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THE age and origin of the collections of scholia which 
we possess upon the Iliad is still a mystery. The principal 

manuscript (A = Ven. 454) was written towards the end 
of the tenth century, the next (T = Burney 86) in the year 
1059. The other collections are later and undated. A bears 
the well-known subscription stating that its sources were 
works by Didymus, Aristonicus, Herodian, and Nicanor, 
of whom the latest is Antoninian. Beside these scholia 
there are the two authors quoted by Eustathius, Apio and 
Herodorus, whose names are believed to imply another 
collection. On these scholia rest most of our knowledge of 
the later history of the Homeric poems, and (especially in the 
case of A) a great deal of Herodian's prosodiacal doctrine. 

It is, therefore, of interest to discover the period of their 
composition in their present, that is to say marginal, form. 
Light should by this means be thrown on their sources 
and the nature of their authority, possibly on the individuals 
who compiled them; and contrariwise we may gain informa-
tion about the culture and erudition of the period in 
question, whether it fall nearer the death of Herodian or 
the writing of A. 

To estimate the age of scholia from their contents is an 
uncertain undertaking. Prima facie they are of the age of 
their latest component parts; but philologists as a rule 
assume an old nucleus which has been increased by frequent 
additions. Thus in this case Lehrs and Ludwich held that the 
compiler of the Viermannerkommentar lived not long after 
Herodian. On the other hand proof is usually wanting of the 
amplification of commentaries. They are demonstrably 
epitomized, and the history of the Etymologica shows their 
progressive dilution and deterioration, but their enlargement 
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is mostly a pious belief. Therefore where, as in this case, there 
are considerable quantities of post-Herodianean material in 
all versions of the scholia, and in particular of Porphyrian,1 we 
find Reitzenstein (p. 170) putting the prototype of the Ven. 
A in the sixth century. Obviously, therefore, some external 
evidence and criterion is desirable, if such can be found. 

Such evidence consists in allusions to Homer—interpreta-
tions, paraphrases, etymologies, and various readings—in 
the grammatical works which survive from the early 
Byzantine world. Late classical and early Byzantine gram-
marians were ceaselessly occupied with Homer, who all 
but filled the first stage of their school course, and a con-
siderable mass remains of lexica, etymologica, epimerismi 
or vocabularies, canons, &c., in which quotations and 
renderings of Homer are constant. Often there is no 
reference to sources, often again there are either references 
by name, or the content closely resembles extant scholia. 

I propose therefore to go through the existing Byzantine 
scholastic literature to find what (if any) is the relation 
between them and our scholia. Even if the result be mostly 
negative the review of the evidence may not be without 
profit. 

Two general remarks require to be made. (1) I pass over 
the so-called scholia minora or Didymi, the oldest MS. 
of which was written about A.D. 900. They are chiefly 
though not entirely a vocabulary, and seem to have existed 
at all periods, being to some extent present in papyri 
(which provide no predecessor to A and the other collec-
tions, and indeed are an argument for the late origin of 
these collections). I pass over also the scholia of Β (Ven. 
453, s. xi) and other MSS. (E4, Et, Ge) where the critical 
element is nearly though not entirely swamped by masses 
of Porphyrian allegorical interpretation. Β contains here 
and there some curious information,2 but nothing that 
points to a definite or late date. 
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(2) The word scholium is usually and conveniently 
restricted in modern times to marginal annotation, which 
in the theological field bears the title of catena. There is 
no such distinction in Greek, where υπόμνημα and σχόλιον 
are used indifferently, and sometimes of the same note; 
e.g. E . M . 38.31 ούτως εύρον σχόλιον έν ύπομνήμασιν ΊλιόΔος 
[Γ 219]j 22. 53 ε^Ρο ν εν ύπομνήμασι σχόλιον [Β 5 ! 3 ] · T o g i v e 
no more examples, the voluminous comments of Choero-
boscus on the canons of Theodosius, which form a large 
volume by themselves, are called σχόλια, and those of 
Charax also. No argument, therefore, can be based on the 
occurrence of either word, for the definition in Zonaras 
1701. 22 σχόλιον ή έρμηνεία 2ιά τό κατά σχολήν περιτίθεσθαι 
ττρόζ σαφεστέραν έρμηνείαν των δυσνόητων όνομάτων και βημάτων, 
where περιτίθεσθαι might be thought to imply a limitation 
to marginalia, is negligible, since the verb in the identical 
definition E.Gud. 519. 28 is παρατίθεσθαι. M y argument, 
therefore, Iliad, i. 209, that the E.M. took its Homerica 
from actual marginalia because of its use of the word σχόλια, 
was an inadvertence and wrong. 

On the other hand it is not denied that marginal scholia 
existed in antiquity. Papyri show them, and we have the 
touching instance from Marinus' life of Proclus, c. 27 
ήξίωσα παραγράφειν αυτόν τά άρέσκοντα τοις του 2α!λασκάλου 
βιβλίοις. πεισθέντοξ του άγαθοεΛεστάτου και παραγράψαντος 
τοις μετώποις των υπομνημάτων εσχομεν συναγωγή ν ει$ ταύτόν 
απάντων, και έγένετο είς Όρφέα αύτου σχόλια καΐ υπομνήματα 
στίχων ουκ ολίγων. The resulting commentary was mar-
ginal, but it went under both names, σχόλια and υπομνή-
ματα. C o m p a r e Eust. 270. 33 τά σχόλια γράφουσιν δτι ήν 
και Τάρνη τις πόλις 'Αχαίας. As the actual Homeric scholia 
do not say this the reference seems to be to Steph. Byz. in 
Τάρνη. 

The lexicagive the word the meaning of'excerpt' (Jerome 
praef. in horn, in Ezech. xii. 41 Migne eius excerpta quae 

0PI30VT0S, 5 7 6 DIODORUS ΈΝ Τ Ω ΠΕΡΊ ΣΤΑΘΜΏΝ, Τ 252 Π Α Ρ Α Ξ Ι Φ & Α ΉΝ ΝΥΝ 

3ΩΝΟΜΆΧΑΗΡΑΝ ΚΑΛΟΟΣΙΝ, Τ 6 8 3 ATHLETES N U D E ΜΈΧΡΙ ΤΟΥ ΝΥΝ. 
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The earliest Etymologicon that has survived, and if I am 
not wrong the oldest grammatical work remaining after 
the death of Apollonius Dyscolus and Herodian (and of 
the latter we have only the π. μον. λέξ. and an epitome of 
the IT. δίχρονων), is that of Orion. This grammarian enjoys 
a biographical notice in Suidas1 and an allusion in Marinus' 
life of Proclus,2 from which his date results as about 425. 
He is called ό Θηβαίος, i.e. of the Egyptian Thebes. His 
Etymologicon, which is the smallest of the four, has come 
down to us in several sixteenth-century MSS. at Paris. 

There appear to be twelve notes on Homeric words: in 
five cases a grammarian is quoted by name: 

I . 4 3 . 1 2 Δειλός· ό Ιλελιώς τάς ΐλας· ή παρά τον Ιλείσω μέλλοντα, 

ούτως Άριστόνικος. Nothing in £ II., Od. 

1 '6)ρίων· Θηβαίος της Αιγύπτου. Συναγωγήν γνωμών ήγουν άνθολόγιον 
προς εύλοκίαν τήν βασιλίδα γυναίκα Θεο2οσίου του μικροΟ βιβλία γ'. 

2 C. 8 έφοίτησε [ό Πρόκλος] και είς γραμματικού 'Ούρίωνος, δς ήν έκ του παρ' 
ΑΙγυπτίοις Ιερατικού γένους καταγόμενος καΐ μετρίως τά της τέχνης έπεσκεμμένος 
ούτως ώστε και συγγραμματία έαυτοΟ ΐ2ια έκπονήσαι καΐ τοις μεθ' έαυτόν 
χρήσιμα καταλιπεΐν. 

O R I O N 

Graece σ χ ό λ ι α nuncupantur (Origins, p. 14, n. 1 ) ) . This seems 
to explain the otherwise strange use of it within the abun-
dant notes in & A on Ο 705 Π 390, as though it introduced 
a 'note' from another source, and were equivalent to έν 
ά λ λ ω , ά λ λ ω ς . Similarly in Suidas we find σ χ ο , σχό, σχόλια 

in the sections Β λ η χ ω ν ί α Δύσοργος Ή μ α ρ , where there are 
notes corresponding to our actual scholia on Aristophanes 
and Sophocles. Reitzenstein also (p. 55) has two examples 
from F, which coincide with extant scholia on Aristophanes 
{Frogs 130, 134). 

The principal works on the Etymologica and their sources 
are the Geschichte der griechischen Etymologika by Richard 
Reitzenstein, 1897, the same writer's article Etymologika 
in Pauly 1907, and the article on Eustathius in Pauly by 
L. Cohn (1907). 
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2. 5 2 · "Ενρινα· τά εντερα [Ψ 8θ6] . . . Άρίσταρχος έτυμολο-
γ ε ϊ . . . ούτως εύρον έν ύπομνήμασιτης Ίλιάδος. = S A T + B m i n . — 

3. 93· *4 Λητώ . . . 6 Ik Άρίσταρχος φησί παρά τό λή. . . . 
Υ72 ή λήθη; no mention of Ar. 

4. 94. 18 Λάρυγξ [not in H o m e r ] . . . ούτως Άριστόνικος έν 
τω περί σημείων 'Οδύσσειας. N o t h i n g in 5 77., Od. 

5. 119· 26 όπή [άνοπαΐα α 32θ] . . . ούτως Άριστόνικος έν τοϊς 
σημείοις τού ποιητού. — S 0 3 2 0 + ; A r . omit ted, b u t 
Crates quoted. 

In seven cases a 'commentary' is quoted without a gram-
marian: 

1. 8. 21 Άλεισον . . . ούτως έν ύπομνήματι της 'Οδύσσειας. . . . 

s y 5 ° + · 
2. 8. 29 Άράχνια . . . ούτως εύρον έν ύπομνήματι της 'Οδύσ-

σειας. . . . N o & (θ 28ο π 35)· 
3· 54· 7 Έρικεϊν [Ν 4 4 1 ] · · · εύρον έν ύπομνήματι της 

Ίλιάδος N o & Α : <δ Β - S Τ = (different). 
4. 55· 2 0 Είαμενή [Δ 483 Ο 6 3 1 ] ούτω* έν ύπομνήματι ευρον... . 

Δ 4 8 3 5 Α + no ΒΤ 
O631 no Α, Β Τ — . 

5· 98· 10 Μάρψαι [Χ 201] . . . ούτως ευρον έν ύπομνήματι 
Ίλιάδος. N o s A : s Β Τ + o n Ο 137 (^άΡΨει)· 

6. 112. 9 2ίφος· παρά τό ξέειν ούτως εύρον έν ύπομνήματι. 
N o & Α Β Τ (Li on Α 194 εκ του ξύω).1 

η. 157· 34 Φέρεκλος [Ε 59] ' άρμό^ον δνομα τέκτονι οίον φερέκλο-
νός τις ών. ούτως ευρον έν ύπομνήματι του ποιητοΰ. = %> Β Τ (cf. Α ) . 

We may add three survivals on other authors: 
96. 38 Λακίδες . . . ούτως Άρίσταρχος έν τοις σημείοις Ησιόδου. 

? = Theog. 694. 
8. 24*Άμυστις· έξ ής έστιν άμα πιεϊν ή φιάλη χωρίς τοΰ διαπνεϋ-

σαι* ούτως εύρον έν ύπομνήματι Άριστοφανικω. — «, Ach. 1229· 
18. 22 Α χαία ή Δημήτηρ· μέμνηται τοΰ ονόματος Αριστοφάνης 

. . . ούτως εύρον έν ύπομνήματι εϊς Άριστοφάνην. = S> Ach. 7 ° 9 — · 
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1 165. 31 ΨιοΔες [Π 459] · · · ούτως εν ύττομνήματι της Ιά2ος εύρον, q u o t i n g 

H e r o d , a n d Philoxenus. I t is easy to alter ϊαλος to Ιλιά2ος, b u t P h i l o x e n u s 

wrote π. της ΙάΖος διαλέκτου (e.g. 86. 7) · N o & Α Β Τ o n Π 4 5 9 ( a n e t y -

m o l o g y in L i ) . 



Stephanus, author of the Εθνικά, the epitomization of 
which is one of the most grievous losses that philology 
has sustained, lived about a hundred years after Orion. 
The epitome was dedicated to Justinian, and B. A. Miiller, 
Hermes, 1918, 337 sqq., holds that the original work was 
composed not long before. Even the epitome quotes an 
enormous mass of grammatical literature, much of it bear-
ing on Homer. We find Philoxenus την Όδύσσειαν έξηγού-
μενος (Άλάβανδα), D i d y m u s υπομνημάτων την ν [408] της 
Όδυσσείας (Αρέθουσα), H e r a c l e o ό Γλαυκών την αυτήν υπομνη-
μ ά τ ω ν ( ib.) , E p a p h r o d i t u s έν τη π ' της Ίλιάδος (Δωδώνη), 
the same and Zenodotus ίπτομνηματί3ων τό β' (ib.), Zeno-

S T E P H A N U S O F B Y Z A N T I U M 

The seven cases of υπόμνημα without a proper name, com-
pared with the five where a proper name occurs, make it 
very probable that in the former, the seven, υπόμνημα 
means a commentary, as it does in the five. (The proba-
bility is considerable that Orion used in all twelve places 
Aristonicus περί των Άρισταρχείων σημείων.) 

Orion, therefore, does not afford evidence for our 'scholia' 
having taken shape in his period. The existence of Aristo-
nicus' book, one of the four constituents, makes that even 
less probable. Had the separate hypomnemata disappeared 
the correspondence with our actual & would have been 
more regular. As it is Orion agrees with Β and Τ in six 
cases each, with A in two, with Li in two. 

We must also lend weight to the great number of com-
mentaries he quotes by name: Herodian, Philoxenus, 
Alexion, Apollodorus, Didymus, Heraclides, Irenaeus, 
Orus, Soranus, Theon, Eudaemon, Epaphroditus. The 
more abundantly they survive the less likelihood there is 
of a catena having been made out of four of them. 

His quality and his age are shown by his comparative 
brevity and the absence of the immediate sources of the 
Etymologica Magnum and Gudianum, Choeroboscus, 
Methodius, Zenobius, Theognostus. 
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dotus again (Άντρων), Didymus again (Απολλωνία), Apollo-
dorus έν ά νεών καταλόγφ (and saep.), Epaphroditus again 
(παρατιθείς τον Άρίσταρχον έκδεχόμενον ούτως) in Δουλίχιον, 
Demetrius Scepsius έν έκκαιδεκάτω του Τρωικού διακόσμου 
(Σιλίνδιον). These commentaries, from the abundance of 
their quotations, and from the abundant mentions of com-
mentaries on other authors,1 were evidently in existence in 
Stephanus' day. On the other hand he has no Homeric 
notes which correspond closely to our scholia. 

Among about thirty-seven sections either there are no & in 
existence corresponding to them (B 511, 533, 697, 828, 829, 
856 I 445 ω 377), or there are corresponding scholia but 
less in bulk (this is the usual case), or the scholia exist but 
are different (B 717 Ν 6 Ο 479 α i86). At Β 498, 505, 507 
Ο 112 Π 233 there are no 5 A corresponding, but the other 
& agree though brief. Close resemblance is found at 3 103. 
From this it results that these notes were not taken from 
marginal scholia, and that the ύπομνηματισάμενοι had not 
lost their separate existence in the time of Justinian, and 
continuous marginal commentaries had not been made out 
of them. 

Stephanus also quotes the technical grammarians whom 
we have met in Orion: Didymus, Athenodorus, Orus, 
Philo, Arcadius, Eudaemon, Charax, Trypho, and even 
(in Ταμίαθις) Georgius Choeroboscus έν τω όνοματικω, which, 
as it is an anachronism (Choeroboscus quotes Stephanus), 
Meineke cuts out. 
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C H O E R O B O S C U S 

More than half a century after Stephanus we come to 
Georgius Choeroboscus, whose date according to Hilgard 
(Prolegomena, p. lxvii) cannot be before A.D. 600 (Stefani, 
however, Byzantische Ze^schrift 1907, 190 puts him rather 
earlier). The first quotations of him are in MS. F of the 

1 Theon on Lycophron (Αινεία, Κύτινα), Sophocles on the Argonautica 

(Κάναστρον, Άβαρνος), Theon, Plutarchus, and Demetrius Phalereus on 

Nicander (Κορώπη), Alexander Cornelius on Alcman (Άραξα). 
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Etymologicum Magnum (s. x-xi) and in Vat. Barberini 
I. 70 of the Gudianum of the same period, but his bulk, 
his authoritative tone, and the mass of authors he quotes 
forbid us to put him into the so-called Dark Ages, on the 
further shore of which we descry Photius collecting the 
fragments which he put into his Lexicon and Bibliotheca. 
Choeroboscus is the first grammarian of any size who has 
survived after Herodian, and—whatever we may think of 
the puerility of his greatest work, his comments on the 
canons of Theodosius, which have almost wrung an apology 
from his editor Hilgard—the independence with which he 
deals, as it were on an equal footing, with the great gram-
marians of the heathen period makes an impression on the 
reader. His quotations show that he dealt with an Hellenic 
world still practically intact. 

He quotes as authorities Herodian, Orus, Arcadius, 
Eudaemon, Stephanus of Byzantium, Romanus the teacher 
of Philoponus, Habron, Charax, Irenaeus, Sergius, Hephaes-
tion, Alexander Cotyaensis. On the other hand there are 
none of the intermediaries whom we find in the Etymo-
logica, Methodius and Zenobius. Further, he quotes no 
hypomnemata or scholia on Homer. So much may be 
gleaned from his σχόλια on Theodosius' canons, the only 
work which has come down to us complete. The epitome 
of his 'Ορθογραφία contained in Barocci 50 [an. Ox. ii. 167 
sqq.) quotes Orus, Herodian, Apollonius, Dionysius Thrax, 
Origenes, Diogenianus, Theodorus, Philoxenus, and has 
no mention of hypomnemata or scholia on Homer. The 
same is the case with the anonymous tract περί ποσότητος 
which follows this in an. Ox. ii and with the second series 
of Epimerismi in the same MS. (319 sqq.). Choeroboscus 
is so imposing for these qualities—his bulk, the number and 
antiquity of his sources, and also for his subsequent in-
fluence—that the circumstance that he does not allude to 
hypomnemata on Homer, has no notes which resemble 
our scholia, and deals with so many apparently extant 
commentators, affords a probability that excerpts from 
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Didymus, Aristonicus, Herodian, and Nicanor had not yet 
been arranged on the margins of copies of the Iliad, or, if 
they had, had not superseded these and other ancient sources. 
It is conceivable that Choeroboscus' period saw the accom-
plishment of this feat; it can hardly have taken place before, 
hardly long afterwards. 

This conclusion is supported by our failure to find com-
mentaries at all similar to A and Τ on the margins of 
papyri, which of course come well down to this period; 
and further by the improbability that marginalia of such 
bulk could have been put round papyrus books written in 
comparatively large hands. The resultant volumes would 
have been too ponderous for use. Conceive a Ven. A twice 
as thick as the actual book. Such catenas are hardly conceiv-
able before the minuscule period. This began earlier than 
A.D. 730, but we do not know how much earlier (J.H.S., 
1920, ι sqq.). A further factor in the date is the cessation 
of the accentuation of barytone syllables usual in late 
literary papyri, which Choeroboscus in a well-known 
passage says was objected to as 'cutting up' the page: in 
Theod. 1 1 7 . 37 Η . δει δέ γινώσκειν ότι φασί τίνες εί και λέγομεν 
δτι πασα συλλαβή χωρίς της συλλαβής της έχούσης τον κύριον 
τόνον της λέξεως βαρεΤαν δέχεται άλλ' ουν ου δει τιθέναι τον τύττον 
της βαρείας, ίνα μή τά βιβλία καταχαράττωνται· κακώς δε λέγουσι* 
τούτω γάρ τω λόγω έάν εύρωμεν βιβλίον πάνυ έσφαλμένον ουκ 
όφείλομεν διορθώσασθαι αυτό, ίνα μή καταχαράξωμεν αύτό. H e 
agrees, however, that they are unnecessary, like the marks 
of quantity. These remarks are repeated, evidently at a 
later time, in the supplementa artis Dionysiacae n o , h i Uhlig 
(= an. Bekk. 674. 31), with the addition τούτο νυν ού γίνεται. 
The practice was objected to, and was going out. It goes 
on as long as literary papyri last. What caused the objec-
tion? No reason can be given, except that the small pages, 
small hand, and close lines of the typical minuscule book 
were coming in. The marking of barytona in books such 
as we have them from A.D. 835 onwards would be in-
tolerable. Perhaps then we may ascribe to Choeroboscus' 
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We find the first contacts with our scholia in the small 
grammatical corpus contained in Barocci 50.1 This MS. 
is the exact contemporary of the Ven. A, written in the 
latter part of the tenth century; the period of its contents 
belongs to the previous century, to the time when, the 
iconoclastic controversy being over, the fragments of heathen 
learning were gathered up in lexica, epimerismi, and 
epitomes. The book opens with Theognostus, who dedicates 
his canons τ ω δεσπότη μου και σοφώ στεφηφόρω Λέοντι, w h o 
must be the Armenian [A.D. 813-19]. This book, which 
quotes a remarkable number of Herodian's works (καθολ., 
όρθογρ., π . πνευμάτων, τάξις των στοιχείων, όνοματ., έπιμερ., π . 
παθών, π. μονοσυλλ., π. συζυγιών; evidently H e r o d i a n h a d the 
longest life of grammarians), Philoxenus, Αίέτιος ό ιατρός, 
Dion. Thrax, and Aristotle, has a reference to a commentary 
o n Hesiod, (Θάλεια) ούτως εύρον παρακείμενον σχόλιον εις τά 
"Εργα Ησιόδου [?]. 

Further on in the book (p. 427) we come to a work entitled 
έκλογαι διαφόρων λέξεων συνηλεγμένων Ικ τε της γραφής και τών 
θύραθεν πραγματειών. T h i s contains (p. 429) λέξεις έκ της 
ίστορίας του αγίου Νικολάου. This saint and historian lived 

E G L O G A E 

1 On its contents see Reitzenstein, pp. 166 sqq. It contains two 
literary pieces, the Batrachomyomachia and Hero and Leander, each 
in the oldest copy that exists. The facsimile represents f. 7 v. 
(Theognostus Canones an. Ox. ii, f. 13. 21 όπλότερος ό νεώτερος— 
f. 14. 14 όλκάς). Between lines 17 and 18 will be seen a small piece 
of syllabic tachygraphy ει τε κα ταρχην λεξέως, which Cramer over-
looked. We see that this tachygraphical system was familiar to the 
writer of this classical Constantinopolitan hand. (A rough drawing 
of the passage was given C. R. 1906 xx. 349.) 

period, or soon after it, both the apparition of the minuscule 
hand, with unaccented barytona, and the continuous 
marginal commentary. Whether a third contributory cir-
cumstance was the Saracenic conquest of Egypt with a 
papyrus famine at Constantinople, as I suggested J.H.S. 
I.e., I leave open. 
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from 758 to 828; a vocabulary to his works cannot be older 
than the middle of the ninth century. (Nothing can be 
educed from the paragraph p. 487 έκ του αγίου Θαλλελαίου, 
for this saint I find was a hermit contemporary of Theo-
doret.) This work has several clear coincidences with our 
Homeric scholia: 

(1) 433. 4 έτέλειον έπαράς [I 456]: = % A with variations: 
εϊτε o m . Eel. , ή έπιφυλαχβήσεται for ή επί, φυλ. Eel . , έπιμυγερός 
Eel . for έπισμυγερώς, είτα Eel . for είτε, εστίν o m . Eel . , αί συλλα-
βαι άναλειμμέναι Eel. for αί συναλειφθεΐσαι. Careless copying 
and absence of context reduced the ecloga to nonsense. 

(2) 433. 27 Έκαμήδη [A 624] ή Νέστορος παλλακίς· άπό του 
έκαθεν βουλεύεσθαι. N o scholium. 

(3) 4 6 ο ύ λ τ Ι έπενήνοθε λάχνη [Κ Ι 3 4 ] : = & A , b u t 
Eel. is much fuller. Eel. alone quotes Nicias, Ptol. Ascalo-
nita, Alexion, and Aristarchus. It, however, omits to 
quote χ 442 at the end, and ομοίως before τω at the be-
ginning. The shortened version is found also in E.M. 640. 
47, and, as a mere mention, in Apion and Herodorus in 
Eustathius. The Ecloga here justifies itself. 

(4) 463. 5 παλλακίδος περιχώσατο [I 449]· οί μεν άνέστρεψαν 
κ.τ.λ. = & A, but A is slightly fuller and cites Alexion. 

(5) 466. 18 τρώων άν6' έκατόν τε διηκοσίωντε έκαστος [Θ 233] · 
= & Α, but the Eel. is fuller and cites Ptol. Ascal. 

These passages leave no doubt that the compiler of the 
Eclogae copied a commentary on the Iliad which had taken 
a form similar to that of our scholia, that is to say of 
marginal paragraphs. Here, then, for the first time we find 
marginal Homeric scholia. They must have come into 
existence between the time of Choeroboscus, who shows 
no trace of them, and the compilation of these Eclogae. 
Whether the moment of their birth was nearer Choero-
boscus or the ninth century there is nothing but probability 
to show. The earlier state (the Eclogae) is on the whole 
fuller than the actual scholia, but the isolation of the notes 
has produced its usual effect, error and omission. 

The question of the period of compilation of our scholia— 
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whether it were nearer Choeroboscus or the date of the 
Eclogae—turns not only on the circumstances mentioned 
but on what I may call the expectation of life of the 
Qiiattuorviri. Herodian we know (e.g. from Theognostus' 
preface) maintained himself till the ninth century. Nicanor 
appears to have been extant when Melampus (or Diomedes) 
gave the account of his views which first Bekker, an. ii. 758, 
and then Hilgard, Scholia in Dion. Thrac. artem, 1901, 24 sqq., 
published. But even the latter editor, while denying 
Melampus' (or Diomedes') good faith, does not affix a 
date to him. Aristonicus we have found alive in Orion, 
his further survival is not proved.1 Didymus is quoted by 
Stephanus. There were reasons for the survival of Herodian 
(his authority and the wide range of his prosodiacal 
doctrine) which did not apply to Didymus, Aristonicus, 
and Nicanor, limited (in these treatises) to Homer, even 
though the survival of Apollonius Dyscolus in several un-
abbreviated works forbids us to definitely pronounce their 
sentence. Still, when we take into account the unexacting 
philological requirements of centuries seven and eight, the 
probability seems the greater that an epitome of these three 
writers took place before this period commenced. 

A similar argument may be drawn from the character of 
& A and T . The high proportion of good grain, the absence 
of mere elementary-school teaching, and the abstract nature 
of the contents (various readings and prosody) imply a 
public capable of understanding these matters, and are 
in remarkable contrast with both Choeroboscus on Theo-
dosius and Eustathius, who, if he possessed scholia similar 
to A and T , made a very limited use of them. 

Further, if the scholia had come into existence in the 
uncial period we might, as was said above, have expected 
to find some trace of them in papyrus, and the shorter or 
'intermarginal' scholia in A might well be descended from 
papyri furnished with v. 11. But such papyri as remain, 
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though some four of them have marginal scholia of one 
sort or another, have nothing to be compared for bulk or 
continuity to A T . 

The authors quoted in the scholia are mostly either early 
or of unknown date (Nemesion, Soteras, Heracleo, Q^uintus 
Smyrnaeus): Christodorus quoted on Β 461 in A B T cele-
brated the gymnasium of Septimius Severus, which the 
dictionaries inform us was burned down in 532. This 
allows the collection to approximate to Choeroboscus. 
S B contain Orion, Servius έν τρίτφ των Τρωικών (Φ 242), 
and Λέων έν τοις χρυσαορικοϊς, who Schrader thinks was Leon 
of Alabanda, of unknown era, but doubtless Gentile. 

The Homeric scholia, like other scholia, abound in 
personal expressions—οΤμαι, οϊδα, ώς και ήμϊν δοκεϊ, ols και ημείς 
σνγκατατιθέμεθα—which at first sight appear to be in the 
mouth of the editor. But the ancient compiler borrowed 
form with substance (cf. e.g. p. 24 n.), and most of these 
formulae in 5 A come from Herodian.1 It is only safe to 
argue from passages where Herodian is mentioned by name, 
especially where he is contradicted. As Herodian is the last 
of the Qpattuorviri here we may perceive the editor. These 
passages are in Β A : 

Δ 66 λέγουσι δε τίνες δτι έν τοις έπιμερισμοϊς λέγει ό Ήρ. ότι 
μετοχή έστιν . . . έν δε τω όνοματικώ λέγει δτι δνομά έστι. και 
μάλλον δνομα δει λέγειν αυτό ήττερ μετοχήν* τω γάρ όνοματικώ 
μάλλον Ί τ τ ι σ τ ε υ τ έ ο ν ή τοις έττιμερισμοΐς. τούτο γάρ ώμολόγηται 
είναι Ήρωδιανοΰ, άλλ* είσ! και ψευδεπίγραφοι. T h e learning of 
this passage suggests authority, and in point of fact it is an 
excerpt from Choeroboscus (i, p. 34 Gaisf.): we therefore 
find a post-Choeroboscan compiler. Similarly at the end 
of & 0) 318 the compiler observes μακρόν τό ϊ και έν τη συνθέσει, 
ώς έν τω κ' της καθόλου φησϊν ό αυτός· άπό γάρ του χρόνου τον 
τόνον έστήσαμεν. και έν τω τρίτω δε τών ονοματικών περι της 
έκτάσεως αυτών ταυτά φησιν. Here again w e have a com-
piler of Herodian, not directly, nor from any one as 
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late as Choeroboscus, but from Arcadius 196. 4 (ap. 
Lentz). 

Herodian is again quoted by name, Ρ 201, without inter-
mediary, Σ 352, perhaps through Choeroboscus (416. 26 
Gaisf. ap. Lentz); Δ 235 Ο ί ο suggest Choeroboscus by 
their wording. 

We therefore seem to see in the editor a member of the 
age of Choeroboscus, perhaps of his circle, perhaps Choero-
boscus himself. He appears as careful of his space in 
Η 255 ® 296j 535? where he excuses himself from copying 
Didymus, 'who said the same as Aristonicus', but without 
betraying his age. 
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E T Y M O L O G I C U M M A G N U M 

Και ταΰτα μεν έν τούτοις. If we have found an approxi-
mate date for the compilation of these scholia the evidence 
of the remaining Etymologica is not of essential importance. 
They are, however, contemporary with A and older than T, 
and may therefore be expected to throw light on the state 
of the two collections shortly before our actual transcripts 
of them were made. 

The oldest copies of the Etymologicum Magnum are the 
Florentine MS. san Marco 304, which the facsimile in 
Vitelli-Paoli Codd. Fior. ii. 20 shows to have been written 
early in the eleventh century (F), and a Vaticanus 1818 
said to belong to s. x-xi (Reitzenstein, p. 2). F was dis-
covered and published by Emanuel Miller in his invaluable 
Melanges de litt. grecque (1868); extracts from Vat. are 
given by Reitzenstein. The later MSS. differ from F (and 
Vat.) in the constant omission of sources, immediate sources 
such as Methodius, Zenobius, Choeroboscus, Eudaemon, 
and older authors, Herodian π. παθών &c. Some articles 
have fallen out altogether.1 

1 I think it unadvisable to use the designations Genuinum, Parvum, 
&c., which imply separate works, and not successive states of the same 
work. 



The latest author quoted in the Magnum is Photius. 
The actual dictionary, therefore, was compiled between 
the time of Photius and the writing of F, that is in the 
tenth century, perhaps early therein. What work of Photius 
is alluded to is unknown, not the lexicon or the Myriobiblon. 
To establish a closer relation to Photius (Reitzenstein, 
p. 54 al.) is going beyond the evidence.1 

Throughout the Magnum there are obvious annota-
tions on Homer, over two hundred at least. They bear 
considerable resemblance to our scholia, and may be 
classified as: 

1. Approximate agreements with & ABT, about 87. 
2. Fuller than ABT, „ 10 
3. Less full than ABT, „ 14 
4. Agreements with A only, „ 53 
5. No agreements with scholia, „ 18 
In many of these cases direct reference is made to com-

mentaries on the Iliad; e.g. 
(1) 10. 55 (άγκύλον) . . . ώς εύρον εν ύπομνήμασιν Ίλιάδος — 

S> min. Β 205. 

( 2 ) *5 53 (άγών) . . . ούτως εύρον έν ύπομνήμασιν Ίλιάδος = 
& Β Σ 3 7 6 . 

(3) 22. 53 (Ά^είδαο) είς τήν Βοιωτίαν [513] εύρον έν ύπο-
μνήμασι σχόλιον = » L i . 

(4) 3 1 · 2 9 (F) (αίαί) ούτω εύρον έν ύπομνήμασιν Ίλιάδος = 
& Α Β Τ + Β 87. 

(5) 3^· 9 (οίναρέτη) ούτως εύρον σχόλιον Ίλιάδος π ' [31] = 
* Α Β Τ + . 

(6) 4 2 · 4 1 ούτως εύρον σχόλιον έν ύπομνήμασιν = S Α , 
Β Τ - Γ 2 1 9 . 

(7) 85. I (άμοτον) ούτω μεν 'Ούριων [20. 29]' εγώ δε εύρον έν 
ύπομνήμασιν Ίλιάδος = 5 Α Β Τ — Δ 44°· 
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influence. 



(8) 193· 12 (F) (βεβάμεν) ούτως εύρον έν ύπομνήμασιν Ίλιά-
δος = £ Τ Ρ 5 ΐ ο (slight). 

(9) 283. 52 (δόρπος) ούτως Τ6ύρος ('(Ορίων F) · έγώ δέ φημί 
ώς εύρον σχόλιον παρακείμενον έν τω β' της Ίλιάδος [381] = £> 
Α Β , Τ - . 

( ί ο ) 3°4· 9 (είρύσασθαι) ούτως εύρον έν σχολίοις Όμήρου. 
N o & Α 2 ΐ 6 . 

(Ι Ι) 454- 27 (θρέπτα) ούτως εύρον έγώ = 5 A , n o Β Τ Δ 478. 
( ΐ 2 ) 5 0 2 · 21 (F) (κέλευθος) ούτως εύρον σχόλιον = S Α , 

Β — , n o Τ Α 3 1 2 . 

(13) 5 4 1 · 2 (κρόκος) ούτως εύρον έν ύπομνήματι τ ' [ ι ] Ίλιάδος 
= Gud. 348. 18. No s . 

(14) 5^6. *3 (λίμνη) ούτως εύρον έν ύπομνήμασι της Ίλιάδος 
= & γ ι (less). 

In none of these passages is the reference to scholia found 
in earlier lexica. In fact in (7) and (9) the writer distin-
guishes between the two sources, lexica and commentators. 

In other places commentators are quoted by name: 
(1) 221. 27 (Γάργαρος) ούτως Έπαφρόδιτος έν ύπομνήμασι θ' 

[48] Ίλιάδος. N o S. 
(2) 277· 35 (Διόνυσος) Έπαφρόδιτος έν ύπομνήματι 3' Ίλιάδος 

[132] (quotes Alex. Thasius, Ar.). No 5 A , 5 Β different. 

(3) 5 7 2 · 19 (λύχνος) ούτως Άριστόνικος έν τ ω περί σημείων 
τοΟ Όμήρου = & τ 3 4 — · 

(4) 7 0 2 · 9 (ραδανί3ειν) Ήρακλέων έν ύπομνήματι σ' [576] 
Ίλιάδος. ΤωΡος. N o s Α Β , Τ - . 

When, then, the writer quotes a commentator by name he 
does not take him from scholia. Where he takes him from a 
lexicon he names the lexicon, as in 4. Very likely Aristonicus 
also (3) came from Orus. Here, therefore, there is no reason 
to suppose once fuller scholia. On the other hand it would be 
rash to infer the survival of Epaphroditus and Aristonicus till 
A.D. 1000. Orus or 'another Etymologus' handed them on. 

The cases where the Magnum agrees with existing scholia 
but is shorter than they do not interest us; we see the 
excerpt away from its context suffering by isolation. Where, 
however, the Magnum is fuller than existing scholia, or 
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there are no existing scholia at all, consideration is neces-
sary. The question is, whether the version in the Etymo-
logicum shows an earlier state of the scholium (literally 
the Etymologicum is younger than the scholia), or takes 
its information not from the scholia but from an earlier 
source. 
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Magnum fuller.1 

(1) i . 35 άαπτος [A 567] quotes Philoxenus (Philo F), 
Methodius, Herodian. = s A om. Phil. Method, (έμοι δέ 
δοκεί = Herodian).2 

(2) 415. 43 [A 255] δτι τόν η σύνδεσμον εξ διαφόρως φησί 
σημαίνειν ό Ήρωδιανός κ.τ.λ. = & A different. 

(3) 4χ9· 1 0 ίΐ̂ Ή εκ του ήδειν κ.τ.λ. shortened from Choero-
boscus in Theod. ii. 85, 86 Hilgard, quoting Ar. = s A 
on Ε 64 Σ 404 less. 

(4) 420. 24 ήδos [A 576] quotes Herod, in two works. 
— & A, Herod, in one work. 

(δ) 477· °χσττ\ Ρ 202] quotes Philo, Trypho, Herod. 
= s A είσιν δέ οΐ only. 

(6) 486. 26 Κάλυμνος [Β 677] quotes Apollodorus. = £> A 
om. Apoll. 

(7) 508. 25 κείνος θ' ώς [Β 330] long. = & A short. 
(8) 535. 28 κρατερός [A 280] long. = s A short. 
(9) 536· 54 κρείον [I 206] quotes Orus, Herod., Eupho-

rion, Ptol., Choerob. [Orthogr. 231. 33] = Gud. 344. 11. 
= & A T — (Euphorion only). 

(10) 578. 54 μεμνέωτο [Ψ 361] quotes Crates. = s A 
different. 

(11) 621 .33 δληαι [Γ 417] quotes Orus, Tyrannio. 
= * Α - , n o B T . 

(12) 649.13 παλιμπλαγχθέντας [A 59] long. = & A short. 
(13) 678. 32 πόθος [A 240] quotes Ar., Her., Philox. 

1 The Magnum is longer than the scholia but without material differ-
ence at 337. 3 [Σ458], 343.46 [A 53], 365. 14 [Σ68], 427. 41 [O619]. 

2 302. 7 εΐνάνυχε* [I 470] is not really fuller, for έιτιφέρει ταραΐοξ = έπι-
φερόμενον ταράσσει of £> Α. Magnum is here more corrupt than the 



(14) F πώς δαί [Κ 408] quotes Apoll., Herod., Ioannes 
Vestinus. = S A - . 

(15) 709. 30 σελλοί [Π 234] quotes Ar. = S> A — . 
(16) 742. 44 σταφυλή [Β 765] quotes Ptol., Heracl. = 

Ammonius in Σταφυλή v. = s A - . 
(17) 761.33 τόδέμοι [A 41] quotes Ar., Herod. = & A — . 
(18) F τυμβοχοής [Φ 323] quotes Ptol. = s A less Ptol., 

S> Ge with Ptol. 
In five places, (1), (3), (9), (11), (16), the article 

betrays lexicographical sources (Orus, Choeroboscus, Am-
monius de diff. voc.); the others we can hardly help regarding 
as fuller states of the Homeric scholia. 
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This section consists of an analysis of the articles in the 
Magnum. 

(1) 89. 3 άμφίβασιν [Ε 623] paraphrase without source. 
(2) 90. 39 άμφικύπελλον [A 584] Άρίσταρχός φησι σημαίνειν 

την λέξιν τήν δια τών ώτων έκατέρωθεν περιφέρειαν. 
(3) Ι24· 8 άπό εθεν [Ε 56] ό Σιδώνιος μέμφεται Άριστάρχω 

κ.τ.λ. 
(4) Ι42· Ι 9 άρί̂ ηλος [Β 318] ούτω Κρατίνος έν τη έπιτομή τών 

Βασιλείδου περι όμηρικής λέξεως, ούτως είχεν εις τό άλλο, είς τό 
μέγα δέ ούτω. 

(5) Ι 5° · ^ άρτεμής [Ε 515 Θ 308] quotes Philox., Herod, 
π. παθών. = $> Li m. rec. 

(6) 208. 15 βουκόλος quotes Did. = Gud. 112. 30. 
(7) 238. 23 γόον [Ζ 5θθ] quotes Apoll., Herod, through 

Zenobius (F), no authorities in S>. 
(8) 308. 14 έανός [Γ 385 Ε 734 Σ 352, 613] quotes Dion. 

Thrax. (s Β Σ 352, & A min. Σ 612 no Dion.) 
(9) 358. I έπιβλής [ω 453] Άρίσταρχος ώς αλήτης, ό δε 

Άσκαλωνίτης οξύνει ώς άδμής (F)1 def. & Α, ΒΤ—, Eu. wrong. 

1 Hence the note on this line in my apparatus should be corrected 

"έττίβλη* Ar. (cbs άλήτη5), έτπβλής Ptol. Ascal. (ώξ άλμή?) Ss A , ws τό ττρο-
βλή5 όξύνεται S> Β Τ , fallitur Eu. (έτπβλή5 Ar.)." 

Scholia wanting. 



(ίο) 358. 46 Ιπιδέξια [Β 353] accent: see an. Ox. i. 
No & here. 

(11) 382. 10 Is τί ετι [Ε 465] quotes Ptol. Asc. def. £ A , 
B T — . 

(12) 383. 25 εστορι [Ού 272] v. 1. εκτορι. = 5 min. Ge. 
Here we might expect the Magnum to have followed 

other sources, and this is clearly the case in (4), where 
two sources are given, (5) where Herodian τγ. παθών 
certainly existed apart from the Homeric scholia, (7) where 
Zenobius is quoted, and perhaps (10). The cases (9) and 
(11), where A is wanting, do not come into account. Some 
of the remainder have slight coincidences with scholia (Li, 
being Eustathian, is irrelevant). 

Accordingly, as might be supposed, the Magnum was 
not limited in Homeric matters to one source. It drew 
from 'other etymologica' as well as from hypomnemata or 
scholia on Homer. These two types of sources are distin-
guished 283. 52 (p. 17), 540. 50 (M 253) ταΟτα μεν ό 'Ούριων-
εγώ δέ εύρον σχόλιον παρακείμενον. . . . 

Converting this to the other side of the question we find 
that the Homeric scholia at the time of the composition of 
the Magnum as we have it, that is between the time of 
Photius and the beginning of the eleventh century, were 
in various passages fuller than we have them in A. This 
would be a natural circumstance about any such body of 
annotation, particularly of annotation which had to be 
adapted to the margin of a book containing the text, and 
where space was left for the critical signs and for a second 
series of shorter scholia. We also see that the sum of 
Homeric learning in the world was not, or not long ago 
had not been, limited to the Homeric scholia, as indeed 
from the subscription of the scholia A we should not expect. 
The scholia do not as a rule quote intermediaries; they were 
compiled from the Viermanner directly and that about the 
time of Choeroboscus. The Magnum drew from them, but 
also from the intermediaries Choeroboscus, Methodius, and 
Zenobius, and from the older Etymologica. 
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The relations between the Magnum and the scholia on 
the Odyssey are more definite, and require a separate state-
ment. The & on the Odyssey as now surviving are slight and 
late; they are contained in thirteenth-century MSS., Harley 
5674, Venetus 613, Palatinus 45, Parisinus 2403, in one 
fourteenth-century, Hamburg 15, and one fifteenth-century, 
Ambros. Q, 88 sup. Its scholia minora are found in a good 
eleventh-century copy, once at san Marco at Florence, now 
Bodl. Auct. v. 41. 

These sources are not only much later than A and T , but 
notoriously scanty. It has been supposed that a book 
furnished with S> on the scale of A and Τ once existed and 
has been lost. The evidence of the Magnum throws doubt 
on this view. 

The Magnum has forty references to the Odyssey: in 
twenty-seven cases there are corresponding scholia. O f these 
eighteen are shorter than the entry in the Magnum, often 
much shorter. It is, therefore, unlikely that the forty entries 
were taken from fuller scholia; and in the thirteen cases where 
no £ exist other sources are given by the Magnum. 
Epaphroditus: 

1 1 7 . ΙΟ (άωροι) ούτως Έ. έν ύπομνήματι της μ' Όδυσσείας 

[89]· 
507. 26 (Κεφαλληνία) ούτως Έ. έν ύπομνήματι της Όδυσσείας 

[where?]. 
Asclepiades: 

144· *5 (Άρναίος) ούτως Ήρωδιανός έν τη άνωμάλω προσωδία. 
Άσκ. δέ ό Μυρλεανός έν τω ύπομνήματι της Όδυσσείας [σ 5] 
παρά τό άρνυσθαι. (£—.) 

Aristarchus and Herodian: 
316. 25 (έδήδαται) εί μέν διά του α ώς Ά ρ . και. . . ά λ λ ο ι . . . 

Ήρωδιανός [χ 56]. 
Aristarchus and Callistratus: 

390. 34 (εύηγενέων) Άρίσταρχος ψιλοί, Καλλίστρατος δε δασύνει 
(F) [τ ι ι 4 ] . 
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Aristonicus: 
377· 37 ( φ σ α ι ) ώς Άριστόνικος έν σημείοις [ι 222], p e r h a p s 

from Orion. 
572. 18 (λύχνος) ούτως Ά . έν τ ω περί σημείων του Όμήρου 

[τ 34]· — Orion 94· J6· 
525. 3 ° (κόλλοψ) ούτως εύρον έν ύπομνήματι Άνδρονίκου είς τήν 

Όδύσσειαν (F) [φ 4°7]· Andronicus is also in Gud. 334. 
12: from a common source therefore, doubtless again 
Orion, where in the article the name has fallen out. 
It is usual to correct to Arist. 

627. 40 (όπή) ούτως Άριστόνικος έν σημείοις [α 320]. F r o m 
Orion 119. 26. 

Heracleo: 
421. 47 (ήεροειδές άντρον έπήρατον) Ήρ. έν Όδυσσείας ύπο-

μνήματι [μ 8θ al .] . £> ν 3 6 6 — . 
Choeroboscus: 

460. I (Θώνος) 3ητεΙ περί τούτου διεξοδικώτερον Χοιροβοσκός 
περι τόνου της εύθείας τών δυϊκών = Ι· 373· 4 H i l g . [δ 228]. 

Apollonius and Herodian: 
472. 10 (Ιξον) ούτως Ά . ό δέ Ήρ. . . . [δ ι ] . & — . 

Zenodotus: 
F (μανίφυλλον) γρ. δέ Ζ. μανέφυλλος [ν 34^]· 

Crates, Lysanias, Sidon., Pindario, Ptol. Asc.: 
779. 9 (ύπερικταίνοντο) (F) [ψ 3]. & Ar. only. 
Similarly on 1 222 Magnum adds Apio, on δ 84 Hellani-

cus, on λ 579 Aristarchus and a λεξικόν ρητορικόν, o n φ 146 
Aristarchus, on ι 184 a commentator whose name has fallen 
out (φησι γουν έξηγούμενος), on 0 7 ο H e r o d i a n , o n χ 126 
Apollodorus and Crates, on χ 84 Pius and Alexander 
Cotyaensis (from Orus), on ξ 6 Didymus (ούτως εύρον έγώ), 
on τ 553 Theon, on λ 509 Didymus again, on π 468 Pius 
again. 

At α 320 the scholia for once are fuller, but Άριστόνικος 
έν σημείοις does not occur there, but is found in Orion 
119. 26, E.M. HI. 19, 627. 40, Zonaras 187. 2. 

The probability of the Odyssey-scholia having once been 
much fuller and having contained more commentators' 
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1 Among the rarer tachygraphical signs it has αι, αντί, αν, έκ, επί, ερ, 
το, τον, του. Some of these are visible in the facsimile. 

2 T h e sentence ούτως έγώ Φώτιος ό πατριάρχης (586. 37) a n appro-
priation from an earlier lexicon. These personal liftings are universal; 
I give some examples: Zonaras 159. 20 (ιττόρθος) . . . ούχ εύρον αυτου 
τήν έτυμολογίαν. This is in the E.M. Zonaras 1771. 17 έν τω ^ηματικω 
εύρον. This also is in the E.M. Even in £ A the personal statements 
are mostly from Herodian. 

The oldest copy of this, Vat. Barberini i. 70, is a highly 
abbreviated1 MS. of the end of the tenth century, as two 
rather dark photographs at the end of Reitzenstein's book 
show. It is slightly older than F. It and the next oldest 
MS. (Vind. 23, s. xii) indicate authors and intermediate 
sources by monograms prefixed to the articles. Some are 

ρ μ ε ω 
perspicuous όμ, ψα or ψ = ψαλμοί, τιτολε, έρ(ννιος), ώρ, ώρί, 

ρ ου ιπτ λκ 

γροΓγεω ( = Choeroboscus), ιώ λυδ , α , σε (= σέλενκος). 
Others are less clear, but have been read by Stefani, Byz. 
Zeitschrift, 1907, 54. One, φ, not unnaturally was supposed 
to refer to Photius;2 its meaning is τά φώτα, that is the 
Epiphany. 

The later MSS. (for which see Reitzenstein, pp. 70 sqq.) 
omit these monograms, and are consequently without 
authorities. For the book as a whole we depend on the 
edition of Sturz, 1818, taken, if the transcript is true, from 
one of the worst MSS. ever written. Reitzenstein gives 
specimens of Alpha. A new edition by Luigi di Stefani, 
which ran to two numbers (a-3) was interrupted by his 
death. 

Gud. is in all respects smaller than Magnum, gives less 

E T Y M O L O G I C U M G U D I A N U M 

names is slight. There is no reason to suppose that a corpus 
of scholia on the Odyssey existed comparable to A and T . 
The fuller notes in the Magnum came from the hypomne-
mata themselves, no doubt through earlier lexica, in 
particular that of Orion. 
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valuable information, and quotes fewer authorities. The 
later ones, Methodius and Zenobius, do not appear. Masses 
of canons and epimerismi are included; there is next to 
no prosody. Etymology is the staple. This character agrees 
with the few coincidences with A. 

There are fifty Homeric notes, more or less, in Gud. 
The majority coincide generally with our scholia, in four 
cases with A only. There are also cases where there are 
no scholia extant, or very slight scholia. 

(1) 27. 44 άκος (I 250) ούτως εύρον έν ύττομνήματι της Ίλιάδος 
= £ Β and min. on Χ 2. 

(2) 49· 39 άμφιτρίτη (y 91 al.) quotes Didymus. No 

(3) 54· 17 άνέγναμψαν (ξ 348). <S— (no Did.). 
(4) 73. 26 άργειφόντης (α 38 al.) παρά τό έναργεΐς τάς φαντα-

σίας ποιεΐν ώς φησιν Άλεξίων και Άρίσταρχος, ή . . . ό μεγάλως 
φαντα^όμενος τοις όνείροις ώς Δίδυμος και Τρύφων. N o 5. 

(5) 75· 2 1 «ρετή [p&M.] ην αίρούνται πάντες* ούτω Δίδυμος 
έν ύπομνήματι· ό δέ Ηρακλείδης έν τ ω π ' ετυμολογιών . . . 
ώς δέ έν ύπομνήματι εύρον Θέωνος . . . . = O r i o n 1. J (om. 
Theon). 

(6) 87. 5 2 άσφάραγος [Χ 328] Άριδίκης δέ φησιν πλεονασμώ 
του α και τοΰ σ είναι σφάραγον άντι του φάρυγγα. Πολέμαρχος 
δέ δτι ομοίως (τώ) άσπαίρει. άλλοι δέ . . . ούτως Ήρωδιανός. 
= E.M. in v. (F) Herod, only. No 

(7) 112. 3 ° βουκόλοι . . ούτως εύρον έν ύπομνήματι της ή. 
Δίδυμος δέ παρά τό κορεϊν. — Ε. Μ . 2θ8. 15. N o 

(8) 222. 18 εύσαι . . . δεϊ θύσαι λέγειν [β 3 0 0 ] = Ε . Μ . 
398. 35· N o 

(9) 256. 4° θειλόπεδον [η 123] quotes Alexion. Om. 
Alex. 

( ί ο ) 334. 12 κόλλοψ [φ 4 ° 7 ] ' ofr^S εύρον έν ύπομνήματι 
Άνδρονίκου. = Ε . Μ . 525. 3° · N o 

(11) 344· 1 1 κρεϊον [I 2θ6] quotes Orus, Herod., Eupho-
rion, Ptolem., Choerob. (Orthogr. 231. 33). = E.M. 536. 
54. = S A T . 

(12) 347. 21 κρίκε [Π 47o] quotes Zenod., Herod. 
= & L i - . 
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(13) 34-8- 18 κρόκος [5 348]· ούτως εύρον έν ύπομνήματι 
Ίλιάδος Άριστονίκου. No 

(14) 348. 53 κρόσσας [Μ 258]. = & Α - , ΒΤ. 
(15) 3^8. ι8 ληιστοί [I 406] paraphrase. No s. 
(16) 380. 29 μάρψαι [Χ 20ΐ]' ούτως εύρον έν ύπομνήματι. 

* Τ (no ΑΒ). 
(17) 4 1 2 · 5 νότος [Β 145]" ούτως εύρον έν ύπομνήματι Ίλιάδος. 

= s Li. 
(18) 430· 59 [ β 325]· = S Τ , α 7°—· 
(Ι9) 431· 47 ό"11"1! [άνοπαϊα α 320]· ούτως Άριστόνικος έν 

σημείοις = Orion 119. 26. S α 320 different. 
(20) 489· 2 πωλώ [accent] οίον νέμω, νωμώ, νώμησαι κινή 

βών ά^αλέαν βύρσαν ξηράν [Η 238]. Extract from lexicon. 
(21) 5χ9· 37 [Γ 23]. Άρίσταρχος σημειούται τούτο 

τή διπλή ότι σώμα ούδέποτε λέγει ώδε έπι ζώντων = Αρ. lex. 
in ν. £ Α Γ 23— (om. Ar. dipl.). 

(22) 581. 42 &S [A 116]. = Έκλογαί an. Ox. ii. 472. 
= s A G e M i . 

Gud. agrees with & A only at 44. 29 [Γ 11], 304. 55 
[A 464], 310. 33 [B 330], 513. 33 [B308]; with S B only 
544. 14 [A 148]; £> Li only 412. 5 [B 145]. 

Accordingly (21) betrays its source as Apollonius, (22) 
comes from the fuller state of the scholia in the Έκλογαί, 
(8), (ίο), (11) from the source common to Gud. and 
Magn., ultimately perhaps Orus, (5) and (19) from Orion, 
and very likely (13) also. There remain (4) and (6), which 
look more likely to hail from Orus or Orion than from 
fuller scholia. 

Gud. is fuller than extant scholia at 54. 17 (ξ 348), 256. 
4° (n 123), 3*7- 6o (Γ273), 334· 4° ( M I47)> 344· " 
(I 206), 531. 46 (A 41), but used them. 

On the opposite side we see that the Homeric scholia 
about A.D. 975 were no longer as full as they once had 
been (e.g. no. 22), but on the whole there is not very 
much difference in bulk between them as we have them 
and as utilized in Gud. Most of Gud.'s additional informa-
tion came from external sources. 
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The lexicon which Tittmann ascribed to Zonaras is later 
than Magn. or Gud. It quotes Psellus and Tzetzes; it does 
not quote Eustathius; it may therefore have come into 
existence during their period. It quotes Methodius and 
Zenobius, and therefore seems descended from Magn. 
rather than from Gud. Beside these it quotes Herodian, 
Longinus, Sergius, Phileas, Orion, Orus, Theognostus, 
Choeroboscus, Phrynichus, and a quantity of prose authors, 
Polybius, Chrysippus, Procopius, Philo, Iuba; and admits 
more theology than the other Etymologica, being diluted 
with large doses of John of Damascus, the L X X , other 
biblical commentators, as well as commentators on Aristotle. 

It often adds authorities where they are wanting in the 
vulgate Magnum (e.g. in μήλη, νέφος), and therefore seems 
descended from a fuller version, either F or a MS. like F. 

Its Homerica, which amount to over thirty, are without 
exception identical with those of the Magnum, and there-
fore do not throw any new light upon the history of the 
Scholia. They are, however, often fuller than those in 
the Magnum as printed, e.g., 420. 6 γάργαρος, 434. n 
δέρτρον, 603. 12 έγκασιν, 1199. 25 κελευθιόων, 1387. ι8 ναιετά-
ωσιν, 1417* 1 2 ξίφ1̂ ? Ι8θ5· 3 9TC· 

The glossary of Symeon (Reitzenstein, p. 258 sqq.) 
belongs to the same age. 

Z O N A R A S 

There are extracts from commentaries (sometimes called 
υπομνήσεις, a kind of mannerism of Gud.) on other authors 
also: e.g. 

124. 2 Άλεξίων έν τη έπιτομή του Διδύμου συμμίκτων. 
36. 15 'Ιερώνυμος και Έπαφρόδιτος έν ύπομνήσει Άσπίδος 

Ησιόδου. 

54· 23 Δίδυμος έν ύπομνήματι [ = O r i o n 301. 43]· 
338. 25 Δίδυμος έν ύπομνήματι Μενάνδρου, 

which, as the scholia on Hesiod and Menander have more 
completely disappeared than the Homeric, it is natural to 
suppose came from earlier lexica. 
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One cannot in this connexion pass over the greatest 
Byzantine commentary that has come down to us, the 
παρεκβολαί of Eustathius of Thessalonica. This vast book 
has the advantage of a date (Eustathius died in 1198) and 
a person. It suffers, however, as is natural, from its period. 
The proportion of scientific information about prosody and 
variants in Eustathius is so small that Villoison's discovery 
of Ven. A in 1788 had the far-reaching results that we all 
know of. 

On a very much smaller scale than A and Τ Eustathius 
is still occupied with the ancient critics and their readings; 
and the coincidences between him and A T (collected by 
Neumann, Eustathios als kritische (Quelle fiir den Iliastext, 1893) 
make it plain that he drew from similar sources (in one or 
two cases superior to ours).1 As with the Gudianum and 
Zonaras, his stock of information is relatively small. The 
seemingly new contribution which he makes consists of 
the notes or σχόλια of Apio and Herodorus (collected by 
Neumann, I.e., 181 sq., Cohn in Pauly vi, 1907, pp. 1464 
sqq.; cf. also Howald, Rh. Mus., 1929, 171,2 Lehrs, Aristar-
chus-364 sqq.). He quotes these about fifty times. These 
good Hellenic names are strange at this period of the world, 
and it is not clear what meaning is to be put upon them. 
Are we to suppose an independent hypomnema, composed 
by this pair apparently in partnership, lasting till the 
twelfth century? It would be unique. A few lexica (e.g. 
Pollux and Apollonius) and the major etymologica are 
all we have now, and Eustathius had a few more (chiefly 
glossaries), for which see Cohn, or Iliad prol. p. 258. 
Moreover partnership is not usual in Greek philology. 
They were too jealous. By a curious coincidence Άττίων 
και Διόδωρος are twice quoted by Athenaeus (501 D, 642 E), 
but at the second place through Pamphilus, the Neronian 

E U S T A T H I U S 
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2 I apologize to Herr Howald for misspelling his name in my Iliad. 
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grammarian. Pamphilus cited them as authorities for the 
same word in his glossary; they agreed, but no one supposes 
that Diodorus, a disciple of Aristophanes of Byzantium, 
collaborated with the better-known Apion, a hundred and 
fifty years his junior. 

Or do the two names imply a collection of marginal 
scholia compiled by or from Apion and Herodorus? There 
is no case of marginal scholia being referred to by the 
names of their compilers; the Ven. A scholia do not appear 
as Δίδυμος και Άριστόνικος, nor those of Ven. 474 of Aristo-
phanes as Σύμμαχος και Φαεινός. Individuals are quoted for 
their private opinions, not as authors of bodies of marginal 
scholia. 

It seems more probable that in some Etymologus or 
lexicon Eustathius found a certain number of tmemata 
preceded by the monograms I™ and J, sometimes together, 

U 11 

sometimes one without the other. This is, as we have seen, 
the usage of Gud. andBarocci 50 (Reitzenstein, pp. 166 sqq.). 
Eustathius copied the entries, authorities and all (and 
therefore the quotations are not more than about fifty). 
Or, as has been suggested to me, one of the pair quoted 
the other (Apio quoted Herodorus) and the compiler took 
both. So in Stephanus we find Τρικόρυνθον· ούδετέρως Δίδυμος 
και Διόδωρος: Τρινεμείς· δήμος της Κεκροπίδος φυλής, Διόδωρος 
και Δίδυμος άναγράφουσι τον δήμον: Χόλαργος· ούτω Δίδυμος 
και Διόδωρος. This is the epitomizer's equivalent of Δίδυμος 
Διόδωρον τταρατιθέμενος. 

The pair, therefore, would be two among the many 
Hellenic commentators quoted in lexica, in no nearer 
relation to one another. They produced no joint corpus 
of scholia. Apio is often quoted in Magn. and Gud., 
Herodorus apparently not. jj is an ambiguous abbrevia-
tion, applying equally to Herodotus and Herodian. More-
over, Hesychius in his preface states that he used the Όμηρι-
και λέξεις of Aristarchus, Apio, and Heliodorus, and quotes 
the last half a dozen times. The coincidence is curious. 
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There is no sound grammarian later than the father of 
Bryson (about 400 B.C.) with whom to identify Herodorus. 
The namesake often quoted on the story of Heracles in the 
& Ap. Rhod. is unknown. 

As to Apio I see nothing to prevent him being the well-
known first-century grammarian, best known to us through 
Apollonius' lexicon; a portion of him was found in the 
Rylands papyrus 26, and material from late MSS. under 
his name has been published at the end of Sturz's Gudia-
num, by Kopp, Rh. Mus., 1887, 118, and Ludwich, Philo-
loguSy 1912, 206, 1919, 95. There is, therefore, no difficulty 
in supposing him to have survived till the time of Eustathius. 

It may be objected that the expression Άππίων και Ήρό-
δωρος ών βιβλίον είς τά του Όμήρου φέρεται (Eust. on A 20) 
implies the separate existence of the book in Eustathius' 
time. Φέρεται means 'is current, is reported', practically 'is 
quoted by an authority'. So, three hundred years before 
Eustathius, Photius in his Bibliotheca— 

485 b (Antiphon) φέρονται δέ αύτοΰ λόγοι ξ', ών ό Καικίλιος 
κ' και ε' φησιν αύτοΰ καταψεύδεσθαι, ώς είναι τους διαφυγόντος 
τό νόθον ε' και λ'. No one supposes that these numbers of 
Antiphon's speeches existed in the ninth century. 

486 b (Isocrates) φέρονται δέ αύτοΰ και αριθμόν ξ'. 
488 b (Lysias) φέρονται δέ αύτου κέ και ύ. 
490 a (Isaeus) δ' και ξ', of which ν' are genuine. 
496 b (Lycurgus) οΰπω παρέσχεν ήμϊν ό χρόνος λόγους άνα-

γνώναι, φέρεσθαι δέ αύτου έξ ιστορίας ιέ μεμαθήκαμεν. 
These are wonderful figures till we perceive that the 

entries come bodily from Plutarch's Lives of the Ten Orators. 
Suidas also states under Κέβης that three of his dialogues 
φέρονται; of Crates the comedian φέρεται αύτου δράματα 
τρία; of Panaetius φέρεται αύτου βιβλία φιλόσοφα πλείστα; of 
Prodicus φέρεται δέ και βιβλίον Προδίκου έπιγραφόμενον ĈOpai; 
of Tyrannio και άλλα δέ βιβλία αύτου φέρεται χρήσιμα; of 
Choerilus και άλλα τινά ποιήματα αύτοΰ φέρεται.1 No one 
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supposes that these works were extant about A.D. 975; the 
statements were taken by Suidas with the rest of the 
sections from his sources. The proper form of the state-
ment will be found under Sisinnius; ούκ άκομψους τε πολλούς 
λόγους αύτου φέρεσθαί φασιν. 

The same remarks apply to the synonymous πράττεσθαι, 
σώ^εσθαι. Under Λυκούργος we have (in Suidas) λόγοι δέ 
αύτου είσί γνήσιοι oi σα^όμενοι, wi th a list o f fourteen. 

The quotations of ApH agree closely with A, but, as Cohn 
observes, critical scholia on Homer are bound to be substan-
tially the same, and the small number of mentions of A p H 
does not allow near characterization. 

THE HOMERIC SCHOLIA 

To sum up, the Etymologica and other documents later 
than A.D. iooo do not throw material light on the history 
of the Homeric scholia, but their version of them is often 
fuller, and should be more taken into account by editors 
of the scholia than has been done. The scholia themselves 
took their shape earlier than the Dark Ages, not before 
Choeroboscus, and perhaps during his period. 

T . W. A. 
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