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THE HOMERIC SCHOLIA

By T. W. ALLEN
Fellow of the Academy
Communicated May 20, 1931

HE age and origin of the collections of scholia which

we possess upon the Jliad 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. Thusin thiscase Lehrsand Ludwich held that the
compiler of the Vierminnerkommentar lived not long after
Herodian. On the other hand proofisusually 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

VI A2



4 PROCEEDINGS OF THE BRITISH ACADEMY

ismostly a pious belief. Therefore where, asin this case, there
are considerable quantities of post-Herodianean material in
all versions of the scholia,and in particular of Porphyrian,’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.p. goo. 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 B (Ven.
453, s. xi) and other MSS. (E,, Et, Ge) where the critical
element is nearly though not entirely swamped by masses
of Porphyrian allegorical interpretation. B contains here
and there some curious information,? but nothing that
points to a definite or late date.

I E.g.,in 2 Aonly, Ar17,317 B249,308 I 175,250, 314,325 A105.

2 E.g., B 519 Kuttépiooos 1) viv "AmoAawds, E 6 Clearchus év 16 mepl ToU
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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 Umépvnua and oydAov
are used indifferently, and sometimes of the same note;
e.g. EM. 38.31 oUrws elipov oyxdhiov dv Umopvipaoy ‘IhidAos
[T 219], 22. 53 elpov &v Umopviuact oxdéhov [B 513]. To give
no more examples, the voluminous comments of Choero-
boscus on the canons of Theodosius, which form a large
volume by themselves, are called oxéra, and those of
Charax also. No argument, therefore, can be based on the
occurrence of either word, for the definition in Zonaras
1701. 22 oxdhov f) fpunuela Ak 16 Kard oxoAfv TepiTIfeaban
Tpos capeaTépav Epunveiav TéV AvovoriTwy dvopdTwy Kat dnudTwy,
where meprriecton might be thought to imply a limitation
to marginalia, is negligible, since the verb in the identical
definition E.Gud. 519. 28 is maparifecbm. My argument,
therefore, Iliad, 1. 209, that the E.M. took its Homerica
from actual marginalia because of'its use of the word oyéAia,
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
fifiwoa Tapaypbgeiv alrdy T& &péoxovra Tols ToU AAaok&Aou
BipAfors. TreioBévTos At ToU &yafoeideoTdTou Kal Trapory pdayavTos
TOI§ PETWTTO TGV UTropynu&Twy Eoyouev ocuvaywyny els Tautdy
amévtow, kai dytveto el "Opgéa alrrol oydhia kol Uropvijpara
otiywv oUk SMywv. The resulting commentary was mar-
ginal, but it went under both names, oxéAix and Urropvi-
uota. Compare Eust. 270. 33 T& At oxdAia ypdgouaty &1t fiv
xad Tépvn s wéAis *Axaias. As the actual Homeric scholia
do not say this the reference seems to be to Steph. Byz. in
Tépvn.

The lexica give the word the meaning of ‘excerpt’ (Jerome
praef. in hom. in Ezech. xii. 41 Migne eius excerpta quae
dplzovTos, 576 Diodorus &v 1% mepl otadpddv, T 252 mapafiplda fiv viv
Jwvopdycpav kahoboty, ¥ 683 athletes nude péxpr oG viv.
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Graece oyoha nuncupantur (Origins, p. 14, 0. 1)). This seems
to explain the otherwise strange use of it within the abun-
dant notes in $ A on O 705 1T 390, as though it introduced
a ‘note’ from another source, and were equivalent to v
&, 8Aws. Similarly in Suidas we find oxo, oxd, oxéha
in the sections BAnywvia AUcopyos "Hpep, 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 (1g907%).

ORION

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 . pov. M. and an epitome of
the . 2ixpdvaw), is that of Orion. This grammarian enjoys
a biographical notice in Suidas® and an allusion in Marinus’
life of Proclus,? from which his date results as about 425.
He is called & ©npaics, 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:

1. 43. 12 Aedds 6 Aedios Tds TAag® fi mopd Tov 2Aslow WM ovTa.
oUtws ‘ApioTévikes. Nothing in $ I1., Od.

D Wplwy Enpatos THis AlyUmrTou. Swvaywylv yvaudy fiyouv &vBordyrov
Tpds EV2okiav THY PaciAidc yuvaika Btodooiov ToU pikpol PifAfa y'.

2 C. 8 tgoltnoe 22 [8 TTpdrdos] xal el ypauuaTivot* Wplwves, & fiv & Tol Tap’
Alyurrriois leparmixol yévous katarydpevos xal peTpiays T& TS Téyvns Emeoxeppivos
olrws ®dote xal ouyypapparia tautol Ata &cmovijom kol Tols ped’ Eaurdv
Xphoiua xaToelv.
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2. 52. 16 "EvAwar & Evtepa [ 806] . . . *ApioTapyos Erupodo-
Yei . . . oUrreoseUpov &v Umopviipao Tis “IAiddos. = SAT + Bmin. —

3. 93. 14 AT . . . & At *ApioTapyos enol Topd TO Af. . . .
&T Y72 4 Mfn; no mention of Ar.

4. 94. 18 Adpuy€ [not in Homer] . . . olrows ’Apiotovikos év
16 Tepl onpeleov *Odvooeias.  Nothing in & 11., Od.

5. 119. 26 & [&votraia & 320] . . . o¥Tews *ApiaTéuikos &v Tois
onuelois ToU  TrOINTOU. = & «320+; Ar. omitted, but
Crates quoted.

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

1. 8. 21 "Alsicov . . . oUtws &v UmropviiuaTs Tijs "OAvooelas. . . .
8y 50+.

2. 8. 29 ’Apdyvix . . . obTws elpov &v Umopviipam Tis "OAvc-
celas. . .. No % (6 280 T 35).

3. 54. 7 Epikeiv [N 441] . . . oUtews elpov &v Umopvriuertt Tiis
M&2cs. ... No & A: 8 B—3 T = (different).

4. 55. 20 Elapevh) [A 483 0631 ] olrws &v UmrouviipaT edpov. ...

A 483 3 A+ no BT
0631 no A, BT—.

5. 98. 10 Mdpyen [X 201] . . . oUrtws elpov &v Urmropviipem
IMé2os. No 8 A: 8 BT +on O 137 (uépyet).

6. 112, 9 Zigos: Trop& Td e olrws elpov v Utropvijuoctt,
No £ ABT (Li on A 194 & ToU §le).!

7. 157. 34 Dépaddos [E 59] - &ppdzov Svopa TékTovt olov pepékio-
vds 15 Gdv. oUTeos elpov tv ropvfipam tod rointol. = $ BT (cf. A).

We may add three survivals on other authors:

06. 38 Acxi2es . . . oUTws *ApicTapyos &v Tols onueios ‘Hao1é2ou.
? = Theog. 604. :

8. 24”Anvomis &€ fis foTiv Spa iy ) PidAn Ywpls ToU Atarmrvel-
oat* oUTes elpov &v UmropvipaTt *Apiotopovikdd. = & Ach. 1229.

18. 22 *Axaia ) AnunTne: pépvnTon ToU dvdpaTos "ApicTopdvns
... 0UTws gUpov év Urropvripat els "ApioTopdvny. = & Ach. J09—.

I 165. 31 Y1&hes [T 450] . . . olress &v tmropvipam Tiis 1&dos elpov, quoting
Herod. and Philoxenus. It is easy to alter i&os to {Aiéos, but Philoxenus
wrote . Tis 1&dos AarékTov (e.g. 86. 7). No & ABT on T 459 (an ety-
mology in Li). .
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The seven cases of Umdpvnua without a proper name, com-
pared with the five where a proper name occurs, make it
very probable that in the former, the seven, Uméuvnuc
means a commentary, as it does in the five. (The proba-
bility is considerable that Orion used in all twelve places
Aristonicus Tepl Tév ‘ApioTtapyeiwv onusiwv.)

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 B and T 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.

STEPHANUS OF BYZANTIUM

Stephanus, author of the ’E8vix&, 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 v *O2Uccaav ényou-
uevos (CAA&Bovacx), Didymus Umouvnuotizeov iy v [408] Tiis
’O2vootlas ("Aptdouoa), Heracleo & Malkewy Thy ety Umopvn-
porizwv (ib.), Epaphroditus &v T 7' Tiis "hidos (Awddvn),
the same and Zenodotus Ymopvnuatizwv 1 P’ (ib.), Zeno-
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dotus again ("Avrpwv), Didymus again ('AmoAAwvia), Apollo-
dorus #v & vedv koTadéyw (and saep.), Epaphroditus again
(TrapamiBeis Tov ‘ApioTapyov &Asyduevov oUrws) in Aculiyiov,
Demetrius Scepsius #v &xxaidexdrey ToU Tpowikol 2Ataxéouou
(ZAivaiov). These commentaries, from the abundance of
their quotations, and from the abundant mentions of com-
mentaries on other authors,” 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 1 445 w 377), or there are corresponding scholia but
less in bulk (this is the usual case), or the scholia exist but
are different (B %717 N6 O 479 « 186). At B 498, 505, 507
O 112 TT 233 there are no £ 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 Umopvnuemodpevot 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 Tauiodis) Georgius Choeroboscus &v 16 dvouaTik®, which,
as it is an anachronism (Choeroboscus quotes Stephanus),
Meineke cuts out.

CHOEROBOSCUS

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

I Theon on Lycophron (Alveia, KéTva), Sophocles on the Argonautica
(KévaaTpov, "APapvos), Theon, Plutarchus, and Demetrius Phalereus on
Nicander (Kopdmr), Alexander Cornelius on Alcman (“Apafa).

xvn A3
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Etymologicum Magnum (s. x—xi) and in Vat. Barberini
1. 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 oxéha on Theodosius’ canons, the only
work which has come down to us complete. The epitome
of his *Opfoypagia 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 mepi moséTnTos
which follows this in an. Ox. it and with the second series
of Epimerismi in the same MS. (319 5qq.). 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 lliad, or, if
they had, had notsuperseded 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 T 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 catenasare hardly conceiv-
able before the minuscule period. This began earlier than
A.D. 730, but we do not know how much earlier (7.H.S.,
1920, I 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. 117. 37 H. 21 2t ywdokew 811 gaof Tves el kal Abyopev
T méoa ouMaPn xwpls Tiis ouAAaPiis Tils ExoUons Tév xUpiov
Tévov Tijs AEewss Papelav Aéyetat AN oUv ol 2Ael Tifévan Tdv TUTTOY
s Papelas, fva uty & PipAia karoyap&rrwvTar kakds At Afyouot:
TOUTw y&p TG Adyw i&v eUpwpev PifAlov méwu topoapévov ok
Sgeidonev Aopbdoacton alirrd, fva pf xatayap&bwuey ard.  He
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 110, 111 Uhlig
(= an. Bekk. 674. 31), with the addition ToUro viv ol ylveTan.
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.n. 835 onwards would be in-
tolerable. Perhaps then we may ascribe to Choeroboscus’
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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 7.H.S.
l.c., I leave open.

ECLOGAE

We find the first contacts with our scholia in the small
grammatical corpus contained in Barocci 50.r 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 16 AsomédTn pou xad copd oTegnedpew Afov, who
must be the Armenian [A.D. 813-19]. This book, which
quotes a remarkable number of Herodian’s works (kafoA.,
dpboyp., m. TrveupdTwy, T&Eis TV oTotxelwy, dvouar., tmpep., .
Tad&v, . povooul., . ouzvyiév; evidently Herodian had the
longest life of grammarians), Philoxenus, Aiérios & iarpds,
Dion. Thrax, and Aristotle, has a reference to a commentary
on Hesiod, (©&\sia) olrws elpov mapokeipevov oxdhiov els T&
*Epya ‘Haoié2ou [?].

Further on in the book (p. 427) we come to a work entitled
&Khoyal Aixpdpwv Aélewv ouvnieypévaw B Te THS Ypaefis kal Tdv
8Upadev mparyuareidv.  This contains (p. 429) Aées & Tiis
foropias ToU &ylou NikoAdou. This saint and historian lived

I 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 &mAdtepos & vechTepos—
f. 14. 14 Mds). Between lines 17 and 18 will be seen a small piece
of syllabic tachygraphy e e kx Tapxnv Aeféws, 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.)
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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 & ToU &yiov ©ciedaiov,
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 tréAeiov Emapds [I 456]: = $ A with variations:
gite om. Ecl., | tmeuAay8ficetan for 1 &mi, puA. Ecl., émpuyepds
Ecl. for émopuyepdss, elta Ecl. for efte, 2omiv om. Ecl., oi ouvAAa-
Pai dvoheippévar Ecl. for ol ouvadeigBeioon. Careless copying
and absence of context reduced the ecloga to nonsense.

(2) 433. 27 “Exounan [A 624] # Néotopos wadAakis: &mwd Tol
#xadev Povheleoban.  No scholium.

(3) 461. 16 oldn 2’ émevivofe Adyvn [K134]: = $ A, but
Ecl. is much fuller. Ecl. alone quotes Nicias, Ptol. Ascalo-
nita, Alexion, and Aristarchus. It, however, omits to
quote x 442 at the end, and &poiws before T¢ 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 TeAAaxidos TepiywoaTo [| 449]° of piv dvéioTpeyav
kTA = 8 A, but A is slightly fuller and cites Alexion.

(5) 466. 18 Tpccov &vE’ Ekardv Te AinKooicov Te EkaaTos [© 233]:
= % A, but the Ecl. is fuller and cites Ptol. Ascal.

These passages leave no doubt that the compiler of the
Eclogae copied a commentary on the fliad 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
Quattuorviri. 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.! 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
$Aand 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.l. But such papyri as remain,

I E.M. 525. 30, Gud. 334. 12 oUraws elpov v UopvripcT *Av2povikou elg
v "O2Vgoeiav [p 407] it is usual to alter *Avdp- to *ApioT-.
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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 AT.

The authors quoted in the scholia are mostly either early
or of unknown date (Nemesion, Soteras, Heracleo, Quintus
Smyrnaeus): Christodorus quoted on B 461 in ABT 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.
% B contain Orion, Servius & Tpite Tédv Tpwwdv (® 242),
and Aéwv &v Tois xpuoaopikols, who Schrader thinks was Leon
of Alabanda, of unknown era, but doubtless Gentile.

The Homeric scholia, like other scholia, abound in
personal expressions—-molum, olAq, ¢ kad fuiv Aokel, ols kad fuels
ovyraramiBéusBa—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 £ A come from Herodian.! 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 Quattuorviri here we may perceive the editor. These
passages are in % A:

A 66 Afyouot 2¢ Tives 811 v Tols Empepiopois Aéyeal & ‘Hp. &m
petoxt) doTiv: . . . &v A TG dvopaTik® Aéyer &Ti Svopd foTi.  kal
uGAAov Svopx 2Ael Afyewv aUTo fiTrep pETOXMV' TQ Y&p OVOUTIKD
péMov mioTeuTéov T Tols Emipeplopols. ToUTo Ydp GuHoAdYnTX
elven ‘Hpwliavol, AN’ eloi kal yevdemlypagor. The 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 % W 318 the compiler observes paxpov 1o 1 xad dv Tij ouvbéoe,
s &v & k' Tiis koBdAou enaoiv & alrdst &mwd yap ToU Ypdvou ToOV
Tovov EoTrioopev. Kol év TG Tpitw At TV dvopaTikdv Tepl TS
ctdoews aUr@dv TaUtk gnow. Here again we have a com-
piler of Herodian, not directly, nor from any one as

T E.g. A 423 B 13, 262, 517, 662 [ 46 Z 239 H 177 © 233, 349, 371
I 147, 321 K25 A 257 N 103 1636 Z 100 and many others.
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late as Choeroboscus, but from Arcadius 196. 4 (ap.
Lentz).

Herodian is again quoted by name, P 201, without inter-
mediary, Z 352, perhaps through Choeroboscus (416. 26
Gaisf. ap. Lentz); 4235 O 10 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
H 255 © 296, 535, where he excuses himself from copying
Didymus, ‘who said the same as Aristonicus’, but without
betraying his age.

ETYMOLOGICUM MAGNUM

Kal Tobra piv &v Toltos. 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
Mélanges 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 w. maf&v &c. Some articles
have fallen out altogether.!

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

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, 5, 10
3. Less full than ABT, PO = -
4. Agreements with A only, s 53

5. No agreements with scholia, ,, 18

In many of these cases direct reference is made to com-
mentaries on the lliad; e.g.

(1) 10. 55 (&ykidov) . . . s elpov &v Urouviuaoty "Ihiddos =
% min. B 205.

(2) 1553 (&ycow) . . . oUrws elpov &v Umropvfipao *IAidAos =
% B Zg76.

(3) 22. 53 ("Azeldco) els v Bowotiav [513] elpov &v Uro-
wipaot oydiiov = § Li.

(4) 31.29 (F) (cdad) ofrew ebpov &v Umopvfipaoty *AikRos =
% ABT+B 8.

(5) 36. 9 («xivapérn) olUrws elpov oxdAov "IMiddos T’ [31] =
2 ABT+.

(6) 42. 41 (&2pis) olras elpov oxdAov &v Utropviipaoty = $ A,
BT T 219.

(7) 85. 1 (&poTov) oUre piv "Wpiwv [20. 29]* &y 2¢ elpov év
Umropvijuaow “Aiddos = $ ABT —A 440.

I Photius (codd. 145-158) quotes no less than fifteen lexica as
extant in his day. He often suggests the formation of new and
more practical lexica out of them, e.g. c. 152 fin., c. 153 fin,, c. 155,
so that the extant Etymologica may well be due eventually to his
influence.
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(8) 193. 12 (F) (PeP&uev) olrews elpov &v mropviiucot hd-
205 = % T P 510 (slight).

(9) 283. 52 (Adpmos) olrrws "Wpos (*Wpiwv F): &yd> At enui
s elpov oxdAhiov Trapaxeipevov &v 1@ B’ Tiis 'Aiddos [381] = £
AB, T—.

(10) 304. 9 (elpUoacton) olrews elpov &v oyxoMois “Oufipou.
No s A 216.

(11) 454. 27 (Bpémra) olres elpov Eydd = $ A, no BT A 478.

(12) 502. 21 (F) (xéAeubBos) olrws elipov oxdhov = $ A,
B—,no T Agia.

(13) 541. 2 (xpdros) oUrws elpov &v Umropvipam 7 [1] *IAiddos
= Gud. 348. 18. No s.

(14) 566. 13 (AMpvn) olrws elpov &v Umopviuaot Tiis "Aiddos
= gy 1 (less).

In none of these passages is the reference to scholia found
in earlier lexica. In fact in (7) and (g9) the writer distin-
guishes between the two sources, lexica and commentators.

In other places commentators are quoted by name:

(1) 221. 27 (Fépyapos) olrws *EmrappdArtos dv Uropviiuaat 6’
[48] 'Tmé2os. No .

(2) 277. 35 (Abvuoos) *Emrappéartos dv Umropvijua 3' *IAid2os
[132] (quotes Alex. Thasius, Ar.). No % A, % B different.

(3) 572. 19 (AUxvos) oUrews *ApioTévikos év TS Trepi onpeicov
ToU ‘Opnipov =3T34—.

(4) 702.9 (podavizew) ‘HpoxAéwv &v Umopvfipar o' [576]
IMé2os. "Wpos. No 8 AB, T—.

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, asin 4. Very likely Aristonicus
also (3) came from Orus. Here, therefore, there is no reason
to suppose once fuller scholia. On the otherhand 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.

Magnum fuller.*

(1) 1. 35 &omrros [A 567] quotes Philoxenus (Philo F),
Methodius, Herodian. = % A om. Phil. Method. (uoi 2t
2okei = Herodian).?

(2) 415. 43 [A 255] 8n1 Tov n oUvldeopov E§ Aapdpws enot

onuaive & ‘Hpwliavds k.T.A. = % A different.
(3) 419. 10 fidn & ToU f2ew x.T.A. shortened from Choero-
boscus in Theod. ii. 85, 86 Hilgard, quoting Ar. =%A

on E 64 Z 404 less.

(4) 420. 24 f2os [A 576] quotes Herod. in two works.
= % A, Herod. in one work.

(5) 477.56 fomn [I202] quotes Philo, Trypho, Herod.
= $ A eloiv 2¢ of only.

(6) 486. 26 K&Aupvos [B 677] quotes Apollodorus. = % A
om. Apoll.

(7) 508. 25 xeivos € &s [B 330] long. = & A short.

(8) 535. 28 kporrepds [A 280] long. = £ A short.

(9) 536. 54 xpeiov [1206] quotes Orus, Herod., Eupho-
rion, Ptol., Choerob. [Orthogr. 231. 33] = Gud. 344. 11.
= % AT— (Euphorion only).

(10) 578. 54 weuvéwTto [Y 361] quotes Crates. =% A
different.

(11) 621. 33 8Anau [[ 417] quotes Orus, Tyrannio.
= $A—, no BT.

(12) 649. 13 TahwmAayx8éivTas [A59] long. = $A short.

(13) 678. 32 mwébos [A 240] quotes Ar., Her., Philox.
=%A—.

I The Magnum is longer than the scholia but without material differ-
ence at 337. 3 [Z458], 343. 46 [A 53], 365. 14 [Z68], 427. 41 [0 619].

2 302. 7 evévuyes [ 470] is not really fuller, for tmoéper Tapaios = &mi-
gepdpevov tapdoon of £ A. Magnum is here more corrupt than the %,
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(14) F wés 2ai [K 408] quotes Apoll.,, Herod., Ioannes
Vestinus. =%A—.

(15) 709. 30 ceAdoi [T 234] quotes Ar. =%5A—.

(16) 742. 44 oTaguAn [B 765] quotes Ptol., Heracl. =
Ammonius in ZToapuifv. =% A—.

(17) 761.33 T62¢ por [A41] quotesAr.,Herod. =5A—.

(18) F tuppoyofis [® 323] quotes Ptol. = & A less Ptol.,
% 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.

Scholia wanting.

This section consists of an analysis of the articles in the
Magnum.

(1) 89. 3 dugipaov [E 623] paraphrase without source.

(2) 90. 39 &ugimeNov [A 584] *ApioTapyds enot onucivew
Ty MEW THy ik TAV GOTwv Ekatépwbev TEpIpEpEIaV.,

(3) 124.8 &md &ev [E 56] 6 Ziddvios wéugpetan "ApioTdpye
K.T.A.

(4) 142. 19 &piznhos [B 318] olrrew Kparrivos &v Tij &mritopd) Tésv
BaoAsldou Trepi dunpixiis Aéfecos. oUtows elyev els TO &AAo, els T
péya At oUro.

(5) 150.6 &prepris [E 515 © 308] quotes Philox., Herod.
. mafdv., = % Lim. rec.

(6) 208. 15 poukdhos quotes Did. = Gud. 112. 30.

(7) 238. 23 ydov [Z 500] quotes Apoll., Herod. through
Zenobius (F), no authorities in $.

(8) 308. 14 #avds [T 385 E 734 Z 352, 613] quotes Dion.
Thrax. (¥ BZ 352, $ A min. £ 612 no Dion.)

(9) 358. 1 &EmPMis [W 453] "ApioTapyos &5 &Mfitns, & A
*AckadwviTns 8§0ver ds &Auris (F)T def. % A, BT —, Eu. wrong.

I Hence the note on this line in my apparatus should be corrected
“EwiPAns Ar. (ds dTns), EmPAns Ptol. Ascal. (dbs éapfs) S A, s 1o po-
PMis oEveton & BT, fallitur Eu. (¢mPAfis Ar.).”
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(10) 358. 46 Em2A&6ix [B g353] accent: see an. Ox. i.
No & here.

(11) 382. 10 & i &1 [E 465)] quotes Ptol. Asc. def. s A,
BT-.

(12) 383. 25 &oropt [W 272] v. 1. &Top. = % 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 . wmaB&v
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) Tobra pév & *Wpicov:
&y At edpov o oMoV Tapakeipevov. . . .

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 Vierminner 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 Magnum and the Odyssey scholia

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. ) 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 % on the scale of A and T 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 correspondingscholia. Of these
eighteen are shorter than the entry in the Magnum, often
much shorter. Itis, 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:

117. 10 (&wpot) oUtws ’E. &v Umopvruem Tiis u' OAvoosias

[89].

507. 26 (Keq)cﬂ\]\nvicx) oUTtws 'E. &v Uropviipam Tiis "OAvooeiag

[where?].
Asclepiades:

144. 15 ("Apvaios) oUTtws ‘HpwAlavds &v i) dvwpdde Tpoowliq.
Aok. At & MupAeawds év ¢ UmropvniuaTt Tis *OAvoosias [cr 5]
mapd TS &pwoban.  ($—.)

Aristarchus and Herodian:

316. 25 (8Afdaron) ef pdv & ToU & dos *Ap. kad. .. &\ot. ..

‘Hpw2avds [x 56].
Aristarchus and Callistratus:

390. 34 (eimyevéwv) *ApioTapyos yidoi, KeAAioTparos Aé Aaovel

(F) [T 114].
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Aristonicus:

377. 37 (épocn) cos *Apiotdvikes dv onuelois [1 222], perhaps

from Orion.

572. 18 (Aixvos) olUrews ’A. &v 1§ mepl onueiwv ToU ‘Oufjpou

[T 34]. = Orion 94. 16.
525. 30 (k6AAoy) oUras elipov &v Uropvrpartt *AvApovikou els Thy
*Oavoosiav (F) [¢ 407]. 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 (&) oUrews *ApioTévikos év onuefors [« 320]. From
Orion 119. 26.
Heracleo:
421. 47 (Mepoeidés &vrpov émrparov) ‘Hp. év *Qluoceias Umo-
wipert [ 8o al.]. 2v366—.
Choeroboscus:
460. 1 (B&vos) nTel epl ToUTou Ae§olikcTepov XotpoPookds
epl Tévou Tiis efelas TéV Avikdv = 1. 373. 4 Hilg. [2 228].
Apollonius and Herodian:

472. 10 (Ifov) olreos A 62t ‘Hp. ... [2A1]. 2—.
Zenodotus:

F (novipuddov) yp. At Z. pavépuAdos [v 346].

Crates, Lysanias, Sidon., Pindario, Ptol. Asc.:

779. 9 (Umepikradvovto) (F) [w3]. $ Ar. only.

Similarly on 1 222 Magnum adds Apio, on 2 84 Hellani-
cus, on A 579 Aristarchus and a Aeidv pnropikév, on ¢ 146
Aristarchus, on 1 184 a commentator whose name has fallen
out (enol yolv Enyovpeves), on « 70 Herodian, on x 126
Apollodorus and Crates, on x 84 Pius and Alexander
Cotyaensis (from Orus), on § 6 Didymus (oUtws elpov éywm),
on 1553 Theon, on A 509 Didymus again, on m 468 Pius
again.

At « 320 the scholia for once are fuller, but *ApioTévikos
&v onpeiois does not occur there, but is found in Orion
119. 26, E.M. 111. 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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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.

ETYMOLOGICUM GUDIANUM

The oldest copy of this, Vat. Barberini i. 70, is a highly
abbreviated? 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

P TR w

perspicuous &p, ya or y = yoApol, TToAe, Ep(wvios), dp, Gpi,
p ov T Ak

yp or yew (= Choeroboscus), 1& Avd , « , ge (= ofheukos).

Others are less clear, but have been read by Stefani, Byz.
Leitschrift, 1907, 54. One, g, not unnaturally was supposed
to refer to Photius;? its meaning is T& g&Ta, 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 («—3) was interrupted by his
death.

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

I Among the rarer tachygraphical signs it has o, avn, v, e, &m, €p,
To, Tov, Tou. Some of these are visible in the facsimile.

2 The sentence olrws by Ddmios & merrprépxns (586. 37) is an appro-
priation from an earlier lexicon. These personal liftings are universal;
I give some examples: Zonaras 159. 20 (mwtépos) . . . oUy elpov avTol
v fruporoyiav. This is in the EXM. Zonaras 1771. 17 & 18 prucaTixg
eUpov. This also is in the EM. Even in $ A the personal statements
are mostly from Herodian.
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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 &xos (1 250) olres elpov &v Umropviipertt THs "[A1dos
= % B and min. on X 2.

(2) 49. 39 &ugrrpitn (y 91 al.) quotes Didymus. No $.

(3) 54. 17 Gvéyvomyov (€348). s— (no Did.).

(4) 73. 26 &pyapdvrns (a 38 al.) Topk To bvapyeis Tas pavTa-
olas Tolelv ds pnaw "Ale§iwv xai *AploTapyos, fi . . . & pEydAws
pavTazdpevos Tois dvelpols ds Afdupos kal TpUgwv. No &.

(5) 75. 21 &petny [pass.] fiv alpolivron mwévTes: olrw AfAupos
&v UmopvfiuaT & A ‘HpaxAeidns &v 16 T’ ETupoAoyidv .
s A¢ &v Uropvripam eUpov Ofwvos . . . . = Orion 1. 7 (om.
Theon).

(6) 87. 52 dopkpayos [X 328] *Apidikns 2¢ ot TAsovaoud
ToU & kal ToU & elvan op&payov &vtl ToU p&puyya. TToAépuapyos
At 6T Spolws (T6)) domaiper. &AAor 2¢ . . . oUtws ‘HpwlAiawvds.
= E.M. in v. (F) Herod. only. No .

(7) 112. 30 Bouxdhol . . oUrws elpov dv UmopvruaTt Tiis 1.
Aidupos 2t Trapd TO kopeiv. = E. M. 208. 15. No s.

(8) 222. 18 eloon . . . 2l Oon Aéyew [P 300] = E.M.
398. 35. No .

(9) 256. 40 Bedmedov [n 123] quotes Alexion. Om,
Alex. &.

(10) 334. 12 xéM\hoy [9 407] olrws elpov &v Umopviipar
*AvBpovikov. = E.M. 525. 30. No &.

(11) 344. 11 kpefov [I 206] quotes Orus, Herod., Eupho-
rion, Ptolem., Choerob. (Orthogr. 231. 33). = E.M. 536.
54. =8%AT——,

(12) 347. 21 «xpike [IT 470] quotes Zenod., Herod.
=% Li—.
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(13) 348. 18 xpékos [Z 348]". olrws elpov &v UmopvipaTt
*Iné2os *Apiotovikou.  No 3.

(14) 348. 53 xpdooas [M 258]. = % A—, BT.

(15) 368. 18 AmioToi [I 406] paraphrase. No %.

(16) 380. 29 pépyar [X 201]" olrws elpov &v Uropviuari.
% T—— (no AB).

(17) 412.5véTos [B145]" oUros elpov &v Urropvripertt "[Aiéos.
= & Li.

(18) 430. 59 Sou [B 325]. =8T—-—,a70—.

(19) 431. 47 omh [&vomaia « 320]° olUTws 'ApioTdvikes év
onueiols = Orion 119. 26. $ a 320 different.

(20) 489. 2 TwA& [accent] olov véuw, vwpd, vopnoo Kivij
Bowv dgaréav Pupoav Enpdv [H 238]. Extract from lexicon.

(21) 519. 37 o&pa [ 23]. ’ApioTapyos onueoUral Tolro
17 ArmAf] 811 oddpa obdémoTe Adyel GAe dmi 3wvTwv = Ap. lex.
inv. $AT 23— (om. Ar. dipl.).

(22) 581. 42 ds [A 116]. = ’Exdoyai an. Ox. ii. 472.
= 8 AGeM1——.

Gud. agrees with % A only at 44. 29 [ 11], 304. 55
[A 464], 310. 33 [B 330], 513. 33 [B308]; with $ 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 ’ExAoyd,
(8), (10), (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 (§ 348), 256.
40 (n123), 317. 60 (I'273), 334. 40 (M147), 344. 11
(1 206), 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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There are extracts from commentaries (sometimes called
Utropvroess, a kind of mannerism of Gud.) on other authors
also: e.g.

124. 2 "Akeiwov &v Ti) EmiTouf) ToU A1dUpou cuppixTwy.

36. 15 ‘lepdovupos kai ’EmagpéAitos v Umopvrioer “AcTridos
‘Howb2ou,

54. 23 Aidvpos &v Urropviuertt [= Orion 301. 43].

338. 25 Aidupos tv UmouvfipeTtt Mevavapou.
which, as the scholia on Hesiod and Menander have more
completely disappeared than the Homeric, it is natural to
suppose came from earlier lexica.

ZONARAS

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 LXX, other
biblical commentators, as well as commentators on Aristotle.

It often adds authorities where they are wanting in the
vulgate Magnum (e.g. in ufiAn, vépos), 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 y&pyapos, 434. IT
2épTpov, 603. 12 Eyxacw, 1199. 25 keheuBidwy, 1387. 18 vouetd-
wotv, 1417. 12 §ipnv, 1805. 3 ¢fis.

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



28 PROCEEDINGS OF THE BRITISH ACADEMY

EUSTATHIUS

One cannot in this connexion pass over the greatest
Byzantine commentary that has come down to us, the
mapexPorai 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 T Eustathius
is still occupied with the ancient critics and their readings;
and the coincidences between him and AT (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).! 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 oxéha of Apio and Herodorus (collected by
Neumann, l.c., 181 sq., Cohn in Pauly vi, 1907, pp. 1464
sqq.; cf. also Howald, Rh. Mus., 1929, 171, Lehrs, Aristar-
chus3, 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 ’Amwicov
kai Aid2wpos are twice quoted by Athenaeus (501 D, 642 E),
but at the second place through Pamphilus, the Neronian

1 E.g. at B 865, 866 a, M 283.

2 T apologize to Herr Howald for misspelling his name in my Iliad.
Kupia dvépara give trouble. Herr Reitzenstein has dorized me (21& 1ol &).
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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 Aidupos xal *ApioTévikes, nor those of Ven. 474 of Aristo-
phanes as ZUupoayos kad Gaewds. 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 7" and {, sometimes together,
sometimes one without the other. This is, as we have seen,
the usage of Gud. and Barocci 50 (Reitzenstein, pp. 166sqq.).
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 Tpixépuviov: ol2etépas AiAupos
kol Aiodwpos: Tpivepeis: Afjpos Tijs Kekpotridos @uAfis, AidAwpos
kad Aidupos &vaypagouot Tov Afjpov: Xohopyos' oUtw Aidupos
xai A62cwpos. This is the epitomizer’s equivalent of Aiaupos
ArdAcwpov TapaTiBéuevos.

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. flis an ambiguous abbrevia-

tion, applying equally to Herodotus and Herodian. More-
over, Hesychius in his preface states that he used the ‘Opnpi-
kai Aé€ers 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, Rk. Mus., 1887, 118, and Ludwich, Philo-
logus, 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 *Ammicov ked ‘Hpé-
Awpos v PiPAiov els T& ToU ‘Oprjpov gépetar (Eust. on A 20)
implies the separate existence of the book in Eustathius’
time. ®épeton means ‘is current, is reported’, practically ‘is
quoted by an authority’. So, three hundred years before
Eustathius, Photius in his Bibliotheca—

485 b (Antiphon) gépovrar At alrrol Adyor §', Gv & Kauxihiog
K kai € gnoiv olroU koroyeUdeofar, s elvor Tous MaguydvTas
76 véBov €' kai A'. No one supposes that these numbers of
Antiphon’s speeches existed in the ninth century.

486 b (Isocrates) gépovran At oairrol ked &pifudv €.

488 b (Lysias) eépovren A¢ ailrrol ké kai U.

490 a (Isaeus) 2’ xai §', of which v’ are genuine.

496 b (Lycurgus) ol mrapéoxev fiuiv & xpévos Adyous &va-
yvéva, pépeodar Ae ool £§ loTopias 1€ pepabnikapev.

These are wonderful figures till we perceive that the
entries come bodily from Plutarch’s Lives of the Ten Orators.
Suidas also states under Képns that three of his dialogues
etpovtar; of Crates the comedian gépeton alrrol 2Apduorra
Tpia; of Panaetius gépetan arroU PipAia @iddoogpa mAsioTa; of
Prodicus géperen 2¢ kai PipAiov TTpodikou Emypagduevov "Wpat;
of Tyrannio xai &Aax 2¢ PiPAia oaltol gépeton ¥pfioma; of
Choerilus xad &\Aa Twd morfjpata alrrol gépetar.! No one

I Cf. also Steph. Byz. 603. 6 Rhinthon é Tapavraios . . . ¢pépovran 2’
alrrol Apépara A, unlikely in Stephanus’ time.
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supposes that these works were extant about A.p. 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; o¥x dxdpyous Te TToAAOUS
Adyous autol pépeadai paaiv.

The same remarks apply to the synonymous mwpérreafa,
odzeodon.  Under Aukolpyos we have (in Suidas) Adyor At
ool elol yviiolol of ow3zduevol, with a list of 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 ApH
does not allow near characterization.

To sum up, the Etymologica and other documents later
than A.p. 1000 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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