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This paper provides the first critical edition of two Greek lexica on accentuation and
vowel quantity, recently discovered in a fourteenth-century manuscript now held in
the Bibliotheque nationale de France in Paris. I shall argue that one of the main
sources for the first lexicon (on accentuation) was the mepi Attikfig tpocwdiog of
the first-century BCE grammarian Trypho. As Trypho’s work now survives only in
fragments, this lexicon allows us to deepen our understanding and knowledge of
his handbook. Additionally, some ancient fragments transmitted by these lexica
are published here for the first time: one is attributed to the fifth-century BCE
poet Eupolis, one to the famous Alexandrian grammarian Aristophanes of
Byzantium (but it perhaps belongs to Demetrius Ixion (second century BCE)
instead), four to Aristarchus of Samothrace (216-144 BCE) and one to the
first-century BCE grammarian Seleucus (although this attribution is debatable: it
overlaps with an already-known fragment attributed to Aristocles of Rhodes).

Ms. Par. gr. 2646 is a paper codex dated to the second half of the fourteenth century and
written by a priest named Georgios (id. D. Harlfinger; RGK 1I 103=1II 137)." Although
almost totally ignored until recently, this codex is particularly interesting for the
grammatical texts it preserves; for some of them, it is the codex unicus. Apart from Pollux’s
Onomasticon (from f. 22" to the end of the codex), which was already recorded in
H. Omont’s catalogue and thoroughly investigated by E. Bethe, other treatises preserved
in this manuscript have recently been published as critical editions. These are: mepi
dypovav (at ff. 6'-16"), possibly by Herodian and edited by F. Pontani, and mepi
nvevpdrov (at ff. 19'—22%), possibly an epitome of the homonymous treatise by Trypho

"I wish to thank A. C. Cassio, F. Pontani and P. Probert for their invaluable help and comments on this paper, as well
as the anonymous referees. I thank also the Ancient World Research Cluster at Wolfson College, Oxford, for
supporting the English proofreading of the article.

1 On this codex, see Omont (1888) 18; Bethe (1900) viii; Pontani (2022); Sandri (2022).
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and edited by myself.” These texts transmit, not only ancient grammatical doctrine that was
previously almost totally unknown, but also some new ancient fragments, both poetic and
grammatical.? In this paper I shall provide a critical edition of the last two grammatical
texts of this codex, entitled neptl npoocwdiog and mepl ypdvov.

As is well-known, the most comprehensive and influential handbook on Greek prosody,
the mept xoBoAikfig mpoowdicg (On general prosody) of the famous second-century CE
grammarian Herodian, is almost entirely lost, apart from two epitomes — one by John
Philoponus, the other one by the so-called Ps.-Arcadius,* together with some fragments
of direct and indirect tradition.’

The nepi mpocwdiog and the mepl ypdvev in ms. Par. gr. 2646 are better described as
lexica, rather than treatises. They normally list words in alphabetical order (but taking
into account only the first letter of the words).6 The nepil mpocwdiag records the position
of the accent, while the nepl ypovav gives word-internal vowel quantities. In some cases,
different options are presented, and in two cases a poetic quotation is given, by way of
example. In most cases, however, these lexica simply record linguistic facts, attaching to
the lemma verbal forms such as d&vvovot (‘they pronounce/write the word as oxytone’)
or neplon®ot (‘they pronounce/write the word with a circumflex on the last syllable’) in
the nepil npocwdiog, and cvotéddeton (‘it is short’) or €xteiveton (‘it is long’) in the mept
XPOVOV.

1. The mept npoocwdiog

1.1 A lexicon on Attic prosody
The main feature of the lexicon on prosody (ff. 16™-19") is to record one particular type of
Greek prosody, that is, Attic. Its purpose is descriptive, not prescriptive, since it aims at

2 See, respectively, Pontani (2020) and Sandri (2022).

3 One of the two nepi Siyypdvev transmits two new metrical iuncturae, one new fragment of Hipponax and one new
fragment of Aristarchus of Samothrace. The nepi nvevudtwy carries one new fragment of Alexander Aetolus and
one new fragment of Tyrannion. On these fragments see, respectively, Pontani (2020) and Sandri (2022).

4 The epitomes by John Philoponus and Ps.-Arcadius have been recently edited by, respectively, Xenis (2015) and
Roussou (2018).

5 As for the direct tradition, a tenth-century palimpsest held in Vienna, ms. Vindob. hist. gr. 10, preserves some
fragments from books 5—7 (an edition of the entire palimpsest is being prepared by K. Alpers, J. Gruskova,
O. Primavesi and N. Wilson, while some excerpta from it have already been edited by Hunger (1967)), while a
fourth-century parchment fragment, PAnt 2.67, preserves a small portion of an abridged version of book 5 (see
Wouters (1975-76) and (1979) 2201, 223). On the possibility that PAnt 2.60 (fifth/sixth century CE) and PL III/
1027 also transmit two fragments of the mepi koBolikiig mpocwdiog see, respectively, Meliado (2006) and
Minutoli (2021). As for the fragments of indirect tradition, they were edited by Lentz (1867) 3-547, but his
edition must be handled carefully: see Dyck (1993).

6 The same pattern can be found e.g. in Moeris’ Lexicon. There are some exceptions, where words are put among
those that begin with a different letter (see e.g. 1. 22, 49, 64, 114). It is not clear whether these lemmata were
originally in this position or whether they have been somehow moved or interpolated.
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describing — not prescribing — how prosody works in Attic.” The third-person plural subject
of recurring verbal forms such as nepiondot, nopo&vvovot, Boptvovot and the like is always
the Athenians (oi Attikoi). In some cases, this subject is made explicit (lemmata nos. 7, 9,
18, 80, 96, 145, 148, 178, 185), but in most cases it is implicit. It is unclear whether the
subject has been lost during textual transmission or not:® the hanging map’ avtoic at
lemma 2 could be a clue that the subject was explicit in the original version of the work,
but there is no certainty about this. The anonymous author of this lexicon surely speaks
koine, rather than Attic, as the pronoun nMueig — in contrast with the previous Attikol —
reveals at 1. 148 (mtedv- d&Hvouvowy Attikoi, Omep Aéyopev mMuelg mroov S 100 T
Bopvtovag).®

To confirm the Attic nature of this lexicon, if we have a look at the lemmata it is clear
that most of them pertain to the Attic dialect. Just to give some examples:

— The ‘span’ is named 36xun™ in Attic according to Moeris, in contrast to its koine
counterpart cmi@oyLn:

nepl tpoowdiog, l. 46 Moer. & 41

Soyun- o&vvouot. 8oyun Attikoi- ombopn "EAAnvec.

‘dochmé: they pronounce/write it as ‘Athenians say déchme, those who speak koine say
oxytone’. spithamé’.

— The adverb é€rnikAnv (‘by name’) is labelled as Attic at least by Hesychius:

nepl npoowdiog, . 61 Hsch. € 4862

€ntkAnv- mopo&vveTo. €ntkAnv- 1 €nikAnoig mopo ATTiKols.

‘epiklen is paroxytone’. ‘epiklen is the word for an additional name among the
Athenians’.

— The proparoxytone form of the adjective €pnuov (‘solitary’) is Attic in many sources,
starting with Herodian:"

7 On Atticising prosody, see especially Vessella (2018).

8 A similar situation is observed in Moeris’ Lexicon, where the subject Attikol is occasionally restored by Hansen
(1998)-

9  That this verbal form with -e- is Attic is a well-known fact within the grammatical tradition: see e.g. Poll. 10.128.2;
Ael. Dion. n 37 and 73; Phot. © 1464.

10 The nepi npoodiog states that doxun is oxytone. However, Hansen (1998) prints the lemma as paroxytone
(86xun). The apparatus criticus does not say anything about the accent, implying that the form is transmitted by
all three manuscript witnesses (CVF), but I have checked the digital reproductions of the manuscripts, and
only C and V transmit 86yun, while F has doyun.

11 See also Eust. in Il. 2.42.1-2.
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nepl npoowdiog, 1. 63 Hrd. pov. 938.20—24
épnuov- mporapolivetor.  “Epfiuoc. ovdev gig pog Afiyov Omep 800 culiafag
‘éremon is proparoxytone’.  TPOTEPLOTAOUEVOV T N TOPOANYETOL, GAAL LOVOV €pfiog

[...]. Attikol pévrot mponapouvoust Ty AEEw’.

‘Erémos: no word ending in -mos that is longer than disyllabic
and is properispomenon has eta in its penultimate syllable,
except for eremos [...]. Athenians pronounce/write this word as
proparoxytone’.

— The same is true for the properispomenon form of the adjective udpog (‘dull’), labelled
as Attic by Photius and the Suda:

nepl npoowdiog, 1. 114 Phot. p 612 Suid. p 1342

UOPOG: TPOTEPICTACLY. TuopdvT- ot Attkol M®pog: mapa ATTikolg

‘moros: they pronounce/ <IpO>TEPLOTOOL. . . ] TPONEPLONATOL. [. . .]

write it as “fuupovi- Athenians ‘motos: properispomenon,

properispomenon’. pronounce/write it as among the Athenians’.
properispomenon’.

— The Attic corn-measure pédwyvog corresponds to its Median counterpart ¢ptéfin in

Hesychius:
nepl mpoowdiog, 1. 123 Hsch. a 7471
UESUVOG: TPomapo&Hvouoty. apTafn: uétpov Mndikov
‘médimnos: they pronounce/write it as oltov Attikog pédyvoc.
proparoxytone’. ‘artdbe: a Median corn-measure. Médimnos

is Attic’.

— olounnpa (‘greasy’) is an Attic word according to Moeris:

nepl mpoowdiag, 1. 134 Moer. o0 37

oloumnpd: 6&HVOLGLY. otoumnpdv Attikoi- €prov punapdv "EAAnvec.
‘oisyperd: they pronounce/write it as ‘Athenians say oisyperén, those who speak koine say
oxytone’. érion rhyparon’.

— Aeo (‘men’) and veo (‘temple’) are patently Attic genitives (I. 111), and likewise xod (a
measure of capacity) is an Attic accusative (1. 187);

— genitive plural proparoxytone forms such as néiewv (‘cities’), pévtewv (‘prophets’),
Aé€ewv (‘words’), dpewv (‘snakes’) (l. 150) are traditionally considered Attic, for
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example, by Theodosius and John Philoponus, whose doctrine on this point goes back
to Herodian.”™

There are a few exceptions to this pattern. For example, our lexicon says that
<Athenians> (we must suppose) pronounce/write y&uafev as proparoxytone, while in the
other grammatical sources the Attic variant of the adverb seems to be the
properispomenon youdbev (see e.g. Moer. ) 22 oGOV TPOTEPIOTOUEVHOS ATTIKOL-
xoudbev "EAAnvec).”® Additionally, the lexicon states that the <Athenians> pronounce/
write emplopdg as oxytone, while we know from the Etymologicum magnum that according
to Herodian, the Athenians considered this word to be proparoxytone.* Such cases are
not surprising, as it is well-known that in the grammatical tradition the positions of
ancient and Byzantine grammarians were neither well established nor unanimous.
Consider two typical examples:

— The nepi npocwdiog says that <Athenians> pronounce/write dppdg (‘great sea-perch’)
as perispomenon. This is corroborated by a scholium on Aristophanes’ Wasps." Pollux,
however, states that the Attic form is oxytone (although one wonders how reliable
accentuation is in the manuscript tradition of Pollux and other similar lexica):

nepl npoowdiog, 1. 137 schol. Aristoph. vesp. 493c Poll. 6.50.4

0pP@AG TEPLOTMOLY. 10 OpPDG KOl AorydG [...] op@dc 1y 1O

‘orphés: they pronounce/ TEPLOTAGLY ATTIKOL. ATTIKOTEPOV OPPWG [. . .].

write it as perispomenon’. ‘Athenians pronounce/write ‘[...] orphéds or the more
orphés and lagés as Attic form orphés [...]-
perispomena’.

— The same can be observed with pearyypng (‘black-skinned’). According to Moeris, this
form is not Attic, but other sources disagree:

nepl mpoowdiog,  schol. Hom. Od. m 175.4—6  Phot. u 223 Moer. pu 18

L. 122

HeAayxpic: Gy 8¢ pedayypouic] HEAGYXpOS KoL HEAGYXPOS

o&vvouvotv. o&utovas. todto de ueloyxpns: duedtepo.  Attucot-

‘melanchrés: they KOTOL GUYKOTNY ATTiKOL  ATTIKO uoAAOV S€ ueloyxpns

pronounce/write  peAAYYXPNG OOV, OG Swx 100 m. Kpartivoc. “EAAnvec.

it as oxytone’. EvmoAg. ‘meldnchrds and ‘Athenians say
‘back again the melanchrés: they are meldnchras, those

12 See Probert (2008) 277-79. A different proposal on the origin of such a form can be found in Vessella (2018) 255.
13 See also Thom. edl. voc. Att. 393.13-14. On youGOev/youddev, see the discussion by Vessella (2018) 254-5.

14 See EM 804.17—23. On this topic, see the discussion by Probert (2008) 282—4.

15 Cf. also To. Alex. 37.1—2 and Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 253.10.
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melanchroiés] oxytone. both Attic. The form who speak koine
Athenians say melanchrés  with eta is better. say melanchrés’.
by contraction. So Cratinos uses it’.

Eupolis’.

There is only one example in which the Attic prosodic form is opposed to another dialectal
form, in this case Doric (l. 184). In a single occasion, only the Ionic form is presented (l.
183).”° Occasionally, the lexicon shows an interest not only in the prosody of Attic, but
also in the ‘ordinary language’, i.e. | cuvnPew (see 1. 6, 10, 33, 37, 135). In two cases,
the prosodic form of 1| cuvnOewo is opposed to its Attic counterpart (1. 6, 33" and 135).
In one case, ordinary language is opposed to Aristarchus of Samothrace’s prescription of
the accent (I. 10), while in the other only ordinary language is discussed (l. 37).

Another interesting feature of the lexicon is that, in four cases, linguistic usage is
approached in a diachronic sense:

80 OettdAn- ol vedtepotl TV Attik@v Bopvvovet, mg dopuddn (‘Thettdle (“Thessalian”):
later Athenians pronounce/write it as barytone, such as damdle (“heifer”)’).

169 tpomoiov- ol molondtepol mponepiondoy (‘tropaion (“trophy”): older (Athenians?
authors?) pronounce/write it as properispomenon’).

178 08pop<p>0dg: d&Ovovcy ol vewtepol. VEPoPOOG ol modaol Attikol Bopuvouct
(‘hydrorrods (“water-courses”): later Athenians pronounce/write it as barytone. Old
Athenians pronounce/write hydroréas as barytone’).

183 oppokov- "Tmveg ol vedtepor 0&vvovoty (‘pharmakén (“scapegoat”): later Ionians
pronounce/write it as oxytone’).

It is not entirely clear what the adjectives ‘old’ and ‘later’ (Athenians, authors, Ionians and so
on) exactly refer to. J. Wackernagel noticed that the accentuation assigned to ‘old’ Attic or
Ionic probably referred to Homer’s usage, while ‘later’ Attic mainly referred to Classical
authors and koine."® This assumption has been recently nuanced by P. Probert, who
showed that Herodian — and probably older grammarians, such as the Alexandrians —
may have considered a wider spectrum of diachronic linguistic varities, i.e. the language of

16 It is worth highlighting that the only two cases that deal with two dialects that are different than Attic are
consecutive: they may come from the same source.

17 Here, ‘Athenians’ must be included in the pronoun twéc: see e.g. Phot. o 3187 AUEnV koi dvenv koi PAGov-
nopo&utovely G&odot movta T towdto. 0Tt kol mopo Tolg Kmpkolg kod mopd ITAdtwvi. "Enikovpog 8¢
mheovalel €v avtolg kol S t00to mposictaton, Gonep drtikifov (‘aixén (“growth”), dnthen (“flower”) and
bldsten (“offspring”): they think it right to pronounce/write every word of this sort as paroxytone. This is so
also in comedy and in Plato. Epicurus abounds in these and for this reason turns out to be Atticizing’).

18 See Wackernagel (1893) 38 and (1914).
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Homer, ‘later’ Attic, koine and ‘old’ Attic, where ‘old’ and ‘later’ Attic could refer indeed to
‘old’ and ‘later’ pronunciation of Attic in a diachronic sense.™

Back to our lexicon, as for I. 8o, the link between Athenians and the form OgttdAn was
already known at least from Stephanus Byzantius’ Ethnica (8.35.5-6 10 @ettdAn dpopuo
Mevavdpov Bopivetor mopo Attikols, €ig idtdmrta teB€v), but without any diachronic
specification — admittedly the reference here is truly ‘diachronic’, since on the contrary it
would seem that the expression ot vedtepot t@dv Attik@dv simply refers to Menander, as
pointed out to me by A. C. Cassio.”® Additionally, the fact that the properispomenon
form tpomoiov was peculiar to ‘old’ Athenians seems to be well established in the
grammatical tradition,™ and the same is true for V3poppodic/V3poppdog.>* As for
eopuokov, we already knew that the oxytone form is Ionic from Phot. ¢ 64, but without
any diachronic delineation.*

Regardless of the meaning of these labels (which as seen above is not entirely clear),
Probert has already supposed that formulae such as ‘Old Attic’ and ‘Later Attic’ within
Herodian’s grammatical theory are inherited from Hellenistic grammarians such as
Trypho and Philemon:

My suspicion is that Herodian took over a distinction between earlier and later Attic
from the Hellenistic grammarians, and that these grammarians had access to
information about the pronunciation of Athenians and to some sort of folk
memory of Athenian accentuations that were no longer in use or perhaps used only
by older or more linguistically conservative speakers. [...] Evidence that the

19 See Probert (2004).

20 As already suggested by the above-mentioned passage from Stephanus Byzantius (eig idi0tnta t€0€v), this
phenomenon is due to the accentual retraction in personal names, such as in EavOn > Zdéven (cf. e.g. Jo.
Philop. diff. voc. b x 2): on this phenomenon, see Vendryes (1904) 153—4.

21 On this topic, see Probert (2004) 285-8. Cf. e.g. schol. Aristoph. Th. 697 TpOTOIOV TPOTEPICTWUEVOG GVAYVOGTEOV
nopo AploTo@avet kol mopd ©ovkudidn, tpomatov 8¢ mpomopoEutdvms Tapd T01g VEMTEPOLS TomTols (‘one
should read tropaion (trophy) as properispomenon in Aristophanes and Thucydides, but tropaion as
proparoxytone in the later poets’) and schol. Aristoph. Pl. 453 tpomaiov: Oi moAouol ATTikol TPOTEPIGTAOGLY, Ol
8¢ vedtepot mponopo&vovoty (‘tropaion: old Athenians pronounce/write it as properispomenon, while the later
ones pronounce/write it as proparoxytone’).

22 See e.g. schol. Hom. Il. bT E 372b [...] Bapuvtéov 8¢ 10 movaibnot- 1o yop €ig n Afyovto Bnluka StovAloBo
o6&uvoueva, €v T cuvBEcet un ywvopeva KOplo, TOTE LEV @UAACOEL TOV TOVOV, GTov PETH TPOBECEMS GLVTEDT,
AvoToAn, €l 8¢ petdr GAlov Tvog, avoaBiBalet Tov tOvov, 161080KM, Komvodokn. dote kol 10 THdpopdnT mapd
101G OPYOUOTEPOLG ATTIKOTG GvOAOY®G Popuviéov, 10 8¢ Tavopon Papuvopevov map’ odTolg ONUEIMTEOV
(‘panaitheisi (“all-blazing”) must be written as barytone: for the feminine disyllables oxytone ending in eta, in a
compound when they do not become proper names, maintain the accent when they are compounded with a
preposition, such as anatolé (“rising”); but if they are put together as compounds to something else, they throw
back the accent, such as histodéké (“mast-holder”), kapnodoke (“smoke-receiver”). Therefore T08poponT among
the Athenians must also be analogically pronounced/written as barytone, while the barytone form Tévopon by
them should be noted’). In light of the text transmitted in the mept mpoowdiog, I accept Ernst Maas’
emendation of T08popon| into V8poppdén but to emend TévoponT Papuvopevov into VEpopomn GEuvouevov
(Maas wanted TévaponT to be emended into évappon).

23 The source for this entry may be Aelius Dionysius (see Erbse’s edition, ¢ 2).
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Hellenistic grammarians already distinguished between earlier and later Attic when
discussing accents is meagre, but one fragment of Trypho on accentuation [scil.
Ammon. 73=Tryph. fr. 12 von Velsen] is transmitted with the term oi moAouol
Atticot, which may go back to Trypho himself.**

According to Probert, in the case of Trypho this distinction was found mainly in his nepi
Attikfig mpoocwdiog, a work devoted to Attic prosody and pronunciation. New evidence to
confirm Probert’s suspicion shall be presented in the next section, where it will be
argued that Trypho’s mepi Attikiig npocwdiog is one of the main sources for our mepi
npoowdiog — it therefore seems very likely to me that these formulae of ‘Old’ and ‘Later
Attic’ also go back to Trypho.

1.2 The relation between the nepi mpoocwdiog and Trypho's Tepl Attikiig Tpoc®diog
Given the above-mentioned Attic nature of this text, it is not surprising that, if we look at the
apparatus fontium et comparandorum, parallels with Atticist lexicographers such as Pollux,
Phrynicus and Moeris are abundant. The same is true for the main lexicographical texts
on synonyms, such as those by Ammonius and John Philoponus: parallels with these
texts can be found mainly for those lemmata where two or more homonyms can be
distinguished in their meaning only on the basis of their different accents.

In the mepi npoowdiog, many parallels can be found with the extant fragments assigned
to the mepi Attikfig tpoocwdiog by the great first-century BCE grammarian Trypho. Very little
is known about this work; what we do know is that it dealt mainly with the accentuation of
some Attic words, with occasional comparisons with Ionic and Doric.*> Von Velsen (1853)
collected thirteen fragments under this title (frr. 7-19). At least two other fragments must
be added to these: Hrd. fr. 53 Hunger (discovered in the above-mentioned Herodianic
Vindobonensis palimpsest) and one fragment discovered by G. Pasquali among the scholia
on Gregory of Nyssa.?® The fragmentary survival of Trypho’s mept Attikfic Tpocwdiog is
very disappointing, since it was probably one of the main sources for the lost mept
kaBorkfig Tpoowdiog by Herodian.?”

Among the fragments collected by von Velsen, only seven are explicitly attributed to
Trypho’s mept Attikfic npoocwdiog, while another six have been assigned to this work by
von Velsen in ope ingenii. Of the seven fragments explicitly attributed to the mepi Atticiig
npoocwdiog by the indirect tradition, four of them are found in our mepi Tpocwdiog:

24 See Probert (2004) 289.

25 See von Velsen (1853) 1011 and Ippolito (2008).

26 See Pasquali (1910). For an updated survey on Trypho’s fragments, see Alpers (1981) 113 n. 57. A new edition of
Trypho’s fragments is currently being prepared by S. Matthaios.

27 See Probert (20006) 25.
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1. Tryph. fr. g von Velsen (= Ammon. 222) = nepi tpocwdiag L. 75

Tryph. fr. g von Velsen (= Ammon. 222) nepl npoowdiog L. 75

OohopLiig GG ryoBos kol Boddpog oG peyddag  Oalopds: 6&vvouvoty, €nt 100 tepod @V
Swpépet, enot TpOgwv, Topa 01 ATttikols,  Alockopwv. Borduog Bopvvovcty, OToTe
£v devtépo Tepi Attkfig mpocwdiog. £av uev 105 Katodvoelg onuoivel.®

Yop 6&utovicmuev, SNAOGEL T0 TOV
AlooK0oVp@V 1EPOV- €0V d€ BopuTovViomUEY,
0g KoTodvoelg unvoet.?

However, this doctrine was widespread in the lexicographical tradition, since it was also
found in Aelius Dionysius’ Attikd ovopora, according to Eustathius of Thessalonica (6 2
Erbse = Eust. in Il. 3.397.16-18). For later lexicographers, see also Philop. diff. voc. e 6 5,
Phot. 6 1 and EGud 253.14 Sturz.

2. Tryph. fr. 10 von Velsen (= Ammon. 322) = nept Tpoc®diog l. 120

Tryph. fr. 10 von Velsen (= Ammon. 322) nepl tpoowdiog l. 120

WioN T Kol iohtn dlopépet mopd tolg Attikolg,  ponn{c} 1 korropepnc, Popuvouvctv-
@c enot Tpvgav €v devtépw Iept Attikiig utont 8¢, 6&vuvovoty 1 dEio toD
npoc®dicg. £0v pev yap 6EVTOVACHOUEY utoovg.3

onuadivet v o&loy picovg, KoBd Kol NUETS €v
M cvvnbeia npopepdueda, €0v 8
Baputoviompey ™y Kotopepty Tpog
cuvovoiay. Ty € dopopav TV
onuovouévey kol topo Awpledot goot
eLAGTTEGOON KOl o’ “Twoty.3°

28 ‘Trypho says in the second book of his treatise on the Attic prosody that thalamds pronounced/written like agathds
(“good”) and thaldmas like megdlas (“big”) are different in Attic. For when we pronounce/write it as oxytone, it
means the temple of the Dioscuri, while if we pronounce/write it as barytone, it means the caves’.

29 ‘They pronounce thalamds as oxytone, when they refer to the temple of the Dioscuri. They pronounce/write thaldmas
as barytone, when it means the caves’.

30 ‘Misété and misét? are different for Athenians, as Trypho says in the second book of his treatise on Attic prosody.
For when we pronounce/write this word as oxytone, it means the female that deserves hate, just as we also say in
our common language, while if we pronounce/write that word as barytone, it means the female inclined to sexual
intercourse. They say that the difference in the meanings is maintained also by Dorians and Ionians’.

31 ‘They pronounce/write misété as barytone when it means the lecherous, while they pronounce/write miséte as
oxytone when it means the female that deserves hate’.
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In this case as well, the doctrine is widespread — it can also be found, for example, in Hesychius
(1 1450), John Philoponus (diff. voc. e u 13) and Thomas Magister (ecl. voc. Att. 240.11).

3. Tryph. fr. 12 von Velsen (= Ammon. 73) =nepl npoocwdiog 1. 3

Tryph. fr. 12 von Velsen (= Ammon. 73)
apmoryn) Kol apmiyn SLoupEpPEL Tapd. ol
noAonolg ATtikoic,” dg enot Tpugwv v 1@
tpitw IMepi Attikfig Tpocwdiog. £0v HeEV YOp

o&utdvaeg mpoeveykduedo kabomep €v i
ouvnBeiq, v oievidiov kol peto Blog

nepl npoowdiog L. 3

oproyn- Ote onpoivet 10 oprdlewy
o&vvetai. Ote 8¢ €mt 100 okevovg
noporopPdvetan aprdyn- apmdyn d&
Aéyeton 81’ fig &K TV epedTmY ToVg KASOUg
AopBévovot.3*

dpaipeoty MNhwcet: €av de PBoputdvag

apndynv @g Avaeny, €v 1 €k TV @pedT®V
T00g K&dovg Eaipovov.® [.. ]

This lemma was also present, in a shorter form, in Aelius Dionysius’ Attuct ovoporto.>® For
later grammarians, see e.g. Philop. diff. voc. a o 12, EGud 203.15-17 Stef., lex. synon. 57.3

4. Tryph. fr. 13 von Velsen (= Athen. deipn. 2.40.15-19) = tepl Tpocwdiog 1. 27

Tryph. fr. 13 von Velsen
(= Athen. deipn. 2.40.15-19)
Tpoewv 8¢ €v Attkf Tpocmdig: Gpvyddiny pev

nept tpoowdiog L. 27

auuyddog: Bopuvovoty €rt 10D

OV KopTOV Bopémg, OV NUETS 0VSETEPMG KopToD. GpuYSerdc TepoTdcty.
auuydodov Aéyouev, opuydardg ¢ o 8€vipa,
KTNTKoD TopdL TOV KoPTOV 6vtog t00 YopakTipog

kod 81 10010 TEPLoN@UEVO.S

32 apmdyn appears also e.g. in Philo of Byzantium’s Poliorcetica (100.44, third/second century BCE), assuming the
accentuation here is correct.

33 ‘Harpagé and harpdge are different for old Athenians, as Trypho says in the third book of his treatise on the Attic
prosody. For if we pronounce it as oxytone (as in ordinary language), it means a sudden and violent kidnapping;
while if we pronounce harpdgé as barytone, like Andphen (“Anaphe”), it means the thing with which (i.e. a hook)
they remove vessels from wells’.

34 ‘Harpagé: when it means the action of kidnapping is oxytone, while harpdgé is used for the tool. Harpdgeé is said for
the instrument by which they take vessels out of wells’.

35 o 175 Erbse (= Eust. in Il. 3.397.15-18) éproyn- 0&vtévag 1 Stopmoym. 1) 8¢ dprdym Boputdvag 1 okedog, G Tovg
KGBOVg Avéryousty €k v epedtov (‘harpage: when it means the action of kidnapping it is oxytone, while the
barytone form harpdge is the instrument by which they pull up vessels from wells’).

36 On this lemma and its accentuation, see also Vessella (2018) 168—70.

37 ‘Trypho in his treatise on Attic prosody says that amygddlen (“almond”) the fruit (the one we call, as neuter,
amygdalon) is barytone, while amygdalds are the trees, being the possessive form from the fruit and, for this
reason, perispomenon’.

38 ‘They pronounce/write amygdalds as barytone when referring to the fruit. They pronounce/write as perispomenon
amygdalds’.
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On this fragment see also Ammon. 33. No other exact parallels for this lemma are extant, but
this doctrine must have been well-known, since the uncontracted form duvydoiéo is well
attested.?® It is probable that something (such as nepl 100 évdpov) has fallen out at the
end of the lemma in the nepil npocwdiog.

Frr. 7 (on otpovbocs / otpodBog), 8 (on Eaveytol / dveytol) and 11 (on tpdyot / Tpoyot),
which are also explicitly attributed to the nept Attikfig npocwdiog, are not discussed here.

Among the fragments that have been conjecturally attributed to the mepi Attikifig
npoc®diog by von Velsen, one matches four lemmata in our mepi mpocdiog:

Tryph. fr. 15 von Velsen (= Ammon. 405 Nickau) nepl TPOoMSLoG

TOvNpov BapuTovoUUEVOV, (G GOLOLKOV, KOl 18 Gdehpe- mpomopo&vvousty
ToVNPoOV 0&uToVOUUEVOV, MG KLEOWOV, PacL Attikol.

Sropépetv Topo 101G ATTKOlG: Opoimg poydnpov 80 Oe1tdAn: 01 VEDTEPOL TV ATTIKGDV
Kol poyxOnpdv. movnpog pev Yap, gooty, 6utoveag  Bopivoust, Mg Soudin.

0 kokonong, TovNnpog 8€ 6 £ninovog. ‘dtonmS, 117 PoyOnpoc: pimyv €k €lovg, 6t
ool Tpdowv: ‘koi <yap> w0 odror poyOnpat® ONUOAVEL TOV ETUTOVOV.

Aéyopev. kot 8 OEVTNTOY, enol, ‘Kol €1 Euyiyov 189 ydpiev- mporapo&ivouvoty.

Kol ooy v [...] OV YOp TOPOVULLOV €15 POG
Afiyov mopoocynuotilopevov 1olg yéveolv
OEvtovelton, olov KGUoTog Koponpog, 6Aiehog
oMcONpog, [...]. €1 81 movog Kol poybog o
TPOTOTLTOL, TOVNPOG KO Loy ONnpog pntéov

0&utoVaK. €1 8¢ ol Attikol Baputovodoly, o
Bovpoctov ot yoipouvct yop Tt fopvnTL.
3dekpe yolv Aéyovat thv Tpmtv 6&uTovoives Mg

anelbe’, enotv 6 TpOewv TopoTOEueEVOg
dunuovo v AlEmvéo (AiEmvéa Frellonius,

39 Seee.g. Ps.-Arcad. 117.14, Theogn. orth. 621.4, Choer. moc. 306.32, Eust. in Il. 1.592.13, etc. I thank A. C. Cassio for
pointing this out.

40 After A. C. Cassio pointed out to me that the passage as printed by previous editors (starting from
L. C. Valckenaer) does not work, I have changed the accent in Nickau’s edition from poéybnpa to poxdnpd.
Note that this is not an emendation, because the oxytone accent on poy6npd, according to Nickau’s apparatus,
is witnessed by half of the manuscript tradition. <ydp> is an addition by Valckenaer. To restore this passage,
A. C. Cassio suggests the following possibility: ‘dtoneg’, ¢not Tpliewv, ‘koi <t0> “100 @oadio uodYONpo
Aéyopev” (especially in the light of the insistence between animate and inanimate beings that follows in the
fragment).

41 18 ‘Athenians pronounce/write as proparoxytone ddelphe (“brother”, voc.)’; 8o ‘Later Athenians pronounce/write
Thettdle (“Thessalian”) as barytone, like damdle (“heifer”)’; 117 ‘méchtheéros: [they put the accent] on the third
syllable from the end, when it means “painful”’; 189 ‘They pronounce/write chdrien (“graceful”) as proparoxytone’.
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dy€wvéa [!] cod.), Togh Oettédny i MuptdAny-
Kol XOplev, Ty mpdtny
cVALaBnY 6Eutovodvree. [...]*+

As for poyOnpog / noyxbnpdc, one needs to assume that Trypho’s neptl Attikfig Tpoocwdiog
firstly recorded the opinion of unnamed authors (¢ooci) who argued for a distinction in
meaning between poyxOnpog ‘wreched’ and pox®npdg ‘rascal’ in Attic; Trypho then
affirmed that this opinion was untenable (&tonwg scil. goct) and that the only legitimate
accentuation was the oxytone one for both the meanings, as in the koine. The
anonymous author of our lexicon probably selected from Trypho only the part that
interested him, i.e. the one advocating the contrastive Attic accentuation, leaving aside
the koine one. Additionally, it is worth noticing that the Attic accentuation of &delpe as
proparoxytone is not otherwise discussed.

Among the fragments attributed to the mepi Atukfig npoowdiog there is a long one which
discusses the accentuation of Aoyds / Aoyos (‘hare’; Athen. deipn. 9.62). According to
Athenaeus, Trypho says that Athenians generally used to pronounce/write this word as
oxytone, i.e. Aoyd (sometimes without -g); its corresponding koine-counterpart is Aoryog
(although this is sometimes found in Attic authors as well). Trypho also says that ‘some
people illogically pronounce the word as perispomenon’ (giciv &’ ol kol todt GAdYwG KoTo!
v erevtdooy cullapny nepionmpévag tpoeepovtor). This would match the prescription
in our mept mpoowdicg, which says that this word must be written as Aoydg (I 1x6).
However, it is not certain here that the source for this lemma is Trypho: as our mepi
npoowdiog is to be regarded as a text on Attic prosody, if our author were willing to follow
Trypho’s argument, he would have chosen the form labelled as Attic by Trypho, i.e. Aorycs.

A similar situation is found in 1. 170: Todg Teplon@oy kol Socvvouvctv. One of the
fragments of Trypho (fr. 5 von Velsen (= Athen. deipn. 9.57)) deals with precisely this
word, and mainly (but not solely) with its internal aspiration. For this reason, the
fragment has been assigned by von Velsen to Trypho’s mept nvevpdrtwv. I have already
argued elsewhere that this fragment should probably not be assigned to that work,** and

42 ‘They say that péneron as barytone, like soloikon (“solecistic”), and ponéron as oxytone, like kydoimén (“hubbub”), are
different in Attic, and that the same is true for mochthéron and mochthéron. For they say that the oxytone form ponérds
means “malicious”, while ponéros means “painful”. “This is absurd”, Trypho says, “for we call mochtherd also paltry
things. And they are accented oxytone both when they are used of animate and inanimate things. [...] Every
derivative ending in -ros formed from another word by a slight change is oxytone, such as kdmatos (‘trouble’)
kamaterés (‘toilsome’), dlisthos (‘slipperiness’) olistherds (‘slippery’) [...]. If pénos (‘hard work’) and mdchthos (‘toil’)
are the primitives, ponerds (‘toilsome’) and mochtherés (‘wretched’) must be pronounced as oxytone. If Athenians
pronounce them as barytone, it is not surprising: for they like the barytone accent. Thus they say ddelphe
(‘brother’, voc.), putting an acute accent on the first syllable, like dpelthe (‘go away!’).” So Trypho says, citing
Philemon from the Attic deme Aixone Thettdle (“Thessalian”) like Myrtdlen (“Myrtale”), and chdrien (“graceful”),
putting the acute accent on the first syllable’.

43 Unless, of course, his text of Trypho said something different from the one to which Athenaeus had access, as
Probert suggested in a personal communication.

44 See Sandri (2022) 121.

https://doi.org/10.1017/51750270522000112 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S1750270522000112

TWO NEW LEXICA ON ACCENTUATION AND VOWEL QUANTITIES &

now we can reasonably assume that it belongs to the nept Attikfig tpocwdicg, instead (after
all, it is precisely the Attic aspiration and accentuation of the word that is discussed here).
Probert’s conjecture of dacvOvovstv in place of the transmitted BoptOvovowv is, I think,
certainly right: apart from Hsch. 1t 294 (tdwe témc. Kpfiteg. kol doc€mg 10 Gpveov),
there is no parallel for the barytone form of tdwg. After we accept Probert’s conjecture,
Tryph. fr. 5 and our I. 170 match perfectly:

Athen. deipn. 9.57 (Tryph. ft. 5) nepl npoowdiog L. 170
Tamg 8¢ Aéyovotv ABnvaiol, &g enot Tpdewy, thy TOMG TEPIOTOGLY Kol
televtoiov GLAAAPTV TEPIoTOVTES Kol SachvovTeg.* dacHvovoty.4®

There is one last fragment within von Velsen’s edition that finds a match with a lemma
from our lexicon:

Athen. deipn. 3.82 (Tryph. fr. 118) nepl npoowdiog L. 4

kol MAZAY & €otv €Dpelv qyd<e>io 1 péalo mopo&uvetor.
avoyeypopuévag topd te 1@ TpHgwvt Kol ayiAd<e>10 Tpomapo&vveTon OTe oNUOLvEL
nop’ dAloig TAeloowy. wap’ Abnvaiolg uev o Grprro.

@vomy TV un dyov TeTppévny, €1t 8
KopdopdAny Kol Brpnio kol ToAVToG Kol
Ayxilielov- kol iowg obtn €otiv 1) €€
Ayireiov kplO®V yvouévn.+

This fragment was assigned to Trypho’s ¢utiké. To this lexicographical work, which deals
with the names of various plants, von Velsen only assigned five fragments (frr. 116—20). It is
possible that this specific fragment does not actually belong to the ¢putiké, but to the mept
Attcfig tpoowdioc. After all, as with the case of Tryph. fr. 5, the Attic usage of a given word
is discussed here. However, it is not possible to confirm with certainty that the source for . 4
is Trypho, since Atheneus does not say what Trypho’s discussion on péou (‘barley-cakes’)
was about.

It was already mentioned that two more fragments belonging to Trypho’s mepi Attikfig
npoowdiog have been discovered since von Velsen’s edition, one by Hunger in the
Vindobonsensis palimpsest of Herodian and one by Pasquali among the scholia on
Gregory of Nissa. Each of them matches a lemma in our lexicon:

45 ‘Athenians say tahds (“peacock”), as Trypho says, putting the circumflex and the rough breathing on the last
syllable’.

46 ‘tahds (“peacock”): they put the circumflex on the last syllable and the rough breathing on it’.

47 ‘You could find barley-cakes in Trypho’s writings, and in many other authors. Among the Athenians there is the
phystes, which is not too closely kneaded, and also the cardamdle, the beréx, the toljpai and the Achilleion’.

»

48 ‘Achilleia in the sense of “barley-cake” is paroxytone. Achilleia is proparoxytone when it means the “barley-groats™’.
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1. Hrd. fr. 53 Hunger (Tryph. fr. novum) = nept npoocwdiog 1. 35

Hrd. fr. 53 Hunger nepl npoowdiog 1. 35

Tpogwv 8¢ €v o’ mepl Attikfig Tpocwdiog 1otopel  Barvvoug: mopo&uvoucty. onuoivel e
nop’ Attkolg BapvesBou thv AEEW- Bodvov yop, 7 AéEig kapivoug.>®

enot, Aéyovoty g eadrov. [...]*

2. Tryph. fr. novum (ed. Pasquali (1910)) = tept Tpocwdiag 1. 36

Tryph. fr. novum (ed. Pasquali (1910)) nepl npoowdiog l. 36

10 BAdot gipnkev Tpopwv, anod 10D BAG&oT- Bapivetor. <topofutovelv d&odor>
Br&otolg KoTodepBEY, TopoEuTOVAG: Kol wovTo ToL To1ordTor dvoporto Ttdv

0 8¢ xovav amotel 6EVTOVLG. > unvavt.>

It has already been shown that, for most of Trypho’s fragments, several parallels can be
found in the lexicographical tradition. It is well known that Trypho’s doctrine influenced
that of later grammarians, up to the Humanistic period. If Trypho indeed influenced
grammarians of the Imperial era such as Herennius Philo and Aelius Dionysius, and then
Ammonius, Philoponus and others, it is unsurprising that these fragments are found in
later grammarians’ work as well, as they are part of the same lexicographical tradition.
However, one could rightly object that the presence of some of Trypho’s fragments in our
lexicon does not by itself prove that the anonymous compiler of the lexicon had Trypho’s
nept Attikfig mpoowdiog at his disposal, since he could have easily taken the lemmata
from other sources.

Indeed, it is impossible to prove beyond doubt that the author of our lexicon had
Trypho’s mept Attikfig mpoowdiog in his hands. However, in my opinion, the evident
interest of the lexicon in Attic language, and its correspondences with most of the
fragments assigned to Trypho’s mept Attkfig mpoowdiog, suggest that Trypho’s mepi
Attikfig mpoodiog was indeed one of the main sources of this work, whether directly or
indirectly. Moreover, it should be noted that, immediately after the mepl xpdvov, our
Parisinus manuscript transmits — as codex unicus — the uversio plenior of an epitome of
Trypho’s mepi mvevudrov.”® Of course, Trypho’s mepi Atukfic mpoowdiog would have
been very different from our lexicon on prosody. Due to the poor state of preservation of
Trypho’s work, we cannot know for certain what it was like, but it was probably similar

49 ‘Trypho in the first book of his treatise on Attic prosody says that this word is barytone: for they say batinon
(“furnace”) like phatilon (“cheap”), he says.’

50 ‘They pronounce/write batinous as proparoxytone. The word means “furnaces”.

51 ‘Trypho said that bldste (“offspring”) is paroxytone, as it comes from bldstesis. The rule requires it to be oxytone’.
52 ‘Bldste is barytone. They think that all nouns like this must be paroxytone’.

53 See supra.
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to Herodian’s mept koboAikfig tpocwdiog, comprising a list of words divided into categories
and sub-categories. Furthermore, in Trypho there was surely a more detailed and extensive
explanation of each choice of accent than we find in the lexicon on prosody: this is
confirmed by the above comparisons between Trypho’s fragments and the lemmata in the
nepl mpoowdiog, which show how much Trypho’s doctrine is cut to the bone by the
anonymous compiler of the lexicon. We are thus led to another consideration concerning
the structure of both the neptl npoocwdiog and the mepi xpodvwv: they represent a unicum in
Greek lexicography, since no other treatise on accentuation or vowel quantity arranged as
a lexicon is attested, at least as far as I know.>* It is true that several other lexica and
exegetical materials deal with prosody, but there is nothing that can match the very
specific interests of our two lexica;> and, of course, various ancient treatises on prosody
(nepi mpoomdioc) are extant, but they are not lexica.® Unfortunately, there is no clue as
to the authorship and/or an exact chronology for the two lexica, but it is clear that at
some point somebody collected different sources on prosody and decided to make two
unique products, whose aims (orthographic? didactic?) remain uncertain.”” It must be
pointed out that the sources on prosody the anonymous compiler used were not
exclusively focused on Attic prosody, since in the two lexica prosodies other than Attic
are also mentioned (albeit to a lesser extent). For a discussion on this with reference to
the mepi ypdvov, see infra at §2, while in relation to the mept npoocwdiog see e.g. didodot
at 1. 47 (obviously, one would expect to find 8136t in Attic) and €x0pi at 1. 62.5°

The antiquity of the sources used by the anonymous compiler of the two lexica (if not of
the two lexica themselves) is confirmed by the presence of some grammatical fragments and
one poetic fragment attributed to Eupolis that are not otherwise preserved. These are
published here for the first time (see infra at §3).

2. The wepi xpovov

In the meptl ypoévov (ff. 19r-v), a change in sources can be observed. In the apparatus
comparandorum, the most quoted work is (not surprisingly) Herodian’s nepi dtypévmv. The
interest in Attic, here, even if surely present, is less patent than in the lexicon on

54 Lexica of homonyms — such as the one by John Philoponus — mainly focus on semantics, not prosody.

55 In fact, some lexica are entirely devoted to a specific branch of grammar, namely syntax, such as the Lexica syntactica
edited by Sturz (1818) 587—92, Cramer (1836) 275307, Massa Positano and Arco Magri (1961) and Petrova (20060).

56 On ancient treatises on prosody and orthography, see Probert (2015) and Valente (2015).

57 We cannot rule out a priori the possibility that these two lexica also aimed at prescribing how to pronounce words
(mostly while ‘reading aloud’ and in oratory), and not only how to write them, unless we think that their main aim
was to prescribe how to put accents and quantity marks on words in writing. But accents, and diacritics in general,
were not written consistently before the ninth century (quantity marks are only attested in poetry and in a few
papyri containing prose, probably as aids for ‘reading aloud’: on this topic, see Colomo (2017)). On
prescriptions related to the spoken language by Atticists, see Vessella (2018).

58 On £xBpwd, see also infra. £xBpaive is particularly attested in the Septuagint and more in general in biblical texts.
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accentuation: even if there is some information on Attic quantity (see e.g. ll. 2 and 36%),
Attic seems to be ‘one of the dialects’, not the main one as it was in the mept Tpocwdiog.
In fact, several lemmata under discussion are traditionally considered non-Attic. For example:

— 00uo (‘sacrifice’) is said to be non-Attic, at least by Moeris:

Moer. 15 nepl ypovov L. 27

tepelov Atticol- O0ua "EAAnvec. 6duo- €xteivouot, dg ZELeVKOg £V 1@ TEPL
SorékTmv.

‘Athenians say hiereion, while those who = ‘They make [the hypsilon] long in thiima, as

speak koine say thiima’. Seleucus says in his On dialects’.

However, note that this word is attested in Attic authors (twenty-one times in Euripides
alone!).

— The plural neuter form of tépag (‘wonder’) as téporta. is cited as belonging to the koine
by Moeris, while the Attic form would be t€pa:

Moer. t 13 (see also T 23) nepl xpovov 1. 56
%po Attikoi- éparta “EAANvec. TEpGTO GUGTEALEL TO TPDTOV A.
‘Athenians say téra, while those who speak koine ‘Térata makes its first alpha short’.

say térata’.

That Attic is no longer the focus of this work is made clear by a comparison between
these two lemmata:

Moeris v 9 nepl xpovov 1. 59
Vdapég Ppay€wg 10 o Attikol- pokpdg “EAAnvec. Vdapng: duyde.
‘Athenians consider the alpha within hydarés short, while those who ‘Hydarés: in two
speak koine consider it long’. ways’.

The main topic of the mepi ypdvov is not to discuss how Athenians perceived the
quantity of alpha within the word 08apng (‘watery’), but to explore all the possibilities in
use. Note that the vowel quantity of this term is not attested anywhere other than in
Moeris and in the mept xpovav.*

59 Compare also Moer. y 3 yyvbwov S 100 v kol poxpds Attikol with mept ypdvev 63 ynuobov- 1 devtépo
pokpd. Also 1. 8 records a traditionally Attic quantity, i.e. Atpéd, Paciréd, and yvouidiov is found in Ar. fr.
727 K.-A.

60 See Vessella (2018) 251: ‘Moeris ascribes to the "EAAnveg a pronunciation which is not attested elsewhere’. -Gpég
was possibly conditioned by second members of adjectives based on dpopicke beginning with a long vowel e.g.
60u-apng, as A. C. Cassio has pointed out to me.
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3. New ancient grammatical and poetic fragments

It has already been mentioned that the nepi npocwdiog and the mepi xpdvmv carry some new
ancient fragments: one is attributed to the fifth-century BCE poet Eupolis (infra at §3.1), one
to the famous Alexandrian grammarian Aristophanes of Byzantium (infra at §3.2, but it may
belong to Demetrius Ixion (second century BCE) instead), four to Aristarchus of Samothrace
(216-144 BCE, infra at §3.3) and one to the first-century BCE grammarian Seleucus (infra at
§3-4, but this attribution is debatable: this fragment overlaps with an already-known
fragment attributed to Aristocles of Rhodes).

3.1 Eupolis (meptl mpocwdiog, 1. 5)

adiKio TV otV
‘malversations of the provisions’

The neuter substantive &diktov is rarely attested. It occurs once in Herodotus (5.89.7), once in
Aristotle (Ath. Pol. 54.2.9-10) and once in Plutarch (Vit. Per. 32.5.1).% The other rare
occurrences are in lexicographical works, which aim at explaining the meaning of this term
with the substantive &8iknue, by and large ‘wrong done’.®* Aristotle, in his Constitution of the
Athenians, describes this crime in detail as mismanagement of public funds.% Unlike &dixiov,
owtiov has so many occurrences both in poetry and prose that no further notes on its usage are
needed. The presence of the genitive t®v citiov, here, leaves no doubt that Eupolis’ fragment
concerns a crime of malversation, related to provisions and/or public maintenance.

The description of politicians and rulers as scum and thieves is a recurring theme in
Eupolis’ poetry: see e.g. fr. *126 K.-A. (= Demoi, fr. 11 Telo, cogog yap avnp, tfic 8¢
YXEWOs oV kpatdv (‘for the man is wise, but he can’t rule his hand’), referring to
Themistocles) and fr. 235 K.-A. (€€ ‘HpoxAeiog dpydpov veeireto (‘he filched money
away from Heracleia’), referring to a certain Simon who stole public funds from his city,
from the play Poleis).%

61 In this latter case, ddwiov is Reiske’s conjecture. See Stadter (1989) 303: ‘Adikiov, Reiske’s emendation of ms.
adwciog or &dikov, restores the technical word that would have been found in the original document, but that
does not occur otherwise in P[lutarch]’.

62 See e.g. Harp. o 31 Adikiov- olov &diknuarog. #om 8¢ Svoua dikng. dmotivuton 8¢ todto dmhodv, £av mpd thg 6
nputaveiog 0mododf: el 8¢ un, durhodv koraBorretan. (‘adikion: “wrong done”. This is the name of a crime. If the
fine is paid before the ninth presidency, it is paid once; but if it is not, the fine is doubled’.) See also Hsch. o 1134
aduciov- €1dog Sikng ABHvnowy.

63 54.2 Gv & ddikelv KoToyVROLY, dSikiov TAOGLY, drotivetot 8¢ 1008’ amhodv, £0v Tpod Tg 6 Tputaveiog Ekteion
g, €l 8¢ un, duthodron. 10 <8&> dexomhodv oV duthodton. (‘but if they [scil. the Jury] find him guilty of
maladministration, they assess the damage [scil. the crime of malversation], and the fine paid is that amount only,
provided that it is paid before the ninth presidency; otherwise it is doubled. But a fine of ten times the
amount is not doubled’ (transl. H. Rackham)).

64 On these two fragments, see the commentary by Olson (2016) and (2017) ad loc. On the first fragment, see also the
commentary by Telo (2007) ad loc. On this topic in general, see Olson (2017) 2021 and Storey (2003) 338—438.
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Metrically speaking, assuming that the fragment is continuous, it could be part of an
iambic trimeter. Two possible arrangements are

S TR P I e

and

<xu>evvo|oov|ex—vo>,

3.2 Aristophanes of Byzantium (?) (nepl npocwdiog, 1. 92)

KovBov- Aptotopdvng Popuvetl €v T mept thg TV Are€ovdpeémv SloréxTov.

‘kdnthon (“eye”): barytone, according to Aristophanes in his On the dialect of the
Alexandrians’.

If one excludes textual corruptions, at first sight the Aristophanes mentioned here can be
none other than the famous grammarian Aristophanes of Byzantium (ca. 265/257— ca. 190/
180 BCE). However, some considerations challenge this attribution. No other source
mentions that Aristophanes wrote a treatise on the dialect of the Alexandrians, and even
though he must have had a strong interest in the Attic dialect in his Attucoi Aé€eig (fir.
33747 Slater), no other work of his on a specific dialect is attested. Additionally,
W. J. Slater observed that only three fragments dealing with accentuation are attributed to
Aristophanes, and he noted that even these fragments might perhaps be attributed to
Aristarchus instead.®> What is under discussion is not whether Aristophanes knew
accentuation and prosody in general — he surely did — but whether these concepts were
just in his mind (as ‘Grammatik im Kopf”)°® or were actively employed in his exegetical
activity. More recently, on the other hand, other scholars such as F. Pontani seem to be
less skeptical about Aristophanes’ involvement in accentuation,”” and the same is true for
A. C. Cassio who, in a personal communication, pointed out to me that in fr. 382 Slater
Aristophanes is quoted by Apollonius Dyscolus about a principle regarding the
accentuation of prepositions, thus a systemic issue: it would be quite weird if he was
wrong in this passage. It should be also observed that kév6og / kov86g was surely part of

65 See Slater (1986) 210: ‘Herodian reports that Aristophanes accented €18® at n 317, but since there are no other
certain examples of accentuation attributed to him save gl. 382 and gl. 400, perhaps Aristarchus is meant’. On
Aristophanes and accentuation, see also Callanan (1987) 26-31 and Probert (2000) 22.

66 For this well-known concept, see Ax (1991) 288. On this topic, with reference to Aristophanes and Aristarchus, see
also Schenkeveld (1993) 275-8.

67 See Pontani (2011) 49. In his edition of the Odyssey scholia, Pontani does not question the attribution of the
fragment to Aristophanes at schol. Hom. Od. n 317e.
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Aristophanes’ vocabulary, since this term occurs in the epitome of his nepi {@wv, even if the
word is here inherited from Aristotle’s Historia animalium (491b.23).%%

While leaving open the possibility that the fragment does indeed belong to
Aristophames,69 in case it does not, one should look at other suitable candidates. The
only two grammarians that are credited with a work entitled nept tfig 1@v AleEavdpemv
SwoAéxtov are Aristarchus’ pupil Demetrius Ixion (second century BCE)”® and Minucius
Pacatus Irenaeus (first century CE).”* Let’s start by discussing the second option.
Minucius Pacatus Irenaeus’ treatise on the dialect of the Alexandrians is only preserved in
three, maybe seven, small fragments.”” These fragments mainly deal with lexical and
morphological issues, rather than prosodic ones. On the other hand, only one fragment
coming from Demetrius Ixion’s nepi tfig 1@V AleEovdpémv diokéktov is preserved:”

Dem. Ix. fr. 40 Staesche (= Athen. deipn. 9.48.34—36) v péonv 8¢ 100 ovouotog
cvAlafnv €kteivovoty Attikol ®¢ dotduvko kol knpuke, og 6 I&lov ¢enot
Anuntplog v 1@ mepl thg Ale€ovdpémv SoAékTon.

‘Athenians lengthen the middle syllable within the word, as in doiduka (“pestle”) and
keruka (“herald”), as Demetrius Ixion says in his On the dialect of the Alexandrians’.

This fragment is very interesting because, like our Aristophanes of Byzantium (?) fragment,
it deals with prosody, in particular with a vowel quantity within a certain kind of word. To
support the hypothesis that the author of our fragment could be Demetrius, note that Trypho
surely knew Demetrius’ works, since he quotes Demetrius at least once.”* As discussed
above, Trypho may be one of the main sources of the nepi npoocwdiog, perhaps the most
ancient one, and this fragment could therefore come from his work. Obviously, Trypho
could not have quoted Irenaeus, since Irenaeus lived after Trypho.

From a palaeographical point of view, we must admit that it is very difficult to
understand how the names Eipnvoiog or ‘I&iwv (provided they were written in their

68 The epitome is edited by Lampros (1885). Lampros’ conjecture kov8oi in place of the transmitted ZavOot (‘errore
rubricatoris D’, Lampros in the apparatus) is surely correct.

69 It is also possible that the corruption is wider than it seems, and that here the text is referring to both
Aristophanes and another grammarian, author of a nepi tiig 1@v Aleovdpéwv dorékTov.

70 On Demetrius Ixion, see especially van Thiel (2000) 6 with n. 16 and 7, and Ascheri (2006).

71 On Minucius Pacatus Irenaeus, see especially Regali (2020).

72 Frr. 1-3 Haupt are explicitly attributed to this work by the sources of these fragments. Reitzenstein (1897) 383
supposes that fir. 5, 9, 12 and 15 might belong to this work too. On Irenaeus’ mepi tfig t@v AleEovdpéwv
Sodéxtov, see Pagani (2015) 819—20 and Regali (2020).

73 On this work, see Staesche (1883) 19—20.

74 Ap. Dysc. pron. 89.14-16 (= Tryph. fr. 31 von Velsen) Tpugwv cuvykoratiBéuevog 1@ IEiovi enot ‘mv oeé
avtovupiov kot énévlecty 100 @ dvikny yevéosBan tfg avtiig ntoews, Kol €Tt Ty o@lv, ®g 100 ® TTOTIKOD
Svrog dvik@v’ (‘Trypho, agreeing with Ixion, says: “the pronoun sphé by the insertion of omega becomes dual of
the same case, and sphin as well, since the omega connected with cases is typical of the dual”’).
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abbreviated form) could have been corrupted into Apistopdvng, unless due to confusion
with another lemma or the loss of something in the middle.

As for the substantive x&vBog / kav0dg, it is first attested in Hippocrates.” It also occurs
in Aristotle,”® probably once in Callimachus,”” once in Moschion,”® once in Cercidas,”® once
in Nicander® and so on.

3.3 Aristarchus of Samothrace

Aristarchus of Samothrace (216-144 BCE) was well acquainted with accentuation. Indeed,
many of the extant fragments from this grammarian are related to accentuation and
pronunciation in general. Aristarchus’ main method for determining the position of the
accent within a given word was the analogical one. As witnessed by several Homeric
scholia attributed to Herodian, the main reason for Aristarchus to state the position of
accents was to distinguish in meaning between two (or more) homographs.®"

3.3.1 OTOROLOS | ADTONOAOG (TEPL TPOcdiag, 1. 10).

o0TOUOA0<C>- Apiotopyog mopoluvel. 1O € €v TN kowf cuvnbeig avTONOLOG
TPOTOPOEVVETAL.

‘automdlos (“deserter”): Aristarchus puts the acute on the penultimate syllable. In the
common language, autémolos is proparoxytone’.

No parallel for the prescription of the accentuation of avtopuorog / ovtoporog is found.
This term was quite widespread before Aristarchus’ period, but it was much more common
in prose than in poetry®* and it is not attested in epic at all. The most frequent attestations of
this term are in Herodotus.®3 The fragment may belong to Aristarchus’ Commentary on
Herodotus: this exegetical work included Herodotus’ first book, as demonstrated by a
third-century CE papyrus, P.Amh. II 12, which at the end of one of its two columns

75 Epid. 7.1.11.58, morb. 2.12.42, loc. 3.4, hebd. 46.28, acut. 2.7.

76 Hist. an. 419b.23, 504a.25; part. an. 657a.30, 657b.18, 691a.23.

77 Aet. fr. 177.28 Bpéypoty, Koi ko 0@V Hroociov Gpov ro (the verse is restored by Norsa-Vitelli on the basis of EGen
o 1544.5 and EM 117.17).

78 Fr. 9.9 Sn.

79 Fr. 7.2 Pow.

8o Ther. 673.

81 Cf. schol. Hom. II. A B 153a. On Aristarchus and accentuation, see Matthaios (1999) 233—4; Probert (2006) 22—4, 28-9,
42—43; Schironi (2018) 109-17 and 377—412.

82 As for poetry, the term is attested once in Menander (Asp. 43) and twice in Machon (fir. 15.231 and 245) — although
the latter was probably a contemporary to Aristophanes — as well as in two titles of works by Pherecrates
(Avtoporot) and Epicharmus (O8vcoeg odtoporog).

83 The term is attested ten times in Herodotus (2.30.2, 2.30.4, 2.31.4, 3.156.2, 6.38.9, 6.79.2, 6.80.4, 7.219.4, 8.26.1,
9.76.2) and three times in Thucydides (2.57.1.5, 4.118.7.1, §5.2.3.2).
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carries the following subscription: Apiotdpyov Hpoddtov & omouvnuo.®4 That Aristarchus’
commentary could have involved Herodotus’ book 2 too — and not only book 1 —, has recently
been supposed by Matijagi¢.3s avtopdrog / avtoporog does not occur in book 1, but it does
occur twice in book 2. This obviously does not make it certain that the fragment comes from
Aristarchus’ commentary on Herodotus book 2 — many occurrences of the term are found in
other writers and works® — but it remains a possibility.

It is common for Aristarchus to oppose literary usage to common language (0
ownBew):Y it is therefore likely that the second part of the lemma also comes from
Aristarchus.

3.3.2 axapiic (ntepi Tpocwdiag, 1. 14).

axopfic: Aplotop)og TEPLOTQ.
‘akares (“small”): Aristarchus puts the circumflex on the last syllable’.

No parallel for axopfic as perispomenon is found, since the nominative of this term
should normally be oxytone, while its accusative form (Gkapf) is perispomenon:® it is
possible that the lemma is corrupt and the intended form is the accusative.

This adjective is not attested in epic, but it has several occurrences in comedy, mainly in
Aristophanes,® and so the fragment may belong to Aristarchus’ commentary on this poet.%°

3.3.3 Kpotov |/ kpotdv (nepi npocodiag, 1. 100).

Kpdtwv- Apiotapyog Bopivel €nt tig morews: €mi 8¢ 100 Lwov, dEvvet.

‘Kréton (Crotona): Aristarchus writes this word as barytone, when it refers to the city;
when it refers to the animal instead [i.e. the tick], he writes the word as oxytone’.

This fragment should be added to the list of those Aristarchean fragments which are
clearly meant to disambiguate the meaning of two homographs on the basis of
their different accents.® The city name is too frequently attested to guess at the

84 See the edition by Montana (2019) 39-61.

85 Matijasi¢ (2013).

86 Especially since the term occurs, for example, also in Menander (see supra), a poet in whom Aristarchus may have
been interested: see Montana (2007).

87 Schironi (2018) 599—601. On the opposition between the style of a certain author (1 1810tng) and the common
language (1 cvvibein), see also Meijering (1987) 228—9.

88 For the difference between dxopng and dxopfy, see e.g. Ammon. 25; Phot. o 713, 714 and 716; EGud 62.21.

89 It occurs five time in Aristophanes (Nub. 496, Vesp. 541 and 701, Av. 1649, Plut. 244), once in Xenarchus (fr. 7.15 K.-A.),
once in Alexis (fr. 148.1 K.-A.) and three times in Menander (Asp. 307, Dys. 695, Pk. 356).

9o On this commentary, see Pfeiffer (1968) 224, Muzzolon (2005) and Montana (2020) 212.

91 See Schironi (2018) 1rr-r12.
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provenance.®> On xpotov (‘tick’) as paroxytone (kpotwv), see, contra, Suid. k 2482 and EGud
349.19.24 Sturz.

3.3.4 xpoia, ypoias (nepi ntpocwdiag, 1. 188).

ypoto kol xpolag: Apiotapyog Bopivet.

‘chrofa and chroias [“skin”, scil. nominative and genitive]: barytone, according to
Aristarchus’.

The fragment may belong to Aristarchus’ commentary on Homer, but given the very frequent
occurrences of this term, it is impossible to state the origin of the fragment with certainty.

According to the Suda, ypoia is the Attic form of this substantive (in opposition to the
oxytone form, which belongs to the koine):

Suid. y 552 Xpowd: ypoia 8¢ mopo&utovmg ol Attikol. g fidopon TpdTo TV Ypoiav
dav. N 8¢ xown 6Evutovee. Xpoa 8¢ Boputovas, GG yoo.

‘Chroid: in Attic chroia is paroxytone, as “I am delighted to see the skin (chroian) first”
(Ar. Nub. 1171). In the koine, the term is oxytone. Chrda is barytone, like pséa (“muscles
of the loins”)’.

In addition, the barytone form of this term with the loss of'iota (i.e. xpoa), is cited as Attic in
the Etymologicum magnum:*3

EM 679.25-43 (= Hrd. mo®. 280.4-19) [Tow@d: [Topd 10 motdv- 1 Topdt 10 Toved, 6moBoit
1090 v, Kol Theovacud 100 1. ‘Iotéov 611 o1 ABnvaiot anoBdrilovot 10 1, AEYOVTIES TOD.
[...] Aéyovotr 8¢ tveg, 6t 00 Thvimg ol ABnvoiot dmoBdArovTeg TO 1 KoL TOV 0OTOV
TOVOV QUAATTOVGLV: 180D YO TO XPOLL, YIVOUEVOV Ttop’ oDTOIG KOTOL BmoBoAny 0D t
xpoo, Bopvvetor. [...]

‘Poio (“to do”): from poién (“of a certain nature”), or from poné (“to work hard”), by
the loss of nu and the addition of iota. It must be known that Athenians lose the iota,
saying poé. Some people say that the Athenians do not always preserve the accent,
when removing an iota: chroid (“skin”), after becoming chréa in their dialect by the
loss of iota, is barytone’. [...]

92 Given the high number of occurrences in Herodotus’ work (3.131.1, 3.131.2, 3.136.11, 3.137.2, 3.138.1, 5.44.3, 5.45.1,
5.47.3), this fragment may belong to Aristarchus’ commentary on that historian. But, as already mentioned, there
is no evidence that Aristarchus commented on Herodotos’ books beyond book 1 and (maybe) 2.

93 Cf. also epim. Hom. © 151 and Ps.-Hrd. part. 154.5.
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3.4 Seleucus (?) (nepi xpovav, 1. 27)

60uo- €xteivouot, g ZEALEVKOG €V TM TeEPL SIHAEKTOV.

‘thima (“sacrifice”): they lengthen [scil. the hypsilon], as Seleucus does in his On
dialects’.

As with the fragment attributed to Aristophanes, this one also presents some problems
concerning its attribution. The Seleucus mentioned here must be the so-called ‘Ounpikoc,
a grammarian active in Alexandria at the court of Tiberius (first half of the first century
CE).%* Most of his extant fragments belong to a commentary on the Homeric poems (ftr.
1—26 Miiller) and to a glossary (yA@ooau, frr. 36-68 Miiller),® where he shows an interest
in both lexicography and dialectology. In some fragments, he is even interested in
prosody, such as the accentuation and aspiration of words (see, for example, fr. 66 on
oncopfiv and fr. 70 on tadg). The problem is that no other source mentions a treatise on
dialects (mepi Stodéxtwv) by him in the strict sense.

Moreover, the very same fragment is attributed to the first-century BCE grammarian
Aristocles of Rhodes®® in the Epimerismi Homerici, as well as in other lexicographical and
exegetical sources:®’

epim. Hom. x 18 Dyck ikvpata (B 144): €k 1001 xuvk@® devtépog ovlvyiog OV
neplonouévey. [...] kol €otuy poKpOV TO Vy- T €lg po dcVAlofo T L
TOPOATYOUEVOL GUGTEALOVGY 0rDTO, 010V TAVUOL. VU0, BV ceonueinton 10 kiuo,
10 8¢ ADUO. mOMTIKAG €xtelveton, 10 0 O0Ua 1otopel ApiotokAfic €v 1@ Ilepi
SLOAEKTOV EKTEVOUEVOV.

‘kymata (“waves”): from kyké (“to stir”) of the second conjugation of perispomena
verbs. [...] The hypsilon is long. Disyllabic words ending in -ma and having hypsilon
in their penultimate syllable, make hypsilon short, such as pljma (“water used in
washing”), chijma (“fluid”), thyma (“sacrifice”). Note that kyma and ljma (“water
used in washing”) have a long hypsilon in poetry. Aristocles in his treatise on
dialects says that thijma is long’.

Another fragment is attributed to the same work in Herodian’s mept diypdvev, and this
fragment also deals with vowel quantities (those within words ending in -1g):

94 On Seleucus, see e.g. Miiller (1891), Ucciardello (2006) and Baumbach (2008).

95 He also wrote commentaries on Hesiod (frr. 2733 Miiller), Aeschylus’ Seven against Thebes (fr. 34 Miiller) and
Solon’s laws (fr. 35). Furthermore, he wrote a treatise on Hellenismos (nept ‘EAAnviopod, frr. 69—70 Miiller). For
other fragments and works attributed to him, see Baumbach (2008).

96 On Aristocles of Rhodes, see especially Corradi (2019).
97 See also EGud 353.33—40 Sturz; EM 545.1—9; schol. Batr. 69; schol. Op. 1.225.
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18.14-17 Ta €ig 16 ANyovia Bapvtova el GUGTEAAEL TO 1, €1 Ui} cVVOETO VRLdpyoL €€
OmMADV EKTEWVOVTIOV TO 1, KOVIG, dfipic, Lavtig, Opxis, O¢is, Adpis, Opvig, AptotokAfg
8¢ év 1 mepl SoAékTwv enoly ATTikoug £kTeively.

‘Barytone words ending in -is always have the short iota, unless they are compounds
that come from simple forms with long iota, like kénis (“dust”), déris (“battle”), mdntis
(“prophet”), orchis (“testicle”), ophis (“serpent”), latris (“hired servant”), érnis (“bird”);
but Aristocles in his treatise on dialects says that Athenians lengthen the iotas within
these words’.

That both Seleucus and Aristocles commented upon the quantity of hypsilon in the word
O0uo in their treatises on dialects is possible, but maybe untrue. As already mentioned,
no source attributes a mepl doAéktmv to Seleucus except for our mept xpovav. Although
Seleucus surely dealt with accentuation and aspiration, there is no evidence that he
commented upon vowel quantity. On the other hand, many sources report that Aristocles
did write a mepl dodéktov, and besides the fragment on 60uo another fragment of his
also deals with vowel quantities. Very little is known about either Aristocles’ or Seleucus’
grammatical activity, but based on what is extant, perhaps the most likely hypothesis is
that the name Xélevkog in our Parisinus manuscript is a corruption from AptotokAfig
(although this corruption is very difficult to explain from a paleographic point of view:
compare supra on the possibility that Apiotopdvng was corrupted into '1€iwv, or Eipnvaiog).

The two lexica also provide new testimonia for three previously known tragic fragments.
TrGF 58sa and b Kn.-S., respectively dAknotg (‘sea-bream’) and éduvvtig (‘defender’),
are attested in Photius’ Lexicon and the Suda:

Phot. o 1270 Apvvng kol GAknotg Totpatnyka] kol AloyuAnpd T dvopoto.
Suid. o 1681 Apdving Kol GAKNOTNG, TPOYKO Kol AiGYVANPO TOL OVOULOITOL.

‘Amiyntes and alkéstés, these words are tragic and Aeschylean’.

These are ll. 19 and 20, respectively, in the nept ipocwdiog. As for dpvvmeg, it is also cited by
the Etymologicum magnum®® as being oxytone — while according to Photius and the Suda this
term is paroxytone, like dAknomg. dAknotig was marked as oxytone as well by Dindorf in
the TLG ope ingenii, and the correctness of his emendation is hereby confirmed.

Furthermore, . 55 in the nepi xpovav attributes to Sophocles (without any identification
of the play) the use of the term oc1pdg (‘silo’) with long iota. This fragment could match fr.
276 R. oipol kpBdv, which belongs to the play Inachus and is transmitted by a scholium on
Demosthenes:

98 EM 346.5-6 ITopa 8¢ Attikoig 6&vveton 10 kaBoptig: duuvig, €t 00 Bonbod (‘Kuthartés (“cleanser”) is oxytone
for Athenians, as is amyntés, which means “defender”’). See also schol. Soph. El. 70.
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schol. Demosth. 8.61b oipoig] 1o katdyelwa. Oedmournog (FGrHist 115 F 349) xoi
YopokAfig €v Tviyw (fr. 254 N.2) ‘cipot kpOdV’.

‘sirois] the silos. Theopompus, and Sophocles in his play Inachus: “siroi (‘silos’) of

”s

barleycorns™’.

Note that no other source gives us information on the quantity of iota within this word in
Sophocles.

4. Implicit clues of peculiar pronunciations

In a personal communication, A. C. Cassio pointed out to me that, in several cases, these
lexica give implicit clues to some peculiar pronunciations — particularly recessive accents — in
ancient and Byzantine times. This paragraph relies totally on his observations and owes a
great debt to him.

The prescription on dmoddécOou (nept mpoo. 1. 6) must reflect the pronunciation with
recessive accent *&modooBon (the compiler here wants to say, ‘do say/write dmodd6c6ou,
and not &nddocOon as you are used to doing’), and the same is true of such forms as
*yéveobou, *d€decOon, *mifecBon, *AdPecbor (mepi mpoo. 1. 38). Prescriptions on the
traditional, paroxytone accentuation of nouns ending in -io. (such as yovio, yevia,
iotopia, ouvvBesior and dptnplo, see meplt mpoo. 1. 43) must reveal recent, different
pronunciations of these nouns with a retracted accent.®® The prescription of &i300c1 (mepi
npoc. l. 47) wants to correct the vernacular pronunciation 8idovot, which is very well
attested in the Byzantine period. Our lexicon prescribes SioondoBat (nept mpoo. 1. 56;
one would actually expect diwoondcOor), probably meant to correct a common
pronunciation *8idonocOor, which in turn may have been favoured by the loss of the
long quantity of alpha (in practice the word was pronunced with the same accent and
quantity as np&&ocBor). £xOpd (mept mpoo. 1. 62, a verb not otherwise attested) probably
reveals a pronunciation *€y0piw. wdvrtog and dvdpiavtog (nepi npoo. 1. 83), witness the
lengthening of alpha in the spoken language, which is similar to the case of €vB& pwv or
@UMLG e in Homer, in which the first syllable, with a short vowel as nucleus and a nasal
or liquid as coda, was ‘susceptible d’intonation’*® and as a consequence treated like the
one of &fjudg g from an accentual viewpoint. xvd (mept mpoo. 1. 89) witnesses the
alternation between the forms kV® and xvéw. As to kédBncOou (nept mpoo. 1. 98 in the
place of correct koOficBon), the retracted accent must be attributable to the analogy
kG&BecBon from thematic k&Oopou, a verb still alive and well in Modern Greek.

99 See Schol. Hom. II. 2. 339 b (prob. < Herodian): otwg cuvbesion te dg Bucior te. Goot 8¢ mpomapo&ivouvot
ntoiovot Thig yop petoyevestépag AtBidog 1 t01ade dvdyvoois. A. On this topic, see Scheller (1951) 136—9.
100 See Vendryes (1904) 8s.
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5. Critical edition

' mepi mpoodiog

I GAn0Eg: 6EVTOVEMG 1O dvopo Aéyovotv. dAnbeg 8¢ Baputdovmg 10 Emippnuo.

2 Avo{y}keg: Otav €nt 1dv Atockdpwv Tporopodivoust. 10 3¢ dvafylkég 0&vuvovoty 6t
gotiv €mBeticoy, kai kot otépnoty 100 dxovg. avofylkdg tepiondot: | dnhot &
nop’ otolg 1 AEELG 10 &v epovtidt kod muei{A}eio elvor.

3 aproyn- 0te onuaivel 1o oprale 0&vvetot. Ote 8¢ £mi 100 okevoLg TopodopPiveton
Gpméym- Gpmdyn 8& Aéyeton U Mg €k 1AV PpedTeV T0VG KESoUg AopBAvoust.

4 Gyi<e>io | palo mopofivetor. Oyidd<e>1or mpomopofUveTol OTE ONUOLVEL TOL

GO

5 GOIKIAV- TEPLOTOGLY. AdiKimv Tapo&vvovoty, i Biiinv, omdte o’ evbelog nETTOKE

Thg o &bk Edmolig:

adikio 1@V oltiwv. [fr. novum]
6 dmodocOor mpo tENOVG N Ofela. M LEVTOL GLVNBEL GAOYMG <TPo>ToPo&VVEL TO
anddocHot.

7 GypeLog: Tpomopo&HveTatl ATk@®G Kol AvoAdYme. AEyeTon d€ Kol Gy pelog.

8 amoypfi- neprondot. Aéyeton 3¢ Kol Amdypn TOPOELTOVAG.

9 &{c}rapti- 6&Hvovot v televtaiov Attikol, Kol Bpoyvvouot.

10 oOTopOAO<c>- Apiotopyog mopo&ivel. 10 8¢ €v TN koWl cuvndeiq oOTOHOAOG
nponapoVVETOL.

II AEYETOL Kb QypOlKOg KOl GypOlKOG: OTE 8€ TPOTEPIOTATOL, CNUAIVEL TOV €V Aypd
Swotpifovra.

12 QTEYVMG KOl TEPIOTAOGL KoL TAPOEVVOUGL. ONUOLVEL 3E TO TEPICTAOUEVOV TO ATARDG.
tecoopo pova Empphpoto icwg eiot Topaldyng Bopuvouevo: cuurepiondcdot yop
ot €81 T YEVIKY TOV TANOUVTIKDV- 00TOPKOG, KOKONOWG, voomdms, ovfddme.

13 QTTOy0G TEPLOTIAGLY.

14 oxopfic: Aplotopyog TEPLOTQL.

15 Gpvens: kot O&elav TooLy.

16 G vpdv- Kot OEelay TAOLY. TOV AXLPDOVO AEYOVGLY.

17 ol kol 0EVvETOL KOTh TIvalg KOToL TV Gvoloyiow, Kol TEPLOTATOL KOTH TLVOG.

18 ddeloe- mpomopo&hvovoty Attikol.

19 dpovvTiv tov Bondov, d&utdveg Aéyovoty.

20 dAxnomg: 6&vvouoty.

21 Adwpdv [Hdt. 4.159]- 0&Vvovot, g vekpdis, EVKPOC.

22 HUEPQ- Popuvoucty.

23 Gvovteg, Tpodcavtes: |7F

nponapo&uvouct.

24 dyopoiov- Opoiws.

25 oVONUEPOV- OEVVOLOTL.

26 dAonexemg, xeMdovewe, Bacidens, tnems: Tponapo&vvouot.

27 opuyddAog: Papuvovoy €t 100 KopmoD. Guuydolds TEPLETAGLY.
28 drtterefoc: do&vvovot.
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29 Axoio 1| Anunmp, TPONEPICRADGLY.

30 0Bpdac: mapouvetot. 3Opoog € 10 korth oTEPNoLY 00 OpoD Tpitnv £k TEAOVG TOLET
mv o&eiov.

31 GPYLEPENS: TPOTAPOEVVOUOLY.

32 M GvOn- Popivetor.

33 o€ €v 1f ovvnbeiq d&vvetat. Tveg 8¢ v A&y Bopivouot.

34 Boupouriog: 6Evvetou.

35 Bodvoug: mopo&ivouoty. onpoivet 8¢ N Ae€ig Kopivoug.

36 BAdot- Bopivetor. <mapofutovely dEodot> kol movto o towodtor dvoporto. Trdv
unvavy.

37 Boocthivdo: mapo&vver 1) cuvnBeLo.

38 yevécBou, 8edécboun, mbEcbou, AafécBor: Topo&Vuvousty. 10 HEVTOL TOPQ TA TOUNTH

{eiBecOE pot, mg dryopevm [Od. 24.461]

nporopo&HveTaL.

39 YOAov- mponapoEvuvouoty.

40 Y€L010G- OLOLMG.

41 ynpovia, totovto: Opoing.

42 YAyav- 6&vvouot, kol Onhuk@dg dmogoivovton. Aéyeton kol ywpig 100 N, kod kot
petafoiny ol I' €ig B. tdrreton xoi €mt 100 yuvaikeiov oidoiov.

43 yovio, yevia, iotoplo, Outiia, cuvbesio, dptnpio- Popivouot.

44 YeVOD: EPIOTMOGL.

45 mBoD, Lofod, ypD, YradE- opoimg.

46 doyun- d&vvovot.

47 ddodol- mpomEPIOTAGL.

48 dwcpdv- d&vvetoi.

49 PUoV- TopoEvveTot.

50 ddKeETOV- TPOTMOPOEVVETOL.

5I SloA<A>oxTnG OEvveTot.

52 S0.CET: TEPIOTMOL.

53 dEvdpav- BopuTOves. Kol devipdv TEPIOTOUEVMG AEYOVGL, SEVPM.

54 Sioentd Aéyouvot, AL o0V ye v Tp1Bf 10 mapoEdrovov.

55 dexdmolot- mpomapoEvveToL.

56 dioondobot, dvaondcOor TopodvveTal.

|7 57 daidiov- pitnv 4md t€hovg 1 OEeia.

58 Sov[..]tng, e, oikémg: Bopuveto, Gg doidwv, MAdwv.

59 dVoEPMG: TPOTOPOEVVETIL.

60 Aockopot- Tpo TEAOVG 1) OEETaL.

61 €nicAnv- Topo&ivetor.

62 £x0p1d 10 £xOpaived TEPIOTOUEVAS.

63 €pnuov- Tpomopo&vveTol.

64 10 3¢ dfjuog Opla, M pévtol <appnv> eVOele. Opldg €oTLv.

65 €vo08a mopo&hveton.
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66 €nertor 8¢ kol €mékewva- TpomopolUveTal, ToPoAdY®S T Yop €mel 0VIEMOTE
GUVTIOETOL PETOL OVTOVUULDV.

67 évoniov: mporopo&veTo.

68 eig movta- TopogvveTot.

69 £px1og 10 dvopo <TPoToPoEVVETHL>. EPKELOG <TPO>TMEPICTIACLY.

70 €vPpoyu- mpomopo&ivovstv. onuaivetl 8¢ 1 AEELG T0 CUVTOVOG KoL ATARG.

71 €V8oupov- TPoToPo&HVOVsLY.

72 'EXev<0e>pdg 10 Tomikov 0EVVOLOLY, T0 d€ EMBETIKOV PopVvoucty: BOTEP LEAOLVOG
10 €mBeTIkOV Popuvoucty, 10 8¢ tomikov 6EVuVousLy.

73 €ninlo- mpo TENoVG 1 OEETOL.

74 <€m>NAvyv- Topo&hvoucty.

75 Oaopds: d&vvouoty, €t 100 iepod 1OV Aookdpwyv. BoAdpag Bapivovoty, Ondte
T0G KOTodVOELG OMULVEL.

76 Bp10 T0r UAAOL oUKTIG TEPLOTAGLY.

77 ©ofic: mepiondoiy, mg Epufi.

78 Onoetov- mponapoEvvouvoty.

79 BpouPouig: dEvvovoy, dg ToALoVG.

80 Oe11éAn: 0l vemtepol TV ATTK®V BopHvouct, O Sotdin.

81 Bepélov kot ONALdec: mpomapo&uvouat.

82 OpaE- neplonO®GLY.

83 Gvtog, GvdplavTog: TPOTEPIOTOGLY.

84 1dov- 10 mpooTtokTiKOV Pfito Popvvovoty.

85 ixtvog: mpomapo&vvouoty.

86 itéa, uniéa, kopvo, Tepota TopPoEHVousLy.

87 Ixdpiot mpomapolvvousty.

88 i8¢, MofE, pepé, einé- dEvvouoy.

89 Ku®- TepiondOLY.

90 KOBOWE: TPOTEPLGTAGLY: 0VT® Kol O AGYOG.

91 Kolavou- Bapivovoiy, dg Kopavou.

92 kévBov- Aprotogdivng Bopivel €v T Tepl Tfig v AreEavdpéwv dtoAdéktov.

93 k6A0Poc- mponapoEvveTot.

'] 94 kpedv- TepioTdOL.

95 KAETTOV- Bapvvouoty.

96 Klemtkdv, Kov[plotg: dEvvovowy Attikol.

97 KoBopThg, Bpodutng, ToyvTIg: Opoing.

98 kdOnobar, Kuvooapyee: tpitmy €x téAovc.

99 K<p>ouPov- o&vvovoty.

100 KOTOdEPOEY- Popivoucty.

101 KAEd10v- Tpomapo&Hvouotv.

102 KOTW, KOpo: Tapo&hvouoty.

103 KoAhcbevav- tepiondoty, kol to OLOIWS.

104 KOTOYEA®G: ToPo&VuVOLGLY.
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105 Kporyov- 0Evuvouoty.

106 Kpotov- Apiotopyog Bapiver €nt fig mOkeme: €mt 8¢ 100 {dov, d&vvel.

107 Kkéxn- Bopveton €ni Thg KOKOCEMS.

108 KorTOmLY®V- OTOTE TiONTON €Ml TOD peYEANY £xovTog TuyNV <mopo&vvetar>- to{v} 8¢
€nt 100 xorropepolg TpomepLoTATOL.

109 Andiov- Topo&vvouotv.

110 Aopivol- T} Tooel G GAYELVOL.

III Ae®, VE®- 0&Hvovoty.

112 AEMOGTAV: OUOIMG.

113 AofécBor, 18€c0ar, uebéchor- mopo&uvouvoiy.

114 UAPOG: TPOTEPIOTAOGLY.

115 TAwornic: 6&hvouvoty.

116 Loy®dg- mEPLONOGLY.

117 poYONpog: pitmy €k TEA0VG, OTE ONUOLVEL TOV ETITOVOV.

18 pefunAng- 6Evvouoty.

119 MopiKag: mePIoTOTOL.

120 ponTn{c} N katapepng, Papvvouvoiy: pont dg, o&vvovoty 1 a&io tod picovg.

121 UAKPOG TO 0VSETEPOVY, PopVVOLGLY. TO 8E APCEVIKOV, OEHVOUGTLY.

122 perayypng 0&vuvouoty.

123 HESWVOG: TPOTOPOEHVOUGTLY.

124 LVpGivor Topo&Ovoucty.

125 LUPLAV, YAMDV: TEPICTAOCLY.

126 nebVGOL- Topo&vveTo.

127 voo®dwv- mapo&ivel Apiotopyogc 6 & Adyog dAdywg BovdeTa.

128 vuvi- 6&vvovotv.

129 VOUPLOG O TOLOTOG, TPOTOPOEHVOUSLY.

130 VEOTNG: TaPOEVVOLOLY.

131 vUvdn kol Tvovomy- opoimg mopo&hvouoty.

132 Eupelv- mEPLOTAOLY.

133 0VAAG: OEVLTOVEG AEYouot TOG KPLBdiG.

134 oloumnpd- 6&vvouoty.

135 0VAOV- 10 &v Tf) cuvnOeia GEVVOUEVOV. ODAOV TPOMEPIGTAGLY.

136 00Kk £16¢- O6EVVOVoLY.

137 OpPAOG: TEPLOTAOCLY.

138 néAnuo- Tpomapo&vvouoty.

139 TpLv- 0&VvouoLy- mpiovog Touny.

140 TPLD- TEPLOTACLY TO TPOGTOKTIKOV.

141 TAGV® KO QUG- TEPIOTAOGLY.

142 TEPIGTOOV- TPOTOPOEVHVOUSLY.

|8 143 TPOGTHOV- MPOTEPLONOGLY.

144 7[..] n[..]o&vtdveg O oG AVOYLI<Y>VACKEL.

145 TAROpOV- ATTIKOl TPOTEPLOTAOLY.
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146 TAEVPITLY, VEPPTTLY, TPESPITLV: TPOTEPIOTAOGLY.

147 TPOTOLELD: TPOTAPOEVVOLGLY.

148 ntedv- 0EHvovoy Attikol, dmep Aéyouev fueic ntvov dio 100 Y Poputdves.

149 Towvayn- Bapivouoty.

150 TOAE®V, udviemv, AéEewv, dpemv: TPomopo&lvousty.

151 TPOLE: MEPLOTAGLY.

152 mpudcBor, kol mubécBor, kol mopobécOot, kol VmobecOor, kol dobécbor
TopoEVVOLoTt.

153 Toudiov- mopo&vvousty.

154 TTAOTEV- TEPLOTAGLY.

155 nopelon O¢el [Crat. fr. 225 K.-A.]- npomepiondoiv.

156 TOUOA: VPEV BVOYTYVAOCKOUOL.

157 POgeLV- Bopvvouoty.

158 pwn 0 1OV yorkémv 0&vvetal, N 8 Bolattion Bapvvetor.

159 onnic- Boplvvovoty, kobdanep ywvio.

160 oTElESV- OEVTOVEMG AEYOVGL. AEYETOL KOL BPCEVIKOV GTEAEDC.

161 oxopmiog: Topo&Hvousty.

162 oxvdolopoc: Kol 0EVvousty Kol Tpomapo&ivouoty.

163 XVvepwg: mpomopo&hvoucty.

164 Z4Bot- Bopivovet.

165 cuvepydg: 0&vvouoty.

166 c1pdv- dEVVovsLY.

167 tprun- Bopivvovoty.

168 <0v>1oVpyous: GEVUvousLy.

169 TpomaioV: 01 TOACLOTEPOL TTPOTEPIOTACLY.

170 T0.0G TEPIOTMGLY Kod S0cUVOUsLY.

171 T0pVUVN- €kTeivouct 10 Y kol Bopuvouoty.

172 TiONVvog- Tpomopo&hvouat, £l 100 TPEPOVTOG KoL TPEPOUEVO.

173 TOVOYPO.: TPOTOPOEVHVOLGSL.

174 TILOPLO., TPAY®I0. TPOTOPOEVHVOUSTLY.

175 Tiponog: OUolws.

176 TUPdG: TEPLOTOGLY.

177 tpifog: mapoEuvouoty.

178 Vdpop<p>0dc- OEVvvouvowy ol vemtepol. VIpop<p>60g ol modoroi  ATTikol
Bopvvovotv.

179 VMEPPEV, VIEPEL: TOPOEVLVOVSLY.

180 QoAfic TEPLOTAOGLY.

181 pamEyH<nu>ov- Tpomopo&Hvousty.

182 ppovplov- Opoime.

183 papuokdv- “Ioveg ol vemtepot 6EVVOULGTLY.

184 epdmp- Paputovodotl. Ampielg 8¢ dEVvovsLy.

185 ¢axfi- mepiondoty Atticol.
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186 poplopds: 6EVVoLoLY.
187 00 meplon®otv. Xo0 <d€>, Bapivouoty.
188 ypola kol ypoiog Apiotopyog Popvvet.

189 xGpiev- Tpomopo&Hvoucty.
191

190 xepvifag mopo&ivovot, kol oVt VPICKETOL TAPOL TOLG KEWWEVOLS TPOYIKOTG.

191 YoUALE: TPOTEPLOTAOLY.

192 x{e}adn- d&vvovotv, MG TPLET.

193 xouobev- mpomapo&vvouot, kal dvev 10 I ypdpetot.

194 %von: Bopuvoucty.

195 YoAtG: 0&Vvouoty.

196 YLALGOV- Teplondoty, €k t00 ol yoAlal. POA<A>@v 8¢ Papivovotly, €k 10D ot
PoAloL kol TO OnAvkov 8¢ <...>.

197 <& monoL- . ..> Gtov 300 mepiomuévog Adfn ni 10D yevoudvou dmd 10 noydov.

198 ®- 10 SoTucOV GpOpoV. Enippnuc. & @, TEPIETAGLY. 0 8¢ oYETAMOGTIKOV, OEVVOUGLY.

mePL YPOVaV

1 dKovitl, ouichi, amvevotl, avopreti- Sydg Kol EKTEIVOLCL Kol GUGTEALOVGTL.

2 GAUDPOC 1) BEVTEPOL LOKPOL TOPOL TOLG ATTLKOIG.

3 Aualdv- €xtelvel Ty devtépav GLAAABNV.

4 OpeAeid- t0 televtolov A €xteivel. Opolmg Gdpoveid, evcefeid, evuaBeio kol
cuvnoeia.

5 Gvdpilov- cuoTEAAEL TV Sevtépay.

6 Gvav, Gndv- opolmc.

7 GvaATog: Opoimg, kol yihodtot.

8 Atpéd, Poothéd- O €ntl tehovg A €KTelvoucot.

9 ouplpeped. [Il. 1.45], SuokAéd: cuotéAlovot.

10 BOOUVoc- €xteivovot 10 Y.

11 Béltov, kGAAov, fidlov, tortpdg, toptvr, Evpdv- tadtor mhvto Kol €KTElvouot Kol
GUGTEAAOVGL.

12 BoUAIUOG: €KTEIVOLOL.

13 yvouidiov- 10 dettepov <I> cuotériel.

14 Toyng éxteivel © Y.

15 A Spewv- cuotédlovot 10 Y.

16 yovéd. €xtelvel 10 A.

17 Alov0GioV- GLGTEALEL TV TTopoAyovso, oVT® Kol ATOAADVIOV.

18 événpioev- €xteilvel 10 1. mploon 8¢, €xteivet.

19 €VKAELQY, €VpOiAV, Evvoldy- €kTeivovot TO A.

20 £OAOKPOGIO: TO TEAEVTOAOV A HOKPOV.

21 Opivo: Kol £KTEIVOVGL KOl GLOTEAAOLOL.

22 Opidolov: 0 TPATOV EKTELVEL.

23 Oplov- €kteivel.
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24 0Vpale- 1 mapoinyovoo Bpoyelo.

25 Bvewv- Kol €KTEIVOVOL KOl GUGTEALOVGTL.

26 Bthokoc éxteivel 1 Y.

27 60uo- €xteivouot, g ZEAeVKOG €V 1M TeEPL SIHAEKTOV.

28 lotpdc- M mpddn Sy de.

29 10810 €xteivovot 10 Y.

30 lepeid- 10 A €kTelvel.

31 ipdva, | avdpiévios Ty TopeAyoucoy Ekteivousty.

32 KNpUKiv: pakpov Exet 1 1, dg Aupripim.

33 KGTdpO- 1) TPAOTN GUGTEAAEL, KO 1) SEVTEPaL HOKPEL.

34 KGTdypo- M devtépa Ppoxeiol.

35 Koapic, kepapic: GLGTEALOVGL TV TeEAevTaioLY.

36 Alov- Atticol unkOvousty, 0 TOMTHG Kol EKTEIVEL KO GUGTEALEL.
37 AMiotteléc 10 Y GUOTEAAEL.

38 Mokedovia: N tedevtoio pokpd.

39 UWVOTAKO: ) LECT| CLUGTEALETOL.

40 uei&at- EI duydg ypdpeto.

41 E0<p>€ly, Kol EDpov, kal EVpd- pokpov 10 Y.

42 OpVvic HoKpPOV.

43 0ikid10v- pakpoOV O devtepov.

44 TTOpO poKpd 1 LEOT.

45 TEPSIKOG GUOTEALEL TNV LEOTV. OUOTWG YolviKaL.

46 neXGpyos cvoTELLEL.

47 TTO0- GUCTEMAEL

48 mhokoyiic, puic, kodaptc, kepoylic: GLoTEALEL TV TEAEVTOLAY.
49 <p>0ydoiloc HoKpOV 10 A.

50 PEPOC cUOTEAAEL O A.

51 papovidogs, opvic, aiyidia, oido. todto diyds eooct. kol 0 onridiov.
52 oTpOPVOG: EKTEIVEL.

53 omAoryyvidio- €xteivetl 10 XNI.

54 GTEQP- EKTEIVEL.

55 oipog: cvoTEALOLOL, TomTiK®g ¢ €xteivel ZopokAfg [fr. 276 R. 7.
56 t€pdto GLOTEAAEL T0 TpOTOV A.

57 Dielg: €xtelvet.

58 Yunttodg: dyyde.

59 VSapng: Sy ds.

60 @pedp- €kTelvel.

61 prrdoar Bpoyelo N puéon.

62 poua- dyde.

63 ymuiblov- 1 devtépar poKkpa.

64 yopo- diydc.

65 Gpilov- cvotéldetor. mopd de @ mouth €xteiveton [Od. 9.131].
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Apparatus criticus™*
TEPL TPOCHSLOG
1 GAnOeg scripsi] aAnBég cod.
2 qvok®g 1| dvorykdg peta to0 I in folii marginem inferiorem adnotavit scriba odtolg
cod., Atticolg fort. recte
3 AapfBavovot cod. p.c., AapBdvouev cod. a.c.
8 dmddocbon] dmoddchor cod.
10 Ttopo&uvet scripsi] mapoEvvouot cod. a.c., mopo&vvetar cod. p.c.
12 OVTOPKEG, Kokonfmg, voomdms, aBddmg scripsi] avtopkadg, kKokonbag, vocodwg,
o000dag cod. lemma suspectum, idem in EM 171.40 (fort. interpolatum?)
14 oxkopfi fort.  recte mepiondton cod.
20 &&io F. Pontani per litteras] €k cod.
21 Adwkpdv] -kpdg cod.  vekpdg cod., vekdg fort. recte
22 Opépa prop. F. Pontani per litteras
24 drydpouov scripsi, cf. e.g. Ammon. 11 et Philop. diff. voc. a o 2 (vel dydpe<v>ov vel
&yopov [Eur. Herc. 412]?) dydpeov cod.
27 opyd- hic et infra cod.
36 xovovav pro v unvdv prop. anonymus arbiter
38 n{e}i0ec¢ Hom.] neibecHE cod.
36 <napo&utoveiv GEodor> addidi e Phot. o 3187
40 6potog cod.
42 aidetiov cod.
43 yovio, yevia, iotopia, oukio, cuvBeoia, dpmplo: Bopuvovot scripsi (cf. 1. 159)]
yovia, yévia, iotoplo, Ouilo, cuvBéoia, aptpia: tponapo&ivovoty cod.
44—5 unam glossam malit P. Probert per litteras, fort. recte
49 hoc lemma suspectum, fort. ad lemma antecedens haec verba e.g. dikpdv- 0&bvetou.
Duuov mopo&ivet (vel ducpov- dEvveton, <og> Puwv- [...] (verbum a littera 3-
incipiens) mopo&lvetan prop. anonymus arbiter)
54 Aéyovot Swoemta cod.  €v piBf] évipiBet cod.
58 Sov[..]mg lacunosum ob rasuram
64 10 8¢ dfjuog Opla, 1 péviot <Gppnv> ebBeior Opids €otv scripsi (cf. Steph. Byz. 8.59),
sed corruptela multo amplior mihi videtur] 16 & €v 1@ dMuw Opai [!], N pévror evBeio,
Opuwg €otiv cod.
65 £v&060. suspectum, sed cf. Hsch. € 2830 (Tévdudav- £mbevt). évdito vel Evanidor
fort. recte
68 eicdivta pro €ig mavto prop. F. Pontani per litteras
69 “Epxtog scripsi, €pkiog cod.  €pkelog scripsi, €puelog cod.
70 amAdg scripsi (vel 6Awg?), cl. e.g. synag. € 328 et Phot. € 825

101 When not otherwise specified in the apparatus, the additions or deletions marked with hook and curly brackets
within the text are mine.
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71 eVdoupmv cod.

73 €ninlo cod.

8o Oettdin scripsi, cl. Ammon. 405.18] 6attdrot cod.

81 6NAvdog [Soph. fr. 1054 R.] fort. recte

9o kaBoye F. Pontani per litteras] xko0o 8¢ cod.

92 Apotogdvng cod., Eipnvoiog vel Anuntprog fort. recte., sed amplior corruptela fort.

latet Ale&ovdpéav scripsi, aAegdvdpov cod.

100 KotodEPOewy F. Pontani per litteras] kotad€épOnv cod.

103 de KoAlioBevav vd. app. loc.

108 Koto Tuydv cod.  mpomepiomdton cod., sed mepionOTOL pOSSis

115 fAwomig cod., Aomic vel Awoming fort. recte (vd. Suid. A 567). Awondé
prop. F. Pontani per litteras

119 Mopikdg scripsi (cf. etiam Hdn. cath. pros. 50.12), popicdg cod.

124 poppivon fort. recte (cf. e.g. Moer. u 23)

131 mponapofuvovsty cod. p.c. s.I  fvOvonv cod., vovét prop. F. Pontani per litteras

136 ovk €106 A. C. Cassio per litteras] ovketdg cod.

138 ndAnuo scripsi (cf. etiam Poll. 7.21.6)] méinva cod.

144 7[..] =n[..]Jo&vtévog lacunosum ob rasuram. fort. w[po]n[op]o&utévmg recte, ad
lemma 143

152 TopoBEcha, kol Vrmobecbot, kol Siobécbon om. cod., deinde redint. in mg.

154 mostelv fort. recte

158 0&vvovat et Bopvvovst cod.

163 XUvepwg suspectum

168 <ov>tovpyovg F. Pontani per litteras

169 <t@dv Attikdv> vel <Attikoi> post mokowdtepot fort. supplendum est

170 doicVvovsty coni. P. Probert per litteras] Bopvvovowv cod.

171 TopvUN cod.

174 mpornapo&vvouvcty P. Probert per litteras opoimg cod.

181 pAdmeyBov cod.

186 @opropdg suspectum (sed cf. EGud 556.37 Sturz ®opiopog, €ig 10 dko et 556.56
Sturz ®oplopov, Kipotov). emplopds fort. recte

196 ot Wolhon scripsi] ol yorov cod. ot WVAAot scripsi] 0 yukdg cod. <PVAAC> in
lacunam fortasse?

197 <& momot- ...> addidit F. Pontani per litteras

198 @ scripsi] ® cod.  Sotkov scripsi] doxdg cod. @ scripsi] v cod.

nEPL LPOVOV
1 dvouporti cod.
6 dvav (vel Avav? cf. Polyb. hist. 34.9.12) suspectum, sed cf. Hsch. o 4453
11 topvun cod.  &updv suspectum (cf. 1. 41), sed cf. Moer. & 5
13 10 devtepov <I> scripsi (vel v tpitnv fort. recte?)] v devtépav cod.
23 Opiov cod.
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27 ApiotokAfig pro Xélevkog praeb. epim. Hom. « 18
30 €xtelvovot] €ktetvel cod.

35 cf. 1. 48

42 sed cf. 1. 51

47 mtoo scripsi] tonte cod.

48 xoapic, kepapic fort. delendum (cf. 1. 35)

58 "Yunttdg scripsi] buntdg cod.

61 @urrdoon cod.

63 xnuvbov cod.

Apparatus locorum
nEPL TPOCHSLOG

1 Ptol. diff. verb. o 12; Ammon. 26; Philop. diff. voc. a o 20; Zon. 131.22—24; Thom. ecl.
voc. Att. 34.14-16 cf. etiam Ap. Dysc. adv. 160.19—22 et Ps.-Arcad. 134.24—26

2 Ael. Dion. o 118; Paus. a 111; Moer. o 147 et 148; Philop. diff. voc. b o 8

3 Her. Phil. 28 et Ammon. 73 (= Tryph. fr. 12 von Velsen); Philop. diff. voc. a o 12; EGud
203.15-17 Stef.; Eust. in Il. 3.397.15-18; lex. synon. 57 de €k t®v ppedtmv 100G KASOLG
AopPdvovet cf. Ar. Eccl. 1004

4 cf. Athen. deipn. 3.82 (= Tryph. fr. 118); Paus. att. 181; synag. o 2596; Phot. o 3440

7 schol. Hom. Il. A-bT B 269a1—2; epim. Hom. A 79; Ps.-Arcad. 99.25-100.1 et 134.7-10;
Eust. in Od. 2.174.19; Ps.-Choer. mocdt. 284.19 dypelog apud Ps.-Hrd. Philet. 241

8 Moer. o g cf. etiam Ps.-Arcad. 198.3

9 Phot. o 2267; Io. Alex. 176

11 Ptol. diff. verb. o 13; Her. Phil. 7; Ammon. 6; Poll. 9.12.4-5

12 Ammon. 84; Ptol. diff. verb. o 47; Philop. diff. voc. a 8; schol. Aristoph. pl. 109; EGud
226 Stef. EM 171.40; Zon. 338.22—23

13 Phryn. ecl. 86 et PS 275*; Phot. o 3127; Eust. in Il. 3.226.21; EM 167.55-56

14 Moer. a 64 e t 89; synag. o 657; Phot. a 714

15 Gpveng tantum apud Soph. fr. 723a?** cf. Phot. o 2848

16 Phryn. PS g.19; epim. Hom. { 2

17 cf. To. Alex. 27; Philop. diff. voc. a a 3.3; Theogn. can. 8oo; epim. Hom. o 131; EGud

50 Stef.; Eust. in Il. 3.730.15 et in Od. 2.60.14; EM 36.55
19—20 dGAknomg et opvvtig apud TrGF adesp. 585a—b schol. Soph. El. 70; Phryn. PS
175%; Phot. o 1270; Suid. o 1681 et v 16

21 Adwpav apud Hdt. 4.159

22 Choer. epim. Ps. 39.11

23 Ps.-Hrd. Philet. 245 cf. Io. Alex. 149.6—7

24 Ammon. 11; Philop. diff. voc. a o 2; Suid. o 309; Zon. 19.15

25 JTo. Alex. 136.28

26 Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 253.35-36
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27 Athen. deipn. 2.40 (= Tryph. fr. 13 von Velsen); Ammon. 33; Zon. 150.7 cf. etiam
Moer. o 15 et 98

29 cf. Or. 18.21

30 Or. 28.18 cf. etiam Philop. diff. voc. a o 4; EGen o 141; epim. Hom. o 100; EGud 33.7—
14 Stef.; Eust. in Od. 1.13.32 etc.; EM 25.54

32 Ps.-Hrd. part. 269. 3—5; Ps.-Hrd. loc. prav. 249.1-13; synag. o 2417; Phot. a 3187;
LexVind. o 8 cf. etiam Moer. k g et Thom. ecl. voc. Att. 10.15

33 (Vd. app. Ad. 1. 33) cf. etiam Moer. o 23

34 Or. 186.19—21; Ps.-Hrd. mo®. 171.5—7; Choer. epim. Ps. 7-10; EGud 533.14-16 Stef.;
EM 380.37—40

35 Poll. 6.88.5 cf. etiam Moer. B 12; schol. Aristoph. Ach. 86a et c; Hsch. x 4092

36 (Vd. app. Ad. 1. 32) 6 mommg, scil. Homerus

37 lo. Alex. 150

38 schol. Hom. II. A H 282¢, bT H 293¢, A O 698 (= Tyrann. fr. 1.40), AbT II 47a-b;
EGen. A 126; Ps.-Hrd. Philet. 252; Eust. in Il. 3.805; EM 567.28-38

40 Ael. Dion. y 4; Ap. Dysc. pron. 50.4-0; Moer. y 4; Theogn. can. 292; epim. Hom.
v 22; schol. Aristoph. Ra. 6; schol. Lond. DT 471.14-15; EM 224.40—4 cf. etiam
Phryn. ecl. 199 (sed T'eldowov pn Aéye, dAla yelolov) et Philop. diff. voc. a y 6

42 schol. Aristoph. Ach. 874a—c et Lys. 8gb; Phot. B 176; Suid. B 338 et y 287; Zon. 440.8—9
de yAnyov apud Iones (pro yAnywv), vd. Phryn. PS 53.17

45 Ps.-Hrd. Philet. 251; Ps.-Arcad. 196.14-19; Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 140.23-—25 et
246.12; schol. Aristoph. Pl. 103b

46 cf. Ael. Dion. 4 30 et Moer. & 41 (86un codd. C V, sed doxun cod. F)

47 Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 334.23—9; Zon. 543.25—7.

51 schol. Eur. Ph. 468

53 cf. Ael. Dion. 8 6

54 Phot. & 667;

55 cf. Phot. § 152, @ 49 et © 371; Suid. & 176

59 schol. Hom. II. T X 473b; Ps.-Hrd. Philet. 253

60 cf. Phryn. ecl. 205; Eust. in Od. 1.417.20—2

61 cf. Hsch. & 4862

63 Hrd. pov. 938.23; Ps.-Arcad. 69.12-13; Eust. in Il. 2.42.12

64 cf. Steph. Byz. 8.59

66 epim. Hom. € g7, € 172 et u 70; Ps.-Hrd. Philet. 254

68—9 cf. Eust. in Il. 2.285.39

70 To. Alex. 178; schol. Aristoph. vesp. 1120a cf. etiam Phot. € 825

71 lo. Alex. 59; EM 130.46. cf. etiam Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 395.10-11; EGud 173.22—25
Stef.

75 Her. Phil. 94; Ammon. 222 (= Tryph. fr. 9 von Velsen); Ael. Dion. 6 2; Philop. diff.
voc. e 0 5; EGud 253.14-16 Sturz; Eust. in Il. 3.397.17

76 cf. (sed 6pio) EGud 265.21 Sturz

77 schol. Hom. Il. A O 302b1.8-9; Moer. 6 4; EM 442.7
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78 Ps.-Hrd. loc. prav. 252.17; EGud 262.54 Sturz; EM 451.47 cf. etiam Hsch. 6 554

8o Ammon. 4os; schol. vet. Aristoph. nub. 74gb; Suid. 6 289

81 cf. etiam Moer. 6 11

82 Io. Alex. 26; EGud 50.2—4 Sturz; EM 36.55; epim. Hom. o 131

83 Io. Alex. 34

84 Philop. diff. voc. a 1 2; Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 140.21

86 Ps.-Hrd. part. 217.8; Theogn. can. 621; Ps.-Choer. moc6rt. 306.28

88 schol. Hom. Il. A A 85c; schol. vet. Plat. Res. 5144, ter; Io. Alex. 92.3—4; Choer. in Th.
Alex. can. 25.23; epim. Hom. A 8sb; Eust. in Il. 1.533.22

89 Heraclid. fr. 48 (= Eust. in Od. 1.45.11) cf. etiam Philop. diff. voc. a k 19; EM 509.14;
ESym. € 209

94 schol. vet. Aristoph. ran. 338d; Theod. can. 35.20; Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 356.18

95 schol. vet. Aristoph. vesp. goob

96 Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 326.12; Thom. ecl. voc. Att. 193.11

97 sch. vet. Soph. El. 70; Suid. y 16; EM 436.5; Thom. ecl. voc. Att. 185.11

98 schol. vet. Demosth. 24.231.11; cf. Theogn. can. 232; Zon. 1272.13

99 cf. Hsch. « 3941; Phot. k 1050

103 cf. Io. Alex. 81; Theod. can. 7.19-8.3; Zon. 498.23—4; Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 179.18;
schol. Vat. DT 128.11-13

105 schol. vet. Aristoph. eq. 487a

106 Steph. Byz. 1.144.9; Philop. diff. voc. a x 17

109 Eust. in Il. 4.190.23

111 Theod. can. 16.5; Theod. tdv. 200.3; Io. Alex. 41.8; Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 248.28

112 Athen. deipn. 11.70

3 Vd. L. 38

114 schol. vet. Aristoph. eq. 350b; Phot. p 612; Suid. p 1342; Eust. in Od. 1.67.5

116 To. Alex. 37; schol. Aristoph. vesp. 493c; Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 253.10; EM 635.36

117 Ptol. diff. verb. 402.13-16 Hey.; Her. Phil. 140; Suid. p 1310; Eust. in Il. 1.533.17;

schol. rec. Aristoph. pl. 391b; Thom. ecl. voc. Att. 240.9-10

120 Ammon. 322; Hsch. p 1450; Philop. e p 13; Thom. ecl. voc. Att. 240.11

121 schol. Hom. Il. A M 66a et ¥ 41901; EM 727.14

122 schol. Hom. Od. & 175.4—6; Phot. pu 223 (= Orus fr. 98); Eust. in Od. 2.120.12 cf.

contra Moer. p 18

123 cf. Hsch. o 7471; Suid. o 4020; EM 150.7; Thom. ecl. voc. Att. 240.13

125 lo. Alex. 77.18-19; schol. Aristoph. ach. 1o55b; schol. Aristoph. eq. 660b; Suid. x 308

126 vd. 1. 38

127 lo. Alex. 198.10-11

128 To. Alex. 173

129 Philop. diff. voc. a v 4; Theogn. can. 311.7

131 To. Alex. 134; schol. Lond. DT 444.8—9

132 Ps.-Hrd. Philet. 209
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133 epim. Hom. 0 43.7; EGud 440.47 Sturz cf. etiam Erot. voc. Hipp. 104.1; schol. Hom.
Od. T 393; Hsch. o 1733; Choer. orth. 280.30-1; EGud 584.8—9 Sturz

134 cf. Moer. o 38

135 schol. Hom. Il. A B 153a; schol. Hom. Il. A K 134b; Eust. in Il. 3.31.12—15; EM. 640.50

137 lo. Alex. 37.1—2; Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 253.10; schol. Aristoph. vesp. 493c Vd.
contra Poll. 6.50.4 (0p@dg 1 10 ATTKOTEPOV OPPAC)

139 Phot. & 1168

141 Ps.-Hrd. part. 181.7; Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 14.31

142—3 Hrd. fr. 52 Hunger (= Philemon Fr. novum); EM 665.4—5; Hrd. fr. 52 Hunger cf.

etiam Poll. 78.1—2 et Moer. & 11

148 vd. (sed de mtéov, nec ntedv): Poll. 10.128.2—4; Ael. Dion. &t 73; Eust. in Il. 3.518.7—9
cf. etiam Poll. 245.2—3 et Paus. att. 37

150 Moer. p 12; Io. Alex. 8o—1; Theod. can. 41.14-16; Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 179.28

152 vd. 1. 38

153 Suid. © 857 cf. etiam Her. Phil. 153 et Philop. diff. voc. b & 17

155 Ptol. diff. verb. 404.13-14 Hey. cf. etiam Harp.  26; Hsch. &t 765; Phot. ©t 344—5; Suid.
7 585

156 Ap. Dysc. adv. 190.22-191.3; Or. 137.16—21; EM 698.45-50; schol. Aristoph. pl. 66d et
2062

157 Ael. Dion. o 44 et p 12; EM 705.27—29

158 Philop. diff. voc. a p 2; Choer. orth. 255.6—9; Suid. p 169 cf. etiam Moer. p 8

160 Hrd. pov. 943.12-13; Theogn. can. 732.3—4

161 Poll. 6.50.4-5

162 Hsch. ¢ 1008; schol. rec. Aristoph. nub. th—thr 1301a-b cf. etiam Moer. ¢ 50 (sed
o WOoALOG €V T y Attikol- okivdoiuds “EAANnveq)

164 vd. Steph. Byz. 18.4; Suid. o 12

165 cf. Ptol. diff. verb. o 141; Ammon. 452; Philop. diff. voc. a ¢ 14; Eust. in Od.
2.330.45-6; EGud 516.8-10

167 Eust. in Il. 3.241.1—2; EM 726.53-6

169 schol. vet. Aristoph. thesm. 697; Suid. t 1049; Eust. in Il. 1.533.12-14; schol. Vat. DT
131.19; EM 796.16-17

170 Athen. deipn. 9.57 (= Tryph. fr. 5 von Velsen); Eust. in Il. 2.27.8 de to@g, cf. etiam
schol. Aristoph. av. 268 et 269a; Io. Alex. 37; Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 253.31-32

171 Hrd. dyyp. 10.33 cf. etiam schol. vet. Aristoph. av. 78 et [Did.] lex. Plat. 1004

174 Moer. T4; schol. vet. Eur. Or. 425; Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 403.16—23

175 EGud 269.24 Stef.; EM 198.55; schol. Aristoph. pac. 62ab

176 Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 253.30-31

177 schol. Hom. II. bT Z 372b cf. etiam Moer. v 14 et schol. Eur. Or. 261

178 cf. Ps.-Arcad. 117.10-11

180 schol. Hom. Il. A O 302b1; schol. Aristoph. ach. 263b

183 Ael. Dion. ¢ 2; Phot. ¢ 64

184 epim. Hom. & 136.4—5
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185 Zon. 1793.3—4; EM 538.49-50; schol. Aristoph. pl. 192f

186 DPs.-Arcad. 68.21-69.2; schol. Hom. Il. A Q 228a; EM 804.17—23

187 Moer. y 26; Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 238.1-6

188 schol. Hom. Il. A A 437a-br

189 Ammon. 405; Io. Alex. 136.21—22; Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 211.30; schol. Aristoph.
pl. 145; Suid. x 103 cf. etiam Philop. diff. voc. x 2

190 yepvifog apud e.g. Aesch. choe. 129, Eur. IT 244 et 335, phoe. 662, etc.

191 Hrd. 8uyp. 14.17 et pov. 95 1.28; Ael. Dion. y 3 schol. Hom. Il. AT 29b; epim. Hom.
% 21 cf. etiam Ap. Dysc. adv. 194.18—21

192 cf. Moer. x 17

193 Ael. Dion. y 3 [. . .] 10 8¢ xoudbev dg €nt nAelotov (vd. Vessella 2018, 253—4) cf.
etiam Ap. Dysc. adv. 187.7; Moer. x 22; Thom. ecl. voc. Att. 393.13-14

194 schol. Aesch. th. 153p et 154; schol. Soph. El. 716; epim. Hom. B 31; Suid. y 359

195 Hrd. pov. 946.5 (= Apollod. fr. 237a); Philop. diff. voc. v 2; Choer. in Th. Alex. 187.18

196 cf. Ael. Dion. y 5; Hsch. y 267; Phot. 656.4—7; Suid. y 152; EGud 574.62—63 Sturz

197 lo. Alex. 169; schol. Vat. DT 278.6-10

198 Io. Alex. 143.14-17; Philop. diff. voc. ® 3; EGud 576.36—44 Sturz

neEPL LPOVoOV

1 Ap. Dysc. Adv. 161.4-12; Hrd. Ayyp. 19.19—28; synag. A 1913; Phot. A 2586; Suid. A 3454

2 Hrd. Ayyp. 15.18-21

5 Choer. Epim. Ps. 30.1

6 de dmév apud Iones vd. Ael. Dion. A 155; synag. A 1620; Phot. A 2250; Suid. A 2892;
Eust. in II. 1.82.2

8 Hrd. Ayp. 13.19—20; Mischl. Spirit. 192.20

9 de dvokA€a cum alpha longo apud Atticos vd. Schol. Hom. II. K 281a

10 Hrd. Ayp. 10.23

12 Hrd. Ayp. 14.31-35

17 Phryn. Ecl. 346; Ps.-Hrd. Loc. Prav. 252.12-17

18 cf. Egud 468.35-37 Sturz

19 Ael. Dion. E 715 schol. Eur. Or. 30; Phot. E 2227; EM 462.4—5; Esym. I" 190 vd. etiam
schol. A M 281a-br

23 cf. supra mept npoocwdiog §76

24 Hrd. dyyp. 14.15-17; lo. Alex. 161; epim. Hom. % 21; EGud 560.55 cf. Moer. 6 10

25 Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 75.1—5

27 Choer. epim. in Ps. 81.25-7; epim. Hom. « 18

30 Choer. in Th. Alex. can. 221.35-8

33 Choer. epim. in Ps. 39.15

34 cf. Moer. k 20

35 Hrd. fr. 53 Hunger (= Trypho Fr. novum); Hrd. dixp. 18.25-32

36 Ammon. 298; Hrd. dyyp.12.29-31; Phot. A 496; EParv A 8; epim. Hom. 7 134

39 Phot. B 318
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41 cf. Ps.-Hrd. Philet. 209

43 Phot. o 88

44 Moer. & 29

45 Athen. deipn. 9.41; Hrd. dtyp. 9.10-17; Choer. in Th Alex. 223.30-31

46 Phryn. ecl. 8o

48 Hrd. diyp. 18.25-32

51 de papovidag vd. Phryn. ecl. 142; cf. etiam Hrd. duyp. 18.28—29 de 6pvig cf. Hrd. diyp.
18.14-17; Ps.-Arcad. 34.1—4; epim. Hom. o 46; schol. T M 218b2; EM 632.9

52 Hrd. 8yp. 14.29-30; Hrd. pov. 947.1

54 Hrd. dyyp. 12.10-11

56 Hrd. dyyp. 8.34

58 Steph. Byz. 20.29

59 cf. Moer. v g

60 Hrd. dyp. 12.10-11

62 cf. epim. Hom. x 133.4

63 Moer. vy 3

64 cf. Moer. y 6 et epim. Hom. ® 6

Sigla in the apparatus locorum

Ael. Dion. = Aelii Dionysii atticistae fragmenta, ed. H. Erbse, Untersuchungen zu den attizistischen
lexika, Berlin 1950, 94—151.

Ammon. = Ammonii qui dicitur liber De adfinium vocabulorum differentia, ed. K. Nickau,
Leipzig 1966.

Ap. Dysc. adv. = Apollonii Dyscoli nept €émppnudrtov, ed. R. Schneider, GG 2.1, Leipzig
1878, repr. 1965, 119—20.

Ap. Dysc. pron. = Apollonii Dyscoli nept dvtovouiog, ed. R. Schneider, GG 2.1, Leipzig
1878, repr. 1965, 3-116.

Apollod. = Fragmenta historicorum Graecorum (FGrHist), vol. 1, ed. K. Miiller, Paris 1853, 428-69.

Ps.-Arcad. = Pseudo-Arcadius’ Epitome of Herodian’s De prosodia catholica, ed. S. Roussou,
Oxford 2018.

Athen. deipn. = Athenaei Naucratitae Deipnosophistarum libri xv, ed. G. Kaibel, 3 vols.,
Leipzig 1887—90, repr. 1965—6.

Choer. epim. Ps. = Choerobosci Epimerismi in Psalmos, ed. T. Gaisford, Oxford 1842.

Choer. orth. = Choerobosci Orthographia, ed. J. A. Cramer, An. Ox. 2, Oxford 1835, repr.
1963, 167—281.

Choer. in Th. Alex. can.=Choerobosci Scholia in Theodosi Alexandrini canones,
ed. A. Hilgard, GG 4.1 (103-17) et 2 (1—371), Leipzig 1889—94.

Ps.-Choer. mocdrt. = Choerobosci teptl moodtntog, ed. J. A. Cramer, An. Ox. 2, Oxford 1835,
repr. 1963, 283-318.

[Did.] lex. Plat.=S. Valente (ed.), I lessici a Platone di Timeo Sofista e Pseudo-Didimo,
Berlin and Boston 2012.
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EGen o-f = Etymologicum magnum genuinum. Symeonis Etymologicum una cum magna
grammatica. Etymologicum magnum auctum synoptice, ed. F. Lasserre and N. Livadaras, vol. 1,
Rome 1976; vol. 2, Athens 1992.

EGud. . .Stef. = Etymologicum Gudianum quod vocatur, vols. 1—2, glossae &dAiov — Cewod,
ed. A. de Stefani, Leipzig 19gog—20.

EGud. . .Sturz = Etymologicum Graecae linguae Gudianum, ed. F. G. Sturz, Leipzig 1818.

EM = Etymologicum magnum, ed. Th. Gaisford, Oxford 1848.

EParv = Etymologicum parvum quod vocatur, ed. R. Pintaudi, Milan 1973.

epim. Hom. A =Epimerismi Homerici, ed. A. R. Dyck, vol. 1, SGLG 5.1, Berlin and
New York 1983.

epim. Hom. o~ = Epimerismi Homerici, ed. A. R. Dyck, vol. 2, SGLG 5.2, Berlin and
New York 1995.

Eust. in Il. =Eustathii archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem
pertinentes, ed. M. van der Valk, vols. 1—4, Leiden, New York, Cologne 1971-87.

Eust. in Od. = Eustathii archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis Commentarii ad Homeri Odysseam ad
fidem exempli Romani editi, ed. G. Stallbaum, vols. 1—2, Leipzig 182526 (de libris a-b
vide nunc E. Cullhed, ‘Eustathios of Thessalonike: Parekbolai on Homer’s Odyssey 1—2’,
PhD thesis, Uppsala 2014).

Harp. = Harpocration, Lexeis of the ten orators, ed. J. J. Keaney, Amsterdam 1991.

Her. Phil. = Herennius Philo, De diversis verborum significationibus, ed. V. Palmieri, Naples
1983.

Hrd. duyp. = Herodiani technici mepi diypovov, ed. A. Lentz, GG 3.2, Leipzig 1870, 7—20.
Nunc vide etiam Pontani 2022.

Hrd. pov. = Herodiani technici mept povnpovug Aé€ews, ed. A. Lentz, GG 3.2, Leipzig 1870,
908-52.

Ps.-Hrd. loc. prav. = ed. J. A. Cramer, in An. Ox. 3, Oxford 1836, 24662, repr. 1963. (vd.
etiam A. Dain, Le Philétaeros attribué a Hérodien, Paris 1954, 73-74.)

Ps.-Hrd. part. = Herodiani Partitiones, ed. J. F. Boissonade, London 1819.

Ps.-Hrd. Philet. = A. Dain, Le Philétaeros attribué a Hérodien, Paris 1954.

Hsch. 08 = Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon, vol. 1, ed. I. C. Cunningham, SGLG 11.1, Berlin
and New York 2017.

Hsch. e—o = Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon, vol. 2, ed. I. C. Cunningham, SGLG 11.2, Berlin
and New York 2020.

Hsch. n—o = Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon, vol. 3, ed. P. A. Hansen, SGLG 11.3, Berlin and
New York 2005.

Hsch. o = Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon, vol. 4, ed. I. C. Cunningham and P. A. Hansen,
SGLG 11.4, Berlin and New York 200g9.

To. Alex. = Ioannis Alexandrini Praecepta tonica, ed. G. Xenis, Berlin and New York 2014.

lex. synon.=V. Palmieri, ‘Un anonimo excerptum Vaticanum di sinonimi grect’,
Byzantion 58, 1988, 440—50.

LexVind. = Lexicon Vindobonense, ed. A. Guida, Florence 2018.
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Mischl. spirit. = Mischlexikon mepl mvevudtov, ed. L. C. Valckenaer, in Ammonius, De
adfinium vocabulorum differentia, Leiden, 1st edn. 1739, 2nd edn. 1822, 188-215.

Moer. = Das attizistische Lexikon des Moeris, ed. D. U. Hansen, in SGLG 8—9, Berlin 1998.

Or. = Orionis Thebani Etymologicum, ed. F. G. Sturz, Leipzig 1820.

Paus. att. =Pausaniae atticistae fragmenta, ed. H. Erbse, in Untersuchungen zu den
attizistischen Lexika, Berlin 1950, 152—221.

Philop. diff. voc. = Ioannis Philoponi De vocabulis quae diversum significatum exhibent secundum
differentiam accentus, ed. L. Daly, Philadelphia 1983.

Phot. o—¢ = Photii patriarchae Lexicon, ed. C. Theodoridis, vols. 1-3, Berlin 1982—2012.

Phot. x— = Photii patriarchae Lexicon, ed. R. Porson, vols. 1—2, Leipzig 1823.

Phryn. ecl. = Phrynichi Ecloga, ed. E. Fischer, Berlin 1974.

Phryn. PS = Phrynichi Praeparatio sophistica, ed. I. de Borries, Leipzig 1911.

Poll. = Pollucis Onomasticon, ed. E. Bethe, vols. 1—3, Leipzig 190o0-1937.

Ptol. diff. verb. =Ptolemaei De differentia vocum, ed. V. Palmieri, Annali della Facolta di
Lettere di Napoli 24, 1981-82, 191—225.

Ptol. diff. verb. ... Hey. = H. Heylbut, ‘Ptolemaeus Ilepi diopopdc Aé€ewv’, Hermes 22,
1887, 388—410.

schol. Aesch. th. =Scholia Graeca in Aeschylum quae exstant omnia, ed. O. L. Smith, vols.
1-2.2, Leipzig 1976-82.

schol. (vet. et rec.) Aristoph. = editio Groningensis: Scholia vetera et rec. in Aristophanis Ach.
(ed. Wilson, 1975), av. (ed. Holwerda, 1991), eccl. and thesm. (ed. Regtuit, 2007), eq. (ed.
Jones and Wilson, 1969), Lys. (ed. Hangard, 1978), nub. (vet.: ed. Holwerda, 1977; rec.:
ed. Koster, 1974), pac. (ed. Holwerda, 1982), plut. (ed. Chantry, 1994 and 1996), ran. (ed.
Chantry, 1999 and 2001), vesp. (ed. Koster, 1978).

schol. Batr. = A. Ludwich, Die Homerische Batrachomachia des Karers Pigres: nebst Scholien und
Paraphrase, Leipzig 1896.

schol. ... DT = Scholia in Dionysii Thracis Artem grammaticam, ed. A. Hilgard, GG 3,
Leipzig 1901.

schol. Eur. = Scholia in Euripidem, ed. E. Schwartz, 2 vols., Berlin 188791, repr. 1966.

schol. Hom. Il. A et bT (scil. scholia Ariston., Did., Hrd., Nican., ex.) = Scholia Graeca in
Homeri Iliadem, ed. H. Erbse, vols. 1—7, Berlin 1969—88.

schol. Hom. Od. a—6 = Scholia Graeca in Homeri Odysseam, ed. F. Pontani, vols. 1—4, Rome
2007—20.

schol. Hom. Od. o = Scholia Graeca in Homeri Odysseam ex codicibus aucta et emendata,
ed. G. Dindorf, vols. 1—2, Oxford 1855, repr. 1962.

schol. Op. = U. C. Bussemaker, Scholia et paraphrases in Nicandrum et Oppianum in Scholia in
Theocritum, ed. F. Diibner, Paris 1849.

Steph. Byz. = Stephani Byzantii Ethnica, vols. 1—2, A-O, ed. M. Billerbeck with J.-F. Gaertner,
B. Wyss, Chr. Zubler, G. Lentini, A. Neumann, Berlin and New York 2006-14. (For TI-(2, see
Stephani Byzantii Ethnicorum quae supersunt, ed. A. Meineke, Berlin 1849.)

Suid. = Suidae Lexicon, ed. A. Adler, vols. 1—4, Leipzig 1928—38.
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synag. = Synagoge: Zvvoyoyn Aéewv ypnoipwv, ed. I. C. Cunningham, SGLG 10, Berlin
and New York 2003.

Theogn. can. = Theognosti Canones, ed. J. A. Cramer, An. Ox. 2, 1-105.

Thom. ecl. voc. Att. = Thomae Magistri Ecloga vocum Atticarum, ed. F. Ritschl, Halle 1832.

Zon. = loannis Zonarae Lexicon, vols. 1—2, ed. I. A. H. Tittmann, Leipzig 1808.
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