon to introduce a second, or several
other explanations,® whereas the more regularly applied avi 109
typically presents alternative grammatical forms or expressions,’
and not solely explanations, referring not only to the lemma, but
occasionally to terms contained in the i interpretamentum. 8 The fact
that the lexicographer did not also use the # in this parncular case
is in my opinion a further indication that the phrase avti tod avti-

4) In the transmitted form the incongruity produced escaped notice: the sim-
plex AoBod is to my knowledge always transitive; cf. LS]’ s.v. AoufBdva, B.1-6.

5) Noted also by Alberti, Hesych. IT 937.

6) Cf. Hesych. 06067 L. anecpoxéhoev: esdmm. Apiotoedvng Ohkactv
(fr. 424). o1 8¢ lotpol TV €k Thg oNyeng wedoviov. 7| Gvl 10D Tpocesndcdn etc.;
72084 H. mevkodelton Enpoivetot. 1 avil 100 {ntelton; 3164 *mod- év iow 1@
00daude. N GvTl 10D mod mote; T 4141 H. *npdiov: ko’ eketvny v Muépav. ol 8¢
PO Ko pod, T V. 1 avTi Tod mpamv; T 728 C./H. témc: g, péxpt . . . 1| vl 100 Tpd-
TEPOV.

7) Occasionally, the locution avti 100 introduces a grammatical form fol-
lowing after a glossema (see o 2234, 4553, 7117, B 87, £ 4050, 4362, { 10, n 959,
K 2583, 4127, 4551, A, 716, 0 168, 1464 L., & 100, 2706, 3154, 3164, 3299, & 172, 2849
H., 1 1210,v 499, H./ C.).

8) In some cases the lemma is a quotation, sometimes comprising of more
than one word. Cf. o 238, 239, 479, 854.3, 934.3, 1652, 1715, 2031, 2066, 2213.3—4,
2234, 2275, 2279, 2377, 3118, 3183, 4553.1-3, 5993, 6683, 6753, 7117, 7534, 7890.3,
7900, 8003, 8417, $ 928, & 325, 839.4, 947, 1016, 1304, 1532, 1796, 1874, 2122, 2136,
2210, £ 763, 1167, 1195, 1221, 1517.2, 2056, 2090, 2367.4, 2579, 2689, 4050, 4362,
4872, 6240, 6627, 6969, { 10, 233, 4.3, 102, 171, 577,703, 841, 875, 959, ¢ 721, 813,
871, 954, 1172, 580, 806, k 260, 955, 1005, 2567, 2583, 4127, 4551, A 716, 1355, u 3,
245, 374, 424, 1134, 1299, 1915, v 24, 419, 430, 432, 601, 686, 728, 731, 732, 0 1, 58,
168, 829, 851, 1464, 1557, 1559, 1758 L., = 100, 401, 1079, 1288, 1824, 1952, 2706,
2815, 3154, 3164, 3274, 3299, 3593, 3651, 4131, 4359, 4504, p 88, 88.3, 258, 584, 79,
125, 172, 230, 667, 766, 967.2, 1148, 1933, 2102, 2322, 2379, 2639, 2763, 2849 H.,
1169,287,371,408,473,948,957,1040.2,1053.2, 1173, 1210, 1334, 1338, 1500, 1517,
1700, 1706, 1748, v 233, 3 416, 499, 645, ¢ 194, 329, 347, 490, 547, 892, 3 442, 456,
509, 553, 779, 808, o 83, 476, 530.29 H. / C.
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LaPod kot vrepudymoot was added by a later hand, perhaps by the
Hesychian interpolator.’

n 2380 *fricwi- npaton A’

The entry was interpolated into Hesychius by the Cyril glossary
being already corrupt. Hansen (Hesych. IIT 116) notes Drachmann’s
hypothesis on Cyril’s gloss (A”): “an neicw”. Turning to Hesychius
proper, Schmidt’s attempts (especially the first) were certainly plau-
sible: “L. m(o)Now aut ttice: tapate (koyw)”.10 T disagree, however,
with all proposals, those pertaining to Hesychius as well as to Cyril.
Instead of the transmitted nico, what was meant in n 2380 is the
lemma moiow,!! the syncopated form of the future romow. Based
on Theognostus’ Canones (De orthographia) 892.5-7 Cramer &t 8¢
70 TOlo® ToLPaL T01G Tohotolg kol T cuvndelq Aéyeton, Guykonny mé-
novdev 100 1, we may furthermore infer that motcw was used in times
older than this 9th cent. A.D. grammarian. Although Theognostus
does not cite an earlier author, the form notow is abundantly attest-
ed in Greek, regardless of the fact that Hesychius probably antedates
most of the relevant sources. Specifically, the word was prominent-
ly used in poetical texts of the so-called Medieval Greek Vernacular
Literature.!? The morphological soundness of moico, and further-

9) K.Alpers, Corrigenda et Addenda to Latte’s Prolegomena to Hesychii
Alexandrini Lexicon, Vol. I: A—A, in: Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon, Vol. ITI: TI-X
ed. P. A. Hansen, Berlin / New York 2005, XV-XXIII (here: XVII-XIX).

10) Cf. Schmidt, Hesych. 111338 (Schmidt placed gl. = 2380 in rectangular
brackets). The word noncw is recurrently used in the Attic Drama, especially in Sopho-
cles’ and Menander’s plays, and continued to be used even in Byzantium. The fact that
the intervocalic iota (in this case in the diphthong ot) is often omitted in inscriptions
(especially in the period ca. 450-200 B.C.) speaks against the supposition that its
morphology was due solely to metrical reasons. For the sources of this category cf.
L. Threatte, The Grammar of Attic Inscriptions, Vol. I: Phonology, Berlin / New York
1980, 326-330, and Vol. IT: Morphology, Berlin / New York 1996, 454, 511-512, 565,
579-580. For the scansion of this verb in metrical texts cf. Threatte I 211 and 330.

11) Nevertheless, I would not necessarily correlate this form with the trans-
mitted Hesych. n 2744 notoer ¢Uepel. On this last gloss cf. Hansen, Hesych.
IIT 136, and Schmidt, Hesych. III 352 (with the note “infra nvoer onyet”).

12) Some of these texts are characterized by their undetermined ancestry and
authorship. Cf. Historia Alexandri Magni, Recensio poetica (R) 219, 267, 827, 1147
al. Holton; Bellum Troianum 397, 556, 397 al. Jeffreys / Papathomopoulos; Digenis
Acritas (Escorial) 670, 1265 Jeffreys; Ilias Byzantina 256 (va. moico kol vo tpate)
Norgaard / Smith; Achilleis Byzantina 1124 Agapitos / Hult / Smith; Historia Beli-
sarii (Recensio x) 167 (v npa&m kol vo moicw) Bakker / van Gemert; Andronicus
Palaeologus, Callimachus et Chrysorrhoe 1064n, 1255, 1692 Pichard; Phlorius et
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more its ancestry, is certified by the fact that it was already current
trom the Hellenistic period onwards: the corpus known as the “Se-
rapeum papyri” preserves what is probably the earliest testimony of
its use. I refer to the Epist. 39.4-6 Witkowski (Pap. Lond. [I] 28 of
the British Library, c. 162 B.C.): xoAd¢ odv moiong | gpotical pot
cutapt- I ov.!3 We may assume, then, that the form in question was a
vernacular one of the Koine;' that following the Hellenistic period
it survived during the Imperial times and Late Antiquity well into
the Byzantine era.!> And finally, we are perhaps allowed to conclude
that the original entry in the Cyril glossary was actually moicer
npaw; this was later corrupted due to the lemma’s unusual form of
the future tense, and finally interpolated into Hesychius.!6

Platzia Phlora 892 al. Ortold Salas; Belthandrus et Chrysantza 970, 1171 Egea; Li-
bistrus et Rhodamne 2958 Agapitos; Chronicon Moreae (recensio IT) 274, 2736,
4266 al. Schmitt. For the vernacular / learned character of these texts cf. G. C. Hor-
rocks, Greek: A History of the Language and Its Speakers, Longman 1997, 205 ff.;
R.Browning, Medieval and Modern Greek, Cambridge 21983, 73-75. This form of
the future was also used in prose by Leontios Machairas, Chronikon Kyprou,
p-129, 133, 177, 355 al. Miller / Sathas. I would like here to thank Assistant Prof.
Ms. E. Kinga for discussing with me the linguistic aspects of this phenomenon.

13) This collection of texts dates from the Hellenistic period onwards. For
this specific epistle cf. S. Witkowski, Epistulae privatae Graecae quae in papyris
aetatis Lagidarum servantur, Lipsiae 1911, (Part C) 73, with this scholar’s brief com-
mentary; cf. also F. G. Kenyon, Greek Papyri in the British Museum, vol. I, London
1893, 43 (No. 28). However, other grammatical forms of the same verb, attesting the
omission of vowels, appear in Attic inscriptions. See above, n. 10.

14) Such forms were certainly produced via the simplification of the se-
quence of two like vowels, probably associated with a regression of the accent if
the first of the two vowels was stressed; cf. Horrocks (above, n.12) 215: “érotnko
[e’piika] «I made / did» (a new aorist built on the old perfect stem [...] > (¢)moixo
[(e)’pika] or £mowka [‘epika]”. It is interesting that the example Horrocks adduces
concerns once more the verb noteiv. In this case, however, the phenomenon in ques-
tion belongs to later phonetic and phonological developments that took place from
the seventeenth century onwards. Cf. also Browning (above, n. 12) 57 ff. Neverthe-
less, the form énoika was used by the 15th cent. Leontios Machairas, Chronikon
Kyprou, p. 128, 132, 210, 353 al. Miller / Sathas.

15) Experts generally accept that certain linguistic phenomena were first
generated in the phase of the Koine, be it of the Hellenistic period or at least of Late
Antiquity, and were later fully established in the stage of Medieval Greek; cf.
G. Babiniotes, Zuvortiky 16Ttopio Thg eEAANViIKiG YAdooog, Athens 1985, 156—158
(as regards especially the phonological changes of the vowels); Horrocks (above,
n.12) 205-216; Browning (above, n.12) 291{f., 53 {f.

16) For a similar case cf. the entry fvnepy, transmitted in some MSS of the
Cyril glossary, and Hesych. v 447 vnépn- vooct (for the corruption of this gloss
cf. C. Avgerinos, RhM 152 [2009] 99-101).
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The phrase mapa t0lg modatoig could refer to lexica such as
the Cyril glossary, or even to Hesychius.!” In fact, the supposition
that the latter served as Theognostus’ source in his treatise on
orthography was proposed by scholars such as Lobeck and
Schmidt,!® but it was more recently decisively refuted.! Therefore,
the Cyrll glossary, a known source of the ITepi opPoypaplog, is the
origin of notow for both the Byzantine scholar as well as for Hesy-
chius’ lexicon.

T 2439 mAdico NAokn(v): Ty dvorroAkny yiv 1} Fthv hAtokny (tepieé-
petov) A%, mhdxo kol ™V OANV xdpow, Kol TV TrotvAvT, i thv yiv
(Aesch. Prom. Solut.?)

Schmidt’s kotkiav for the transmitted xownv?® seems readily sup-
ported by Hesych. n 2457 nAa&: €t tiig ¥fig ... N mhaxog TG Kot
Mog. ko 1) yootnp H. This editor’s attempt would supposedly re-
store the corrupt part of & 2439 in the form xoi v xotAlov, 1 TV
Yfv, making this entry quite similar to what 2457 attests. There is
also some palaeographical resemblance that the words xotliov and
kownv share (KOIAIAN:KOINHN). Nevertheless, I have several
objections against Schmidt’s conjecture. Being at some stage inter-
polated from the Cyril glossary, the gl. © 2439 is not the glossa dit-
tographa of n 2457. We should also take into account that in & 2457
the particle 1 introduces the alternative, and to some extent syn-
onymous, explanations kotMog and yootp; both are totally irrele-
vant to the word vfj, the first of the transmitted glossemata. On the
contrary, in 7t 2439 Schmidt’s suggestion would separate two con-
ceptually relevant explanations (thdxo kod Ty OANV XOpV ... 1) TV
Yfv) inserting between them the glossema xotAlav. Perhaps, a dif-

17) On Theognostus’ sources cf. K. Alpers, Theognostos ITept dptoypopiog.
Uberlieferung, Quellen und Text der Kanones 1-84, Hamburg 1964, 27-60.

18) Cf. Alpers (above, n.17) 28-30; also, R. Browning, Hesychios, ODB II
(1991) 1221. If this opinion was valid, the existence of the same gloss (noicw) in
Hesychius and Theognostus would have made us accept that the former was inter-
polated by the Cyril glossary in the 9th cent. A.D., since the gloss originated in
Cyril. We can assert that Hesychius was already interpolated by the early 10th cen-
tury. Cf. Alpers (above, n.9) XVIII, XX-XXI (with n.29). See however the next
note.

19) Alpers (above, n.17) V, dismisses this opinion categorically (“Hesych ist
nicht die lexikographische Quelle des Theognost™), using plenty of examples from
the relevant sources; cf. Alpers (above, n.17) 40ff.

20) See his Hesych. III 240.
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ferent arrangement of the transmitted words, as well as of the at-
tempted xo1Aiawv, would be more apposite, e. g. thdixo kol v OAny
xopov, N Ty yijv. kol v kotdiov.2! Furthermore, in 7 2439 xot-
Mow has nothing to do with the rest of the entry. Actually, the lem-
ma here is tAaxo nAokny, and not tAGE as in the gl. & 2457, some-
thing that renders the attempt xotkiav rather inapposite.”? There-
fore, Schmidt’s proposal does not seem to be convincing. On the
other hand, Heinsius® otkovpévny is certainly preferable, although
modern editors do not generally include the word in their notes.??

I am inclined to regard the corruption as the product of mis-
reading of commonly used abbreviations in the manuscripts. I refer to
the transmitted kownv, considered corrupt by the editor; it is prob-
able that the lexicographer recorded the adverb kow@c.?* In this case,
the following n v could be either a conscious ‘correction’, produced
by someone who misread the text, or an addition; in the first case, I
would attempt here Aeyopévny. This would give to the text in ques-
tion the form kot v kowdg Aeyopévny yiiv. On this line of thinking,
the T excepted would also restore sense in the interpretamentum (thus
making one of the two tnv a dittography). I would read, exempli gra-
tia, the entry as: TAdke NAOKAYV: THY AVOTOALKMV YRV 1) ThY NALoKTY
TEPLPEPELOY. TAGKOL KO THV OANV XOPOV, KoL TV KOvRC (Aeyouévnv)
YAV (vel kol kowvde T Yiiv vel ko v Kowvade Yiiv).

7 2453 mhovitor dotépec TTpéxovoty émtonuolct. Hrot petovaotelon
(e.g. Hos. 9,17)

The word diotépeg perhaps triggered the confusion in m 2453. This
term (aotnp) was sometimes invariably used both for the fixed stars
as well as for the planets, cf. Ach. Tat. De univ. 18.10 Di Maria. As re-
gards specifically the entry in question, its use is abundantly attest-

21) Cf. Phot. © 432.3 mAdixor v x@pav 1| thv yactépo. See also the full note
of Alberti, Hesych. IT 970.

22) This is validated by Phot. n 432.1 nAa& kol i yoomp kod 10 €v 1 TAo-
KOOVTL PULLOL

23) With the exception of Alberti (above, n.21).

24) This word appears six times in Hesychius, namely in o 2859 dAektpuo-
vec: kKo1vd¢ ol mohool kol T InAetog Opvic ovtmg exdAovy, vy 402 yepapod: 1€pet-
oL KOG etc., & 2170 EAMAOTIB0G: ... kol Aéyel kowvdg Tovg veBpoig etc., | 309 nha-
KGN ... éviot 8¢ kovdg To yovorta Exovio etc., i 1182 ufjdor kowvédg pev movTo ToL
tetpanodo etc. L., 1 2655 *1dos . . . kol kovidg 10 om0 pilng euAloBorodv eutov H.
Obviously, the last entry proves that the reading kowac, if it actually ever existed
in © 2453, could have been inserted by the Hesychian interpolator.
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ed for the planets, starting with Aratus, Phaen. 454-5 01 & empi§
Aot TévT’ doTépec 00EV opoiot / mavtodev e1dmAwv dvokaideko.
(sc. the twelve signs of the Zodiac, the constellations) dwvevovton.??
Concerning the part of the interpretamentum considered corrupt
(tpgxovotv emonpoig), the verb tpéyewv is regularly attributed to
these celestial bodies. In fact, verbs of motion, sometimes implying
the existence of a divine persona or personifying the mhavijtot,
are often used by ancient mathematicians and astronomers / as-
trologers. Examples are abundant, but it may suffice here to quote
only a few: anoxadictactor (Ach. Tat. De univ. 18.1.9-10 Di
Maria &m0 8¢ onuelov ent onuelov dmokodictotor, cf. also 18.2.13—
14); apueveioton (Autol. De ortibus et occasibus 2.6.29-30 Mo-
genet £mg OV 0 MAL0G apikntot £mt 10 §' onpelov); yivesdon and
napoyivestor (Autol. De ortibus et occasibus 2.6.31 Mogenet kol
yevouévou [sc. 100 NMov] ént 10 {’ [sc. onuelov], and Ach. Tat. De
univ. 18.2.12 Di Maria 0 8¢ 10D Al0¢ AGTHP ... TOPOYIVETOL GO
Cwdilov emt {odov); divevesVor (Arat. Phaen. 455 névt’ dcrépag
ovdev opotot | . 8wenovw1) neptspxsaﬁm% (Ach. Tat De umv
18 3.14-15D1 Marla 0 8¢ 10D Apeoc nsplapxerou . KOl GL7T0 oM UElOv
eni onpetov; cf. Astrologica De novem caelis, in: CCAG 12.108.34
Sangin); nopevesdor (Autol. De ortibus et occasibus 2.6.20 Mo-
genet mopevetonl 0 MAlog) and Sromopeveston (Astrologica De
septem mundi aetatibus in: CCAG 4.118.1 Cumont Swmops{)srou
N o0t ZeAnvr ... ano Gnuelou £n1 10 omto onuelov); tpexsw (Vett
Val. Anthol 3.4.25 Kroll norepov H?uog n Ml Ze?mvn 1N OPOGKOTOC
.. TpExey; 3.4.30 £av 8¢ T1g TOV aoTtEpPWV ... TpEYN; cf. 9.19.60 al.),
dvowpéxsw (Cleom Met. 1.2.63 Todd éri tov Bépetov [sc. Cwdio-
KOV] ocvonpsxovrsg [sc. o1 Aowrot n?»ocvnrsg], 1.2.67 avoctpsxovrsq d¢
noAv; 1.3.84 enlto U\ynkorspoc 70D KOGLOL GVaTPEX®V [sc. 0 NA10c];
cf. 1.3.90), nopotpéxey (Cleom. Met. 1.4 Todd).
Some of the above sources may help us deal with the corrup-
tion of © 2453. Beginning with the problematlc emonpoig I suspect
that the original entry read here eént onueio.?” Cf. Ach. Tat. De univ.

25) Cf. Pl Epin. 987b—c; see also the relevant text of Ach. Tat. De univ. 17.1-
2, and 18.1 Di Maria 6 t0d Kpdvov dothp.

26) The verb nepuévan is mostly used concerning the revolving periods of the
year (cf. Hdt. 4.155, 2.4; Th. 1.30), whereas nepiépyecvon is used for the heavenly
bodies or the sky (cf. PL Ti. 39¢; Arist. Cael. 272b14).

27) Along with petavaoton (for the petovdoteon transmitted in the Mar-
cianus gr. 622) Musurus corrected the word to énionpot.
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18.1.9-10 and 18.3.14—15; Autol. De ortibus et occasibus 2.6.29—
30 and 2.6.31; Astrologica De septem mundi aetatibus, in: CCAG
4.118.1. We should probably disregard the supposition that the
transmitted aotépec and & emcmuou; is the product of corruption of
the terminus technicus & emcnuog OLG’CT]p One should take into ac-
count that the locution énionuog 6ot p was attributed to the bright
chief star of a constellation (cf. LS]? s.v. dotp).2® Since it invari-
ably refers to the anhovelg aotépeg, its use for the planets would
be totally inapt here. Most probably, the word eémionuorg is one’s
attempt to ‘correct’ the unintelligible éni onuelo; in this case, the
corruption was actually facilitated, through mental predisposition,
by the existence of the locution erntonuog &ctﬁp in relevant texts.
Probably, something fell out of the text thus triggering a series of
mental associations that corrupted the entry.

Among several approaches concerning tpéyovoty, Bielius’
TPEXOVTEG could offer a satisfactory meaning only combined with
the reading ént onpelo proposed here:?” the entry would thus read
nAaviiton aotépec TpEyovTeg enl onuela etc. But in this case the
corruption would be difficult to explain, since the text makes good
sense. Probably, we should also disagree with Schmidt: “confundi
videtur mAavnteg et TAovnToUG, nec opus est AoTpAot corrigatur.”0
This is an intelligent remark, but its acceptance would lead us to
the consideration of the alteration of the case of almost all of the
transmitted words into the dative. Although this is supported by
the ‘corrupt’ tpgxovotv émonuotg and would be easy to accept for
nAaviiton (Thavitoig — mhavitan), it would be rather forced in the
case of aotépeg and petavaotot. Furthermore, this line of thinking
is based on the corrupt part of the entry, something that renders all
further inferences less reliable.

Without tampering With the transmitted tpéxouow, I would
attempt here nhoviiton occtepag (o) tpsxoucw mi onuelo. NTO UeT-
avaotot. The reading ot tpéxovoty eni onuelo makes the confusion

28) Not connected at all with the terminus technicus émonuaiverv. On the
enionpog aomp cf. Gemin. 3.9.4 Aujac; Jo. Lydus, Ost. 15.2 Wachsmuth; Scholia in
Arat. 336.2 Martin; Ptol. Phaseis 2.424 Heiberg; Porph. Introductio in Tetrabiblum
Ptolemaei, in: CCAG 5.4.193.9, 5.4.195.6 Boer / Weinstock.

29) Alberti, Hesych. IT 972; Hansen, Hesych. IIT 120.

30) Schmidt, Hesych. III 340. On the locution nAdvnteg dotépeg cf. X. Mem.
4.7.5, Arist. Mete. 342b28, Cael. 290a19.
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readily explicable: probably, first the ot fell out of the text, thus
rendering the rest of the interpretamentum incoherent. The origin-
al énl onuelo was then erroneously ‘corrected’ to émc’r']uotg in
one’s attempt to make it grammatically compatible with tpéyovov.
As mentioned above, a psychological predisposition, concerning
the locution énionuog dotp, is not to be excluded.

The whole entry, but mostly the glossema petavaoctor, seems
to indicate that © 2453 is related to the Aratean Phaenomena, hav-
ing no special relevance to Hos. 9.17. In the extant Greek literature
this term was used solely by Aratus in the same context as the word
aoteépeg mentioned above.3! Therefore, the rarity of petavacton
makes its use as a glossema rather problematic, as regards the
planets:3? the term needs also to be glossed. Nevertheless, we
should not be too ready to discredit it, given the loss of a huge part
of the Ancient Greek literary production. Since Hesychius was
once epitomized, it is also possible that more words, apart from the
proposed here (o1), are missing in the transmitted text.

T 2462 mhaotiyyr Tioyiof (Aesch. Cho. 290? Plat. rep. 550e?)

Hansen is uncertain regarding the locus classicus. Actually, Aesch.
Cho. 290 and / or Plat. Rep. 550e can only with reservation be
taken as relevant to this entry. As transmitted, the dative of the lem-
ma could indicate that the lexicographer had an actual passage in
mind;*® at the same time, the glossema is incoherent to the lemma,

31) See Arat. Phaen. 454—461. This was a renowned (and therefore appealing)
part of the poem referring to the poet’s ‘refusal’ to describe the erratic movements of
the planets. Cf. M. Erren, Die Phainomena des Aratos von Soloi: Untersuchungen
zum Sach- und Sinnverstindnis, Wiesbaden 1967, 154—158; J. Almirall, Arat. Feno-
mens, Barcelona 1996, 136; D. A. Kidd, Aratus Phaenomena, Cambridge 1997, 343,
346; J. Martin, Aratos. Phénomenes, vol. IT, Paris 1998, 331-332; R. Hunter, Written
in the Stars: Poetry and Philosophy in the Phaenomena of Aratus, Arachnion 2
(1995) 1-34 (here: 8); C. Fakas, Der Hellenistische Hesiod: Arats Phainomena und
die Tradition der antiken Lehrepik, Wiesbaden 2001, 70. Cf. Hyg. 4.8.2; Avienus,
Phaen. 927-929. On the need to describe the movements of the planets, a theme that
puzzled ancient astronomers for religious purposes (see Kidd, ibid.), cf. PL. Ti. 38c,
Leg. 821b—822c.

32) The word is regularly applied to persons, cf. LS]? s.v. petovaog, 1.

33) In certain cases, the lexicographer lemmatized entries changing the case
of the locus classicus, as in 8 170, 2618, & 110, p 559 etc. For this phenomenon in
Hesychius cf. F. Bossi / R. Tosi, Strutture lessicografiche grece, BIFG 5 (1979-1980)
7-20 (here: 8 and 13).
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and therefore evidently corrupt.** Though I do not entirely agree
with Schmidt’s supposition that ioylo belongs to the preceding
“n[AJactplos (o)mhayyvie”,>® his attempt might have a bearing on
7 2462; I will comment on this below. In my opinion, the entry ini-
tially recorded here was nAdotiyyt (vel mhaotiyy’) Quylotg, gleaned
from the Scholia vetera in Aristoph. Ranas 1378 Chantry nopo to
mhaoTiyy’: mopa tolg vV Aeyopévolg {uytoig.’® Given the original
form of the word in Aristophanes and the Scholia, the lexicogra-
pher could actually have recorded either the original dual nha-
otyy’ or the dative nAdotiyyt transmitted in the Marcianus gr. 622.
Accepting the first alternative would mean that, besides the glosse-
ma, the lemma is also corrupt. In this case, the original entry would
be nhdotiyy” glossed by Luyloig; this would be gradually corrupt-
ed to mhaotiyy,’ thus trlggerlng the glossema’s confusion that led
to the transmitted toyto. On the other hand, the lexicographer
could have written n?L(xcrwyt taken over from the afore-mentioned
Scholia; in fact, a witness of this last text’s manuscript tradition at-
tests here the datlve instead of the correct dual (ropo 1@ n?»occ‘cw-
yu ete.).’8 It is actually not uncommon to have in Hesychlus entries
that either their lemmata or their glossemata attest an anomalous
form that goes back to a certain locus classicus.’® Therefore, & 2462

34) However, since we cannot be certain regarding the locus classicus, one
could readily consider that things might as well be the other way round: namely, to
accept that the glossema is sound and assume that the confusion is to be found in
TAGGTIYYL.

35) See Schmidt’s note (Hesych. III 341): “Separavi. ioyto ad 61 pertinere
videtur; nescio an ex évtootha, xotdlo corruptum.” Cf. also Hansen, Hesych.
I 121: [rhaocmpior mAoyyvie]. According to Hansen, this entry is the “v.l. gl.
1086” (nostplor onhdyyve. o éviootidio. kotlic).

36) On the close relation between Scholia and Lexica cf. Bossi / Tosi (above,
n.33) 8 and 13.

37) Though tentative, we shouldn’t entirely exclude that someone misunder-
stood the apostrophe (amdctpogog) for a iota (1), even in the uncial stage of the text.
On this sign in Greek writing ¢f. E. M. Thompson, A Handbook of Greek and Latin
Palaeography, London 1901 (repr. Chicago 1966, 1975), 72-73.

38) The variant is attested specifically in cod. M (Ambrosianus gr. L 39 sup.,
catalog. 479), a manuscript that contains the so-called ‘Byzantine triad’ of Aristo-
phanes. Cf. M. Chantry (ed.), Prolegomena, in: Scholia vetera in Aristophanis Plu-
tum, Groningen 1994, xvi. The lemma was prone to confusion; cf. Scholia Tzetzae
in Aristoph. Ranas 1378 Koster 1® nAdotiyye (sic): thaotiyyég elot ete. (see the ed-
itor’s note ad loc.).

39) Cf. e.g. Hesych. 02200 aiypota (i.e. €guoto, cf. Hymn. Merc. 37 v.1.
alyua), o 3893 due’ Axiplog podg (cf. Archil. fr. 22,2 W. dugt Ziprog podic), o 4959
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could belong to this certain type of glosses which were lemmatized
based on erroneous or approximate readings.*® Moreover, this ap-
proach makes the mechanism of the corruption readily explainable.
Probably, this begun in the uncial (ITAACTITTI-ZYTIOIC), when
someone misread the zeta (Z) of {uyloig as a sigma (C)*! and joined
it to the adjacent iota (I) of the lemma nAdotiyyt, thus duplicating
this certain letter. At the same time he also misread the following
upsilon (Y) as X. He thus produced the form ICXTIOIC, and from
that point on he easily arrived at toyto. (ITAACTIITI-ICXTI-
OIC—TIAACTITTTICXIA). I would suspect a psychological predis-
position caused by the preceding entry,*> meaning that the visual
confusion was aided by the glossemata the scribe’s mind had kept
from the previous line.

At any rate, in grammatical texts and Scholia the word nAd-
oty§ was occasionally taken as a synonym of {uyog: cf. Lex. in
carmina Greg. Naz. (e cod. Paris. Coislin. 394) n 97 Kalamakis
nAdoTryyor tov {uyov etc., m 105 K. nddotiyyar Stknv, {uyov; Scho-
lia et glossae in Sophoclis Ajacem 249a Christodoulou (Cuvyov:)
Cuyog onpaivet tpior My Thaotiyyo etc.; Scholia in Oppiani Halieu-
tica 1.734.6—7 Bussemaker kol {uyog €otiv 0 T@V Bodv ... kol M ThHC
nhaotiyyog etc.t® As regards specifically the Hesychian gloss, it will

*avépoer (cf. Thuc. 1.6.3 évépoel, v.l. dvépoet) etc. The paradigms are taken over
from Bossi / Tosi (above, n.33) 13—14, who cite more examples.

40) Bossi / Tosi (above, n.33) 13.

41) With the term ‘uncial’ I do not refer to the style known as ‘Biblical’,
but rather to the ‘plain sloping hand’ or to the so-called ‘Coptic-type uncial’. Espe-
cially the second was more current and had the tendency to join letters together.
Cf. R.Barbour, Greek Literary Hands. A.D. 400-1600, Oxford 1981, xvi—xviii. If
the zeta (Z) found in his prototype was written with its lower horizontal stroke
elongated, more vertical and descending from left to right, and with a small upper
horizontal line, then it could perhaps resemble a sigma (C). Moreover, the diagonal
line descending from right to left sometimes does not reach the baseline, making the
letter look like an angular sigma. For such a specimen cf. G. Cavallo / H. Maehler,
Greek Bookhands of the Early Byzantine Period (BICS Suppl. 47), London 1987,
82-83 (pl. 37), a late 6th cent. example of the ‘Alexandrian majuscule’. The letter
sigma (C) occasionally exhibits a ligature with the following letter (cf. Cavallo /
Maehler 14 [pl. 4a, 4b]), something that could also contribute to the scribe’s confu-
sion.

42) See above and n.35.

43) Cf. also Lex. in carmina Greg. Naz. n 106 Kal. nhactiyyr grain Luyod;
Scholia in Nicandri Theriaca 651a Crugnola tAdotiy€ 8¢ 10 100 Luyod, frot otéd-
ung, uépog, and 651b *rhdctiyyor TAdcTyE 1 10D Luylov x0tpe; Scholia Tzetzae in
Aristoph. Nubes 1073a2-3 Holwerda nepi 8¢ nhaotiyye 100 Luyod.
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have to remain uncertain whether the lexicographer originally
recorded here the correct TAdotiyy’,** which a later scribe turned
into the attested dative, or if he wrote the erroneous* TAdotiyyt
found in his authority (that would thus belong to the tradition of
Ambrosianus gr. L 39 sup.). The transmitted tAaotiyyt should be
retained, whether the lexicographer followed here the erratic tradi-
tion of the Scholia or whether he introduced the dative himself.
Either way, the locus classicus of & 2462 is in my opinion the Schol.
vet. in Aristoph. Ranas 1378.

Ioannina Charilaos E. Avgerinos

44) On this reading’s soundness cf. Scholia vetera in Aristoph. Ranas 1378¢
Chantry: 10 nAdotyy’] 10 oxfiLo dTTikdv, O «Td (elpe» Kol «V1) 1O GLm».

45) Obviously, the terms ‘correct’ and ‘erronecous’ refer exclusively to the
textual tradition of the Scholia vetera in Aristophanem.



