Chapter 7
Towards Atticism: The blossoming of Hellenistic
scholarship on Attic

1 Preliminaries

We concluded the previous chapter with an extended survey of Eratosthenes’ en-
gagement with Attic as documented by Old Comedy. Eratosthenes’ work on Attic
comedy represented an important benchmark for any future scholarly activity
not only in comedy but in Attic language in particular. It is not wholly by chance
that it is mostly in the wake of Eratosthenes’ contribution that at the end of the
3rd and above all in the 2nd century BCE a proliferation of studies specifically
dedicated to Attic dialect emerges. We noted that in the 3rd century BCE the geo-
political centre of power had clearly shifted from Athens to Alexandria and its
sphere of influence (particularly the cultural hubs of Cos, Rhodes, and Cyrene).
Nonetheless, the importance of Athens and Attica as symbols of cultural capital
remained largely unchallenged (cf. Chapter 6, Section 4): from the outset, Attic lit-
erature played a qualitatively and quantitatively predominant role in the royal
Library and more generally in the policy of cultural hegemony pursued by the
Ptolemies, and it is no wonder that Attic ‘themes’ became increasingly en vogue
among Hellenistic poets." It is unsurprising, therefore, that already in the first
half of the 3rd century BCE we can see evidence attesting to an enduring interest
in Attic vocabulary and idioms as a distinct niche within Greek lexicography at
large (consider, for instance, the case of Aristophanes of Byzantium’s and Ister’s
Attikal Aégetg: cf. Sections 2.2 and 4.1 respectively).

This chapter will continue to trace the development of Hellenistic lexicogra-
phy on Attic down to the first half of the 1st century BCE - that is, before the pro-
liferation of the treatises Ilepl éAAnviopod (starting with Philoxenus, Tryphon,
and Seleucus), which reflect a partially different cultural climate: é\XAnvioudg per-
sists in referring to an abstract notion of linguistic correctness (that is, not to the
correctness of a given dialectal variety, the Attic as the more prestigious literary
one), but the first signs of a more prescriptive attitude are discernible, even if
they are still qualitatively different from the fully fledged prescriptivism of Impe-

1 For the marked interest in matters Attic by Hellenistic poets, see the still seminal paper by
Hollis (1992).
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rial Atticism.? This chapter, like the previous one, will be primarily ordered in a
loosely chronological way: some forays into Atticist doctrine will be made when
useful for highlighting the main continuities and divergences between this phase
of Hellenistic lexicography and its later reception in the Roman era. In the first
part of this chapter, we shall survey the engagement with Attic and its grammar,
from a lexicographical perspective, on the part of the two philological giants of
the mature Hellenistic age, both heirs to Eratosthenes’ scientific method of lin-
guistic research: his pupil Aristophanes of Byzantium (Section 2), author of a lexi-
cographical work entitled A¢€eic, with a subsection specifically dedicated to Attic
idioms (Attwkal Aéelg, Section 2.1) and Aristarchus of Samothrace who, although
he did not write a stand-alone lexicographical oeuvre, showed a marked interest
in Attic language mainly within the framework of his studies on comedy and
Homer (Section 3).

The majority of the first part of this chapter will thus be given over to Aristo-
phanes’ Aé€etg (Section 2.1) for several sound reasons. Aristophanes’ Aé€elg are for
us the first product of Hellenistic lexicography that is preserved in a quantitatively
and qualitatively appreciable form. While the work’s inner organisation and ulti-
mate goal remain partly unclear, the sheer richness, variety, and quantity of the
extant material (transmitted by both direct and indirect tradition — a unique case
within Alexandrian studies on lexicographical matters)—make it the first sizable
corpus of Hellenistic lexicography that is conducive to a continuous and sustained
enquiry. Aristophanes’ Aéelg therefore represents the inevitable point of departure
for any study on the context, purpose, and shape of mature Hellenistic reflection
on lexicographical matters. In addition to these extra-textual considerations, and
more importantly, the ‘open’ interpretative nature of Aristophanes’ lexicographical
work as a whole warrants an extended treatment. A distinctive feature of Aristo-
phanes’ Aé€elc is their receptivity to multiple linguistic dimensions (the spoken ver-
nacular alongside the literary language, the ‘high’ register of literature and the
‘lower’ one of the contemporary ouviifeta, the attention to regional and diachronic
variations in vocabulary and morphology, etc.). It is this openness, which does not
impose the straitjacket of an all-encompassing agenda, that qualifies Aristophanes’
A€Eelg as belonging conceptually to a phase of reflection on language not yet pre-
dominantly or uniquely centred on those authors and language phenomena that
will later become the core elements of the Atticist ‘canons’.

Having dealt with Aristophanes of Byzantium’s lexicographical work and
Aristarchus’ reflection on the Attic dialect and its import for Homer’s language,

2 On éAnviouog in the second half of the 1st century BCE, see Pagani (2015, 816-8). Cf. also Chap-
ter 6, Section 2.
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the second part of the chapter will focus on two parallel phenomena: (i) the appear-
ance, from the 3rd century BCE onwards, of autonomous or semi-autonomous
works (that is, subheadings of larger lexicographical works) dedicated specifically
to Attic vocabulary (Section 4) and (ii) what we call lexicography in a minor key’:
isolated reflections by grammarians and scholars on Attic (literary and spoken ver-
nacular) within a broader framework (often but not only in oeuvres entitled On
Dialects) (Section 5). As for (i), in our sources, these stand-alone collections are vari-
ously entitled Attikal Aé€elg or yAdooat (sometimes also Attika ovopata or Ilept
Tiic ATTikfg Aé€ewc).® As we shall see, even if the titles of these works clearly an-
nounce a marked and specific interest in Attic vocabulary, the centrality of this in-
terest does not typically prevent their authors from making occasional references
to other dialects (literary and non-literary). Most saliently for us, with the partial
exception of Crates of Athens (cf. Section 4.4), who probably belongs to the end of
the chronological spectrum investigated here (the second/first half of the 1st cen-
tury BCE), these remarks almost invariably do not presuppose an internalised
ranking order among the Greek dialects: the overall impression is that of a de-
scriptive framework aimed at recording and documenting the linguistic possi-
bilities offered by a given dialect (in this case, Attic) rather than at prescribing an
authoritative list of ‘chosen’ words.

For (ii), the state of preservation of these isolated remarks, all invariably
from the indirect tradition, does not allow us to reconstruct with any certainty
(and, at times, even probability) the overarching scope of these lexicographical
works. Quite often, however, the comparative nature of their observations re-
veals an ‘open’ approach to Attic as one of the many possible Greek dialectal vari-
eties. Finally, we shall conclude the chapter with a concise overview of the kinds
of contribution that anonymous Hellenistic lexica or onomastica on papyri can
bring to our understanding of the processes by which Attic linguistic material
was transmitted within the later lexicographical tradition (Section 6).

2 Aristophanes of Byzantium

Aristophanes of Byzantium (ca. 265/57-190/80 BCE) is legitimately considered by
ancient and modern scholars to be a product of the most mature phase of Alexan-
drian scholarship on the basis of both the range of his interests (textual criticism,
bibliography, lexicography, paroemiography, and paradoxography, to quote just

3 On this terminological interchangeability between A¢€1g and yA®ooa in early Hellenistic schol-
arship, see Chapter 6, Section 3.1.
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a few) and the varieties of authors and genres (prose and poetry) that are the ob-
jects of his philological inquiries.* We shall focus here on just a single aspect of
Aristophanes’ multifarious scholarly activity, his lexicographical inquiries, mainly
(though not uniquely) represented by his Aé€eig (Ar.Byz. frr. 1-353).°> Our ap-
proach to Aristophanes’ Aé¢elg will necessarily be highly selective, since there is
virtually no single fragment of this work in which matters Attic (in whatever
form they may appear: literature quotations — prose and verse —, contemporary
linguistic usage, explanation of local realia, cultic customs, etc.) do not feature, if
only as a point of comparison with other linguistic customs. We have chosen,
therefore, to begin with a brief sketch of the content and range of linguistic obser-
vations present in the Aégelg, highlighting, where possible, points of convergence
and divergence with the later Atticist traditions (Section 5.1). This targeted intro-
duction, while obviously very partial, provides the framework within which we
may take a closer look at what is probably one subsection of Aristophanes’ lexico-
graphical work, though not transmitted to us by the direct tradition, that is, the
Attikal Aé€elg (Ar.Byz. frr. 337-47: Section 5.2), before we can attempt to draw
some general conclusions (Section 5.3).

2.1 Aristophanes’ Aé€eLg: Scope and structure

In Chapter 6, Section 2, we traced the emergence of Hellenistic lexicography and
individuated three main areas of research: the explanation of literary glosses; a
marked interest in dialectal words (and their underlying realia), within a frame-
work which validates both literary texts and non-literary sources (read contem-
porary vernacular, koine included); and technical expressions. All three fields of
inquiry find ample representation in Aristophanes’ AéZelc: in this sense, already
in antiquity, Aristophanes was appropriately regarded as the culmination of a
lexicographical tradition that could already rely on the work of Zenodotus, Calli-
machus, and Eratosthenes.® While thus continuing a time-honoured practice with

4 For a comprehensive, updated survey, see Montana (2020b, 191-204) (= Montana 2015, 118-26),
and more concisely, Montana (2021b).

5 We shall address Aristophanes of Byzantium’s acquaintance with some of the tenets of word-
class theory only when germane to our inquiry regarding his perception of the Attic dialect. On
Aristophanes’ knowledge of some form of rudimentary word-class theorisation, see the useful
syntheses by Pagani (2011, 45-8) and Matthaios (2014a); a detailed analysis of the development of
the word-class theorisation by Alexandrian grammarians in general is offered by Matthaios
(2002).

6 For this intellectual, and partly biographical (Callimachus as teacher of Aristophanes) continu-
ity (Zenodotus > Callimachus > Aristophanes), see Montana (2021b) on Su. a 3933.
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illustrious predecessors, the Aé€elg at the same time represent a new point of de-
parture in Hellenistic lexicography, not only by virtue of the sheer richness of lin-
guistic observations and range of authors treated by Aristophanes.’

Prior to discussing the work’s overall structure and scope, it is important to
acknowledge that Aristophanes’ Aé€elg represent, within Hellenistic lexicography,
an absolute unicum in terms of textual transmission: it is the only scholarly work
that has been handed down to us by both direct and indirect transmission (para-
phrases or quotations mainly from the later lexicographical tradition: Eustathius
in primis).® In principle, this situation should simplify our task (comparison be-
tween the direct and indirect tradition should help us to reconstruct the ipsissima
verba of Aristophanes); however, there are various reasons as to why this is often
not the case. All three MSS transmitting Aristophanes’ Aégeig (M, L, and P)° date
to the 14th century, and a comparison with Eustathius’ text clearly reveals that
each represents a strongly epitomised and abridged copy of Aristophanes’ origi-
nal work, which was still accessible in a much more complete form to Eustathius
himself in the 12th century. It is often difficult, therefore, and unavoidably specu-
lative to establish when the contribution of the indirect tradition (e.g. explicit
quotations by Eustathius and Erotianus, implicit borrowings in the Antiatticist,
etc.) expands on the subject, drawing on original material that is no longer avail-
able to us via the direct tradition, and when these same later sources simply fill
in the gaps of our documentation out of their own resourcefulness. This uncer-
tainty constitutes the circumstances that any attempt at reconstructing the origi-
nal form and intent of the Aé€elg must confront from the outset. Moreover, this is
why, as we shall see repeatedly in Section 5.2, a range of multiple interpretations
must often be simultaneously entertained, depending on the plausibility of the
various transmission scenarios that one posits. Furthermore, some secondary
sources, as we have already seen in Chapter 6, Section 2 with the case of the Anti-
atticist, have their own agendas to promote, and it is not uncommon for later au-
thors to attempt to superimpose, consciously or unconsciously, their conceptual
framework onto Aristophanes’ original wording: the possibility of implicit bias
must also be consistently borne in mind, alongside the usual accidents of any
Uberlieferungsgeschichte.

Let us return to the content and underlying organising principle(s) of Aristo-
phanes’ Aé€eic as preserved to us by the direct tradition. The MS M (= Par. suppl.

7 The best overall introduction to Aristophanes’ Aé€elg remains that by Tosi (1994a, 155-67).

8 See the overview by Slater (1986, xii-xviii) on the sources and transmission of Aristophanes’
A€Eelg.

9 P, the only witness available to Nauck (1848), comes from a tradition partially different to that
of ML: see Slater (1986, xiv).
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gr. 1164), our fuller witness, presents the following series of chapters: it opens with
a section entitled Iept T@V VTOMTEVOUEVWY U eipiicBat Tolg madawolg (On Words
Suspected not to Have Been Used by the Ancients = OWS; Ar.Byz. frr. 1-36),'° fol-
lowed by two other sections, respectively Ovopata nNAwi@v (Names of Age Groups:
Ar.Byz. frr. 37-219) and Ilepi ovyyevik@v ovopdtwv (On Names of Kinship: Ar.Byz.
frr. 220-336); there follow several lexical items that are clearly out of the intended
order but equally traceable back to Aristophanes’ work (Ar.Byz. frr. 230-40, 245,
309-11, and 330-1)." It is immediately apparent that, at least in the form preserved
by M, Aristophanes’ Aé€etg had a composite structure: first OWS, without a recog-
nisable overarching order (certainly not alphabetical; possibly partly organised in
series of words sharing semantic or morphological features)'* and a second part
organised according to onomastic principles (Ar.Byz. frr. 37-336). The nature of the
first section of M, that is, OWS, has been and still is a matter of intense debate in
modern scholarship: Slater (1976, 236-7, 241; 1986, passim) has seen in OWS an anti-
purist work, devoted to collecting evidence of the ‘Classical’ nature of words other-
wise somehow not recognised as ‘ancient’, while Callanan (1987, 75-89), who denies
a prescriptive or proto-purist intent to the Aégelg as a whole, has rejected any chro-
nological dimension for this subsection and has seen in it the application of a
rather loose ‘semantic character’ as the main organising principle.”®

10 There is no guarantee that the title transmitted by M goes back directly to Aristophanes of
Byzantium: the very phrasing (insistence on an opposition between naAatot and non-moiato()
may well have been a later addition; see Callanan (1987, 77-8).

11 L (= Laur. 80.13) preserves only the section Ovopata nAki@v, this time with the title Iept dvo-
uaoiag ALY (On the Nomenclature of Age Groups). P (= Par. gr. 1630) preserves under the ge-
neric rubric Ex T®v Aploto@dvoug 100 mepl Aégewv SlahaBovtog ([Excerpts] from those Works of
Aristophanes Giving his own Interpretation of Expressions) various lexical items overlapping with
OWS, Names of Age Groups, and On Kinship Names.

12 Cf. Tosi (1994a, 166-7); Montana (2020b, 198) (= Montana 2015, 124). Series exhibiting etymologi-
cal and/or semantic affinity: Ar.Byz. frr. 6 (uoyy, potyic, potyaig, poyidov™), 9 (Emkoxkalw,
EMIKNKALW™, émkokkaoTpia®), 15 (BavBdv, BavBaiilw™, cvopavfarog), 16 (BAakeveabal, PAGE™,
BAaxevew™, PAdkes, PAaxik@®s™: for a similar sequence in Antiatt. B 4, see Fiori 2022, 168-75), 18
(Gp8a, apSardoay), 20 (KOKKUIW, KOKKULE, KOKKL, KOKKUBOAG™, 0BPLOKOKKLE), 23 (aTippis, otippy,
otiBn*), 24 (nayis, pudyetpog), 29 (Aemuyavov, AGToPa), 32 (LOUQOG, LOUOR™, HOUOISY), 34 (EmvA WA,
KatakVAAwpa); series with similar morphological pattern: Ar.Byz. frr. 19 (¢oyalooav, éAéyocav,
épevyooav, £ypagooav™), 25 C (yepovtolg, mabnudarolg), 28 (amdota, katdPa, avapa®, Sidpa*: on a
very similar sequence in Antiatt. a 99, see Tribulato 2014, 207; see also Chapter 5, Section C.1.5.1).

13 Callanan’s denial (Callanan 1987, 75-82) of any awareness of a diachronic dimension in Aris-
tophanes of Byzantium’s linguistic reflections has been rightly rejected not only by Tosi but also
by Ax (1990, 13-5); Pagani (2011, 37 n. 81 and 48 n. 121); Niinlist (2012a, 154 n. 10); F. Montanari
(2012, 124). Cf. also Willi (2014, 66). Where Callanan is right, is in pointing out that in Aristophanes
the category of ot maAatoi vel sim. is somehow underdetermined, encompassing authors whose
lifetimes stretch over centuries and cutting across different genres. On the awareness of Alexan-
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Tosi framed the possible underlying purposes of Aristophanes’ Aégelg in a
more nuanced way that does better justice to the varieties of linguistic observa-
tions and ‘open’ nature of Aristophanes’ reflections on language.* Tosi rightly ob-
served that, while some fragments do appear to argue for the ‘Classical’ attestation
of words that, by some quarters, must have been objects of suspicion, possibly be-
cause they did not apparently have a ‘Classical’ pedigree, others do not fit into this
simple Classical vs non-Classical opposition and reflect instead a wider interest in
language (primarily, but not exclusively, literary language) per se as a medium of
communication. An intention to demonstrate the ‘Classical’ nature of single lexical
items is, for instance, clearly discernible in Ar.Byz. fr. 3,"> where we are informed
that Aristophanes defended the appropriateness of calling Athenian female citizens
ABnvaiat like their male counterparts. The direct tradition does not tell us against
whom Aristophanes may have reacted in defending the use of Afnvaia, but we
know from later Atticist sources (esp. Ael.Dion. a 43 ~ Phot. a 466, Su. a 729; Phryn.
PS fr. 8) that Megaclides, a Peripatetic grammarian of the second half of the 4th
century BCE, was among those who rejected the use, for Athenian women, of
ABnvaia as disrespectful towards the deity and recommended instead the use of
aotn or Attwki|. As far as we can see, Megaclides’ censure was not motivated by
concerns of linguistic correctness (like the Atticists) but rather by local piety. In this
case, too, it is the indirect tradition only (Phot. a 466) that allows us to recover the
auctoritates quoted by Aristophanes to motivate his more flexible approach (fol-
lowed by Antiatt. a 2-3 and the milder Atticist Orus in fr. B 4b): not only the Old
Comedy poets Pherecrates (Pherecr. fr. 24) and Cantharus (Canthar. fr. 5) but also
the 4th-century BCE Philemon (Philem. fr. 69), and hence New Comedy, were ad-
duced as evidence. The same intention to defend a word as ‘Classical’ may also be
inferred from other fragments: this is the case, for example, for Ar.Byz. fr. 5 doAa
(‘yoke for basket’), with the citation of a Simonidean epigram (of debated authentic-
ity);" for Ar.Byz. fr. 8 katagaydg (‘glutton’; P: kai katapayés, 6 adnedyog), a word

drian scholars that language evolved through time, see Lallot (2011) and Niinlist (2012a) (mainly
on Aristarchus).

14 See above all Tosi (1994a, 155-62; 202—4); cf. also Tosi (1994b); Tosi (1997). Tosi’s conclusions
are shared by S. Valente (2015b, 31-4). What follows in this section is heavily indebted to Tosi
(1994a).

15 P reads 97t €oTiv ABnvaia yovi, Gomep ABnvaiog. For the indirect transmission, see esp. Phot.
a 466 and the relevant passages of Eustathius, extensively quoted by Slater (1986, 6-7).

16 On the authenticity of Sim. ep. 35 Sider = 41 FGE, see Sider (2020, 158-9). ici\Aa is otherwise
attested only in Alciphr. 1.1.4 (Hemsterhuys’ emendation) and in the lexicographical tradition (cf.
Hsch. ¢ 311: gépuia- &g £viot doidrag tég £k oxoivwv mAekopévag, kal tybunpa ayysia, olov omu-
pidia (Men. fr. 468.2)). The compound aci\Ao@opog is attested in documentary papyri of the Hel-
lenistic (e.g. P.Lond. 44.32 = TM 3399) and Imperial era.
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censured by Phryn. Ecl. 402 and by Poll. 6.40 but defended by the Antiatticist
(x 104) quoting Men. fr. 320 (perhaps already mentioned by Aristophanes of Byzan-
tium?); and most likely also for Ar.Byz. fr. 1 cdvvag (‘idiot’), a word that Eustathius
includes among the unusual terms (aouviOng/xav6ewvog AéE),"” and Ar.Byz. fr.
26 Taynvov- 10 tiyavov (a kind of frying pan), where Aristophanes probably re-
corded the less usual form tjyavov (censured by later Atticists: e.g. Phryn. PS
112.11, Moer. t 3) alongside the more frequent taynvov. Other fragments more
broadly attest Aristophanes’ interest in semantic change, without a specific purist
or anti-purist agenda. This appears to be the case for ateyavouwov in Ar.Byz. fr. 7.
While part of the direct tradition (M) simply records the word’s two possible mean-
ings, both otherwise unattested in extant Classical Greek — that is, dptatntiplov
(‘refectory, dining-hall’) and ¢ p1o06g 100 mavsokeiov (‘the payment of the inn’)*® —
Eustathius tells us that Aristophanes apparently distinguished between the Attic
and the koine (map’ uiv) usage (Eust. in Od. 2.73.42-3: mpo@épet 8¢ [. . .] kal 10
oteyavouLov, & Sniot, enoi,”® map’ Auiv uév Tov oMoV év () ETIGVTAL, Tap’ ATTIKOTG
82 0V uoBov tod mavsoyeiov).

Another set of fragments records an interest in semantic extension: this appears
to be the case with peyaropuyelv (Ar.Byz. fr. 11 A), which, Aristophanes tells us, may
also be used in a negative sense, as a synonym for ‘to be arrogant’ (M: 10 peyaio-
Puyetv TétTovat kai émi Tod Umepn@aveveadar);?! or with dpyewv (Ar.Byz. fr. 12), also
used in the sense of Tupavvelv (M: T0 Gpxev- kal ml o0 Tupavvely), and TAgoveEia
(Ar.Byz. fr. 13), with a quotation from Isoc. 15.281-4 to illustrate that mAeovegia (usu-

17 On the meaning of douviBng/xawoewvog in this passage of Eustathius, denoting not a chro-
nological level but the unusual nature of an expression, see Tosi (1994b) on Ar.Byz. fr. 6.

18 Ar.Byz. fr. 7, M: ateyavoulov: 0 dplotntriplov kat 6 wodog tol mavdokeiov. P reads only kat
oTEYAVOULOV.

19 Slater (1986, 9) unsuccessfully tries to defend the transmitted @act vs Nauck’s ¢not: cf. Tosi
(1990-1993, 303).

20 This interpretation holds only if map’ juiv does in fact refer to the Hellenistic koine and not
to Eustathius’ contemporary ouvrifeta (which may or may not coincide with it). Previous scholars
have taken map’ fulv as part of Aristophanes’ ipsissima verba rather than an intrusive aside
from Eustathius. This seems plausible overall, given that part of the direct tradition (M) already
refers to the two different meanings. It remains questionable, however, whether the phrasing
nap’ Attikoi¢ may go back to Aristophanes: it sounds very much like Eustathius’ own para-
phrase, imposing his own conceptual framework on Aristophanes’ original wording. For a de-
tailed analysis of this most interesting fragment, see Biihler (1968, 236-8). It is highly likely that
Aristophanes quoted what is now for us Men. fr. 455. On oteyavopog see Chapter 4, Section 4.2.
21 The same applies for the noun peyatopuyia, Ar.Byz. fr. 11 B.
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ally meaning ‘greed’) can also have a positive meaning, that of evmopia (‘advan-
tage’).? Likewise, also in Ar.Byz. fr. 31, Aristophanes, most probably drawing on Eur.
Cyc. 104, records an extension of the use of the adjective Spiyug (‘piercing’) to des-
ignate the intellectual quality of being ‘sharp-witted” (M: §piu- kal 70 ouvetov). The
same applies to Ar.Byz. fr. 35 (= Eust. in Od. 2.155.2-5), where Aristophanes, in dis-
agreement with other scholars,** defends the use of émotdrng (literally ‘one who
stands upon another person’, ‘overseer’) as synonym to matdotpifing (‘gymnastic
teacher’). Finally, when Aristophanes quotes morphological or semantic doublets,
he typically does so without passing judgement: rather, he simply records the com-
mon form alongside the less common one.*

As observed by Tosi (1994a, 162), the overall impression is that of a product
and conceptual framework ‘molto lontani dal rigoroso purismo impositivo della
futura lessicografia postfrinichea’. This impression is further corroborated, as
many scholars have observed, beginning with Fresenius (1875, 15-7), by the fact
that the Antiatticist seems to use Aristophanes of Byzantium’s Aé€elg repeatedly,
particularly the section OWS, in fighting his cause against the hyper-purist trends

22 The case of YevSoloyia (Ar.Byz. fr. 14) is slightly different because here it is the same Iso-
crates in his Panathenaic Oration (Isoc. 12.246) who already explicitly speaks of a pevSoroyiag, o0
TiiG €iBLopévng peta kakiag BAANTELY TOVG GUUTTOALTEVOUEVOUG, AANA TiiG Suvapévng UeTd Tadeiag
WPEAEWY 1 TEPTIELV TOVG AKOVOVTAS.

23 Cf. Eust. in Od. 1.110.46-7: Evputiéng yap, €nt ovvetol elpnke T0 SpLud wg Aéyel Aplatodvng
0 YPAUUATIKOG,.

24 See Callanan (1987, 105) on the target of Aristophanes’ polemical remark (oi moAXod) [. . .] ay-
voodot in Eustathius’ text. The ‘majority’ knew only two meanings of émiotatng: ‘pot-stand’ and
‘beggar’ (a Homeric usage): [. . .] émotamng ént uévov 100 xuTpomodog Sokel Tolg TOANOTG TAT-
tecbat kat Tod petartnTod (see Tosi 1997, 171 n. 2 rightly in favour of emending Eustathius’ peta-
ttntod (the Byzantine Greek form) into petaitov, as already observed by Nauck 1848, 215 n. 51).
25 For the relationship of Ar.Byz. fr. 35 with Antiatt. € 100: émotdTng avtl o0 §18dokaiog dpo-
Aoyovpévwg. Avtigavng (Antiph. fr. 306), see Tosi (1997, 71-2) and Benuzzi (2023b).

26 Semantic doublets: see e.g. Ar.Byz. fr. 29 AB on AemOyavov kat Aémiopa (the skin of the onion:
in later texts it is used as a generic term for the external rind or shell of legumes, pomegranates,
and other vegetables), where hoth the direct (M) and indirect traditions (Eust. in Od. 2.201.8-10)
simply juxtapose the two forms. Morphological doublets: Ar.Byz. frr. 6 AB pour, potyic (fr. 6 C
potyaic™ is probably Eustathius’ addition; the terms are commented upon by Aristophanes as
aovviifn, probably referring to literary ouvi|feia: see Tosi 1994b), 25 AB and D (8§6xog and 86kn-
alg; Badog and Basdiatg; mpoowmog and mPOcwToV), 32 AC (LOUEOG, HoueR ™, uoueLs™); on hetero-
clisis in 5th and 4th century BCE comic language, see Chapter 5, Section B.2.11. On Ar.Byz. fr. 23
AB (otippig, otipuy) see Chapter 6, Section 2. For morphological doublets in the Homeric text and
Aristophanes’ attitude to it (etymology as the decisive factor), see Callanan (1987, 23-4) on Ar.Byz.
fr. dub. 418 éentog (on Il. 1.567); cf. also Chapter 6, Section 4.3.
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of his own time.”’ A detailed survey of these convergences (very often with a polem-
ical intent) between Aristophanes of Byzantium and the Antiatticist is beyond the
scope of this chapter.?® We shall limit ourselves to noting that the sheer quantity of
these similarities (the Antiatticist helps us to recover 15 fragments (plus 3 uncertain)
out of the 36 constituting Aristophanes’ OWS) weakens a fortiori the case of those
who have argued in favour of a proto-atticist Aristophanes of Byzantium.

If we concentrate exclusively on OWS, it becomes apparent that the authors
enlisted to illustrate the respectable pedigree of words were far more varied than
those that we may find, for instance, in Phrynichus.* In OWS, if we accept Slater’s
conjectural attributions marked by an asterisk,’® we have 42 quotations of comic
poets (adespota included). Of these 42 citations, 37 come from Old Comedy (Aristo-
phanes, Cantharus, Cratinus, Eupolis, Hermippus, Pherecrates, Phrynichus, Plato
Comicus, Teleclides, and Theopompus; with Aristophanes representing the majority
of quotations: 8x) and Doric comedy (Epicharmus 1x); 9 from Middle and New Com-
edy (Middle: Alexis 1x; Eubulus: 1x; New Comedy: Diphilus 2x, Menander 3x, Phile-
mon 2x); 3 are adespota. As expected, comic poetry plays a prominent role in
assessing linguistic usage, but Aristophanes of Byzantium’s ‘list’ of good authors in-
terestingly also includes representatives of New Comedy like Menander, who would
instead be much criticised by strict Atticists, such as Phrynichus.® Furthermore, in
OWS we find quotations not only from poets but also from prose authors:** Demos-

27 See above all Tosi (1994a, 162-6); Tosi (1997); S. Valente (2015b, 31-4) with previous bibliogra-
phy. Cf. now also Fiori (2022, 26-9) and passim for the many individual entries of the Antiatticist
where the anonymous compilator likely draws on Aristophanes of Byzantium’s Aé€eig.

28 S. Valente (2015b, 31-2 n. 193) provides an updated list of the entries where the Antiatticist
most likely is borrowing from Aristophanes’ lexicographical oeuvre.

29 See Tribulato (2024) on comic citations in Phrynichus.

30 These are Alex. fr. 231 in Ar.Byz. fr. 15 C* (BavBoAilw) and Telecl. fr. 68 in Ar.Byz. fr. 32 C*
(opoL).

31 On Phrynichus’ marked dislike for Menander, see Tribulato (2014). For Aristophanes of By-
zantium’s fondness for Menander and his scholarly activity on him, a notorious crux, see the bal-
anced assessment by Montana (2007).

32 We know that Aristophanes worked on Plato, see Ar.Byz. fr. 403 (= D.L. 3.61-2): he grouped
Plato’s dialogues into trilogies (instead of tetralogies). The exact nature of Aristophanes’ scholarly
activity on Plato is debated: a critical edition or a classificatory activity of the type to be assumed
in his IIpog Tovg Mivakag To0 KaAipdyov? The latter seems much more likely: cf. Carlini (1972,
18). For Aristophanes’ engagement with Epicurus, see Ar.Byz. fr. 404 (= D.L. 10.13): kéypntat 6¢
A€Eel kuplg xatd Tdv mpaypdtwy, fjv 4Tt iSlwtdtn €otiv, AploTo@dvng 0 YPUUHATIKOG aiTidTal
(‘[Epicurus] uses standard diction for things, a diction with which Aristophanes the grammarian
finds faults because it is highly idiosyncratic’). Slater (1986, 158) takes Aristophanes’ criticism as a
general critique of the koine, but it seems more probable that what Aristophanes found peculiar
and not commendable (if aitiéral is a faithful representation of his opinion) was the use of
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thenes (56.3) is mentioned by Aristophanes in support of the equivalence yéuog
= (6pT0G THG Ve®S (‘cargo’) in Ar.Byz. fr. 27, as too is Hyperides (Hyp. fr. 42
Jensen) in Ar.Byz. fr. 6 D* for the diminutive potyistov;** Isocrates in Ar.Byz. frr.
11A (Isoc. 15.281-4) and 13 (= Isoc. 12.246) for the unusual meaning, respectively, of
ueyaropuyetv/ueyaropuyia and mieovegia in given contexts (on which see above);
and Thucydides (Thuc.1.42.1) in Ar.Byz. fr. 33 for dudvesbat as synonymous to apei-
YaoBal (‘to answer’, ‘to reward’) — all ‘respectable’ prose authors. However, we also
have two quotations from the more linguistically problematic Xenophon (see Chap-
ter 4, Section 5.1): in Ar.Byz. fr. 16, Xenophon is mentioned for some form in BAak-
(it is uncertain which one), and in Ar.Byz. fr. 17 he is quoted as auctoritas for the
compound onavoottia (X. HG 4.8.7) glossed with i t&v tpoe®v &vdela (lack of
food’).*

Furthermore, in OWS, Aristophanes does not limit himself to quoting only
Classical authors but also quotes from contemporary Hellenistic writers:* Calli-

machus fr. 224 Pfeiffer is invoked by our scholar in Ar.Byz. fr. 25 A to support the

‘seriousness’ of the form §6xog ‘opinion’,*” alongside the well-attested 86xnotg,

and Lycophron’s Alexandra 21 is mentioned in Ar.Byz. fr. 19 A for the koine form

kUpla ovopata in a technical, philosophical sense (that is, in a transferred way). For Hellenistic
scholarship on prose authors (mostly historians), see Nicolai (1992, 265-75); Montana (2020b,
167-9) (= Montana 2015, 95-97); Montana (2020a) (Didymus and historians); Matijasi¢ (2018,
147-60). Prose authors were mainly used as source of linguistic and factual knowledge (Sprach-
philologie and Sachphilologie, i.e. realia) to help in the interpretation of literary texts: cf. Nicolai
(2015, 1092-3).

33 Slater (1986, 23) comments that ‘perhaps the aim of the note was to show that yopog was used
of ships rather than beasts of burden: both are Hellenistic usages’. This observation can be fur-
ther qualified. Lee (1983, 62) has shown that it is only from the Septuagint onwards that yopog
begins to be used of any load, no longer restricted to a nautical usage. A comparison with Ar.Byz.
fr. 7 allows us to entertain the possibility that Aristophanes might originally have drawn atten-
tion to this shift in usage between ‘Classical’ authors (youog referred only to the freight of a ship)
and later ones (youog extended to any ‘weight’, ‘burden’).

34 If indeed Antiatt. p 18 (poliStov: T0 €x poyoD yeyevnuévov. Ymepeidng év 1@ Katd Aploto-
(@®vToC) preserves here genuine Aristophanic material.

35 In the 4th century BCE, the word is also epigraphically attested: cf. IG 2°1.367.9-10 (325/4
BCE).

36 On the interest of the Alexandrian scholars toward contemporary poetry, F. Montanari
(2002) with previous literature is still an important point of reference; cf. also Montana (2020,
170-1) (= Montana 2015, 97-8).

37 Cf. Eust. in Od. 1.340.27-8: xail 008€v Tt ToUTWV, ENnoi, menatypévov €otiv, GAAA mavta E0mov-
Saotal In Et.Gen. B s.v. Zkelpwv (see Callanan 1987, 24; this piece of evidence is omitted by Slater
1986) we are told that Aristophanes of Byzantium, against Callimachus (fr. 296 Pfeiffer), spelled
the personal name with et rather than t. In Ar.Byz. fr. 48 E, Call. fr. 543 Pfeiffer is quoted for the
use of anoBpL& = dvnpog.
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of the third-person plural imperfect ¢oyd{ooav erroneously interpreted by Aristo-
phanes as a dialectal feature of the Chalcidians.

A dialectal interest also emerges in Ar.Byz. fr. 25 C, where Aristophanes cites
the athematic dative plural in -otg yepdvtolg (Attic yépouvol) and mabnudrolg
(Attic maBqpacy) as shorthand for the Aetolian dialect (a variety of Northwest
Greek). Slater (1986, 21), while recognising, following Meineke, that the source of
nafnuarolg is likely to be a comic passage (com. adesp. fr. 182 p| katayeAdte 101G
¢uoig mabnparolg), suggests that yepdvrolg ‘must come from an official letter of
the Aetolian league to Miletus’. However, Latte (1933, 402-3 n. 3), taking up a sug-
gestion by Fraenkel, had already persuasively argued in favour of a comic attri-
bution for MiAaoiolg kai Tolg cuvapyiailg xal tolg yepovrolg: we know of no
yepovota in Miletus, and the speaking character must have been an Aetolian mix-
ing things up. There is no need, then, to see in Ar.Byz. fr. 25 C a direct use of in-
scriptional evidence on the part of Aristophanes of Byzantium.*®

Attention to non-literary dialects is also well represented outside OWS: for ex-
ample, we are told that the Cyreneans called the ephebes Tplaxdztiot (Ar.Byz. fr. 47),
the sons of sons duvayot (Ar.Byz. fr. 235), and brothers dyaidxtat (Ar.Byz. fr. 236)
and that the Rhodians called their illegitimate sons patpé&evol (Ar.Byz. fr. 232).%° A
string of Cretan glosses is recorded in Ar.Byz. frr. 48 A-F (amdSpopog, dmydbug,
@rmowvog, amoPwplog, andpovcog, anddplE, amouayog) and in Ar.Byz. fr. 233 B (the
Cretans use the term okdtiol to indicate ta vewtata maidia, ‘the youngest chil-
dren’). Ar.Byz. frr. 49-50, if authentic (they are missing in M and in Eustathius), pre-
serve an Achaean and a Thracian gloss for £égnpot and in Ar.Byz. 103, the form
arttiyog (of Anatolian origin) is said to be the Ionic word used to indicate a male
goat (M: mapd 8¢ Twvikoig). Furthermore, Ar.Byz. frr. 348-53* transmit a series of
Laconian words, apparently of non-literary provenance, which, according to our
indirect sources, were part of a work (or, perhaps more likely, a subchapter of his
A€€e16) entitled Aakwvikal yAdooat (Ath. 3.77a and 3.83a).*! Finally, in the recently
published treatise On Prosody, that shows direct knowledge of and dependence
from Tryphon’s doctrine (1st century BCE), Sandri (2023b) has been able to recover
a further piece of information about Aristophanes of Byzantium. At 1. 92 of this
treatise, preserved by the 14th-century cod. Par. gr. 2646, one may now read: (Ar.
Byz. fr. novum Sandri): kavBov- Apleto@avng Papvvel &v Tij mepl Tiig TV AleEav-

38 This conclusion is shared also by Dyck (1989, 259).

39 If our interpretation of dufwv in Ar.Byz. fr. 337 (Attikal Aé€eLg) is correct (see Section 2.2),
Aristophanes also recorded the Rhodian @upwveg = ‘projecting crests of mountains’.

40 Callanan (1987, 87 n. 27) adds the case of yepovtiag in Eust. in Il 3.590.9. See also the Laconic
glosses inmelg, and innaypétat in Ar.Byz. frr. 55-6.

41 Cf. Hsch. 7 3175: év €Enynoet AaKwvIK®Vv.
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Spéwv SlaAékTou (‘kavBov (‘eye’): Barytone, according to Aristophanes in his On the
Dialect of the Alexandrians’).* That Aristophanes wrote a treatise Ilepl Tfig TGV
AAe€avdpéwv SlaAéktou is not otherwise attested, and it may simply be a scribal
error, as suggested by Sandri herself (we would have expected Demetrius Ixion to
have authored such a work: see Section 4.2) but an Aristophanic authorship cannot
be ruled out either.*® The notion of an Alexandrian dialect is itself quite elusive
and has been variously interpreted (a local variety or, more likely, a particular dia-
stratic register of the koine).** However, the fact that this late Byzantine codex
ascribes such a work to Aristophanes of Byzantium shows a perception of Aristo-
phanes’ activity that is in keeping with what we have observed so far in his Aé¢elc:
attention not only to the Kunstsprache of literary texts, whatever their genre, but
also to the spoken language of his own time, whether koine (e.g. oteyavoutov Ar.Byz.
fr. 7) or local vernaculars (e.g. Cyrenaic, Cretan, Ionic, Laconic, Rhodian, and obvi-
ously Attic).*®

How, then, should we consider Aristophanes’ approach to language issues in
the A€€elg overall? It is important here to reiterate a distinction already highlighted
by Callanan (1987, 103-6): that is, that while studying the Aé€eig, we should consis-
tently try to distinguish between Aristophanes’ role in the development of theoreti-
cal reflections on normative grammar and the contribution that he made, if any,
towards the emergence of strictly prescriptive, Atticist tendencies.*® This distinction

42 As argued by Favi (forthcoming b), the point of highlighting the paroxytone accentuation of
the word under discussion (kdvBog instead of kav0d¢) probably lies in kav86g being an exception
to the analogical rule that we find formulated later in [Arcad.] De prosodia catholica epitome
174.1-4 Roussou: ta €i¢ O0L S1oVAAaBa povoyevii Exovta THY TTPO TEAOUG GLUAAAPNV €i¢ GOUPWVOV
KataAyovoav Bapuvetal. ttopbog, yoveog (6 kGyyog), ypdvBog (to £t Tiig avAoews), ouivog (0
udg). 0 8¢ LavOa Kal TuTHOG TPLYEVH.

43 Aristophanes’ interest in accentuation, although not ample, is however attested: see Sandri
(2023b, 92-3) with further bibliography.

44 See Favi, Tribulato (2024) and Favi (forthcoming b); cf. Section 4.2.

45 This was already clearly thematised by Pfeiffer (1968, 202), following Wackernagel’s brief
comments in Wackernagel (1876, 56-7).

46 This distinction is not taken into full consideration by Ax (1990) in his most interesting discus-
sion of the alleged normative analogical tendencies of Aristophanes as attested, in his opinion, by
Varro, De Ling. Lat. 9.12: = Ar.Byz. fr. 374 Slater artufices egregii non reprehendundi, quod consue-
tudinem [. . .] superiorum non sunt secuti, Aristophanes improbandus, qui potius in quibusdam
veritatem quam consuetudinem secutus? According to Ax this passage attests that Aristophanes
intervened prescriptively in the ouviifela of his day (see also Pagani 2015, 808). The Varro pas-
sage obviously deserves a fuller treatment than what we can offer in this chapter. Let us only
make some brief remarks: (1) in quibusdam is an important limitation which must not be forgot-
ten; (2) there is consuetudo and consuetudo: we have seen that cuviifeta can be used with refer-
ence to both literary and contemporary spoken language; (3) Varro has just pitched the artists
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is of fundamental importance for our purposes. We have already seen (Chapter 6,
Section 2) that any theoretical reflection on grammar as a system inevitably implies
a normative component, which is proper to any language at any given time, if one
considers grammar as a complex whole of interrelated parts. Yet to automatically
equate this stance to the wholesale adoption of a prescriptivist agenda, anticipating
that of later Atticist lexicographers, is a misconceived operation. From this perspec-
tive, it is also important to observe that later sources (esp. Eustathius, as we have
already seen) often paraphrase Aristophanes’ linguistic observations by uncon-
sciously recasting them into current Atticist terminology and evaluative parameters
(‘correctness’ or ‘incorrectness’), using terms such as 0p8dtepov or auaptavelv (see
e.g. the case of otipuig/otiput in Ar.Byz. fr. 23 AB discussed in Chapter 6, Section 2).
However, it is highly unlikely that Aristophanes of Byzantium ever used such ter-
minology himself. We can identify clear examples of this (un)conscious alteration,
particularly when we are able to compare direct and indirect tradition. This is the
case, for instance, for Ar.Byz. fr. 282 (mapavuupog/ mapavopeiog), which belongs to
the section of the Aé€eig entitled Ilepl ovyyevik®v évopdtwv in our MSS. This is
Eustathius’ text:

Ar.Byz, fr. 282 (= Eust. in Il. 2.351.3-6): [. . .] kal 6Tt Tapwvupog Tf vouen 6 vopeiog, kal 6t 6
TOPAVUHPOG elkaldTepov o0Tw Aéyetal. 0pBdTepPOV Ydp €Tt mapavupgiov kareloBal TOV ov-
vandyovta @ vopgip Thv vopenv i el { 0’ audéng wg map’ Abnvaiolg v’ Gv kal ma-
POY0G KAAELTAL KTA.

[One must also know] that vopeiog (‘bridegroom’) derives from vOuen (‘bride’) and that
napavopgog (‘the bridegroom’s best man’) is so called rather carelessly. For it is more cor-
rect to call mapavupeiog him who, together with the bridegroom, carries off the bride either
by foot or on a wagon as the Athenians do, who call him also tépoyog, etc.

Eustathius’ 6pBdtepov may raise an alarm: is Aristophanes here being prescrip-
tive in an Atticist sense? If we turn to the direct tradition (MS P), we read the fol-
lowing: kai mapdvupeog KuptHTEpoV 8¢ mapavuuglog.*” Thanks to P, we can see
that Eustathius’ 0pBotepov is an Atticist rendering of Aristophanes’ far more neu-
tral (at least from an evaluative point of view) xuplwtepov. Aristophanes was
thus not proscribing mapavupgog and prescribing mapavopeioc: he was simply
saying, in a descriptive way, that the latter form, in terms of what we would call
derivational morphology, was ‘more proper’ because he analysed the word, ety-

Apelles and Protogenes against other earlier artists (Micon, Diores, Arimmas). Analogy would re-
quire that Aristophanes is here pitched against not ot moAXot but his peers, that is, scholars: we
are dealing with a comparison between different scholarly habits.

47 For the difference in accents between P and Eustathius, see Nauck (1848, 148-9).
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mologically, as from 6 mapd T vougiw.*® Callanan has already shown that the
use of xupilwg, dxvpwg, kKuplwtepov and related expressions in Aristophanes of
Byzantium must not be confused with the more rigorous use of the ‘correct/incor-
rect’ categories of the Atticists.*” The qualification kupiwtepov indicates in a mat-
ter-of-fact way that the a word can be used in its primary (xvpiwg) or derivative/
secondary (that is, transferred: axUpw¢) meaning: the former is not per se ‘more
correct’ than the latter; both are equally possible (and admissible) within the
wider linguistic glide. In the case of Ar.Byz. fr. 282 we should thus not speak of
‘analogistisch normierende Absicht’:>° Aristophanes’ intention was far simpler —
to draw attention to extant morphological anomalies or doublets without censur-
ing them.

In sum, the impression that one gets of Aristophanes’ Aégelg in general, and
of OWS in particular, is that of a work that is receptive to multiple linguistic di-
mensions: the majority of lexical items studied do belong to the literary language
of ‘old” authors, but we also find the literary usage of quasi-contemporaries (Calli-
machus, Lycophron), the spoken vernacular (Cretan, Rhodian, Laconian), the
‘high’ register of literature in all its genres (comedy — Old, Middle, and New — ora-
tory, historiography), and the ‘lower’ register of the contemporary cuviifeta, with
attention to semantic and diachronic variations in vocabulary and morphology.
These are all features that are consistent with an ‘open’ phase of linguistic reflec-
tion, appropriate to the early Hellenistic period, when Attic, although undoubt-
edly a prestige language with an unrivalled literary tradition behind it, was not
yet the overwhelming predominant or unique object of scholarly endeavour. Aris-
tophanes’ Aégelg, from Pfeiffer (1968, 203) onwards, have typically been regarded
as a work subsidiary to the edition of texts. This may well be part of the story, yet
the range of linguistic interests exhibited by Aristophanes, and particularly his
attention to contemporary language and local dialects, appear to us to also sug-
gest a broader ‘documentary’ scope: to record, mostly in an impartial way, what
the available evidence tells us about language in general, not only with an eye to
the edition of texts. From this perspective, the relatively ‘open’ approach to lan-
guage underlying the Aé€elg becomes more easily understandable.

Before moving to a closer analysis of the Attikal Aé€elg, let us briefly consider
one further passage (Ar.Byz. fr. 369) that, though not belonging to the Aé€eig but

48 See Callanan (1987, 25; 48).

49 Callanan (1987, 103-4): ‘Auch an der einzigen Stelle, an der Aristophanes einen vergleichba-
ren Verstof$ gegen seine semantischen Distinktionen dem Volk ankreidet, bezeichnet er den
Sprachgebrauch lediglich als axOpwg. Er empfiehlt nicht den streng unterscheidenden attischen
Gebrauch der Worter, sondern notiert ihn nur’.

50 Thus Callanan (1987, 112).



458 —— Chapter 7 Towards Atticism

to Aristophanes’ IIpdg toUg Iivakag KaAAwudyov (In Addition to Callimachus’ Pi-
nakes),” is highly revealing of Aristophanes’ open approach to language issues.**
Fr. 369 is a passage from the synonymic lexicon Ilepl opoiwv kal Slapopwv AEE-
ewv ascribed to Herennius Philo (1st BCE/1st century CE)/Ammonius,”® where the
use of the adverbial forms €080 (usually spatial: ‘straight forward’) and e060g
(usually temporal: ‘immediately’) is discussed.>* The text, as established by Feder-
ica Benuzzi (2022h), reads as follows:

Ar.Byz. fr. 369 = Herenn.Phil. 81 ([Ammon.] 202 = Et.Gud. d" 556.1-3, d° 556.24-8, 557.14-20; ~
Ptol.Ascal. Diff. 390.20-3 Heylbut): e000g, 00V kal 00w Slapépouat. eDBLG PEV ydp 0TV O
Kavov, g0V 8¢ T0<8> yupvaoiov, avti ol kar’evBelav tol yvpvasiov, ij 0BT Td KavovL. TO
§e00¢we avti 0D ¥povikod Emppuatog. 6 obv Evairdoowv auaptavel, kadd kai Mévav-
8pog &v Avokdrw: ‘Tt Piig; 18wy évtalba als’ éAevBépav | €piv AmiiAbeg eVBVG; <eVBVG.> (G
TaV’. Kal ApLotopdvng 6 ypaupatikog év @ Mpog toug Mivakag KaAliudyov mepl AvTl-
@AVOUG SLAOTEANEL TV AEEWY. TLVAG PéEVTOL TOV dpyaiwv enol kal o VBV (mal. Benuzzi:
€00V codd.) avtl xpovikoD kexpfiobal. enol yolv katd AEEY- ‘Sel 8¢ T0 pev VB Aéyewv éml
VoG e00€0g, olov &av pév f{ BfiAv T0 Bvopa <1 e0Bela 686>, N e0Bela BakTnpia’, Eav 88
Gpaev ‘€vBLg 6 Kavwy’, £av 8¢ T0 008ETEPOV KAAOVUEVOV ‘€VOD TO LUAOV’. ol 8¢ dpyatol évioTe
70 VBV €TiBecav €9’0800 TG TeEWvoLONG Enl Tva TOTOV: <‘€VBV Tfig 0TOAS, ‘€VBL TV dpw-
UATOV’>. TO 8¢ Katd <ToLg XpOvoug o Aéyetal, GAN evBlg, olov ‘yiuavtog avtol 8> evhiug
£ooW’ £Ae0BePOG Kal ‘g ToTT<0 8> 18V, VBV AV THVW KATW'.

E0B0C, €000 and eVBéwg are different. Indeed, ev00¢ (‘straight’) is [said of] the ruler, while
[you can say] ‘€060 (‘straight’) to school’ in the sense of ‘on a straight road to the school’, or
‘with a straight ruler’. e08éwg, instead, [is used] as a temporal adverb. Therefore, the person
who swaps them makes a mistake, also like Menander in the Dyscolus (Men. Dysc. 50, 52):
‘What are you saying? You saw a girl there, from a respectable family, | and you immedi-
ately fell in love? <Immediately’>. ‘How fast!’. And the grammarian Aristophanes in the
book In addition to Callimachus’ Catalogues (Ar.Byz. fr. 369) in the section on Antiphanes
defines the term. Indeed, he says that some of the ancients also used €080 in a temporal
sense. He literally says: ‘One needs to use €080 with regard to a straight object, for instance,
if the name is feminine, ‘the straight (e08eia) road’, ‘the straight (e08eia) cane’, while if the
noun is masculine ‘the straight (e000¢) ruler’, and if the noun is neuter ‘the straight (ev60)
log’. And the ancients sometimes used €06V in relation to a road that leads towards a place:
‘straight (ev0V) to the portico’ (com. adesp. fr. *79), ‘straight to the spice sellers’ (Eup. fr.
327.3). But €000 is not used for time, while €060¢ is, for instance: ‘If he marries, I will be free
at once’ (com. adesp. fr. 249). (Translation by Benuzzi 2022b, slightly modified).

51 For this rendering of the title, see Nickau (1967, 346 n. 3).

52 This part relies heavily on the excellent article by Benuzzi (2022b).

53 For this double attribution, see Savio (2023).

54 In the Atticist tradition proper, with the exception of Antiatt. € 96, this distinction becomes a
rigid prescription: cf. Phynr. Ecl. 113, Moer. ¢ 11.
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Prior to Aristophanes, Eratosthenes had discussed, probably in his work On An-
cient Comedy, the temporal and spatial usages of e000¢ and €000 in relation to the
authenticity of Pherecrates’ Miners (see Chapter 6, Section 5.3).>> The bone of con-
tention appears to have been whether the use of the neuter adverbial €000 in a
temporal sense (‘immediately’) might have been deemed acceptable. The textual
transmission of our fragment is highly complex and almost certainly corrupt in
various respects (through abridgements, epitomisation, etc.), as remarked by all
previous commentators. On the basis of a systematic analysis of the occurrences
of €0B0¢, and €vOV in 5th- and 4th-century BCE literature and of the internal con-
sistency of the passage of Herennius Philo/Ammonius, Benuzzi has persuasively
argued that 0 €0BUg avti Ypovikod kexpfioBat must be emended into 70 €06V
avtl ypovikod keypfioBal. That is, in a section relative to the 4th-century BCE
comic poet Antiphanes, Aristophanes of Byzantium, possibly within the context of
a debated authorship, would have recognised that, even if the general rule was to
use €00U¢ in a temporal sense and €00V in a spatial one, some ancient authors
(TLvdg pévtol Tdv apyaiwv), and possibly but not necessarily Antiphanes among
them,*® did use €00V as an adverb of time (‘immediately’) rather than space
(‘straight forward’).”” Later Atticist doctrine will distinguish between a proper
and improper use of the two adverbs: Phrynichus (Phryn. Ecl. 113)*® draws a
clear-cut distinction between €080¢ and €000, without space for exceptions, and
so too apparently does Photius (Phot. & 2185).>° Only the Antiatticist (Antiatt. € 96:

55 The Eratosthenic fragments are Eratosth. frr. 46 (= Phot. £ 2203) and 93 Strecker (= Harp. p 25).
They both have been intensely studied: see Slater (1976, 235-7 and 241); Tosi (1994a, 169); Tosi
(1998a); Tosi (2022).

56 In the extant fragments of Antiphanes, no occurrences of evfv0 are known so far. In Antiph. fr.
189.8-12: v mdAw | elmn tig AAkpéwva, kal t@ madia | mavTevbug eipny’, 6TL pavelg déktovey |
TV UNTEP’, ayavaxt®v § Adpactog eVBEws | el miAw T'dmelot (‘And, if someone says, in turn,
‘Alcmeory, even the children will say all [his story] immediately, that he went mad and killed his
mother, and that Adrastus, in his fury, will immediately come and go away again’), ev60g and €0-
0éwg are used interchangeably.

57 See Benuzzi (2022b) for the disturbed order in which Aristophanes’ fragment has come down
to us in Herennius Philo/Ammonius (the part on adverbial €080¢ and €060 must originally have
preceded — and not followed — the remark on the exceptional use of €080 ‘immediately’ in some
authors).

58 Phryn. Ecl. 113: €000+ moAlol &vtl ToD eVBUG, SLapépel 8¢ T0 Pev yap Tomov €Ty, VOBV ABNVHV,
70 8¢ XpOvou kal Aéyetal oLy T¢ o (‘€0BV: Many use [it] instead of evbUg, but it is different. For one
is [an adverb] of place, ‘straight to Athens’, while the other is [an adverb] of time and is said with
the sigma’).

59 Phot. & 2185: e0OUC Aéyovaol kal eVOEWG TO 8¢ VBV Ywplg ToD o €mi ToMOL TIBEaaLy (‘They say
€00V and evBEwG, but they use evbv without sigma to indicate a place’).
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evBL- avtl T00 evBEwC) records as admissible the temporal value of €08V, likely
depending on Aristophanes of Byzantium to support his ‘eccentric’ position.

Aristophanes thus would have adopted a less rigid stance, particularly com-
pared to that of his predecessor Eratosthenes, ready to deny to Pherecrates the
authorship of the Miners because of the use of €060 with temporal value. How-
ever, also in the case of Eratosthenes’ stricter approach, it is important to observe
that Eratosthenes did not refute in absolute terms the use of 000 in a temporal
sense: he simply deemed it unsuitable for a play by a specific author — namely,
Pherecrates, but possible and admissible in a play by the later comedian Nicoma-
chus.®® In fr. 369 Aristophanes of Byzantium seems thus to display a generally
‘open’ attitude to linguistic usage: while he recognises the most common usages
of the literary ouvn0ela, he also allows for some exceptions and deems it instruc-
tive to record them. In other words, in his IIpog tog Mivakag KaAiwudyov, we
find the same open, possibilist attitude to linguistic variation that we saw in his
AéEerg®

2.2 Attkai AéEelg

We shall now focus on Aristophanes’ Attikal Aé€etg, a body of lexical items (frr.
337-47) that has come down to us only via the indirect tradition.* The overwhelm-
ing majority of the fragments edited by Slater under this title have, in fact, been
transmitted to us by Erotian, a grammarian and lexicographer datable to the mid-/
second half of the 1st century CE, author of a Glossary of Hippocratic words.* It is

60 Pace Slater (1976, 241; 237), who wants to see in the fragments of Eratosthenes just discussed a
‘strict Atticist’ avant la lettre. See Chapter 6, Section 5.3.

61 In the only other fragment certainly ascribable to IIpog Tovg KaAAwpdyov Ilivakag, Ar.Byz. fr.
368 (= Ath. 9.408f) Aristophanes addresses an issue of usage/custom in Attic writers, with no par-
ticular linguistic implications (the custom of saying ‘(water) over the hand’ (xatd yelpog) before
meals but ‘washing up’ (amovivacbay) afterwards ([. . .] €oke 8 6 ypaupatikog todTo me-
QLAaEval TTapd Tolg ATTkolg KTA.). Cf. also Ath. 9.410b: onuelwtéov 8¢ 6TL Kal UETA TO Seunvijoat
KATA XELPOG EAEYOV, 0VY WG APLOTOPAVNG O YPAUUATIKAG ONGLY GTL TTply Yayelv oi ATTIKOL KT
XELPOG EAeyov, uetd 8¢ 10 Seunvijoal amovipacbat. See also Slater’s comment: ‘Whether those
whom Aristophanes attacked were poets or grammarians or both, we cannot tell, but evidently
question of authenticity raised by Callimachus were at issue’ (Slater 1986, 135).

62 Aristophanes of Byzantium also concerned himself with Attic dialect in his Homeric studies:
cf. schol. (Ariston.) Hom. Od. 2.294b1 (HM®): émiopopar ATtikov Alav gnotv 6 Aplatopdvng 1o
‘emidopar avti tod émontevoopal, meplPAéPw (on which see Prauscello 2023, 262-3) and
pdupa/pappia in Ar. Byz. fr. 241 DE.

63 For an up-to-date critical assessment of Erotian’s lexicographical work, see Perilli (2021).
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unsurprising, therefore, that many (but not all) of the glosses ascribed to the Atti-
kal Aé€etg bear some relationship, directly or indirectly, to ancient medicine. Mod-
ern scholarship has disagreed as to (1) whether Attikai A€€eLg is the title of a stand-
alone work by Aristophanes of Byzantium, independent of his collection entitled
A£Eeic® or the heading of a subsection of that very same work® and as to (2) which
of Aristophanes’ fragments not explicitly ascribed by our sources to the Attikal Aé¢-
€1¢ may have originally belonged to it. Regarding the first question, Cohn (1881,
323-4), in the wake of Fresenius (1875), cogently demonstrated that the Attikai AE-
eLc are considerably more likely to have been the heading of a subchapter of Aristo-
phanes’ Aé€eg (that is, just like OWS, On Kinship Names, etc.) rather than the title
of a stand-alone, independent work. The second issue (which of the extant frag-
ments can be traced back to the Attikal Aé€elg?) is a far more troublesome and
ultimately unsolvable question (at least, based on present evidence) that cannot be
addressed here in all its complexity and ramifications. In this section, therefore, for
practical reasons, we shall follow Slater’s ascription of the fragments to the subsec-
tion Attikal AéCelg: however, this must not be taken as our definitive judgement on
the issue, which would deserve a thorough reassessment.®®

The title Attikal Aé€elg is explicitly mentioned by Erotian three times (Ar.Byz. frr. 337, 338,
and 342) and once in Athenaeus (Ath. 14.619b—c = Ar.Byz. fr. 340). In Ar.Byz. fr. 347 (= Hdn.
Iept Syypdvwv, GG 3,2.13.14-7) the MSS tradition reads €v Attikalg Staré€eatv, most proba-
bly a scribal corruption of the original title, as already observed by Lehrs (1857, 359). Ar.Byz.
frr. 339, 341, and 344, also transmitted by Erotian, were first ascribed to Aristophanes’ Attt-
Kal Aé€elg by Cohn (1881, 323). In his glossary, Erotian mentions Aristophanes of Byzantium
eight times overall: three times (Ar.Byz. frr. 337, 338, and 342), as we have seen, with explicit
reference to his Attikat Aégetg; in two other passages Aristophanes, without mention of the
work, is said to have dealt with Attic usage (Ar.Byz. frr. 343 = Erot. a 142 and 345 = Erot. ¥ 4).
Of the remaining three other mentions of Aristophanes by Erotian (Ar.Byz. frr. 339, 341, and
344), fr. 341, unknown to Nauck, was first added by Fresenius to Aristophanes’ Aé€eig in gen-
eral, and by Cohn to the Attikal Aé€elg in particular; Ar.Byz. fr. 344 was also reclaimed by
Cohn to the Attic section. As a matter of fact, Slater’s (and previously also Cohn’s) attribution
of these three fragments to the Attikai Aégetg is mainly based on the claim that ‘there is no
certainty that any of the quotations from Aristophanes by Erotian are from any other work
than the Attikal Aé€eg. [ . .] T have therefore attributed all the eight glosses to the work on
Attic glosses’ (Slater 1986, xv). It is obviously correct to say that ‘there is no certainty’ that
Erotian, or his source, did draw also on other sections of Aristophanes’ lexicographical col-
lection, or indeed on any other work of our grammarian. Yet previous scholars of Erotian
(above all Strecker 1891, 276-9) have shown, with varying degrees of plausibility but with

64 See Rohde (1870, 16 n. 1).

65 See Nauck (1848, 76; 181-2); Fresenius (1875, 23-4); Cohn (1881, 323-4).

66 Slater’s selection is conservative compared to Cohn’s additions to Nauck’s initial recensio: see
Cohn (1881, 288 n. 6 and 323).
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an overall persuasive cumulative force, that Erotian in his original version must have con-
sulted a larger corpus of Aristophanes’ work than the sole subheading Attikai Aé€etg.%’

That Erotian had direct access to Aristophanes of Byzantium’s oeuvre has been
rightly doubted.®® Rather, it is far more likely that most of the Aristophanic mate-
rial came to Erotian in an already mediated form through Baccheius of Tanagra
(3rd century BCE, a younger contemporary of Aristophanes of Byzantium), most
probably known to him in the version revised by Epicles the Cretan (Ist century
BCE).%’ This tortuous transmission history should be constantly kept in mind
when interpreting Aristophanes’ Attikat Aé€etg: one of the most difficult tasks, as
will presently become apparent, is in fact that of ascertaining which portions of
the attested quotations go directly back to Aristophanes and which do not (this
problem is most acute in the case of Zitatennest).

In the next part of this section, we shall analyse in some detail most of the
fragments commonly ascribed to the Attikai Aé€et.”® For each fragment, we shall
first highlight its general relevance to our inquiry (contextual meaning, spread of
occurrences, and general underlying argument), including, where possible, the
survival of these Attic expressions in the later lexicographical tradition, with a
special attention to the Atticist doctrine; we shall then proceed to the often labori-
ous task of reconstructing, when feasible, the broader context of Aristophanes’
linguistic reflections. For the readers’ convenience, we shall print textual and
interpretative minutiae either in footnotes or in a section in smaller font to facili-
tate a swifter consultation of this section for those not interested in the more
fine-grained aspects of interpreting fragments.

2.2.1 Ar.Byz. fr. 337

Ar.Byz. fr. 337 concerns the term &upn (Ionic)/dupwv (Attic), the name of the med-
ical tool (a wooden board) used to reduce dislocated joints. One of our two indi-
rect sources, Erotian and Apollonius of Citium, a 1st-century BCE author, ascribes

67 Cf. also Manetti (2015, 1143 n. 81).

68 See Strecker (1891, 279) ‘Dass Erotian seine Werke selbst gepliindert hat, wird wohl niemand
glauben’. Cf. already Nauck (1848, 78).

69 Strecker (1891, 279-91) is still fundamental. For Erotian’s knowledge of Baccheius’ work in the
abridged version by Epicles, see van Staden (1992, 551; 553-6). On the strong presence of Aristo-
phanes of Byzantium’s Aé€elg in Baccheius, see Manetti (2015, 1143-4); van Staden (1992, 567-9).
On Erotian’s presence in Hesychius, see Perilli (2008).

70 We shall omit: Ar. Byz. fr. 339 t6plooeu(v)T (= Erot. 6 6) because too textually uncertain, and
frr. Ar. Byz. 343 npokwvia (= Harp. m 96), and 344 gopivng (= Erot. ¢ 17), which are less significant
from a merely linguistic perspective (fr. 343 deals with cultic Athenian realia; fr. 344 with possi-
ble synonyms for gopivn ‘thick skin’).
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this piece of information to Aristophanes’ Attikal Aé€etg (Erotian). Both Erotian
and Apollonius offer three competing explanations of dupwv while discussing
Baccheius’ interpretation of the term: (1) the projecting crest/slope of a mountain
(as in Aeschylus but also in Rhodian epichoric usage); (2) the rim at the very outer
edge of the hollow part of a shield (Democritus); and (3) a pan’s outer rim (com-
edy). The main challenge in this fragment is to try and extrapolate what is likely
to be genuine Aristophanic material within a multi-layered Zitatennest. We shall
argue that not only the first explanation of the term dupwv (‘the projecting crest/
slope of a mountain’) but also (2) and (3), that is, ‘outer rim of a shallow object’,
be it a shield or a pan, are likely to go back to Aristophanes of Byzantium. If our
interpretation is correct, Aristophanes of Byzantium, in a section of his lexico-
graphical work reserved for Attic glosses, recorded that not only Attic authors but
also Rhodian speakers used the form dupwv (vs Ionic dupn). It also illustrates the
breadth of sources quoted by Aristophanes (local dialects; Aeschylus, Democritus,
comedy). Furthermore, a further piece of evidence, the scholl. (Did.) in Hom. IL
8.441a1 (A) and b2/a2 (T), makes it highly likely that Aristophanes of Byzantium
first encountered the term &ufwv not in Aeschylus (cf. Erotian) but in his Ho-
meric studies. Finally, the observation of a common usage between dialects (one
of them Attic)”* appears to reinforce the impression that for Aristophanes, as for
other early Hellenistic scholars, Attic was simply one dialect among many, with-
out the a priori privileged status that it would later acquire.

Ar.Byz. fr. 337 (= Erot. a 103): dupn- [. . .1 quelg 8¢ TovTovg MdvTag mapattnodpevol Bakyeiw
ouykatatiféueda, 6¢ év @ TPITw ENoly AuBnv kaAelobal v 6@pLwsN émavdaotactyv. Kat
yap ot Podtot dupwvag karobol Tag 6PPLMOSELS TV OpGOV AvaBAceLs. péuvntat Tig AéEewg
kal AloyvAog kal Aptotogdvng (codd.: ®g Aplato@dvng Nauck) 6 ypaupatikog év talg ATti-
Kaig AéEeol. 10époigt (Embépong Meinecke) & &v B tdv Aé€ewv AuPwva enot yethog sivat
okevoug Kat Tig aomidog 0 mpog avTi Tf {Tul. AploToEdvng 8¢ 6 Kwukog (sed lege Eupolis)
&v AUTOAOKW onotv- “¢ml kawotépag i8éag acepf Plov (Hermann: acépiov codd.), @
uoxOnpog, £TpIBes. | i @ MOAAGVY 8N Aomadwy Tovg dupwvag TepAeiag’. TovTéoTt T
nepl To0g téuBwvagt’ xeiAn. Aéyetat 82 olov avapn tig odoa.

71 Cf. Cohn (1881, 324 n. 87), commenting on Rohde’s hypothesis of a whole work (that is, not
only a chapter or subheading) entitled Attikal Aé€etg: ‘Quod vocem Rhodiacam Gupfwv Aristo-
phanes év Attikaic Aé€eatv explicavit [. . .], id Rohdei coniecturam minime adiuvat; Gufwv enim
et ab Atticis scriptoribus usurpatum est’.

72 Slater (but not Nachmanson) rightly puts éupwvag between obeloi (perhaps considering it an
intruded gloss?). Various solutions have been attempted: Olson (2017, 211) retains the transmitted
text and translates, rather tautologically, with ‘the parts around the ambones are the rims’, while
Ross (1971, 256 n. 29) perceives a confusion caused by the transference of sense of dupwv from
‘bulge’ to that of ‘rim’, ‘lip’. The most satisfactory emendation proposed to date is that offered by



464 —— Chapter 7 Towards Atticism

Aupn: [. . .] But we reject all these authorities (i.e. for the explanation of the term) and agree
with Baccheius, who, in his third book, says that &upn is the term for a projecting edge. For
the Rhodians also call the projecting crests of mountains &upwveg. Aeschylus mentions this
expression (Aesch. frr. 103; 231) and so too the grammarian Aristophanes in his Attucal AgE-
el¢. 16épaoigt in the second book of his AéEelg says that dupwv is the rim of a vessel, and,
when referred to [the hollow of] a shield, the rim at the very outer edge. In the Autolycus,
the comic poet Aristophanes [read Eupolis] says (Eup. fr. *60): ‘(A) You wretch spent your
impious life on rather new-fangled forms. (B) What do you mean, you who have already
licked the rims of many pans?’; that is, the parts around the féupwvagt are the rims. It is so
named as if it were some sort of avdpn (‘rising’).

Apollonius Citiensis, Comm. in mept dpOpwv p. 28.2-14 Kollesch—-Kudlien: [. . .] 6 Baxyelog
™V €nl 700 poyroeldolc E0Aov Aeyopévny aufnv év Toig mepl TV Inmokpateinwy Aégewv
o0TwG €nyettal tovt (del. Schoene: 61t Diels) ‘v talg Aé€ealv avayéypamntal, wg (Schoene
ex Erot.: ©g 6Tt cod.) ‘PoSioL dppwvag kadoboy Tovg T@V 0pdvV AdQOULG Kal kKaBoAoL TaG TTpo-
oavafaoels’. kat Sti To0Twv Enoly méAw- ‘@vayéypantal 8¢ kati wg 6 AnuokpLtog ein KaAGV
¢ {Tvog TNV T KolAw mEPIKELPEVNY OQPLY dupnV’. €xel 8¢ map’ avT® Kal obTwg ‘Gvayé-
ypantal 8¢ opoiwg duBwv TG A0TAS0g TO TEPIKEIUEVOY XETAOG. APLOTOPAVNG: ‘O TTOAADVY Ao-
aSwv Toug upwvag mepeigag”. Tadta <ta> (add. Kollesch-Kudlien) koptldpeva paptopia
TAVTEADG €0TLY €VNON KeYWPLOUEVA TiG A0 TOV cupBavovtwy xpelag. £8e<> 8¢ laTopn-
KOTA T00T0 KaTakexwpkévay, 4Tt KHot To0g TOV KAUAKWY avafabuoig dupwvag kaAodoty,
OoT eipfobatL TV v ¢ EVAW VMEPOYNV TOLAVTNY glval, dpoiav avaBadud eig 0 Pabog ék-
KoV €xovoav.

[. . .] Baccheius in his On Hippocratic Vocabulary explains the so-called dupn (that is, a pro-
truding edge) on a lever-like board thus: ‘in the Aé€eig it is recorded that the Rhodians call
Gupwveg the crests of mountains and in general rising projections’. And through the follow-
ing examples, he says again: ‘it is also recorded that Democritus (Democr. Diels-Kranz 68 B
29) called the brow-like rim running around the hollow part of a shield &ufn’. He also says:
‘it is likewise recorded that the rim running around a pan is an dupwv. Aristophanes (read
Eup. fr. *60): ‘he who licked around the dupwveg of many pans”. The witnesses adduced
here are completely silly, since they are separated from their relevant context. Who has un-
dertaken this research should have instead put down to record this, that the Coans call the
steps of ladders @upwveg, with the consequence that the projection in the wooden board is
said to be such because it has a downward cut-out similar to that of a step.

The term &upwv, of uncertain etymology, up to the 10th century CE has only a
handful of attestations in extant Greek literature, leaving aside medical and lex-
icographical writings.” Both Erotian and Apollonius ultimately draw on the On

Strecker (1891, 283), followed by Wellmann (1931, 27 n. 1), that is, ToutéotL T@ mept To0G Aomddag
XelAn (Strecker’s proposal is not mentioned either by Slater or Ross).

73 Etymology: see DELG s.v. (either a loanword or somehow connected to avafaivw) and EDG s.
v. (‘probably a loanword’). For the extant attestations of the term, see Ross (1971) and below. In
Modern Greek auBwvag means the ‘pulpit’ in a church, cf. Triantaphyllides AKN s.v. The underly-
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Hippocratic Vocabulary by Baccheius of Tanagra who, in turn, depends on Aris-
tophanes of Byzantium (Erot.: &v taic Attikaic Aé€eat; Apoll: év taig AéEeowv),
with the difference that, whereas Erotian adopts Baccheius’ explanation of
aupwv, Apollonius sharply criticises it. Likewise, both Erotian and Apollonius,
when reporting Baccheius’ opinion, present a threefold explanation of the term:
(1) the projecting crest/slope of a mountain; (2) the rim at the very outer edge of
the hollow part of a shield; and (3) a pan’s outer rim (observe that (2) and (3) are
somehow compressed together in Erotian).”*

For (1), both our sources mention the Rhodians, with Erotian quoting explicitly Aeschylus’
and Aristophanes of Byzantium as auctoritates,” while Apollonius, though mentioning Aris-
tophanes of Byzantium’s AéZelg, does not give any specific example. As for (2), Apollonius
mentions Democritus (Democr. Diels-Kranz 68 B 29), whereas Erotian’s text is clearly cor-
rupt: for our purposes, suffice it to say that, though the text as transmitted by the MSS
seems to mention a different source from that cited by Apollonius (whether Meineke’s Emt-
Bépong or something else), the interpretamentum remains the same (outer rim of a shield).”’
For (3), both quote erroneously the comic poet Aristophanes rather than Eupolis as the au-
thor of the (same) comic passage adduced as example (only the second line is quoted by
Apollonius), a sign that the mistaken ascription was perhaps already in Baccheius’ text.”® All
subsequent lexicographical sources on dupn/dupwv ultimately derive from Baccheius who,
as we saw, relied on Aristophanes of Byzantium’s (Attwkat) Aégeig (see Manetti 2009, 166): cf.

ing Hippocratic passage commented by Erotian and Apollonius of Citium has been identified
with Hp. Art. 7 (= 4.88.19 Littré): aupnv 8¢ exétw.

74 See already Wellmann (1931, 27), who rightly comments that something must be amiss in the
text of Erotian since we would expect not Aptotopdvng 8¢ but rather <kal> Aploto@avng 8¢ or
¢ xat Aploto@avng.

75 So also Hsch. a 3536: dupwveg ai mpocsavafdoelg tov 0p@v. Aioyviog Kepkowvi (Aesch. fr.
103) xal Ziovew (Aesch. fr. 231). Presumably, the details on the specific tragedies of Aeschylus in
which the term occurred (‘Aeschylus in his Kerkyon and Sisyphus’) also go back to Aristophanes
of Byzantium but were not preserved in the abridged extant version of Erotian’s glossary.

76 Nauck (1848, 186), not implausibly, proposed emending the transmitted péuvntac [. . .] xat
Aloy0Aog xal Aplotogdvng 6 ypapuatikog into péuvntat [. . .] kal AioyVAog wg ApLoTopavng o
YPAUUATIKOG (sc. €pn vel sim.). The parallelism kati [. . .] kal does indeed lead us to expect the
mention, after Aeschylus, of another Classical author, and not that of a scholar; yet pwuvrjokw in
Erotian’s glossary can equally refer to an author proper or to a learned authority.

77 Meineke’s Enifépong (second half of the 1st century CE, author of a work entitled Ilepi Aégewv
ATTIK®V Kal KWKV Kai Tpayk®v) has been accepted by Nachmanson (1918) and Wellmann
(1931, 26-7); Wellmann, however, considers (2) in Erotian a later interpolation which must have
substituted at an advanced stage Democritus’ original quotation. More pessimistic is instead
Strecker (1891, 283), who considers the passage ‘unheilbar verdorben’ and suggests seeing in év '
0V AéEewv a clumsy reference to Aristophanes of Byzantium’ s own A€Eelg.

78 See recently Olson (2017, 213) on the problem of the authorship of the fragment in question.
In comedy dupwv occurs also in Ephipp. (4th century BCE) fr. 5.16 (said generically of the banks
of an imaginary lake).
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Ael.Dion. a 96 (from Eust. in Od. 1.353.2-5, who at the end of the excursus adds [Slater: by
himself? Strecker: via Aristophanes of Byzantium?] also the otherwise unattested meaning
of female genitals: [. . .] ¢ppédn 6¢ kal ént popiov yuvaikeiov 6 Gupwv), Philox.Gramm. fr.
*38, P.Oxy. 17.2087 (= TM 63597) 1l. 38-9 (a 2nd century CE alphabetic glossary), Gal. in Hp.
Art. 18a.340.10-8 Kiithn and Gloss. a 76 Perilli (on which see Perilli 2006, 182—4 and Perilli
2017 ad loc.), Phryn. PS 18.3-5, Hsch. a 3536 (cf. also a 4213), Phot. a 1173-4, Et.Gen. AB a 613
(on which see below) ~ EM 81.9-5, [Zonar.] 142.3-7. Poll. 6.97 uses the term with reference to
the Spartan drinking vessel kwBwv, probably via Critias Diels-Kranz 88 B 34 (= Ath. 11.483c;
cf. also Plu. Lyc. 9); on Pollux’s apparent misunderstanding of the term &upwv, see Ross
(1971, 254). The lexicographical tradition is briefly surveyed by Olson (2017, 212-3); see also
Ross (1971).

The present state of our evidence invites three main interconnected questions:
(A) how far does the quotation of Aristophanes of Byzantium extend in the texts
of both Erotian and Apollonius? Or, put otherwise, did Aristophanes mention for
dupwv only the meaning (1), i.e. ‘projecting crest’ of a mountain’ or did he in-
clude in his Aé€eig also the meaning (2), i.e. ‘outer circular edge of the concave
part of a shield’, and (3), i.e. pan’s rim?*® (B) Where did Aristophanes of Byzan-
tium first encounter this word: in his lexical studies or in his Homeric exegesis?
(C) What is the word’s dialectal veneer (Rhodian? Attic? Coan?).

Regarding the actual extension of the Aristophanic quotation (A), Slater does
not explicitly motivate his decision, but limits himself to stating that ‘Nauck was
correct to attribute only argument A [i.e. mountain’s crest] to Aristophanes’. Yet
Strecker (1891, 282-3), followed by Wellmann (1931, 26-7), had already rightly ob-
served that the threefold repetition, in Apollonius’ text, of avayéypantat (used
the first time by Apollonius with explicit reference to Baccheius’ quotation from
Aristophanes’ Aé€elg) strongly suggests that all the three meanings (1), (2), and (3),
jointly recorded by Erotian and Apollonius, must ultimately go back to the Alex-
andrian scholar.* The fact that Democritus is not otherwise mentioned in the ex-
tant fragments of Aristophanes of Byzantium is in itself not a sufficient argument
against this conclusion: that Aristophanes was not entirely alien to philosophical
prose is confirmed by his observation on the idiosyncratic nature of Epicurus’

79 So Nauck (1848, 186) tacitly, followed by Slater (1986, 113).

80 Cf. Strecker (1891, 281-2); Wellmann (1931, 26). See, also, more recently Olson (2017, 213): ‘Aris-
tophanes of Byzantium must be responsible for the references to Aeschylus, Democritus and Eup-
olis (or Aristophanes)’, although he does not refer to either Strecker or Wellmann.

81 Strecker (1891, 283) also ascribed to Aristophanes the final pseudo-etymology preserved in
Erotian’s text (Aéyetat 8¢ olov avapn tig oboa). Etymology is amply attested as one of the exegeti-
cal tools used by Aristophanes of Byzantium, yet there is no way of knowing whether the etymo-
logical explanation offered here antedated the Alexandrian scholar, as correctly observed by
Slater (1986, 113). For the use of etymology as hermeneutical tool in Aristophanes’ Aé€elg, see Ar.
Byz. fr. 24 AB on payig, payeipog. Cf. also Callanan (1987, 97-102).
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prose (Ar.Byz. fr. 404 = D.L. 10.13) and by his subdivision of Plato’s dialogues into
trilogies instead than into tetralogies (Ar.Byz. fr. 403 = D.L. 3.61-2).

As for (B), the comparison of our two main witnesses makes it abundantly
clear that dupwv was a widely discussed term in antiquity, and not only among
physicians (Erotian in his lemma mentions seventeen different authorities). This
impression is corroborated by two further pieces of evidence. First, the scholl.
(Did.) in Hom. II. 8.441al (A) and b2/a2 (T) (both ultimately going back to Didymus)
attest that at I 8.441 (4puata 8 au Pwpolot TiBel, kata Alta TeTaooag) a certain
Diogenes, who must therefore have antedated Didymus, favoured the variant
reading (or conjecture?) aupwveoal, against the vulgata au Pwpoiot defended by
Aristarchus.® The contextual meaning of the aupavesot supported by Diogenes
is not immediately clear,®® but what is important for us is that this piece of evi-
dence reveals that Aristophanes of Byzantium may have first encountered this
word not while perusing Aeschylus (cf. Erotian and Hsch. a 3536) but in his Ho-
meric studies.®*

Second, appwveaal, although not with reference to chariots, is also attested
in Callimachus Aitia fr. 75.34 Harder ém’o0peog aupwveaoy,® that is, within Apol-
lo’s oracular response praising the illustrious Coan genealogy of Acontius, a de-
scendant of the priests serving in the cult of Zeus Aristaeus the Icmian on Ceos.
The fact that Callimachus, Aristophanes of Byzantium’s teacher, opts to define
Gupwv as the ‘rising projection of a mountain top’ must certainly be put into the
context of a learned debate existing around that very same word, a discussion
already present in Homeric circles, as we have seen.®® Does the Callimachean
quotation mentioned in Et.Gen. a 613, an entry that would fit very well within the
lexicographical tradition of &upwv, ultimately go back to Aristophanes of Byzan-

82 Schol. (Did.) Hom. II. 8.441al (A) <appwuoiot:> obTwg ApioTapyog ‘tPwuoioty’. A™ év Tolg Alo-
yévoug ‘appwvecor. A™ and 8.441b2/a2 (T) du Bwpolot: 81 ToT [ 1 ypagr GLoLOY yép £0TL 6 Ay
@6vov’ (I1. 10.298). pnot 8¢ ‘€H8uTLY £ml BwpdV’ (Od. 7.100). | Aplotapyog ‘tpwuoiott’, Aloyévng
“Faupaveott’ | tolg avapadpoic. The schol. (Did.) Hom. Od. 7.100d1 (HPY) explains that ‘Opunpog
yap Bwpotg tag Bacetg enot: Aristarchus must thus have understood ‘[Zeus] puts the chariot on
its supports’ (cf. G. Busch, LfgrE s.v. aup(wv)).

83 See Pagani (2014b).

84 Cf. Rengakos (1993, 144); Olson (2017, 213).

85 Cf. Et.Gen. a 613: &upwv- kKupiwg t0 xeTAog Tiig Aomddog: mapd T &v avaBdoet elval, olov: ToA-
2@V [. . .] meprei€ag (Eup. fr. *60). Aéyovtat 8¢ kai oi opewol kal vnAol T6moL, olov €’ 0lpeog
auBwveoot’ (Call. fr. 75.34 Harder). mapd 10 B® Bwv, g ynpud npuwv, kal avapwv, kal katd
ouykomiv dupwv. According to Reitzenstein (1897, 20 11. 20—4), this entry of the Et.Gen. is derived
from Methodius.

86 See Harder (2012, vol. 2, 617).
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tium too, via the mediation of Baccheius, also originally present in Aristophanes’
AéEerg?®

The dialectal facies (C) of &upwv vs Ionic &upn is difficult to ascertain: apart
from Erotian, the only witness stating explicitly that dupwv is the Attic (masculine)
form, while the Ionians use the feminine &upn,®® is Gal. In Hp. Art. 18a.340.17-8
Kiihn (appevik®dg pgv odv dupwvag ot Attikol, OnAvkag 8¢ ol "Twveg T Toladta
oyfjuata kahodowv dupac).®’ We have also seen that according to Apollonius’ text,
the information that the Rhodians also use éupwveg to refer to the rising tops of
mountains (just as Aeschylus in Erotian and Hsch. a 3536) and projections in gen-
eral, apparently derives from Aristophanes’ Aé€eig.”® Furthermore, always in Apol-
lonius’ text, but this time outside the Aristophanic quotation, Apollonius himself
also mentions a Coan usage of dppwveg to indicate the steps of a ladder.”* Accord-
ing to our sources, as we have seen, Aristophanes in his Aé¢eig mentioned that dy-
Bwveg instead of upn was used both by Rhodians and by Attic authors (tragedians
and comedians), with Aeschylus apparently using the word in the same sense as
the Rhodians. Overall, the situation is far from clear. However, if what we have
reconstructed so far is correct, one thing stands out: Aristophanes of Byzantium
mentioned that not only Attic literary authors but also Rhodian speakers used the
form éppwv (vs Ionic dupn). This remark of a shared linguistic usage between Attic
and Rhodian®* goes in the same ‘open’ direction that we have seen in operation
throughout Aristophanes’ Aé¢eic. For him, as for other early Hellenistic lexicogra-
phers, Attic was simply one dialect among many others that had not acquired the
superior hierarchical position later sanctioned by the Atticist tradition.

87 Callimachus is also quoted by Aristophanes of Byzantium in Ar.Byz. frr. 25 A (86xo¢) and 48 E
(amdBpL): see above Section 2.1. Slater is sceptical, observing that the Callimachean quotation in
Et.Gen. may be a ‘learned addition’ since ‘it has no obvious place in Attic vocabulary’. However,
we have just seen that the notion of ‘Attic vocabulary’ of Aristophanes of Byzantium is often
more capacious than expected.

88 On Gupn as an Ionic word in ancient and modern scholarship, see Ross (1971, 246 n. 8).

89 In terms of word formation, the etymology for ¢pupn/dupwv given in Erotian’s text (\éyetat 8¢
olov avapn tig oboa), may well be correct: see Bechtel (1924, 275), followed by Schwyzer (1939,
460), both interpreting aupn as a backformation from avafatvw with apocope of the preposition
and duPwv as a secondary modification of dupn. On Galen’s treatment of Ionic dupn/Attic dufwv,
see Manetti (2009, 165-6).

90 A Rhodian gloss is also mentioned by Aristophanes of Byzantium in Ar.Byz. fr. 232 (natp6ge-
vog = ‘illegitimate son’).

91 How this may or may not relate to the Callimachean passage of the Aitia above quoted is un-
clear: see Harder (2012, vol. 2, 617) ad loc.

92 Cf. Cohn (1881, 324 n. 87); see above n. 71.
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2.2.2 Ar.Byz. fr. 338

Ar.Byz. fr. 338, explicitly ascribed by Erotian to the Attikal Aé€eig, deals with the
word Siomog (‘overseer’, ‘commander’, particularly of a ship), in support of which
meaning, Aristophanes of Byzantium quotes from Aeschylus’ Sisyphus (Aesch. fr.
232) and Euripides’ Hippolytus (Eur. fr. 447). Etymology may have been one of Aris-
tophanes’ concerns while dealing with this lexical item (see the Nachleben of 8iomog
in the Atticist tradition); likewise, it cannot be ruled out, but it cannot be proven
either, that he intended to demonstrate that the word had a Classical pedigree (as
he did for many entries of OWS). The extant occurrences of the term suggest that
by the mid-4th century BCE 8ionog had already acquired a specialised nautical and
mercantile meaning (the conveyor of the cargo, or more generally the overseer of
the ship, cargo and crew included), and that at the time of Aristophanes (early 3rd
century BCE) Siomog was already being superseded by énimlovg/eénimiwv. If the text
of Erotian is sound and has not been drastically abridged, Aristophanes apparently
did not quote the literary examples in Aeschylus and Euripides (Aesch. Pers. 44 and
[Eur.] Rh. 741) in which 8iomog had the broader, transferred meaning of ‘person in
charge’ tout court - that is, without specific reference to ships. This may suggest but
does not prove that it was not morphology or orthography that identified the word
as specifically Attic for Aristophanes and his readers but rather the term’s use and
semantic development within the Attic dialect. The word Siomog has a place in the
later Atticist tradition (particularly its etymology: the Pseudo-Demosthenic passage
([D.] 35.20, 34) quoted by Harp. § 69 and Phot. § 645 may or may not go back to Aris-
tophanes of Byzantium), but we do not have any strictly prescriptive or proscriptive
remarks on its usage.

Ar. Byz. fr. 338 (= Erot. § 2): 101w T® Tiig VNOG EMUEANTH], Tapd TO SLOTTEVELY. ATTIKN 8¢ 1y
AETLG, KeLévn Kal mapd ApLoTopavel €v ATTikaig Aé€eat kal mapd AloyVAw év Ziovew Kal
EOpunidn év TrmoAvTw.

816mw: The captain of the ship, from Stomrevewv (‘to keep watch’). The term is Attic, attested
also in Aristophanes’ Attikal Aégetg, in Aeschylus’ Sisyphus (Aesch. fr. 232), and in Euripides’
Hippolytus (Eur. fr. 447).

To the loci classici quoted by Aristophanes of Byzantium, already, Nauck (1848, 187) added
Aesch. Pers. 44 Baoiig Siomol (cf. also Aesch. fr. 269 adiomov = Hsch. a 1144: d8iomov- dvap-
X0V, Kal a@VAaktov. AloyOAog ®puil. Slomol yap ol Tig vewg @VAakeg (‘@dlomov: Without a
leader, and unguarded. Aeschylus in the Phrygians (Aesch. fr. 269). For Siomot are the guard-
ians of the ship”); cf. EM 18.28) and [Eur.] Rh. 741: tivt onuivw 86mwv otpatiéig (Portus: S10m-
Twv MSS.); on this latter see Fantuzzi (2020, 533). In prose, diomog is found in Hippocrates (2x:
Hp. Epid. 5.74, 7.36 (= 5.246.13 and 5.404.9 Littré respectively) referring to the commander of a
ship), Philo Iudaeus (3x: always metaphorically, twice with reference to the godhead, Ph. De
cherub. 36: 6 8iomog xal kuBepvATNG ToD TavTog Adyog Belog and Ph. De spec. leg. 4.200: TOv 6
vty Epopov kal Siomov Bedv; once with reference to the priest Phinehas as ‘the controller
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of the inlets and outlets of the body’ in Ph. De post. Cain. 183: 6 T®V CWUATIKOY OTOUIWY Kal
TpnudTwy diomog), and once in Plutarch (Plu. Rom. 6.4: émotdtag 8¢ kal SLomovg BactAtkovc)
to indicate royal underlings at the time of Rome’s early mythical monarchy.”®

Apparently, although its etymology was the object of attention in the later Atticist
tradition, §iomog was not a particularly contested word (we do not have positive
prescriptions or proscriptions relating to it). In antiquity, two different etymolo-
gies were proposed, making the noun derive either from §iénw or from Sontevw/
Slomevw.

From 8énw: Harp. § 69, cf. Paus.Gr. *8 15 = Eust. in Il. 1.309.26: §{omot oi Bac\elg Kal ot Sté-
novteg; cf. also [Zonar.] 46.23 a8iomov and Lex. Synon. a 40 Palmieri. From Stomtedw/8tom-
e0w: Ael.Dion. § 26 ~ Eust. in Il. 1.309.26-8: 0 oikovopog: AioxUA0G év ZIoVEW. Kal 6 Tiig VEwS
EMLUEANTAG, TTAPU TO SLOTITEVELV (G EMIOKOMAY aOTIV Kal £Qpop&v. Aplotopdvng 8¢ év Anp-
viaig eipnke kat ‘vavevAag’ (6 oikovopog: Aeschylus in Sisyphus (Aesch. fr. 232) and also the
caretaker of the ship, from StonteveLy, since he watches and oversees it. Aristophanes in the
Women from Lemnos (= Ar. fr. 388) used also the word vaveuAag); cf. Poll. 7.139. Both ety-
mologies are mentioned by Galen (Gal. Gloss. § 19 Perilli: Siont[t]og vewg émpeAnTig, mapa
70 Slom[tlevew i Siémewy ta €v avth)), Photius (Phot. § 644: {omot BactAels. mapd 0 S1omTELY
1 Stomtevewv), and EM 278.7: iomog: 0 PacAels, ij O EmueAnTiG Kal EmOnTng, ano tod Sié-
TEW: fj (10 ToD SLoMTEVELY, Tapdl TOVG BTAG KTA).

Accordingly, its exact meaning was also discussed, see Phot. § 645: §{omog: vav-
QUAAE, ApYwV, vavapyog, oUyL TPWPEDC, (G TIVEG VOUL{OVGLY: 0V Yap WG TPOOTTNG
TG WVOPAOTAL, GAN KOG EMLOKOT®V Kal ¢pop®dv. €0TL Kal mapd AnuocBével 6
SliBvvwv Vv vadv (‘6iomog: One who keeps watch on board of ships, the one in
charge, the commander of a ship, not the officer in command at the bow [i.e. as
opposed to that on the stern] as some think: for it has not been called so for his
role of scout but because he watches over and oversees [the ship]. It occurs also
in Demosthenes ([D.] 35.20, 34) to indicate the person who directs the course of
the ship by steering’)®* and Harp. § 69: Stontevwv: Anpoc®évng &v T Katd Aakpi-

93 According to the LGPN-Ling online Diopos as a personal name is attested three times (see also
https://lgpn-ling. huma-num.fr/Diopos): Plin. NH 35.152 (the name of a 7th-century BCE Corinthian
potter), IGDS 112 (an artist’s signature (nomen ex arte?) on an antefix with palmette decoration;
ca. 560-550 BCE, from Camarina) and BCH 45 (1921) 16 III, 23 (Delphi, ca. 230-220 BCE). the Pack-
ard Humanities Institute database, however, also records a certain Diopos among the winners at
the Coan Asclepeia: IG 12,4 2.453.65 (second half of the 3rd century BCE).

94 In the Demosthenic corpus 8iomog occurs at [D.] 35.20 and 34, both times in the expression
Slomevwv (Meursius: tontevwv MSS) v vadv. The speech Against Lacritus, commonly consid-
ered spurious on linguistic grounds, represents an important witness for the history of Athenian
mercantile practice and naval contracts since it preserves numerous genuine documents: cf. Mac-
Dowell (2009, 262-3). The speech was written in ca. 350 BCE, and in any case, it cannot antedate
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70V (35.20). Slomog Aéyetal vews 6 1MV kal EmonTtebwv T@ Katd Tv vadv, 6 kad’
NUag Aeyouevog enimioug (‘Slomtebwv: Demosthenes in Against Lacritus. The 8i-
omog of a ship is the person who is in charge and oversees the management of the
ship, our so-called énimioug’). The evidence thus suggests that by the mid-4th cen-
tury BCE, the term had already acquired its specialised nautical and mercantile
meaning, although it is debated in modern scholarship as to whether it indicates
the function of ‘the conveyor of the cargo’ — that is, a third party paid by the
money-lenders with the role of ensuring that the vessel itself and its cargo were
safely delivered,” or that of simple ‘overseer’ of the ship, cargo and crew, and
hence almost synonymous with vavevAag.”® What is certain is that the 8iomog
was a co-navigant (cuunAéwv), that is, a paid member of the crew on Athenian
mercantile vessels, with specific duties onboard (however vague they may appear
to us nowadays). By the 4th century BCE, it had become a technical term in Athe-
nian naval commercial enterprise and sufficiently official to appear in maritime
contracts (cf. [D.] Against Lacritus 35.20 and 34). It is reasonable, therefore, to
infer that it was not its word formation (probably a back-formation from 8iénw,
cf. Hom. Il. 2.207: 6 ye xolpavéwv dieme otpatdv; 24.247: oknnaviw Sien’ avépag:
see Clay 1960 s.v.) or orthography that marked it as distinctively Attic but its use
as a technical maritime term. Attic dramatists (tragedians) used the word repeat-
edly both in its ‘nautical’ sense (6 tii¢ vewg émueAntig: Aesch. frr. 232 and 269;
Eur. fr. 447) and in its broader meaning of ‘person in charge’, a usage probably
still influenced by the context of the Homeric passages where §iénw occurs.”” As
we have seen, Attic oratory (Pseudo-Demosthenes; cf. also Phot. § 645 and Harp. §

the new mercantile law of 355 BCE: see MacDowell (2009, 262). Both sections of the speech in
which the term 8ionog appears are part of the deposition of the witnesses: we are told that Her-
asicles was the helmsman of the boat (35.20: xvBepvav v vadv), Hyblesius its skipper (v ‘YpAR-
olog évauvkArpey), and that Hippias ‘sailed in Hyblesius’ ship as its commander’ (paptupel
oupmAelv €v Tfj ‘'YPAnotov vnt Stomedwv v vadv). The Demosthenic scholia have the following
(schol. D. 35.20): tontedwv: 6 SLALT®V, €0 £monTedwY TA Katd THY vadv, olov 8iomdg Tig (v (‘Slort-
Tevwv: The one who administers it, overseeing with care what goes on in the ship, as if it were
some sort of Siomog).

95 Thus, Gofas (1989, 4267, esp. with n. 5), discussing the Demosthenic passages here quoted
and defending Harpocration’s assimilation of the §iomog to the later term éninAouvg.

96 As, for instance, does B. Bravo (1974, 168), followed by Vélissaropoulos (1980, 86): ‘un membre
de I'équipage d’un navire commercial, qui est 'aide du naukleros (du magister, en latin) et qui
est chargé spécialement de veiller a la paix et a I'ordre a bord, de tenir les registres des quantités
de marchandises que chacun des marchands naviguant sur le navire embarque et débarque aux
divers ports, de faire en sorte qu’aucun des marchands a bord ne s’ approprie une partie des
marchandises appartenant a d’autres’.

97 Cf. Il. 2.207 and 24.247 quoted above; see also LfgrE s.v. énw 2b and cf. Aesch. Pers. 44: BacAiig
Stomot ‘kingly commanders’ (the word refers to Persian overlords: see Garvie 2009, 64 on the sub-
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69) appears to use the term in a more technical way. Gofas (1989) has shown that
8iomog in its maritime meaning started being replaced by énimlovg/éninmiwv as
early as the 3rd century BCE.

Did Aristophanes of Byzantium in his Attikal Aé€eig refer only to the poetic
usages of the term (some of which, as we have seen, did anyway include a refer-
ence to a nautical activity of some sort) or did he quote also from the orators?
The ensuing quotations of Aeschylus and Euripides in Erotian’s entry may suggest
the former case; it is not unlikely that by Aristophanes’ time (see Gofas above)
8lomog’ more modern equivalent énimAovug had already gained the upper hand in
the commercial and nautical language and the older term may have been indeed
in need of some explanation. It is also worth observing that, if the text of Erotian
as we have it is a faithful exposition of Aristophanes’ gloss and has not undergone
a substantial abridgement disfiguring it, Aristophanes appears not to have cited
the instances in Aeschylus or Euripides in which §iomnog carried the broader, gen-
eral sense of ‘commander’, without a specific reference to ships: that is, Aesch.
Pers. 44 and [Eur.] Rh. 741. This, if not due to a later abridgement of a fuller text
of Erotian, may corroborate the hypothesis that it was not morphology or orthog-
raphy that identified the word as Attic for Aristophanes but its use and semantic
development within the Attic dialect.

2.2.3 Ar.Byz. fr. 340

Ar.Byz. fr. 340, explicitly ascribed by Athenaeus to Aristophanes Attikal A£EeLg,
ostensibly deals with genre classification (ipatog, Ouévatog, idAepog, Atvog, and ai-
Awvog), a notoriously fiddling and controversial issue. In particular, Aristophanes
seems to have sided with the interpretation of ipatog, literally ‘rope-song’, as ‘mill-
er’s song’ (8N puAwbp®v) vs a concurrent explanation of it as ‘well-song’ (the
latter supported by Callimachus: cf. Call. Hec. fr. 74.25 Hollis). Both interpretations
resurface in the later lexicographical tradition. Based on the present state of the
evidence, we do not know why Aristophanes included these song names in his
Attikal Aégelg. While one might argue, on the basis of Call. Hec. fr. 74.25 Hollis,
that one of the attested interpretations of ipatog (but not Aristophanes’ one)
might have had a specifically Attic colour, this is generally not so for vuévaiog,
idAepog (with the exception Moeris t 1), Aitvog, and aiAwvog. Either Aristophanes
recorded these words simply because they were used by Attic authors (cf. the
quotation of Eur. HF 348-9), or he may originally have intended to comment on

ordinate status of these satraps vis a vis the Persian King of Kings) and [Eur.] Rh. 741: Tivt onuijvw
810mwv otparttdg (to indicate a subordinate commander of the infantry).
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the supposedly Attic colour of ipaiog only (as miller-song), and this gave him the
opportunity for an excursus on other (non-specifically Attic) genres of songs.

Ar.Byz. fr. 340 (= Ath. 14.619b—c): Aptatopdavng & €v ATTIKAIG nowv Aé€eoty’ ipaiog @8N pu-
AwBp@OV* €v 8¢ yauolg Lpévalog €v 8¢ mévBeaty idAepog. Atvog 8¢ kal aiAtvog oV povov €v
TéVOEDLY, AANA Kal ‘€’ eOTUYET HOATTY KaTd TOV EVpuridi.

In his Attikai Aé€eig, Aristophanes says: ipaiog is the song sung by millers; Ouévatog is sung
at weddings whereas idAepog on mourning occasions; Aivog and aiAvog are sung not only
on mourning occasions but also ‘at a happy dance’ according to Euripides (Eur. HF 348-9).

Genre classification was often a controversial issue among Alexandrian philolo-
gists. Even if song types in ancient Greek culture were defined by their occasions
and by the way in which the roles of the performers were assigned according to
gender and social status, their classification was not always straightforward. In
this fragment, in which we have a string of song types mentioned one after the
other, Aristophanes appears to have agreed with the interpretation of iuatog, lit-
erally ‘rope-song’, as ‘miller’s song’ (®8n pwAwbp®v), as argued a century later
also by Tryphon (fr. 113 Velsen = Ath. 14.618d, perhaps belonging to his work On
Terminology),”® against those who instead wanted it to be a ‘well-song’. Among
the latter, there was also Aristophanes’ teacher Callimachus: in his Hecale fr.
74.25 Hollis aeidet xal mov Tig avip V8atnyog ipaiov he clearly interpreted ipatog
as the song sung by the water-drawers, most likely on the basis of Ar. Ra. 1297
ipuoviootpdeov péAn and its ancient interpretation (cf. schol. Ar. Ra. 1297 quoting
Callimachus’ fragment).” Callimachus’ Hecale displays abundant Attic lore and
vocabulary mostly drawn from Old Comedy, and it is tempting, therefore, to con-

98 Tryphon fr. 113 Velsen: kat ®8iig 8¢ 6vopaciag kataréyet 6 TpvYwv Tdade- ipalog 1) EMUOALOG
KaAovpévn, fjv Tapd Tovg aAétoug 8o, {owg ard i IHaAidog. ipaAig 8" otiv Tapd Awpledow o
VOGTOC Kal T EMipeTpa TOV AAevpwV KTA. (‘And Tryphon lists also these names for songs: ipaiog,
the song for milling (¢muvAl0g), which they sang while grinding; possibly derived from {paAig,
which is the Dorians’ word for the return (vootog) and the over-measures (¢éniuetpa) of ground
barley flour etc.’). We do not know whether Aristophanes of Byzantium shared Tryphon’s etymol-
ogy. Winkler (1978-1979, 237) has shown that voatog in Tryphon means ‘return’, that is, ‘crop’s
yield’, and that Hsch. 1 600, where we are given a three-fold definition of ipaiog as @81 émuvAlog
Kal émdvTAlog, kait €mivootog, must have misunderstood Tryphon’s gloss (he or some intermedi-
ary source: Diogenianus?). For ipatog as a miller’s song cf. also Poll. 4.53: émipdAtog @8N LHaiig
kal {patog, 0 8 @8wv ipaotdég and EM 470.257 <ipodog>: 1) EMUVALOG MEN.

99 Schol. Ar. Ra. 1297: <ipoviooTp6@oU HEAN-> 01OV GYOWVIOGTPOOOL HEAN LHOVLA Yap KOAETTAL TO
OV QTAnudTwv oyowiov, kai 0 doua, 6 GSovowy ol avrintai, ipatov (‘<ipoviootpéov uéAn:>
That is, rope-makers’ songs. For the rope of the buckets for drawing water is called igovid and
the song sung by those who draw waters [is called] ipaiog). Cf. Hollis (2009, 9); A. Cameron (1995,
443-4).
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nect this possible ‘Attic’ colour regarding {paiog to our fragment, even if Aristo-
phanes ultimately opted for the alternative explanation (miller-song).'®® This connec-
tion would explain why Aristophanes’ generic discussion recorded by Athenaeus
takes place in the subsection ¢v Attikaig Aé€eowv of Aristophanes’ lexicographical
work and not elsewhere. However, the same cannot be said for the other ‘generic’
names of songs mentioned by Athenaeus via Aristophanes: our literary and lexico-
graphical tradition does not record anything specifically ‘Attic’ (be it fact or fiction)
for Vuevatog, Alvog, and aiAtvog, whereas idAepog is said to be ‘Attic’ only by Moeris
1: idAepog Attikol. The precise type of song indicated by Atvog and aiAtvog was much
debated in antiquity and the point of departure, as commonly acknowledged, must
certainly have been the Aivog song at Il. 18.570 and its interpretative tradition (schol.
(Ariston.) Hom. I1. 18.570a (A))."™ The (most probably erroneous)'®* interpretation put
forward by Aristophanes for Eur. HF 348-9 (Alvog as a joyous song) does not say any-
thing about the alleged ‘Attic’ nature or origin of Alvog; rather, it is just a quotation
from an Attic tragedian (and in a lyric section to boot, but probably this consider-
ation did not worry Aristophanes). It may well be, as Slater (1986, 115) observed, that
‘the title of the chapter must indicate only: words found in Attic authors’, unsatisfac-
tory as this solution may seem to a modern reader. Alternatively, Aristophanes may
have intended to comment on the allegedly Attic colour of ipaiog as miller-song and
this occasioned an excursus on other (non-specifically Attic) genres of songs.

2.2.4 Ar.Byz. fr. 341

Ar.Byz. fr. 341 concerns the meaning of xoywvn, a term clearly indicating a bodily
part around the bottom but whose exact meaning was debated among both philolo-
gists and physicians, as attested by the various authorities (literary and medical)
quoted by Erotian. Aristophanes of Byzantium, together with others, apparently in-
terpreted the term as referring to the sockets of the hip-joints (g koTVAAG TGOV
loxlwv), a usage never attested in ancient comedy (in which it denotes the buttock,
just as in Hippocrates and Galen). Aristophanes’ original context for discussing the

100 Slater (1986, 115) is silent about the possible Attic background of ipaiog.

101 To the secondary bibliography quoted by Slater (1986, 115) one can now add Ford (2019,
73-80) and Favi (2020, 43-5), esp. on Alvog as a ‘flax-song’ in Epich. fr. 14: f 8¢ t®V ioToLPYDV
(Kaibel: iotopovvtwy A) ©8N aidvog (EAivog A), wg Eniyapuog év Ataidvtalg iotopel (= Tryphon
fr. 113 Velsen; cf. also Eust. in Il. 4.502.18-20) and its possible exegetical nature via Zenodotus’ v.1.
Alvog in I1. 18.570. In this direction see already Tosi (1987-1988, 201 n. 56), seemingly unknown
to Favi.

102 See Slater (1986, 115), quoting Wilamowitz (1909, 84-5); Tosi (1987-1988, 20-1); Tosi (2008,
9-12).
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precise meaning of koywvn remains ultimately unclear, as do the sources he may
have adduced for supporting his interpretation of the word.

Ar.Byz. fr. 341 (= Erot. fr. 17): koxwvnv- ol puév 70 iepov 66T00V. oi 8¢ Tag KOTVAAG TOV io)iwv,
¢ OV £0TV AploToeavng 6 ypappatikog. TAavkiag 82 kal Toyouayog kal Trndvag ta ioyia.
oV ydp, OG Tveg Epacav, ai VroyAoutideg elol koxdvat, AAAA TA CQALPWUATA KAAOVUEVA.
olpxeg 8 elolv adtal TepLpepels, ¢’ alg kadiueba. Mg kal ApLOTOPAVNG O KWUKOG &v Tpl-
@aAnti enot [. . .] kat EOmoAlg év KoAaguv: [. . .] xai év Bdmtalg [. . .] kal Kpdtng €v Zadaut-
viotg [. . .J. pépvnral kal Ztpdrtig év Xpuoinnw kal EbBovAog v ZKuTel.

Koywvnv: Some [say it means] the sacral bone. Others, among whom there is Aristophanes the
grammarian, the sockets of the hip-joints. Glaukias, Isomachus, and Hipponax'® the hip-joints
(ioyia). For the kox@vat are not the exterior junction of the buttocks and thighs (UnoyAoutiSeq)
but the so-called opatpwpata: these are the rounded bits of flesh on which we sit as also Aristo-
phanes the comic poet says in his Triphales (Ar. fr. 558.2) [. . .] Eupolis in the Flatterers (Eup. fr.
159.2) [. . .] and Dippers (Eup. fr. 88.2) [. . .], Crates in the Salaminians (Crates Com. fr. 34.2) [. . .].

Also Strattis in the Chrysippus (Stratt. fr. 56) and Eubulus in the Cobbler (Eub. fr. 96) mention it.

This fragment of Erotian escaped Nauck’s attention and was first added to the Aristophanic
A€Eelg as fragmentum incertae sedis by Fresenius (1875, 20 n. 4). It was Cohn (1881, 88 n. 6)
who first tentatively (‘fortasse’) ascribed the passage to the subsection Attikai Aégetg, followed
by Slater. Cohn does not give an explicit explanation for his attribution, but it may well be
that he shared Slater’s view that Erotian quoted only from this subsection of the Aé€elc.

The term xoywvn is frequently attested in Attic comedy as Erotian’ text testifies
(five comic quotations ranging from Old to Middle Comedy);'** all the comic texts
quoted, however, support a meaning (‘buttocks’, ‘ass-cheeks’) quite different from
that apparently defended by Aristophanes of Byzantium (the sockets of the hip-
joints: in medical language, the acetabulum). The comic usage of koywvn as ‘but-
tocks, ass-cheeks’ coincides with the meaning of the term in Hippocrates (Hp.
Epid. 5.7 = 5.208.2 Littré and Mul. 1.8. = 8.34.21 Littré) and Galen (Gloss. k 67 Perilli:
KOXQVNV' TNV 6VLELEWY TOV €V Tolg ioyiolg TV PO TNV E8pav, U fjv Kal mdg O
nepl TV E8pav Tomog olTtwg ovopddletal, ‘koxwvnv: The joints of those parts of the
hips nearby the bum; hence the whole area of the bum is so called’).'® Aristo-
phanes of Byzantium’s interpretation remains for us unparalleled, but Erotian
tells us that his interpretation was shared by others (oi 8¢ [. . .] ¢€ GV ¢oTwv Aplo-

103 The first two are learned physicians, datable respectively to the first half of the 2nd century
BCE (Glaukias) and to the 1st century BCE (Isomachus); Hipponax, as observed by Wellmann
(1931, 23 n. 3) is not the poet Hipponax of Ephesus but either an otherwise unknown doctor so
named or a scribal mistake for the physician Hippon.

104 For a complete list of the comic passages in which the term occurs, see Olson (2016, 54 with
n. 24).

105 Etymologically, this seems probable: see EDG s.v. KoYovn.
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T0Q&vng 6 ypappatikdc).’® The scholium to Ar. Eq. 424a'”’ gives us yet another

meaning (= perineum); the disparate views of the medical authorities reported by
Erotian illustrate that the term was likely to have been an object of discussion
among both philologists and physicians (such a variety of opinions is also evident
in Hsch. x 3886-7, which essentially repeats the information given by Erotian but
without quoting examples or authorities).'® Are the comic quotations in Erotian
drawn from Aristophanes of Byzantium (possibly via Baccheius)? Wellmann
deems it unlikely, since those quotations do not support Aristophanes’ interpreta-
tion of the term in question;'*® yet it would not have been out of place for Aristo-
phanes to motivate his own diverging interpretation by also giving convenient
examples of other possible explanations according to different contexts.

2.2.5 Ar.Byz. fr. 342

Ar.Byz. fr. 342 is expressly ascribed by Erotian to Aristophanes’ Attikal Aé€eLg. kpn-
oépa, a particular type of sieve or colander, occurs for us, among Classical authors,
only once in Ar. Ec. 991; we find it otherwise attested in the medical (Hippocrates,
Galen etc.) and lexicographical tradition, the latter mostly but not exclusively com-
menting on the relevant passage of Aristophanes’ Assemblywomen. This gloss testi-
fies to Aristophanes of Byzantium’s antiquarian interest in everyday realia, and it
is highly likely that the comic passage of Ar. Ec. 991 served as his starting point.

Ar.Byz. fr. 342 (= Erot. x 65): kpnoépng (Klein: xvnaépng MSS) xpnoépav (Klein: kvnoépou
AMO: kvnoépa H: kvnoépng L) Aéyet pdkog xov8pov kai apatdv, 8U 00 8ibodai Tva g 8
10uod. pépvntal kat ApLotopavng €v ATTikaig Aégeat.

kpnaoépng: [?] says that kpnaépa is a coarse and thin piece of cloth, through which they filter
some substances as if through a colander. It is also mentioned by Aristophanes in his Attic
Lexeis.

106 Wellmann (1931, 23) remains silent on the identity of ot 8¢.

107 Schol. Ar. Eq. 424a (VETOM): €ig T KOYWVQ KOXWVN TOTOG LTTO T0 aidolov, <10 petafL> (Kus-
ter) TV unp®v Kal Tig KoTVANG Kal T®V toyiwv: pépvnTat 8¢ Tiig Koxwvng Kal év Zxnvag KataAay-
Bavovoalg ‘@AAd cvomdoal Sel Tag Koxwvag. ovdetépwg 8¢ €pn & Koxwva (In the Koywva:
Koywvn is the area beneath the genitals, that between the thighs, the socket and the hip-joints. It
is mentioned also in the Women Claiming Tent-sites: ‘but you must contract your buttocks!” (Ar.
fr. 496). He used the expression ta koywva in the neuter’). Slater (1986, 116) deems the text of the
scholium corrupt, as if ‘several explanations appear to have been run together’.

108 Wellmann (1931, 23) thinks that Erotian’s own rejection of the explanation koxwvn = ‘but-
tock’ is part of his polemics against Didymus (1st century BCE/Ist century CE), whom he also con-
siders the main underlying authority for the Aristophanic scholium.

109 Wellmann (1931, 23).
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The first attestation of kpnoépa is for us Ar. Ec. 991, where the schol. Ar. Ec. 991a
glosses it as T0 mepIforatov TV KoPivwv- £oTL 6¢ Steppwydg, ‘piece of cloth encas-
ing wicket baskets; it is torn’. This is also its only literary occurrence in Classical
authors, and understandably so, given its semantics. Otherwise, we find the term
only in medical writings (twice in Hippocrates: Hp. Mul. 2.118 = 8.256.13 Littré, the
locus classicus underlying Erotian’s lemma,"® and Hp. Steril. 222 = 8.430.1 Littré;
once in Galen, that is, Gal. Gloss. x 74 Perilli; six times in Aretaeus) and in the
lexicographical tradition.

The term is attested in Poll. 6.74 (cf. also 10.114), Hsch. k 2804 as the interpretamentum of the
lemma ktttdvarov and k 3899 in its Elean form kpadpc; Phot. x 1083; Su. k 2398; EM 538.5, 8,
mostly but not uniquely commenting on Ar. Ec. 991. Poll. 6.74 distinguishes between three
different kinds of sieves, according to their material component and their function: 70 &
gpyanelov, év ¢ T dAevpa SteanBeTo, TO P&V €k oyoivwy TAEyua KOoKIVOV, &t 8¢ T¢) ToD Koo-
kivov KOKAw @vtt 00 oyolvov Avodv Tt awvdoviov ein eEnuuévov, wg akpLpéatepov T0
fevpov Kabaipolto, GAAEVPOTTNOLG EKAAETTO, €l & €€ Eplov €ln, kpnaépa. £vOa 8¢ EmAaTTOoVTO
ot dptot, mMAdBavov (‘The tool in which the meal was sieved was called k6okwvov if the weav-
ing was made of plaited rushes; if to its rounded frame was hung a web made of linen in-
stead of plaited rushes, to filter the meal with greater precision, it was called é\evpotTnolg;
if made of wool, kpnoépa. The tool where the loaf-dough was kneaded, was called nAd-
Bavov’). Pollux’s more rigid classification has recently been questioned by Nicosia (2005) on
the basis of the epigraphic and literary evidence: the criterium underlying Pollux’s distinc-
tion (or that of his sources) is not so much a desire to faithfully mirror the underlying realia
but to give a pseudo-etymological explanation (kéckivov from oyoivog;™ kpnoépa from
kpno-épta: cf. also the diminutive kpnoéptov in Poll. 7.28).

Wellmann (1931, 56) identifies the source of Erotian’s quotation of Aristophanes
of Byzantium as Artemidorus of Tarsos, father of the grammarian Theon (1st cen-
tury BCE), himself a scholar, and author, among other things, of a lexicographical
work entitled Opaptutikai yAdooal (Culinary Glosses: Ath. 9.387d).1

2.2.6 Ar.Byz. fr. 345

Ar.Byz. fr. 345 deals with the plural term yedpomd, a word of disputed meaning in
antiquity (generic ‘pulse’ or some subvariety thereof). According to Erotian’s
entry, yeSpomnd was the Attic term for ‘pulse’ (dompla), and our grammarian Aris-

110 See Perilli (2017, 347).

111 Nicosia (2005, 311 and 312, with n. 21) quotes as para-etymology of kdokivov < cxoivog also
Horap. Hieroglyphica 1.38, p. 84 Shord.: k6okwvov 8¢ émeldn 10 kdokLvov mp&Tov Unapyov okeliog
apromoliag ¢x ayoivov yiverat and AP 6.91.7-8: Tpntov yap Oepéva xepl KOOKIVOV €D SLA TUKVGV
ayolvwv feilovg mAelovag nvydoaro.

112 Slater (1986, 116) is sceptical. On Artemidorus of Tarsos, see Wentzel (1895c).
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tophanes spelt it with y rather than k. Aristophanes also specified that these
xedpomda were called 6ompla by others (map’ dAAotg). This observation suggests that
he was distinguishing between linguistic usages among different communities of
speakers, and it is not unlikely that his point of departure was Attic vs non-Attic
custom. Once again, it is interesting to note that Aristophanes appears to discuss
Attic in a matter-of-fact way, without ascribing an a priori heightened status to
Attic vis-a-vis the other Greek dialects. The ensuing quotation, in Erotian’s entry,
from Nic. Th. 752 (with a folk-etymology of yeSpomd < yeip + Spénw) may or may
not go back to Aristophanes (etymology was among the interpretative tools of his
lexicographical activity, and we saw that Aristophanes occupied himself also with
contemporary poets: cf. Section 2.1).

The later lexicographical tradition knows both spellings (xedp- and xedp-)
and offers two different accentuations (oxytone and proparoxytone) and some
discussion on the nominative singular (second or third declension?). However, no
explicit trace of this discussion is found in Erotian.

Ar.Byz. fr. 345 (= Erot. ¥ 4): xedpond td 6ompla 00Tw kaAodowy ot ATtikol. €viot 8¢ Sua Tod k
ypdpovat kedpomd. ApLoTo@avng 0 ypapuatkog 8ia tol ¥ ypagwv @nolv xedpoma ta map’
{ANoLg dompla. eipnTat yap mapd to Tij xelpl avta Spémeadal, wg kail Nikavspog év Tewpyl-
Kolg enot xepodpomol § iva piTeS Gvev Spendvolo AéyovTal.

xe8pomd: Attic speakers call thus the 6ompila (‘pulse’). Some write ke§pond with kappa. The
grammarian Aristophanes, who spells the term with chi, says that xeSpond is what others
call dompia. For they are so called because they are handpicked, as is also attested by
Nicander in his Georgics (Nic. Th. 752): ‘Where men go plucking with their hands, not using
sickles’.

This fragment too was first ascribed to Aristophanes’ Attikai Aé€elg by Cohn (1881, 288 n. 6).
The underlying locus classicus has been identified with Hp. Nat.puer. 12 (= 7.488.3 Littré) xal
¥€8poma (sic: on the accent see below) kal oltog kai axpddpua (‘pulse, and grain and hard-
shell fruits’), the only occurrence of the term in the whole Hippocratic corpus (see Gior-
gianni 2020, 121). If we leave aside for a moment the erudite tradition, the word yeSpomnd,
with oscillations in its accentuation (oxytone and proparoxytone), is mainly attested in
prose authors: up to the 2nd century CE we find it 5x in the Aristotelian corpus, 69x in Theo-
phrastus — all but one occurrence unsurprisingly in his botanical works —, 5x in Plutarch,
and 7x in Galen. In poetic texts it is first attested in the 5th-century BCE comic poet Thuge-
nides fr. 7 (= Su. x 181: xé¢dpomnag: dompia. Kal VKOG x€SpoY, 10 Gomplov. olTwg Oouyevidng
(Adler: ®oukusisng MSS))," then in a satyr play of the 4th-century BCE tragic poet Python

113 Su. x 181: xé8pomag dompta. Kal VK@ xédpoy, T0 domplov. oltws Bovyevidng (‘xédpomag:
Pulse. And in the singular xé8poy, that is, 70 6omplov. Thus Thugenides’). The fragment is consid-
ered among the dubia by Kassel-Austin but Bagordo (2014, 107) plausibly defends Adler’s emen-
dation: Thugenides’ name is confused with that of Thucydides also in other fragments of indirect
tradition (frr. 3-6).
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(TrGF 91 F 1.12-3 = Ath. 13.596a: viv 8¢ 10V Xédpoma pévov | kai Tov uapabov £aBovat, mup-
ovg & ov péra)," in Nicander’s Theriaka 752: yelpodpémol & tva gdteg drep™™ Spemdvolo
Aéyovtal | dompla x€8pomd T GAN pecoyAoov évtog apovpng (Where men go plucking with
their hands, not using sickles, gathering pulse and other legumes amid the fields while still
green’; transl. by Gow in Schofield, Gow 1953, 79), and once in Nonnus, Dion. 26.63: x¢8pona
kapmov €8ewv Blotriotov (said of the tribes of Salagoi, who are used ‘to eat pulse, a life-
supporting fruit’). Lexicographical works know both spellings (the form with x is found in
Hsch. k 1985: ké8poma- T dompia ~ Phot. k 518; cf. also Hsch.  2313), with xe8p- representing
the overwhelming majority of the attestations (Hsch. x 244: yeSpomd- 6omplov Tt oi 6¢& mav-
oneppiav and y 245: xé8poy- név 6omplov. onépua; Poll. 6.60: ta Gompla, & kal xédpona wvo-
pagov; Phot. k 518: ké8poma- Gompla- kai olov yéSpoma; Su. x 181 [see abovel; EM 808.14-5:
¥é8pomag 6ompla- x€Spoy yap To0 domplov: anod tod xepidpov katd cuykomiv ~ [Zonar.]
1846.12: yé8pomag. dompia. [kai évikde yéSpoy. olov ei xepidpoy kal ovykomnij yédpoy]). 6

As is clear from the evidence quoted above, the ancients discussed the declension
of xedpomnd (neuter plural tantum or nominative singular, and, if the latter, second
declension as attested as v.l. in Arist. HA 594h.7, or third? For the latter, cf. Hsch. x
245, Su. x 181, EM 808.14-5), accentuation (oxytone or proparoxytone?) and mean-
ing. The latter seems to oscillate between that of a specific subgroup or variety of
Oompla (cf. Hsch. y 244; apparently this difference was already known to Nicander,
as corroborated by the scholiastic tradition),"’” and implying the folk etymology
¥elp + 8pénw (already active in Nicander), or a generic synonym of pulse tout court
(Poll. 6.60, Hsch. k 1985: kéSpoma- ta dompla ~ Phot. k 518, Hsch. x 245, EM 808.14-5,
Su. x 181), or any kind of seed (cf. mavomnepuia in Hsch. x 244). As already observed

114 ‘Now they eat only pulse (yé8pona) and fennel, certainly not wheat’.

115 The quotation in Erotian y 4 has the v.l. &vev for the poetic dtep of the direct tradition. Ero-
tian’s ascription of the lines to Nicander’s Georgics shows that either he was incorrect or that
Nicander used the same verse twice in two different works (cf. Overduin 2014, 464): the former is
more likely.

116 Modern linguists tend to see the alternation x/y as a sign that the term is of non-Greek ori-
gin: cf. EDG s.v.; Masson (1988, 26-7) supports a Semitic origin.

117 See schol. Nic. Th. 753b, where after a list of the various possible meanings of x¢8pona (mapd
TLOL pév T Gypla Adyava, mapa 8¢ etépolg T dompla Kal €Tt map’ ETEPOLS TA Atd YAwpPAg KpLOiig)
it is explicitly said that in Nicander’s text 6ompla are distinguished from yéépomna ([. . .] évtadba,
g €olke, SlaoTéAlel Td 6ompla amo tod yeSpomnoD). This distinction is recorded also by Galen at
Vict.Att. 30 Kalbfleisch: ¢AX’ ad01g &7l 10 TGV AWV omepuatwy £ndvelut yévog, & 81 kal Anurj-
TPLA Twveg Ovopdgouat cuvnbeoTépa PévToL KAMGLG £0TL ToTg "EAANGLY €l ToD yévoug avt®v dmav-
70¢ 1) TV doTpiwy: Eviol pévtol xedpoma tadta karoUoy- eiol 8¢ ol TO pev avumav yévog 6ompla,
uova 8¢ ¢ avt®v doa Tij Xelpl Spémovtat, xe§pomd mpoaayopevouat, Ta & dAla mdvta Ta St TV
Spemdvwy Beplidpeva otrov (‘But now I shall return again to the species of the other seeds, called
by someone also Anuijtpla. The most common name among the Greeks for the whole class is dom-
pla but some indeed call them yeSpomd. There are then those who call the whole class dompta
but xeSpomd only those pulses which are hand-picked and oitog all that is reaped with sickles’).
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by Slater (1986, 118), the folk etymology in Erotian is directly ascribed to Nicander
(second half of the 2nd century BCE), a poet who does not otherwise figure in our
extant sources among those discussed by Aristophanes of Byzantium, although
other quasi-contemporary Hellenistic poets (Callimachus, Lycophron) are cited by
our scholar in his Aé€elg (see Section 2.1). This, however, does not mean that Aristo-
phanes was unaware of the learned discussion surrounding the word’s origin,
spelling, morphology, and meaning: it is indeed highly likely that in his own lexico-
graphical entry, he positioned himself within the current debate, possibly touching
on some if not all of the features discussed by later sources. As to the specific Attic
nature of the term, Erotian is the only source explicitly labelling xeSpomnd as the
‘Attic’ equivalent to the common éompla ‘pulses’ (td dompla oltw KaAodow ot Attl-
kol), yet Aristophanes’ remark that yeSpond td map’ dAAolg dompla strongly sug-
gests that he too was drawing a distinction between linguistic usages among
different communities. That donpia was the most commonly used form in the
Greek-speaking world is also confirmed by the Galen passage quoted above at
n. 117, although he does not identify as specifically Attic those who use the word
xebpomd (éviol pévtol xedpomnd tadta kaiobowv). Here too, as also elsewhere in the
A€Eeig, Aristophanes appears to treat the Attic dialect in a matter-of-fact way, with-
out ascribing to it a privileged status in comparison to the other Greek dialects.

2.2.7 Ar.Byz. fr. 346

Ar.Byz. fr. 346 consists of two passages on prosody, addressing the quantity of the
middle vowel in the genitives mépSikog and yoivikog, one from Herodian (GG
3,2.9.10-4) and one from Athenaeus (Ath. 9.388f-89a). Only the former explicitly
mentions Aristophanes of Byzantium as indirect source (Herodian is reporting the
opinion of Ptolemy of Ascalon (early 1st century CE), who, in his turn, is quoting our
Aristophanes: a two-remove quotation, so to speak). Modern scholarship has demon-
strated that it is highly likely that Athenaeus also drew on Aristophanes of Byzan-
tium for at least part of his argument (see below). Herodian says that, according to
Ptolemy of Ascalon and Aristophanes of Byzantium, the genitives of mép8i§ and
¥otvi& have a short iota in ‘the poets’; Athenaeus, instead, states that some authors,
such as Archilochus and Epicharmus, shorten the iota, but Attic writers often do not:
examples from Attic drama follow. There are clear inconsistencies between these
two witnesses, probably owing to their different sources and/or partial misunder-
standing of the original intent of the works consulted. The most probable explana-
tion is that Aristophanes of Byzantium did acknowledge the use of the short iota in
some (Ath.: évioy) poets (that is, not specifically Attic poets), while recording that
Attic authors (dramatists) often, but not always, scan long the middle iota of the
words under consideration. If this interpretation is correct, we have here another
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example of how Aristophanes, while treating prosodic matters in Attic and non-Attic
poets, did not censure exceptions but recorded them in an evaluatively neutral way.

Ar.Byz. fr. 346 (= Hdn. Ilept Siypovwv, GG 3,2.9.10-4): TItodepaiog 8¢ 6 AGKaAwvITNG Onolv
¢ TG MEPSIKOG Kal Y0{viKog YeVIKIiG I} HéDN CLOTEAAETAL, TTELGOELG APLOTOPAVEL TR YPUUUA-
TIKQ Kal To1g 00Tw Ypnoapévolg montais St uétpov (S pétpov suspectum) GAAL tadta
810 pétpov EyEveTo. E0TL yap abTd eVPETY EKTETAPEVA TTOAAAKLG.

Ptolemaeus of Ascalon, persuaded by the grammarian Aristophanes and the same use by
the poets for metrical reasons (?), says that the middle syllable of the genitives nép8ikog
(‘partridge’) and yoivikog (a dry measure) is short. But this happened because of the metre.
For you can often find examples with long iota.

Ath. 9.388f-89a: méPSIE. TOUTWY TTOAAOL PEV PEUVNVTAL, MG Kal APLaToQAvng. To 8¢ GvopaTog
aOT®V €vioL CLOTEANOLGL TNV PEANV GLUAAABNY, WG Apxidoxog <. . . > TTMGoOLoAV (IOTE TEP-
Swa’. obtwg kal dpTuya kal yotvika: TOAD 8¢ €0TL TO EKTEWOUEVOV TTaPA TOTG ATTIKOTG.
Yo@okAfg Kaukolg ‘9pviBog AAD’ émavupog | mépSikog év kAewolg ABnvaiwv mayolg.
Depekpat i 6 memoinkwg Tov Xelpwva: ‘€Eelov dxwv dedpo mépdikog tpdmov’. dpuviyog
Tpaywdolg ‘Tov KAeopBpotov e oD [IEpSikog vidv’. 0 8¢ (Hov ént Adayvelag cuUPoAK®S TTap-
elinntal. Nikogdv €v Eyyelpoyactopol <. .. > ToUG £PnTolg Kal ToUg mEPSIKag ékeivoug.
"Entiyappog 8 v Kwuaotals Bpaytwg ‘onmiag T dyov veovoag TéPSIKAG Te TETOUEVOUC.

népSLg (‘partridge’). Many authors mention these (birds), for example Aristophanes (i.e. the
comic poet). Some shorten the middle syllable of the name, for example Archilochus (Archil.
fr. 224 West): ‘like a cowering mépSika’. Compare 6ptuya (acc.: ‘quail’) and yoivika (acc.: a
dry measure), although the syllable is often long in Attic authors. Sophocles in Camicians
(Soph. fr. 323): ‘The man who shares the name of the partridge (mépSikog: gen.) arrived in
Athens’ famous hills.” Pherecrates (Pherecr. fr. 160), or whoever is the author of Chiron: ‘He
shall come out here unwillingly, just like a partridge (mépSwkog: gen.)’. Phrynichus in Tragic
Actors (Phryn.Com. fr. 55): ‘and Cleombrotus the son of Perdix (II¢pSikog: gen.)’. The animal
is taken to symbolise lust. Nicophon in The Men Who Live from Hand to Mouth (Nicopho fr.
9): <. . .> the boiled fish and those partridges (mépSikag: acc.)’. But Epicharmus in The Rev-
ellers (Epich. fr. 73) has it short: ‘they brought swimming cuttlefish and flying partridges
(mépdikag: acc.).

This fragment was first ascribed to Aristophanes’ Attikal Aé€eig by Nauck (1848, 182-3) on
the basis of the similarity of subject matter (prosodic features) with fr. XXV Nauck (= Hdn.
Tept Sypovwv GG 3,2.13.1), now Ar.Byz. fr. 347.

In Herodian’s passage, we are told that the grammarian Ptolemy of Ascalon con-
sidered as short the quantity of the iota in the genitives mépSucog and yoivikog.
He did so on the authority (mewo6eig) of Aristophanes of Byzantium and because
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that was the use ‘in poets for metrical reasons’.™® On this, Herodian comments
that the short scansion of the iota is simply a metrical licence (that is, an occa-
sional phenomenon) and that one can, in fact, find several examples with long
iota. Whereas the extant evidence at our disposal proves Ptolemy right as far as
xoivixog is concerned,™ this is not the case for mépSixog (see below). Two points
are worth observing: (1) if Herodian is reporting his source correctly and the lat-
ter is not already corrupt, according to Ptolemy of Ascalon, Aristophanes of By-
zantium considered the iota in the second syllable of mép8i§ and yoivig to be
short not throughout the whole inflection but only in the genitive singular (mépdt-
koG and yoivikog); (2) the ‘poets’ (presumably adduced also by Aristophanes?)
who are said to use this scansion as a metrical licence (it pétpov) are not explic-
itly distinguished as Attic poets: they are simply poets in general.

The passage of Athenaeus tells us a somewhat different story. Its source, at
least for the first part up to the quotation of Archilochus, has been reasonably
traced back to Demetrius Ixion’s (2nd century BCE) treatise On the Dialect of the
Alexandrians, quoted by Athenaeus at 9.393e for the supposedly long quantity of
the middle v in §oi8uka, dpTuya and krjpuka in Attic (= Demetr.Ix. fr. 40 Staesche:
see also Section 4.2)."° Discussing the quantity of the middle vowel of nép8ux-, Athe-
naeus (or his source) does not restrict himself to the genitive singular but, as can
be seen from the examples quoted, appears to be referring to the entire declension,
without distinguishing between direct and oblique cases. He (or his source) does
however differentiate between those (¢viot) who scan the middle vowel short, like
Archilochus and Epicharmus, and Attic writers who often (roAv), but not always,
scan it as long, quoting among the latter Sophocles, Pherecrates, Phrynichus Comi-
cus and Nicophon (all authors of dramatic texts, tragedy and comedy)."*! Slater
(1986, 121) already observed that the divergences between the two accounts (that of

118 This, if the first & pétpov is correct and not instead a mistake on the part of the scribe
erroneously anticipating what comes in the following sentence.

119 Cf. Hom. Od. 19.28, Pherecr. fr. 110 (iambic tetrameters), Ar. Ach. 817 (iambic trimeters), Lys.
1207 (in a lyric section). This was already observed by Slater (1986, 119: ‘yo{vikog has a short iota
at Pherecr. fr. 105 K., and nowhere has it demonstrably long. Since Athenaeus and Ptolemaeus do
not explicitly say that yoivikog with long iota is found or is Attic, it is to be disassociated from
népSI€ and from Aristophanes’), although Slater quotes only the passage by Pherecrates.

120 See Ascheri (2010, 139-41, esp. 139 n. 56); Slater (1986, 119).

121 In all these passages, with the exception of Pherecrates, the long quantity of the vowel is
metrically guaranteed (one could also add the comic poet Mnesimachus fr. 4.49 (anapaestic dime-
ters); in Pamph. fr. 549.1 SH the iota of mép8kog is in anceps position). Cf. Slater (1986, 119):
‘Pherecrates fr. 150 does not prove that the middle syllable is short or long; perhaps Aristophanes
phrased himself negatively: i.e. there was no Attic writer who certainly used mépSukog with a
short iota’.
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Herodian and that of Athenaeus) may betray somewhat different sources (Deme-
trius of Ixion for the former; Demetrius of Ixion and Aristophanes of Byzantium for
the latter). Slater, not implausibly, summed up the current situation of our two wit-
nesses as follows: ‘Herodian’s statement is easily explained. Ptolemaeus certainly
will have found citations in Aristophanes (or more probably in Demetrius Ixion) to
guarantee a short central vowel, but these will be from non-Attic authors. Herodian
understands Ptolemaeus’ authorities to be Attic or at least Classical, and so the orig-
inal doctrine of Aristophanes is reversed’ (Slater 1986, 121).'

2.2.8 Ar.Byz. fr. 347

Ar.Byz. fr. 347 also deals with prosody, namely the long quantity of the iota (/i:/) in
Attic writers for the suffix t of the comparative adjectives in -{wv (as opposed to /i/
in Ionic), cf. Chapter 5, Section B.3.2. The main interest in this fragment lies in its
reception.” Some scholars have sought here traces of a prescriptive and rigidly
normative attitude towards linguistic usage on the part of Aristophanes of Byzan-
tium, particularly when compared with Antiatt. n 5, which, if correctly interpreted,
is likely to record the scansion f{8lov for Alexis fr. 158. However, as shown by Tosi
(1997), Aristophanes’ observation regarding the long quantity of the iota in the com-
paratives in -lwv was probably in origin descriptive of the predominant (that is, not
unique) linguistic usage among Attic authors, where exceptions may be found (pos-
sibly as a homage to the previous literary tradition: Homer in primis) that were cer-
tainly known to Aristophanes. His intention in the Attikai Aé€elg was probably that
of registering a distinctively Attic feature (vs the gemeingriechisch -iwv with 1). In
this sense, Aristophanes appears to have been more interested in recording pecu-
liarities proper to Attic only than in formulating prescriptive rules.

Ar.Byz. fr. 347 (= Hdn. Ilept 8ixpovwv, GG 3,2.13.14-7, cf. GG 3,2.471.3 and 3,2.600.15): Ta €ig
WV AjyovTa Kabapd GLYKPLTIKA, OTTOTE TAPAAYOLTO T L, EKTETAUEVR AVTH TAPAARYETAL
(Nauck: mapaiiyotro Slater: mapaAyovrat MSS), kedAkiwv, ndlwv, BeAtinv, yAvkinv, kakinv.
Aplotopavng 8¢ év Attikaig Aégeatv (Lehrs: Stadégeaty MSS) ATTikovg iotopel mpogépeadal
<g¢kteTapévne> (add. Nauck).

The comparatives ending in -wv preceded by a vowel, when they have the penultimate sylla-
ble in iota, have it long: kaAAlwv (‘more beautiful’), §8twv (‘more pleasant’), BeAtiwv (‘bet-
ter’), y}\UK'[u)v (‘sweeter’), xakiwv (‘worse’). Aristophanes in the Attikal Aé€elg attests that
Attic speakers pronounce the iota long.

122 Cf. also Callanan (1987, 32) on how Ar.Byz. fr. 346 neither proves nor disproves that Aristo-
phanes formulated systematic rules on vowel quantity, censuring exceptions.

123 It is uncertain whether Phryn. Ecl. 264 might also have discussed the quantity of the primary
comparatives, see Chapter 5, Section B.3.2.
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Modern scholarship’s interest in this fragment has mainly been determined by the
fact that Antiatt. n 5 (§8ov° AAe€1g (Alex. fr. 158) 08vooel anovinTouévy), plausibly
interpreted by Kock (CAF vol. 2, 354) and Schulze (1892, 300-1 n. 4) as evidence of
the scansion {8tov,"** appears to contradict Aristophanes of Byzantium’s alleged
‘rule’, at least as reported by Herodian, on the long quantity of the iota in Attic writ-
ers for the comparative adjectives in -{wv. Some have thus seen in our fragment a
rigidly prescriptive attitude, on the part of Aristophanes, towards linguistic usage.’
If Aristophanes did formulate a systematic rule concerning the long quantity of the
iota in the comparatives in -iwv in Attic writers, what about the exceptions (i.e. the
scansion -iwv) present in extant Attic literature?'?® Tosi has demonstrated that a pre-
scriptive interpretation of Herodian’s text is not the only possible reading and,
when subjected to closer scrutiny, not even the most likely."” If one considers the
heavy influence of Aristophanes of Byzantium’s lexicographical work on the Antiat-
ticist, and the fact that the Antiatticist regularly ‘converted the original character of
Aristophanes’ work into an Atticist and polemic structure’,'®® it is overall more plau-
sible, in terms of dynamics of transmission and reception, that Aristophanes’ obser-
vation on -lwv was merely descriptive in origin — that is, a mere record (cf. the use
of the verb iotopel in Herodian: hardly a verb indicating a normative agenda) of the
predominant linguistic usage among Attic authors. As Tosi suggests, it is conceivable
that it was not the exceptions to this predominant and exclusively Attic prosodic fea-
ture that interested Aristophanes.’® He was certainly aware that other non-Attic au-
thors (beginning with Homer) normally scanned the comparative forms of the
adjectives in -{wv with U - witness the fact that he himself read kéAAwov €in at verse

124 See S. Valente (2015b, 177) in app. For /{8ilov in Alexis, cf. also Alex. fr. 25.6 (from the Asotodi-
daskalos). Arnott (1989), following Naber, wrongly emended the MS reading fj8tov into {Stov: see
Tosi (1997, 173 n. 7).

125 Cf. the discussion in Callanan (1987, 31-2).

126 For an exhaustive list, notwithstanding the rather sceptical approach, see Diggle (1981,
29-30). On the possible origin of the oscillating quantity of the iota in the Greek comparative suf-
fix -lwv/-iov, that is, a mutual analogical remodelling between different categories of primary
comparative stems (comparatives in*-jos-, -wv/-ov and -iwv/-lov), see Nikolaev (2022).

127 Tosi (1997, 172-4); Vessella (2018, 196-7). In particular, Tosi (1997, 173) rightly observes that
the use of iotopel is more in keeping with the description of a phenomenon rather than with a
prescriptive attitude.

128 S. Valente (2015b, 32). Cf. Chapter 6, Section 2.

129 Tosi (1997, 173), esp. ‘il filologo alessandrino avra semplicemente notato, come peculiarita
dell’attico, il fatto che in tale ambito, contrariamente a quanto accade nella precedente tradi-
zione poetica, lo iota e per lo pit lungo; delle numerose eccezioni probabilmente non si sara in-
teressato, proprio perché rientranti nella “norma” generale, e non appartenenti a cio che ai suoi
occhi, era degno di nota, cioé la strana quantita lunga frequente negli autori attici’.
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end at II. 15.197.%° Likewise, Aristophanes was likely to have also been aware that
the short scansion could find its place in an Attic text as a tribute to a previous liter-
ary tradition. His scope in the Attikal Aé€eig must thus have been that of document-
ing a uniquely Attic trait vis-a-vis the other Greek dialects (iwv with 0).

2.3 Conclusions

We have just seen that in the Attikai Aé€elg one finds the same open approach to
language issues that characterise other sections of Aristophanes’ Aé€elc. In a manner
not very different from OWS, Attic Expressions reveals the same wide-ranging
breadth of interests: we find discussed literary and spoken dialects (e.g. Ar.Byz. fr.
337 dupwv); semantics (and possibly etymology: e.g. Ar.Byz. fr. 345 xedpomnd), atten-
tion to extensions/changes in linguistic usage (e.g. Ar.Byz. fr. 338 &ionog), various
kinds of realia (bodily parts: Ar.Byz. fr. 341 koywvn, ‘sockets of the hip-joints’; house-
hold tools: Ar.Byz. fr. 342 kpnoépa, ‘sieve’; food related to cultic customs: Ar.Byz. fr.
343 mpokwvia); issues of literary classification, possibly also led by antiquarian inter-
ests (Ar.Byz. fr. 340 A ipaiog, if the comparison with Call. Hec. fr. 74.25 Hollis hits the
mark), prosody (Ar.Byz. frr. 346-7). Equally remarkable is the range of sources (com-
edy, tragedy, orators, and spoken dialects; perhaps even contemporary poetry, cf. Ar.
Byz. fr. 345 and the possible mention of Nicander’s Theriaka already on the part of
our scholar and not of a later intermediary source). And just like in OWS, when com-
parison, explicit or implicit, with other (than Attic) dialectal forms takes place, Aris-
tophanes’ attitude is generally neutral: Attic forms or peculiarities are registered in a
descriptive way without hinting at a hierarchical order among the dialects or at the
higher degree of correctness of one of them over the others (cf. e.g. Ar.Byz. frr. 337,
346, 347). All this is consistent with the broader picture of Aristophanes of Byzantium
that we have attempted to reconstruct so far: a keen eye for language (mostly, but
not uniquely, literary language) as a communicative medium, with a remarkable re-
ceptivity to document the variety of linguistic and stylistic possibilities that forms the
glides of the linguistic continuum, from literature to the vernacular.

130 Cf. schol. (Did.) Hom. I1. 15.197c (A), on which see Callanan (1987, 32 with n. 7).
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3 Aristarchus of Samothrace

Aristarchus of Samothrace’s (ca. 216-144 BCE) scholarly activity was in every re-
spect as monumental as that of Eratosthenes, even if not equal to his predecessor’s
almost unlimited range of scientific interests."® Like Eratosthenes, no ancient sour-
ces credit Aristarchus with an independent collection of yA&ooat or Aégeig.** How-
ever, a marked glossographical interest, in the Aristotelian sense of the word (non-
standard meaning of common words, unusual morphology or syntax, dialectal fea-
tures), characterises his studies on both Attic comedy and Homer’s language.” In
the first part of this section, we shall thus offer a concise survey of Aristarchus’
interest in Attic comic language as attested by the extant available evidence, with
particular attention to those features picked up by the later grammatical and lexi-
cographical tradition. Just as we have done for Aristophanes of Byzantium, issues
of normative grammar will be addressed here only when directly relevant to our
purposes.’* We shall then move to Aristarchus’ well-known understanding of the
Homeric idiolect as an older variety of Attic (moAawd At0i{c) and attempt to gauge
the broader import of this particular conceptualisation of Homer’s language for
Aristarchus’ idea of ‘correct Greek’ (EAAnviopdg).

131 Setting aside his ecdotic work and individual monographs (cuyypdupata), the Suda reckons
that Aristarchus wrote more than 800 commentaries on literary texts (Su. a 3892). For an up-to-
date critical survey of Aristarchus’ textual and interpretative activity (on both poetry and prose
texts), see Montana (2020b, 204-17) (= Montana 2015, 130-43) and Montana (2021c). For Aris-
tarchus’ ecdotic and hermeneutical work on Homer, Schironi (2018) is now the ultimate port of
call.

132 Niinlist (2012b, 211-2) has suggested that Aristarchus may have compiled a word index of
Homeric glosses but no sign of it survives in the scholia: see Schironi (2018, 263 with n. 167).

133 For Aristarchus’ glossographical interests across genres, see the concise overview by Mon-
tana (2021c); on Aristarchus’ glossographical approach in his Homeric studies, see Schironi (2018,
217-64). Both scholars rightly highlight Aristarchus’ reliance on Aristotle’s definition of yA®ooa
(on which see Chapter 6, Section 3.2), especially for his treatment of non-Ionic features in Hom-
er’s idiolect: cf. Montana (2020b, 214 n. 389) (= Montana 2015, 140 n. 371). On Aristarchus’ view of
the Ionic veneer of Homer’s language, see Schironi (2018, 602-5).

134 Recent scholarship has conclusively shown that Aristarchus operated within a grammatical
conceptual framework far more complex and sophisticated than that of his predecessors (espe-
cially as far as the theorisation of the word-class system is concerned): see Ax (1991); Matthaios
(1999); Matthaios (2002); Matthaios (2012) and the concise but helpful summary by Matthaios
(2014a). Whether this implies that Aristarchus also adopted a systematically normative approach
to language as a whole remains a moot point: for a moderately sceptical view, see Schironi (2018,
213-6), following Schenkeveld (1994, 274).
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3.1 Aristarchus on comic language

Ancient sources inform us that, in addition to Homer and lyric poetry, Aris-
tarchus also worked on drama (both tragedy and comedy)."*® His engagement
with Attic comedy, and Old Comedy in particular (with a penchant, if the random
nature of the extant evidence does not mislead us, for Aristophanes),136 is of par-
ticular interest for our purposes, since it was Old Comedy that was indisputably
the main staple of the Atticist reflection on admissible or inadmissible linguistic
usage (cf. Chapter 1, Section 4.1; Chapter 4, Section 5.2; Chapter 5). The Medieval
scholiastic corpus on Aristophanes’ comedies explicitly mentions Aristarchus 25
times; to these passages, modern scholars have added another four, of uncertain
attribution (Aristarch. frr. 4%, 9%, 16*, 20* M.), for a total of 29 fragments.”” The
plays commented on by Aristarchus include Frogs (18x), Knights (3x), Peace (2x),
Birds (2x), Clouds (1x), Wasps (1x), Women at the Thesmophoria (1x), and Wealth
(1x) — that is, almost all 11 plays of the MSS tradition, with the exception of Achar-
nians, Lysistrata, and Assemblywomen."*®

The topics addressed by Aristarchus cover the traditional range expected in a
learned commentary.”* His observations extend from textual criticism,™° to
stagecraft,'*! identification of quotations from or allusions to previous authors,***

135 For Aristarchus’ activity on tragedy, see Pfeiffer (1968, 222-3); Montana (2020b, 212) (= Mon-
tana 2015, 138).

136 Aristarchus seems to have worked also on Eupolis: in P.Oxy. 78.5160 (= TM 171095; 2nd/3rd
centuries CE) col. ii.29-30, an anonymous commentary on Eupolis’ Goats, we read év 70oig Aplo-
tapyelog (‘in the [commentaries] of Aristarchus’) with reference to the use of the reflexive third-
person pronoun avtod instead of the reflexive second-person oavtod: see Olson (2017, 101-2).

137 In this section, Aristarchus’ fragments on Attic Comedy will be quoted according to the nu-
meration of Muzzolon (hereafter M.). Muzzolon (2005) is, to the best of our knowledge, the only
comprehensive study on the subject. We have only one piece of evidence mentioning Aristarchus
from the extant direct tradition, that is, P.Oxy. 35.2737 (= TM 59248; 2nd century CE), apparently a
commentary to Aristophanes’ Anagyros (= Ar. fr. 590 = CLGP 1.1.4 Aristophanes no. 27; a Didy-
mean origin, through epitomisation, is possible: see Montana 2012 ad loc.).

138 Cf. Pfeiffer (1968, 224), who inclines to think that Aristarchus must originally have written
commentaries on all the Aristophanic comedies come down to us via the Medieval tradition. It is
usually assumed that Aristarchus did not edit Aristophanes but relied on the edition by his pre-
decessor Aristophanes of Byzantium: see Muzzolon (2005, 56) with further bibliography.

139 As will become obvious, some fragments belong to more than one topic; the classification
proposed here is purely exempli gratia.

140 Atheteseis: schol. Ar. Ra. 1437-441a = Aristarch. fr. 28 M.

141 The splitting of the chorus into corypheus and semichorus or into two semichoruses: schol.
Ar. Ra. 354a—c and 372c—d = Aristarch. frr. 15 and 17 M.

142 Schol. Ar. Ra. 1141-3 = Aristarch. fr. 21 M.; schol. Ar. Ra. 1206¢ = Aristarch. fr. 23 M.; schol. Ar.
Ra. 1269c = Aristarch. fr. 24 M.; schol. Ar. Ra. 1400a = Aristarch. fr. 25 M.
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interpretative issues of a miscellaneous nature,*® observations on realia and his-

torical figures,"** and grammatical and lexical questions. The fragments pertain-
ing to these last two categories are as follows:

Grammar: oxytone accentuation of the neuter accusative adjective kpayév ‘vocif-
erous’ used adverbially (schol. Ar. Eq. 487a = Aristarch. fr. 1 M.); orthography of
v < €dv (schol. PL 3b = Aristarch. fr. 29 M.: Aristarchus called dvtioTpo@og what
other grammarians usually called andotpo@og); use of the dual Opiw ‘fig’ (schol.
Ar. Ra. 134 = Aristarch. fr. 11 M.); grammatical number of a@Vn ‘anchovy’ (schol.
Ar. Av. 76a = Aristarch. fr. 8 M.); grammatical gender of the singing cicada (vs the
non-singing one: schol. Pax 1159c = Aristarch. fr. 6 M.); the use of katda + accusa-
tive to indicate motion (schol. Ar. Av. 1178a = Aristarch. fr. 9* M.);'*

Lexicon: explanation of a proverb (schol. Ar. Eq. 1279a = Aristarch. fr. 3 M.); pacwavoi
referring to a particular breed of birds, not horses (schol. Ar. Nu. 109a = Aristarch. fr.
4* M.);"*® etymological analysis of the hapax épyatopueAiotéwvoppuviynpara (schol.
Ar. V. 220c = Aristarch. fr. 5 M.); semantically extended use of kpéa, literally ‘pieces of
meat’, in the sense of cwpata ‘bodies’, ‘lives’ (schol. Ar. Ra. 191c = Aristarch. fr. 12 M.);
meaning of éumodifw in the obscure expression éunodifwv ioyddag (schol. Ar. Eq.
755a = Aristarch. fr. 2 M.);'*’ an extended meaning of the adjective Tpo8éAvuvog

143 Deictics: schol. Ar. Ra. 308a = Aristarch. fr. 13 M.; comic irony: schol. Ar. Ra. 134 = Aristarch.
fr. 11 M. and schol. Ar. Ra. 320b = Aristarch. fr. 14 M.; disambiguation of the primary referent:
schol. Ar. Ra. 970b = Aristarch. fr. 18 M.; schol. Ar. Ra. 1413a = Aristarch. fr. 26 M.; division of lines
among the actors: schol. Ar. Ra. 1449 = Aristarch. fr. 22 M.; Aeschylus’ Orestea as trilogy rather
than tetralogy: schol. Ar. Ra. 1124 = Aristarch. fr. 20* M. (the MS tradition is split between Apio-
Tapyog and ApLyog).

144 Alcibiades’ career: schol. Ar. Ra. 1422d = Aristarch. fr. 27 M.; Agathon: schol. Ar. Th. 31 = Aris-
tarch. fr. 10 M.; Theramenes: schol. Ar. Ra. 970b = Aristarch. fr. 18 M.; Arignotus: schol. Ar. Eq.
1279a = Aristarch. fr. 3 M.; the tragedian Phrynichus: schol. Ar. V. 220c = Aristarch. fr. 5 M.; Diago-
ras: schol. Ar. Ra. 320b = Aristarch. fr. 14 M.; the underlying realia of the adjective Tavpd@ayog
(the prize at the Great Dionysia): schol. Ar. Ra. 357d = Aristarch. fr. 16* M. (of uncertain attribu-
tion: the MSS of the scholia read Aplotégevov; Su. T 169 has Apiatapyov).

145 The ascription of this fragment to Aristarchus is uncertain: the MSS of the scholium have an
inflected form of Aptoto@dvng (E has the accusative; I® the genitive). This scholium is Ar.Byz. fr.
inc. sed. 393 in Slater’s edition: see Slater (1986, 152-3) and Muzzolon (2005, 87-8). A very lucid
discussion of this scholium can be found in Ascheri (2003, 44-5).

146 The ascription to Aristarchus is uncertain. R, codex unicus for this scholium, reads Apyioyov:
Aplotapyov is Ruhnken’s emendation, see Muzzolon (2005, 82).

147 In schol. Ar. Eq. 755a II (VETOM), we are told that Aristarchus takes éuno8{{wv to mean pa-
owuevog fj éueopovpevog (‘chewing or stuffing oneself with’) — that is, not paying attention to
what one should pay attention to; yet in schol. Ar. Eq. 755a III VE[°@M, we are also informed that
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(schol. Ar. Pax 1210c = Aristarch. fr. 7 M.) in the sense of ‘compacted’, ‘piled upon one
another’ (t0 ouveyeg xat dAAo én’ GAAw) on the basis of two Homeric parallels (IL
13.130, 15.479; the standard meaning of mpoBéivpvog is that of mpoppilog from the
foundation’, ‘by the roots’); onomatopoetic effect of pappdkov6og ‘blockhead’ (schol.
Ar. Ra. 990a-b = Aristarch. fr. 19 M.), apparently a neologism according to Aris-
tarchus, if the criticism of Demetrius Ixion in schol. Ar. Ra. 990b (uappdkovbog is
such a common word (c0vn0eg) that the comedian Plato gave it as title to one of his
comedies: PL.Com. test. 2) has our scholar as a polemical target.

In both categories, we find what we would normally expect to be addressed in a
scholarly commentary on a literary text: a detailed treatment of matters of orthogra-
phy, accentuation, morphology, and syntax but also broader issues concerning ety-
mology,**® the semantics of obscure expressions or proverbial sayings,"* and the
analysis of stylistic features (e.g. onomatopoeia). In none of these passages does Aris-
tarchus comment on the semantics, phonology, or morphology of a word or on a
syntactic construction as being specifically Attic as distinct from other dialectal vari-
eties (as he does in his Homeric studies: see below Section 3.2). However, some of
his observations, unsurprisingly, percolated through the later grammatical tradition
and ended up providing the basis for the formal ‘Attic’ status of certain linguistic
phenomena, thereby acquiring an additional, prescriptive validation of ‘correct-
ness’.®® An example of this process may be glimpsed, if not directly seen, in schol.
Ar. Eq. 487a (= Aristarch. fr. 1 M.):

Schol. Ar. Eq. 487a (VEI®): xpayov™ kexpdEetat Apiotapyog 6EuTévws avti Tol kpavyaoti-
k®¢. kal HpwSiavog év ATttikii mpoowsiq.

Aristarchus, just like Symmachus (a grammarian of the 1st/2nd century CE), saw in the expres-
sion a reference to the behaviour of beekeepers: they chewed the figs up or trampled them with
their feet. Cf. also Hsch. € 2482 and 2485 and Su. k 1464.

148 On Aristarchus and his use of etymology, see Schironi (2018, 340-76); Niinlist (2019).

149 On the importance of paroemiography for the development of Hellenistic lexicographical
studies, see Tosi (1994a, 179-93).

150 An excellent example of this process in relation to Herodian and its later epitomisations, can
be found in Probert (2011).

151 The overall majority of the MSS of the Knights have kpayov (A® read kpaywv; for other mi-
nority readings of some MSS, see Muzzolon 2005, 79). Meineke’s correction of the transmitted
Kkpayov (the accusative neuter of the adjective kpaydg used adverbially) into kpdyov (the accusa-
tive of the noun 6 xpdyog: see the note below), on the basis of similar figurae etymologicae (e.g.
Ar. Av. 42 16v8¢e TOV Bddov Badilopev) is generally accepted by modern editors.
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He will scream a scream (kpayov kekpdgetal): Aristarchus has kpayov oxytone in the sense
of (the adverb) kpavyaotik®dg (‘vociferously’). So also Herodian in his Attic Prosody (Hdn.
Iepl ATTikAG Tpoowdiag GG 3,2.20.18-20).1

Pseudo-Arcadius, in his epitome of Herodian, records the following prescription:

[Arcad.] De prosodia catholica epitome 170.15-7 Roussou: t& 81 T00 ATOZX SiBpdyea mt-
BeTird kal p €0vikd 6E0veTar eayog, kpayodg (0 kpavyastikdg). o 8¢ Kpdyog Baptveray,™
Kal 10 Mdyog é0vikov.

Adjectives with two short (syllables) (ending) in -ayog, but not the ethnic designations, are
oxytone: @ayog, kpayog (‘one who is vociferous’). But Kpdayog (i.e. the Lycian mountain so
named: cf. above n. 152) is recessive, and Mdyog is an ethnic designation. (Translation by
Roussou 2018, 71).

Aristarchus is not explicitly mentioned either in the text of Herodian as recon-
structed by Lentz or in Pseudo-Arcadius’ epitome, yet Aristarchus’ observation on
Ar. Eq. 487 is likely to be the source, directly or indirectly, of both. Was Aris-
tarchus dictating a general rule on adjectives with two short syllables ending in
-ayog that did not designate an ethnic origin? It seems unlikely: more likely prob-
ably, Herodian or someone else before him transformed what was originally a
textual discussion on a precise passage of Aristophanes (according to Aristarchus,
at Eq. 487 we should read kpayov because we are dealing with an accusative neu-
ter adjective used adverbially and not with the accusative of the noun 6 kpdyog)
into a prescriptive grammatical narrative.

Quite interesting from this perspective is also the schol. Ar. Av. 1178a (= Aris-
tarch. fr. 9* M.), where we have a comment on the use of xatd + accusative to
indicate motion toward something/someone (a syntactical construction which
was perceived by ancient scholars as ‘Attic’):

Schol. Ar. Av. 1178a (EI®): kat a0tov- mpog ThY v TAESL ypaoiy Thv ¥Oog £Bn katd Saitc’.
o0TwG a€lodov TApLaTo@avnvt ypdeev.

kat'avtov: Compare the reading in the Iliad ‘yesterday (sc. Zeus) went to feast’ (Il. 1.424).
They judge that fAplotopavnvt (Ar.Byz. fr. inc. sed. 393) wrote thus.

152 Cf. Lentz’s collage (omitting Aristarchus’ mention) in Hdn. ITepl kaBoAwkii¢ mpoowdiag GG
3,1.140.4-6: ta 81 To0 ayog SPpdyea émbeTika kal py €Bvikd 6guveTal, Paydg, kpayog 6 Kpav-
YAOTIKOG. TO 8¢ Kpdyog 6 Kpavyaouog Bapivetat kal 10 Kpayog 6pog Avkiag.

153 The MSS tradition is perturbed: the section 6 kpavyaotikdg — kat 70 is printed as restored
by Schmidt (MO read 10 8¢ kpdyog 6 kpavyaoTikdg. T0 8¢). For Lobeck’s different textual ar-
rangement, see the apparatus of Roussou (2018, 170).
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The attribution of this fragment is much debated, and it is indeed possible that
Aristophanes of Byzantium may, after all, be the likeliest candidate, not Aris-
tarchus.™ In this scholium to Aristophanes’ Birds, we would thus have Aristo-
phanes of Byzantium rather than Aristarchus quoting a Homeric passage in
support of the construction xat adtév in Aristophanes to indicate motion toward.
However, if we return to the ancients’ exegesis of Il. 1.423-4, the plot thickens,
and we can see that Aristarchus, after all, did play some role in defending this
construction (katd + accusative = émi + accusative) in the Homeric text. The text
of the Homeric scholia to 11.1.423-4 is as follows:

Schol. (Did.) Hom. II. 1.423-4 (A) = Aristarch. fr. 185 A Matthaios: Zelg [. . .] UeT duopovag
Aiblomijag> | xB1og €PN <katd Salta, Oeol & Gpa MAvTeS EMOVTar> AEELG ApLOTAPYOL €K TOD
A Tii¢ TAld8og vmopvpatog ‘[. . .] 0 8¢ kata Salta avti ol énl Saltar olTwG yap viv
‘Ounpog tébetkev. Eviot 8¢ molodol Uetd Sadta’, dTwg | avTolg abTéley TO UeTd £mi. xpdvTat
8¢ xal mAeloveg dAAOL TOV ToNT®V TH Katd avtl TG Eml. Zo@oxAfG ‘€yw KaT avtdv, mg
oplic, £Eépyopar” KTA.

<Zeus [. . .] went yesterday to the excellent Ethiopians kata 8aita and all the gods are follow-
ing suit’>: These are Aristarchus’ words from his commentary on Book 1 of the Iliad: [. . ]
kata Saita (1. 424) [is used] instead of éni Satra. For this is the meaning with which Homer
has used it now (i.e. in this verse). Others instead make it petd Saita so that in the same pas-
sage (cf. 1. 423 pet apvpovag Aibomijag) they can find petd in the sense of éni. And many
other poets too use katd in the sense of éni. Sophocles [for instance writes]: ‘As you can see,
I'm going to him’ (Soph. fr. 898) etc.

The Didymus scholium informs us that Aristarchus did read xatd Saita (and not
peta Saita as the vulgate), just as his predecessor Aristophanes of Byzantium
(and other ancient scholars) did.">> Moreover, we discover that Aristarchus de-
fended the equivalence kata Saita = ént Saita in Homer with reference to a line
of Sophocles (Soph. fr. 898) as an example of the fact that ‘also many other poets’
used katd in the spatial sense of ‘toward’. That is, Aristarchus supported the Ho-
meric reading kata Saita by quoting, among other examples, an Attic author, the

154 See the excellent analysis by Ascheri (2003, 44-5), to whom we are greatly indebted.

155 The scholium goes on to say that the reading xata Saiza can also be found in the Massaliotic
edition, in that of Sinope and Cyprus, and in those by Antimachus (fr. 168 Matthews) and Aristo-
phanes of Byzantium (cf. Slater 1986, 175); it also adds that the same opinion was held by Callis-
tratus in IIpog tag aBetroetg (cf. Barth 1984, 21-31), Sidonius, and Demetrius Ixion (Demetr.Ix.fr.
27 Staesche) in the sixth book of his IIpog tag £€nynoetg (obtwg 6¢ ebpopev kal €v Tff MacoaAlw-
Tkfj xat Zwvwmnkij kal Kumpia kat Avtipayeiw kat Apiotopaveiw. KaAiiotpatog 8¢ v @ IIpog
TG abetioelg opoing, Kal 0 Lidwviog kal 6 Telwv év @ éktw IIpog TG é€nynoetg). According to
West (2001, 54), Didymus’ quotation of Aristarchus ends with the Sophoclean citation: what fol-
lows is Didymus’, not Aristarchus’, material; see Ascheri (2003, 33-5).
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tragedian Sophocles (that is, just the reverse of what Aristophanes of Byzantium
did in Ar.Byz. fr. 393). If one recalls that, according to Aristarchus, Homer was
originally an Athenian who lived at the time of the Ionic migration and thus
spoke a version of ‘Old Attic’ (see below), it is not difficult to see why Aristarchus
quoted Sophocles: as already observed by van der Valk (1963-1964 vol. 2, 130-1)
and Matthaios (1999, 593), among others, for our grammarian such an extended
use of xatd + accusative to indicate motion toward was an ‘Attic usage’ (whereas
HeTd + accusative = ‘toward’ was not)."*

Only in one case does Aristarchus appear to express a more generalised pref-
erence for a given grammatical usage (a@Un ‘anchovy’, ‘sprat’, in the singular vs
the plural d@vau). This occurs in schol. Ar. Av. 76a (= fr. 8 M.):

Schol. Ar. Av. 76a: agvag (V)- 6Tt TANBUVTIKHG Aéyovat Tag agvag. Apiotapyog 8¢ ok amodé-
XETaL TANOLYTIKGG, 810 0 X (VETLh).

agvag: [The critical sign x occurs] because they say tag aguvag in the plural. But Aristarchus
does not accept the plural form, hence the y."*’

This passage is problematic not so much because Aristarchus expresses a prefer-
ence (oUk amodéyetal) for one form over the other®®® but because, as noted by
Muzzolon (2005, 86), our text, which must have suffered from epitomisation, is
likely to be corrupt: the use of the plural form is absolutely majoritarian — that is,
20x vs 11x for the singular," and this is not only across the comic corpus of every
period (Old, Middle and New Comedy) but especially in Aristophanes’ oeuvre. In
fact, the plural form is attested 11 times in Aristophanes, whereas the singular is

156 Cf., in particular, Matthaios (1999, 592-3); see also Ascheri (2003, 43; 45). The alternative hy-
pothesis that Aristarchus considered the construction katd + accusative to indicate motion to-
ward a mere poeticism (vs. a specific Atticism) seems less likely to us.

157 The critical sign x (corresponding to our NB) is transmitted only by the MSS Lh. The only
other attestation of the use of x by Aristarchus is in Eust. in Od. 2.275.21-2 (commenting on Hom.
0d. 22.144): onpeiwoal 8¢ kal 6TL T0 Mepl TOV Swdeka cakéwv Kal T0 ¢Pegiig Apiotapyog aBeToag
keylaxev, a8vvarov elval einwv tocadta Bastdoat &vépwmov. As observed by Schironi (2018, 57
n. 39) following McNamee (1992, 19 n. 60), Eustathius is discussing a case of athetesis: it is hence
likely that y14{w here is used in the general meaning of ‘mark with a critical sign’ rather than
‘mark with a ¥’ (see also Pontani 2018, 53—4). Schironi (2018) does not mention the case of schol.
Ar. Av. 76a.

158 The reason for this preference cannot be the metre because aguag ®aAnpukdg (the transmit-
ted reading of Av. 76) and a hypothetical dguav ®ainpuiv are metrically equivalent.

159 Note that the singular form might have been interesting for grammarians also because of its
featuring overwhelmingly in Attic comic texts in the Ionic form agvn (the only exception is the
4th-century BCE comic poet Sotades Com. fr. 1.30).
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recorded only once in Ar. fr. 520.1 &Atg a@Vng pot (from a lyric section in the Tage-
nistai), where the singular is possibly also motivated by the fact that the expression
is a playful variation of the proverb &\ig 8pvoc (Zenob. 2.40)."%° agun indicates a
very small fish: you never eat just one but a whole bunch of them (like with
‘small fries’). It is possible, therefore, that Aristarchus meant that the singular
was to be preferred because d@un represented a collective noun, but this is just
one possibility among many, and until new clarifying evidence comes to light, a
non liquet is in order. What is certain is that (1) Aristarchus did not propose a
textual emendation to the passage of the Birds and (2) the later Atticist tradition
itself was in two minds about the admissibility of the singular form a@Un: Phryni-
chus admitted both the plural and the singular as good Greek (both are attested
in Aristophanes),"" and so did also the Synagoge, Photius, the Suda,'** and the EM
(all acknowledging the plural form as the majority usage),'®®> whereas Hesychius
admitted the plural only.*®*

To sum up, with the partial exception of schol. Ar. Av. 76a (= fr. 8 M.), where
much remains unclear, we do not find in Aristarchus’ reflection on comic language
marked prescriptive tendencies. In this sense, Aristarchus does not appear to differ-
entiate himself from his predecessor Aristophanes of Byzantium. We also saw that
what in Aristarchus were probably punctual textual comments on a specific Aristo-
phanic passage were incorporated by the later grammatical tradition into a pre-
scriptive framework that may not have originally been present in Aristarchus
(schol. Ar. Eq. 487a = fr. 1 M.). Furthermore, even if we ascribe the schol. Ar. Av.
1178a (= fr. 9* M.) to Aristophanes of Byzantium, in our analysis of a related pas-
sage, that is, schol. (Did.) Hom. I1. 1.423-4 (A), we saw that Aristarchus could defend
a Homeric construction (katd + accusative to indicate motion toward) with a quota-
tion from Attic drama (Sophocles), most probably because Homer, in his opinion,
spoke an older version of Attic (schol. (Did.) Hom. II. 1.423-4 (A)).

160 See Bagordo (2020, 84). On Ar. fr. 520.1 cf. also Su. a 4660: d@Oa &g mdp- €ml T®V TéA0g OEL
AauBavovtwv i mapotpior tapdoov Kal Ty aevav taytota £Pecbat cupPaivel. EVik®dg §¢ mapd
Aploto@avet Aéyetat év Taynviotalc agon: GAN del TANBLYTIKGOG TAG ApvaC.

161 Phryn. PS 17.10: 4@Un- kai évik®g Aéyetal Kal TANBUVTIK®S aguat.

162 See n. 160 above.

163 £ « 2576 (= Phot. o 3407): apiag TANBLVTIKGG Aéyovot. oravimTata 8¢ agvny; Et.Gen. a
1495: agun- ixBV8LOV Ukpov Kal ovvnBeg: elpnTal 8¢ Evikdg omaviwg, TAEOVAKLG 8¢ TANOLYTIKGG.
164 Hsch. a 8804: apVUwv TN T0 Aalov, €mel év ToUTw EhovTtal (Ar. Ach. 640) Aéyouat 8¢ ATTikol
TANOLVTIKGAG TAG APVAC, EVIKOG 8¢ 0VSETOTE.
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3.2 Aristarchus, Homer’s tahaia At0ig, and ENAnviopog

This brings us neatly to our second point: Aristarchus’ view of the Homeric lan-
guage as an older variety of Attic (madawa At0ig). We shall first briefly review the
features of Homer’s language that Aristarchus identified as specifically Attic be-
fore attempting to understand how this particular view of the Homeric idiolect
informed his idea of ‘correct Greek’ (EAAnviopdg).

The first point to observe is that, as convincingly argued by recent scholarship,
Aristarchus was generally aware not only that Homer’s Greek was different from
the current linguistic usage of his own time (Hellenistic koine) but also that Greek
language as a whole (its semantics, syntax, and morphology) had evolved through
time.'® In the Homeric scholia, we are repeatedly told that Aristarchus compared
the Homeric cuvijfela to the contemporary linguistic usage of his own time.'®® In
this sense, he was also aware of the presence of different chronological layers
within the epic corpus and differentiated, in terms of relative chronology, between
Homer and oi vewtepot/oi ued "Ounpov (a category that included not only Hesiod
and the epic cycle but also all the poets after Homer, tragedians included).’” More
specifically, for Aristarchus, Homer’s ‘hase-language’ was essentially Ionic and
Attic, with a limited amount of admixture from Doric and Aeolic.'®®

The linguistic features of Homer’s language explicitly singled out as distinctly
Attic by Aristarchus are as follows:'®

165 See Niinlist (2012a); Schironi (2018, 597-622). To quote just one example, Aristarchus consid-
ered the construction of §¢xecbal + dative ‘to receive/take something from someone’ (instead of
the usual 8éyeabal + mapd + genitive) as a syntactic archaism in Homer: cf. schol. (Ariston.) Hom.
Il. 2.186a (A): 8¢€atd oi okimTpov: OTL Apyaik)TEPOV §€EATO AVTR TO OKINMTPOV AVl TOD Tap’
avtod).

166 On Aristarchus’ use of expressions such as n (juetépa) ovviBela/xpiiolg, cLVRBwg ULV, TO
vOv Aeyouevov, nueig 8¢, viv 6¢ to refer to Hellenistic koine, see, above all, Schironi (2018, 226-9;
599-601).

167 See Niinlist (2012a, 152--3).

168 This part of the section closely follows Schironi’s thorough overview of the ‘dialectal nuan-
ces’ in Homer as they were perceived and interpreted by Aristarchus (Schironi 2018, 601-16).

169 Items 1-6 are covered in greater detail by Schironi (2018, 605-6). As Schironi herself ob-
served (2018, 619), it is sometimes quite difficult to determine whether the ‘Attic’ label attached to
some grammatical phenomena in our scholia is a later classification or actually dates back to
Aristarchus. One instance is the use of ur + aorist imperative (rather than aorist subjunctive;
modern linguistics interprets it as an archaic form of injunctive: cf. Chantraine 2015, 230) in
schol. (Hdn.) Hom. I1. 4.410a (A): <6poin> €vBeo: Apiotapyog £v motel 0 évBeo avti Tod évbov, tva
yévntat ATtikdv, duotov @ ‘un Yedoov, @ Zeb, <tfig émovong éAnisog>’ (Ar. Th. 870). The immedi-
ate context is a discussion concerning how to segment words in scriptio continua (i.e. whether
one should read opoin évbeo twuij (with the compound verb évtiBnuy) or opoin év Béo Twuf (with
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(1) The use of the nominative pro vocative (in modern terms, an inherited IE fea-
ture: that is, not a peculiarity of Greek, and certainly, within Greek, not of the
Attic dialect only): cf. e.g. schol. (Ariston.) Hom. Il. 3.277a2 (T): 'HéAlog {te} ATTl-
KOG ‘MG, 0{dog, Bdve xal o0’ (I1. 21.106).

(2) The use of én{ + genitive to indicate movement toward a place (as attested also
in Thucydides and Xenophon) instead of eig or €n{ + accusative: cf. e.g. schol.
(Ariston.| exc.) Hom. IL. 3.5 (AbT): <kAayyij Tat ye nétovtar> €n’ ‘Qkeavoio podwv:
avti To0 eig podg, ATTIKGC.

(3) The construction of keAgvewv, ‘to order’, + accusative instead of dative to indicate
the recipient of the command: cf. e.g. schol. (Ariston.) Hom. II. 20.4b3 (B): 10 8¢
O¢uota Attik®g avtl o0 Ofutotl Likewise, the construction agaipéopat + double
accusative (‘to deprive someone of something’), though not strictly an Atticism by
modern linguistic standards (cf. Schwyzer 1953, 82 §), was also apparently perceived
by Aristarchus as Attic: cf. schol. (ex.| Ariston.) Hom. I 1.275a (T): pfite oU <tév8’
ayaBdg mep €wv dnoaipeo kovpNV>: 0 8¢ dnoaipeo Attikov) and 1.275b (A): <Ttovs’
aroaipeo-> 6Tt tapyaikdgt (fort. Attikéys Erbse) tovse doaipod, ovyi Todse.!” It is
also worth noticing that in these two scholia, the same syntactic phenomenon is
prima facie described differently: as an Atticism in the T scholium (strictly speaking,
in T it is the single verbal form amoaipeo that is remarked upon as Attic, but the con-
text and the grammatical tradition make clear that the construction of agaipéopar +
accusative is intended); as an archaism in the A scholium (Erbse deems the reading
corrupt). According to Nunlist (2012a, 163-4), this might suggest that at a certain point
in time, dialectal explanations attained the upper hand over the earlier diachronic
ones.™ A second possibility, however, is that the different nomenclature may, after
all, be coeval, since Aristarchus himself considered some archaisms to be Atticisms
(see Schironi 2018, 620—-1 with n. 109) and that the emphasis on one ‘label’ rather
than the other in different branches of the tradition may be simply attributable to
the accidents of transmission.

(4) The use of the ending -vtwv of the third-person plural of the present impera-
tive instead of the koine form -twoav (pevydvtwv ‘let them flee’ is used ATtik@®g
instead of gevyétwoav): cf. e.g. schol. (Ariston.) Hom. Il. 9.47a (A): <@euyovTwv->
OTL ATTIKOG AvTL TOT QELYETWOAV.

the simplex tin@uuv). Schironi rightly argues in favour of Herodian (rather than Aristarchus) as
the probable origin of the ‘Attic’ tag of this oxfjua.

170 Cf. also Niinlist (2012a, 161-2).

171 See Niinlist (2012a, 163—4): ‘the hypothesis that arguments based on dialect superseded dia-
chronic explanations is plausible’.
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(5) The use of the dual, a trait that is specifically referred to as proper of ot ABnvaiou:
cf. schol. (Ariston.) Hom. I1. 13.197 (A): {{uBplov adr’} Alavte <pepadte> 6Tl ouveydg
KEXpNTaL T0lg Suikolc. 1) 8¢ avagopd TPog Ta TePL Tiig matpidog. ABnvaiwv yap Slov.
‘The two Ajaxes eager [of furious strength]: because (the poet) has used the dual
throughout. The reference is to the issue of [his] homeland: for [this feature is] typi-
cal of the Athenians’.

(6) The use of fjuat ‘to sit’ in the sense of StatpiPw ‘to spend time’: schol. Hom. 1L
21.122 (= P.Oxy. 2.221, 1. 6-10 = TM 60508; ond century CE; commenting on the line
gvtawBol viv oo uet ix8vow): Alpiotapyols 8& Attikov enlot t]d Roo | [avTi ToT]
StatpiBe. £tv 8¢ [YAR] n<w>, eig | [t0 Omapye] uetappaotéolv,....Jo [ [....... (@]
ﬁ] 60172

Particularly telling for us are items (5) and (6). In Chapter 5, Section C.1.5.1-2, we
saw that already at the end of the 5th century BCE, in literary Attic, the third-
person plural active and middle/passive endings -vtwv and -68wv of the present
imperative are waning and that the first attestations of the koine forms -twoav
and -cBwoav are roughly coeval. Against this backdrop, item (5) allows us to say,
with Schironi (2018, 606), that ‘[t]herefore, by ‘Attic’ Aristarchus must have meant
an older form of Attic, used before the middle of the fifth century BCE’. Even
more interesting for our purposes is item (6): the reference to the dual, well at-
tested in Attic literary texts of the 5th century BCE (and epigraphically until the
last decade of the 4th century BCE), but already disappearing in 4th-century BCE
Attic (both in literary texts and inscriptions: cf. Chapter 5, Section B.1.1), permits
us not only to confirm the inference that by Attic, Aristarchus meant an ‘old
form’ of Attic,'”® but it also gives an all-important piece of information: Homer
came from Athens. His consistent use (cuvey®g) of the dual was, for Aristarchus,
direct proof that the poet was originally an Athenian'”* who lived during the colo-

172 Aristarchus’ name is almost entirely in lacuna, but its restoration seems likely (this example
is omitted by Schironi 2018). The Medieval scholia comment on the Attic nature of the adverb
¢vtaBol but not on that of fuat as synonym to StatpiBw: cf. schol. (ex.) Hom. I1. 21.122a1 (T): <EN-
TAY®OOI viv fico-> treplontactéov 10 ENTAYBOI' 6Tt yap Gmod Tod évtalba ATTikod. T0 82 foo
Saouvtéov: TvEg 82 Yrrodaty, iv’ { avti 0T (0Bt éviol 82 ypdgovotv ‘tvtatBol viv keloo™ duel-
vov 8¢ 10 np®tov. The tradition is split between keloo and ﬁoo (schol. (ex.) Hom. II. 21.122b1 (TTY):
[. . .J<Roo> 8¢ Siaye | Umapye) and schol. (Did.) Hom. I1. 21.122c1 (A): <keloo-> Siy®¢, Keloo Kal
‘100°): see van der Valk (1963-1964 vol. 1, 594-6).

173 On the dual in Homer according to Aristarchus, see also Matthaios (1999, 378-82); Ascheri
(2004). On the debate among Hellenistic Homeric scholarship on the use (and abuse) of the dual
in Homer, see now Schironi (2018, 587-91; 607-11).

174 Cf. Vita Homeri V, p. 247.7-8 Allen: (Ounpog) [. . .] kata Apiotapyov kal Aloviclov Tov
Opdxa Abnvaiog (D.T. fr. 47 Linke); cf. also [Plu.] Vit. Hom. 2.2: (Ounpov) [. . .] Apiotapyog 8¢ xal
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nisation of Ionia'”® and thus spoke an old form of Attic — that is, maAaté AtOig — as
confirmed by Choerob. In Theod. GG 4,2.86.20 (~ Hdn. [Iept ma®®v GG 3,2.236.16)
dvTog 82 Tod monTod Th¢ maiawdig Ati80c).!”® This brings us to a much-discussed
passage of Apollonius Dyscolus in which the 2nd-century CE grammarian, within
a discussion of the plural forms of the third-personal reflexive pronouns, reports
Aristarchus’ opinion that Homer’s language embodied the perfection of ‘correct
Greek’ (EAAnviopdg):

Apoll.Dysc. Pron. GG 2,1.71.22-9 (= Aristarchus fr. 125 A' Matthaios): Tov uév oOv Apiotapyov
Empéppecbal gaot T oxRuata, Kabo A’ EVIKG oLVTAEEWS THiG ‘€aVTOV’ TANBLVTIKY £YEVETO
N ‘€aLTOVG, uapTLPA Te Emdyecbal TOV Mo THY, TTap’ @ Té To0 EAANVIopod fxpifwrat, &v
olg TavtoTe &v SlaAvoel ¢0Tl Ti Tpita, OHoiwg TOTg TPHTOLG Kal SeuTépols, ‘g avTovg Kal
‘GOAV aOT®OV’. TIPOG 01 Kal THV TPOTWV Kal SELTEPWV OVK GVTWV &v ouvBEael TANBLVTIKE,
£€ avaykng kal Toig Tpitolg mapnkoAovheL TaOTOV .

They say that Aristarchus finds fault with the forms, because out of a singular compositional
form £avutév a plural éavtovg has been made, and that he adduces as a witness the poet
(Homer), ‘in whose works matters of good Greek are perfect, (and) in which (works) the
third person (plural reflexive pronouns) are always separated, like the first and second per-
sons: 6@dg avtovg and ce®dv avt®v. In addition, since the first and second persons do not
exist in composition in the plural, the same has necessarily followed for the third persons’.
(Translation by Probert 2011, 271).

That Homer is the poet tap’ @ té 00 EAAnviopoD fkpiBwrar is stated in a context in
which Aristarchus defends Homer’s usage of the parathetic forms cp®v adt@®v, oQag
avtovg of the third-person plural of the reflexive pronouns against the compound
forms £aut@®v, £avTtovg. Aristarchus’ reasoning is twofold: (1) the first argument is ex

Atoviolog 6 Bpdg (sc. ovk Gkvnoav 8¢ einelv) AbBnvatov. Aristarchus himself wrote a monograph
entitled Ilepl tii¢ matpidog, i.e. Ounpov (On Homer’s Fatherland): see Pfeiffer (1968, 228). West
(2017, 28-29; 42) thinks that the idea that Homer was an Athenian and spoke Attic may go back to
Aristophanes of Byzantium. In antiquity, various cities claimed, with varying degrees of success,
to be the homeland (matpic) of Homer: see Hillgruber (1994, 84-6); Graziosi (2002, 83-6). Cf. also
Chapter 3, Section 3.1.

175 Aristarchus dated Homer to the Ionian migration, that is, ca. 140 years after the Trojan War:
cf. Tat. Orat. 32.4-6; Clem.Al Strom. 1.117.2; [Plu.] Vit. Hom. 2.17-19; Procl. Vita Homeri p. 101.13-6
Allen.

176 See, however, Probert’s caveats on the evidence of Choeroboscus, where non-Herodianic mate-
rial may also be detected: Probert (2004, 286—7 with n. 16). Herodian himself seems to have enter-
tained a similar, but not identical, view: as Probert (2004) demonstrated, Herodian distinguished
between four ‘distinct linguistic varieties’ in Homer: Homer’s language, ‘Old Attic’ (maAaidc), ‘later
Attic’ (uetayevéotepog: the dividing line being ca. 400 BCE), and the koine (1] kowr| 8LdAekTog).
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auctoritate (the literary tradition or nap&sootc):'”” Homer, who represents the pinna-

cle of ‘correct Greek’, does not use the synthetic form ¢avt@v, £avtovg; (2) the second
argument is formulated ex analogia: Aristarchus appeals to the absence of com-
pound forms for the plural of the first- and second-person pronouns to analogically
regulate that of the plural third-person pronouns.’”® This is one of the cases in which
Aristarchus does not have the paradosis overrule analogy, but the two criteria har-
moniously supplement one another."”

Once again, we must begin by asking the same, old question: is Aristarchus
being systematically prescriptive here? Some scholars have rightly observed that
to frame Aristarchus’ observations on compositional pronouns and éAAnviouog in
terms of rigidly prescriptive grammar may be misleading: for all that we know,
‘in principle the arguments may even have been transferred from an original dis-
cussion of Homeric textual criticism to a later discussion of prescriptive gram-
mar’ (Probert 2011, 273). What is even more interesting for us, however, is the
apparent seamless transition, in Aristarchus’ observation on ‘correct Greek’, from
a highly literary language (Homer’s idiolect) to Greek language tout court, edu-
cated spoken Greek included. That is, for Aristarchus, the literary tradition as in-
stantiated by Homer, its most perfect model, also constitutes the core repertoire
of grammatical knowledge. Does this mean that Aristarchus somehow accepted a
status of widespread and unbridgeable diglossia between contemporary linguistic

177 Two other passages are also relevant: (1) Apoll.Dysc. Synt. GG 2,2.244.12-246.5 (= fr. 125 A?
Matthaios), where the grammarian Habron (1st century CE), alongside other counter-arguments
(first- and second-person pronouns are not a good parallel to third-person pronouns, because the
former also behave differently from the latter in other respects), answers Aristarchus’ critique
by objecting that it is instead possible to construct analogically from a singular compositional
form (the example is the adjective ¢v8éxatoc) a plural compositional one (¢v8éxatol) and addu-
ces as proof the Platonic usage (¢x mapadéoewv IMatwvik®v); (2) Apoll.Dysc. Pron. GG 2,1.72.16-9:
[. . ] mavti Tw SfAov Umép axpipeiag éEetdoavtt Tiig év T0Tg puépeat Tol Adyov, wg 1) Ounpuxn moi-
NOLG udArov TV A wv RVOabn. 68ev ov udAiov 1 IIAdTwvog Xpiolg a&omioToTépa Tig 0UK 0doNg
napa 7@ mownti. ([. . .] And to everyone who investigates with accuracy the word classes it is
clear that Homer’s poetry was more accomplished than that of others. Hence the existence of a
linguistic use in Plato is no more trustworthy than its absence in Homer’). That is, both Aris-
tarchus and his opponent, Habron, enlist ‘good authors’ (respectively, Homer and Plato), and
both argue in terms of analogical behaviour, yet for Apollonius Dyscolus (passage 2) Plato
(prose!) as evidence is less trustworthy than Homer (poetry).

178 See Matthaios (1999, 479-80); Probert (2011, 272).

179 See Blank (1982, 61 n. 19) on how ‘Aristarchus is represented in the Iliad Scholia as frequently
allowing the paradosis to overrule analogy’; this feature was already observed by Ludwich
(1885 vol. 2, 108-15). On Aristarchus’ use of analogy as an ecdotic tool (to emend and choose be-
tween different variant readings: mainly issues pertaining to accentuation, morphology, and or-
thography), see Schironi (2018, 377-410).
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usage and ‘high’ literature, present and past? Not really: as noted by scholars, the
very fact that Aristarchus extended the authority of Homer’s language to the do-
main of é\Anvioudg as a whole, shows that, for him, the ‘best’ contemporary lin-
guistic usage should not be conceived of as radically severed from the literary
tradition.'® We have noted that Aristarchus was acutely aware of diachronic var-
iations in the history of the Greek language, in terms of semantics, morphology,
and syntax: paradoxically, it was this same awareness that facilitated a transitiv-
ity (the existence of continuum in evolution that still preserved some ‘common
ground’) for him, which, from a modern perspective, may sound inherently con-
tradictory and fundamentally anachronistic.'®!

As already argued in Chapter 6, Section 3.3, the linguistic ‘reality’ underlying
‘speaking correct Greek’ was a matter of debate throughout the early Hellenistic
period. Treatments of éAAnvioudg encompassed both poetry and prose, the written
text and the spoken language, and could move smoothly across genres and media
with a surprising (at least from our present-day perspective) ease and insouciance.
We also saw that Hellenistic scholars frequently employed the literary tradition
(ntapdSootg) to establish what is or is not ‘correct’ Greek: if one considers Homer’s
centrality to Greek culture and language in antiquity (cf. Chapter 3, Section 3.1), it is
unsurprising that ‘the poet’ also played an important role as master of é\Anviouog
and that to Homer’s linguistic usage may be ascribed a normative value, even
above that of Attic prose, as far as grammatical forms are concerned.'®*

This, however, does not mean that there were not tensions, at times irrecon-
cilable, between the language of the napd8ooig and contemporary cuvrfeta.'®® If

180 See, especially, Matthaios (1999, 480): ‘Wie bei jenem Zeugnis liegt die besondere Bedeutung
dieser AuBerung darin, da® sich Aristarch iiber textbezogene Probleme hinaus, die direkt aus
seiner philologischen Tatigkeit entstanden, auch mit Fragestellungen auseinandergesetzt hat, die
die Korrektheit der zeitgenossischen Sprachgebrauchs betrafen’. Cf. also Ax (1982, 106).

181 Cf. Niinlist (2012a, 161).

182 Pontani (2011) remains the best treatment of the subject. Aristarchus’ opinion of Homer as
the pinnacle of ‘correct Greek’ must have exerted some influence: the 2nd-century CE grammar-
ian Telephus of Pergamum is credited with a work entitled ‘Ott u6vog ‘Ounpog t@v dpyaiwv EAn-
viCeL (Of the Ancients Only Homer Spoke Correct Greek) according to Su. T 495: Pagani (2009)
suggests that the work ‘probably presented Homer as the representative of a mpwtn At6ig’. That
Homer was according to some (anonymous) sources the embodiment of éAnviopdg is recorded
in an excerpt of uncertain provenance found displaced in some 15th-century MSS at the end of
Pseudo-Herodian’s treatise On Solecism: [Hdn.] Iept codowkiopod 311.5 Nauck: €viot uév Aéyouvotv
EANVIoPOV glvat TOv oty (MSS: THv o TIKijv (sc. Téxvnv) Boissonade: v moutév Nauck).
See Pontani (2011, 96-8); Pagani (2014a, 245); Pagani (2015, 842-3). On Ptolemy Pindarion, see
below.

183 On the complex dynamics between common usage and tradition in Alexandrian and Impe-
rial scholarship, see Pagani (2015, 841-4).
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we are to trust Sextus Empiricus’ programmatically scathing remarks about Alex-
andrian analogists (S.E. M. 1.202-8 = fr. 12 Boatti), Ptolemy Pindarion, a pupil of
Aristarchus active during the second half of the 2nd century BCE, pitched the
‘Ounpwn ovviibela directly against the kown ouvnBela — the common usage of
contemporary speakers — favouring the former over the latter. In particular, Sex-
tus presents Pindarion and his followers (oi amo Ivsapiwvog)'® as those who
disingenuously promote one ouvijfeta (in this case, the Homeric one) over an-
other (current common usage), causing analogy to re-enter via the back door.'®
According to Sextus, the grotesque consequence of such a linguistic policy would
make whoever adopted it a universal laughing stock:

S.E. M. 1.206: i 8¢ Ounpwkii katakorovBoBvTeg 00 YWPLG YEAWTOG EAANVIOTHEY ‘udpTupor s
A€yovTeg Kal ‘omdpta AéAuvTar Kat GAAA TOUTWV ATOTWTEPQL.

If we follow Homer’s usage, the good Greek we produce will not be free from laughter,
when we say paptupot (‘witnesses’, i.e. instead of paptupeg) and ondpra Aéivvtal (Od. 2.135:
‘the ropes were loosened’, i.e. instead of ondpta AéAvtar) and other things even more absurd
than these. (Translation by Bett 2018, 92).

But did Pindarion actually propose such a nonsensical revival of Homeric Greek
as a living spoken language? This is what Sextus would have us believe. However,
if we can effect a closer look at the context and attempt to look beyond Sextus’
distorting account, Pindarion’s original argument must have been quite differ-
ent.”®” The broader context is Sextus’ criticism of Alexandrian scholarship using
analogy, rather than common usage, to determine what ‘proper Greek’ (EAAnvic-
uoc) should be. It is within this specific framework (use of analogy to justify lin-
guistic practices) that Pindarion’s stance is mentioned. Pindarion, according to
Sextus, belongs to those who recognise that analogy indeed stems from usage, in-
asmuch as it is ‘the contemplation of similar and dissimilar’ (S.E. M. 1.202-3: [.. . .]
avaioyla, gaciv, ouoroyovpuévwg €k Tig cuvnbeiag oppdtar €otL yap ouolov te
Kal &vopoiov Bewpia), but, rather disingenuously, argue that there is usage and
usage:

184 For this expression, not to be confused with oi mept Twva, see Boatti (2000, 266 n. 6).

185 S.E. M. 1.202: €706 €l Ur TL @io0LGL Py THY ALtV cuviBelav EkParAely dua xal poaoieodal,
AN EAANY pév EKBaAAeL, BAANV 8¢ tpoaieabal.

186 Attested 5x in the Iliad (I1. 1.338; 2.302; 3.280; 14.274; 22.255) and 2x in the Odyssey (Od. 1.273;
14.394).

187 See F. Montanari (1995, 45-9); Boatti (2000); Boatti (2002).
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S.E. M. 1.203-4: 0 8¢ duolov kal avopolov €x Tii¢ Sedoxiuaouévng AapuBavetat cuvnbeiag,
SeSoxkipaopévn 8¢ kal apyatotdrn €otiv i Ouipov moinoig [. . .] StaAe€oueba dpa i
‘Ounpov katakoAovBodvteg cuvnbeiq.

The similar and dissimilar are grasped from approved ordinary usage, and what is approved
and most ancient is the poetry of Homer; [. . .] therefore we will talk following the ordinary
usage of Homer. (Translation by Bett 2018, 91; our emphasis).

Pindarion, therefore, was not advocating an artificial revamp of Homeric lan-
guage in everyday speech: rather, he was defending the analogy principle on the
basis of the best and most ancient authority, Homer, in whom, in his opinion, this
principle was already visible at its best."®®

To sum up, Aristarchus regarded Homer’s language as an older form of Attic
(hence very similar to Ionic) and as the benchmark of ‘correct Greek’. Aristarchus’
own understanding of Homer’s Greek was not the only theory put forward: a
competing view, dating back at the very least to the Peripatetic Andromenides
(3rd century BCE), saw Homer’s idiolect as a blending of all the dialectal varieties
of Greek in a single shared language, a notion that acquired a very widespread
diffusion in antiquity.'®® However, history is replete with unexpected ironies. The
same Pseudo-Plutarch, who at Vit. Hom. 2.8 claimed that Homer merged together
all the dialectal varieties of Greek, was also prepared to concede that the poet
used ‘above all the Attic dialect’, adding a very intriguing reason: he did so be-
cause the Attic dialect itself was a ‘mixture’ of all the other dialects ([Plu.] Vit.
Hom. 2.12: péhiota 8¢ ti ATOiSL Starékty kéypntar kai yap émiukrog {v)."° The
same notion is also found in the scholia to Aelius Aristides’ Panathenaic Oration:

Schol. Aristid. 3.98.17 Dindorf: eidikpuvij 8¢ kal kaboAov: dxdploTot yap ai dAial Siéiektol
glow, [. . .] evploketat yap &v T Attikij SLaAékTw Tva Kal TdY GAAWY SladékTwy, olov Tw-
VKA Kal Awpikd, T® Tavtwg mpesButépav TavTv elvat kal Ao tavtng ékeivag tadta
Aapetv.

eldkpwij 8¢ xal kaBoov: For the other dialects are unpleasant [. . .J; in the Attic dialect are
in fact found some features of the other dialects too, for instance, of the Ionic and Doric,

188 See already Reitzenstein (1897, 380). Cf. also Blank (1998, 228); Pagani (2015, 815, 842).

189 For the dating of this theory, not of Stoic origin, to the 3rd century BCE at the very least, see
Janko (2000, 377 with n. 4). Cf. e.g. [Plu.] Vit. Hom. 2.8: Aé€eL 8¢ mowkiAn kexpnuévog, ToLg Ao
nédong Staréxtov TeV EAANviSwy yapaxtiipag éykatépiéev and D.Chr. 12.66: [. . .] Oufjpov [. . .] &g
ovy €va eileTo yapakTipa A€Eews, ALY Ttioav TNV EAANVIKAY YA@TTAY Stnpnuévny Téws avépite,
Awptéwv te Kal Tovwy, €Tt 8¢ v Abnvaiwy, eig Tavtd kepdoag TOAAGY udAlov ij T xpwpata ot
Bagelg.

190 Cf. Hillgruber (1994, 115).
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because this dialect (i.e. the Attic) is by all means older and it is from it that those (other
dialects) take these features.

It may seem paradoxical that the scholium, with its emphasis on the ‘mixed na-
ture’ of the Attic dialect, is in fact commenting on the passage in which Aristides
praises Athens for producing a dialect that is ‘uncontaminated, pure and pleasant,
and a model for all communication between Greek’ (Aristid. 1.15 Lenz-Behr: &i-
Axpwij 8¢ xal kaBapav kat dAvrov kat mapddetyua ndong ¢ EAANVIkiig ouAiag
PV elonvéykaro).'”* However, the paradox is illusory: the reason the scholium
claims that the Attic dialect contains features of other dialects is its chronological
priority. Attic existed when the other dialects had not yet developed: it is treated
as the Ur-Greek par excellence, in a historical dimension. Or, put otherwise, it is
not that Attic includes Ionic or Doric elements: it is that the Ionic and Doric dia-
lects have borrowed from the Attic. Finally, if we recall Aelius Aristides’ assertion
that Homer’s hometown was Smyrna, an Attic colony,'®* and thus that ‘the poet’
too spoke Attic,’® we are returned full circle to Aristarchus: Attic, Homer’s lan-
guage, was the benchmark of é\Anvioudg tout court.

4 Collections of Attic words in the Hellenistic period: A survey

In the 3rd and 2nd centuries BCE, mostly taking the lead from Aristophanes of
Byzantium’s influential Attikal Aégeig, dialectal studies witnessed an increased
production of stand-alone or quasi-stand-alone works dedicated specifically to the
dialect. In our sources, these collections are variously entitled Attikal Aégelg
(Attic Expressions), ATtikal yAdooal (Attic Glosses),'** sometimes also Attikd 6v6-
uata (Attic Words), Ilept tiig ATTikiig Aé€ewg (On Attic Idiom) or Ilepl Tiig ATTIK{G
Staréktov (On Attic Dialect). As we shall see, even if the titles of these works obvi-
ously herald a sustained and specific interest in Attic idioms, the centrality of this
interest does not usually preclude their authors from occasionally comparing or
juxtaposing Attic forms with their equivalents in the other Greek dialects (literary

191 Translation by M. Trapp (2017, 33).

192 On Ionia as an Athenian colony, see Chapter 3, Section 2.5.

193 Cf. Aristid. 1.328 Lenz-Behr: ei 8¢ 8¢l xal g Ounpov pvnodival, petéxel Kal TavTng Tiig
eLoTLiag 1} TOALG 0V HOVOV SLA TiiG dmoikov TOAEWS, AAN O6TL Kal | @wvn ca®g EvOévse (‘And if
Homer’s poetry demands a mention as well, Athens can claim a share of this source of honor too,
not only because his city was her colony, but also because his language also clearly derives from
here’; translation after M. Trapp 2017, 275-7).

194 On the terminological interchangeability between Aé€i¢ and yA®ooa in early Hellenistic
scholarship, see Chapter 6, Section 3.1.
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and non-literary; cf, e.g., the possible case of Nicander BNJ 343 F 19 on otAeyyig
‘scraper’, which makes mention of old Spartan customs). Most importantly, their
observations are almost always value-free in terms of a supposed internal peck-
ing order among the Greek dialects: the overall impression is that of a descriptive
framework aimed at recording and documenting the linguistic possibilities of-
fered by a given dialect (in our case, Attic) rather than prescribing a list of ap-
proved words and/or idioms to be avoided (with the partial exception of Crates,
who, however, is likely to have been active at the very end of the chronological
span under investigation: between the first and the second halves of the 1st cen-
tury BCE, see below Section 4.4).'%

As in the case of other fragmentary corpora, the usual caveats highlighted in
Chapter 6, Section 2 apply here as well: our treatment will follow a broadly chro-
nological order, but it must be constantly borne in mind that the reconstructed
chronology and, at times, the identity of some of these authors rest on uncertain
ground and is unfortunately not immune to a certain degree of circularity of ar-
guments.'”® For the reasons already stated in Section 1 and Chapter 6, Section 2,
we shall chronologically limit our survey to the lower limit of the first half of the
1st century BCE.

4.1 Ister and Philemon

Ister (first half of the 3rd century BCE), probably from Paphos, was mainly active
at Alexandria: a pupil of Callimachus, he was both a poet and a scholar (Su. t 706).
The titles of his works preserved by ancient sources reveal that Ister had strong
antiquarian and historical interests, which also explains why he is frequently
mentioned as a cuyypa@evg (cf. e.g. Ister BNJ 334 T 6) rather than as a grammar-
ian."” Ister’s antiquarian interest in things Attic is attested by his Attiké, which

195 The grammarians Heracleon of Ephesus and Theodorus (on whom, see, respectively, Ippolito
2009 and Meliado 2019) also showed a distinct interest in Attic Aégeig (the latter is credited by
Athenaeus with a collection of Attic idioms variously quoted under the title of Attikal yAd@ooat
(Ath.14.646¢ and 15.678d) or Attikal @wvai (Ath.15.677b)). They are, however, not treated in the
present volume because their overall chronology is too uncertain: we have no internal means of
establishing Heracleon’s chronology; as to Theodorus, the only certain terminus ante quem is his
use by Pamphilus (second half of the 1st century CE).

196 Uncertain chronology: the glossographer Philemon of Aixone, Demetrius Ixion, and Nicander
of Thyateira. Uncertain identity and date: Crates of Athens, on which see Section 4.4.

197 For a survey of Ister’s antiquarian works, see Berti, Jackson (2015); Berti (2009); Regali
(2008D).
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comprised at least 14 books (BNJ 334 FF 1-16):'® unlike the various contemporary
Atthides, however, Ister’s Attikd was not devoted to the full coverage of the his-
tory of Athens and Attica but only to the archaic period (his dominant interests
were local lore — above all, Attic festivals, heroes, and institutions).'®® Attic tradi-
tions, however, were only one among his antiquarian interests, on a par with
matters Elean (cf. his ' HAtaxd in at least four books: FF 40-2), Argolic (ApyoAwa: F
39), and Egyptian (Amowiat Atyvntiwv or tii¢ Atyvmtov or Ilepl tiig Alyvntinv
anowkiag: FF 43-6, and Ilepi ITtoAepaidog in at least two books: F 47).2°° More to
the point for our purposes, Ister also seems to have had a specifically linguistic
interest in Attic: Eustathius ascribes to him a collection of Attikal Aé€eig (Eust. in
0d. 1.339.37-8),%°! but modern scholars have wondered whether Eustathius’ title
indicates a stand-alone, independent collection or rather a subheading of a larger
work.?? Only one fragment of Ister’s Attukai Aé€eLg survives:

Ister BNJ 334 F 23 (= Eust. in Od. 1.339.34-8 = Paus.Gr. a 89): @act yoOv ot maiatol, Tt 00
uévov tpelg NAwclal, apiv, auvog, apvetog [. . .] dAra kat 61t "Totpog €v AtTikaig AéEeaty,
dpva enotv, elta apvov, elta apveldv, elta Aeutoyvmpova. EAéyeto 8¢ kal pooyiag 6 tplétng
KpLog kA 2%

Indeed, the ancients say not only that the ages [of the sheep] are three: dpijv (a lamb under
one year), apvdg (a one-year-old lamb), and &pvetdg (a mature ram) [. . .] but also that Ister
in his Attic Lexeis says apnv, then auvog, then apveldg, and then Aetmoyvopwv (‘without
teeth’). A three-year old ram was also called pooyiag etc.

198 This work is referred to in our sources also as At0i8eg (F 2a), Zuvaywyai (F 3), Zuvaywyr (FF 5
and 13), Attikal ouvaywyat (F 9), Zuvaywyn t@v At6idwv (F 14), and Zvvaywyn tig Atéidog (F 15).
199 On Ister’s independence from the Atthidographic tradition, see Regali (2008b); Berti (2009,
11-6).

200 On the ideological import, in keeping with the Ptolemies’ cultural propaganda, of Ister’s
work on Egypt, see, above all, Berti, Jackson (2015) ad loc.

201 The title preserved by Phot. a 1232 and Su. a 1614 is év talg Attikaic. Jacoby FGrHist IIIb
(Suppl.), 642 wondered whether Ister may have been the first to entitle his work Aégeig rather
than T'A@ooat (cf. also Berti 2009, 11 n. 27): see however Chapter 6, Section 3.1 on the terminologi-
cal fluidity between A¢€1g and yA@ooa in early Hellenistic scholarship.

202 See Berti, Jackson (2015) ad loc.; Berti (2009, 9-11).

203 Phot. a 1232 and Su. a 1614, after reporting Ister’s age sequence in precisely the same order
as Eustathius (that is, dpva, auvdv, apveldv, Autoyvwpova), specify, however, that the term
pooyiag (Phot.)/uocyiwv (Su.) refers to the youngest age group (u. 6& Tov mp@®tov); hence Erbse’s
correction, in his entry of Paus.Gr. a 89, of Eustathius’ transmitted text into pooyiav 8¢ Tov np®-
TOV. <APVELOG> 8¢ Kal O TPLETNG KPLOG.
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Setting aside the possibly corrupted text in relation to pooyiag* according to Eu-
stathius, Ister, contrary to the common opinion of oi maAatoi, argued in favour of
a quadripartite (instead of tripartite) division of age groups for sheep. Unfortu-
nately, this does not tell us very much about Ister’s possible theoretical allegian-
ces or conceptual framework in his study of Attic, but it is worth noting that the
nomenclature for domestic animals of different age groups was also addressed by
Aristophanes of Byzantium in his IIept 6vopaciag NAkidv, a subdivision of his
A€€elg (cf. Section 2.1). According to Aristophanes, the terms kploi and dpvetol
both referred to the fully grown animal (ta téAewa: Ar.Byz. frr. 113-4) whereas
&pveg and apvol referred to the ‘young’ (ta 8¢ véa: frr. 115-6); furthermore, in Ar.
Byz. fr. 137 (Eustathius again) Aristophanes mentioned a sacrifice in the Attic cal-
endar that required twelve victims called Aeutoyvwuwv because they were fully
grown (Aptoto@dvng Aéyetl kal ATtikiv Tva Swdekafjda Buecbal Aeyouévny Aet-
TOYvOpova, olov teleiav). Ister and Aristophanes thus shared the same interpre-
tation of Aeutoyvwpwv as referring to an old sheep - that is, a sheep that had lost
its teeth because of its advanced age. However, the term Aeutoyvouwv was not
unambiguous: Hansen (1973) convincingly demonstrated that in the Athenian reli-
gious calendar, the term could also be used to indicate younger animals still wait-
ing for their milk teeth to grow (and hence temporarily lacking them). There
were thus at least two periods in the life of an animal (be it a sheep or a cow)
when it could be said to be ‘without teeth’: at birth, before the appearance
through the gum of the first milk teeth, and when it was very old, when his teeth
had been lost because of old age.2’> This might well explain why the later lexico-
graphical tradition is divided in its interpretation of the term: whereas, for in-
stance, Phrynichus, in his PS 85.19-86.2, took a view opposite to that of Ister and
Aristophanes (Aeutoyvwpwv, according to him, referred to those animals who had
not yet had the first dentition),’*® Hesychius registered both options without com-
mitting to either (Hsch. A 541).%%

204 It is likely that the correct explanation is that of Photius and Suda: see Berti (2009, 153 with
n. 3).

205 Cf. esp. H. Hansen (1973, 330-3); van der Ben (1995-1996) seemingly ignores Hansen’s
contribution.

206 Phryn. PS 85.19-86.2: Aetoyvouwy: anpaivel Tov undénw tov 686vta PefAnkota, U 00 i AL
kila T®V v kal TOv AWy TeTpanddwv yvwpiletal (Aetmoyvopwv-: It refers to [the animal]
that has not yet pushed forth its teeth, a means by which one recognises the age of horses and
other quadrupeds’).

207 For a full discussion of the lexicographical evidence, see H. Hansen (1973).
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Philemon, an Athenian glossographer from the deme of Aixone, reasonably
dated on internal grounds to the 3rd or 2nd century BCE,2% is explicitly referred to
six times by Athenaeus as author of a collection of Attic Words, whose title is vari-
ously transmitted in the MSS as Attikal Aé€elg (Ath. 3.76f), Ilepl ATTIKOV OVOUATWV
N YAwoo®v (Ath. 11.468e; cf. 11.473b), Attikal wvai (Ath. 11.483a), and Attikd 6vo-
uata (Ath. 14.646c; 652e).2°° We cannot tell for certain whether Athenaeus had di-
rect access to Philemon’s work,?"° or, perhaps more likely, whether he found
Philemon’s references in Pamphilus, his main treasure trove for lexicographical in-
formation, and the same may be said for the Classical authors quoted in the rele-
vant passages.”" Most of Philemon’s glosses refer to realia (above all, drinking
vessels and food items: their ultimate source is probably Attic comedy),?** but there
are also four instances (one apparently ascribed to his Attic Words) in which Phile-
mon appears to show a distinct interest in Attic prosody:*"

(1) [Amm.] 405: [. . .] &l 8 movog kai pdyxbog T@ MPWTATUTA, TOVNPOG Kal HoxBnpog pnTéov
0ZuTOVWG. el 8¢ ol Attikol Baputovololv, ov Bavpactdv €0t yaipovat yap Tf BapuTnTL.

208 The only secure terminus ante quem is his being cited twice by the grammarian Tryphon
(second half of the 1st century BCE; the quotations are found respectively at [Ammon.] 405 =
Tryph. fr. 15 Velsen and Hdn. Ilept kaBoAwkiig mpocwdiag fr. 53 Hunger). A thorough survey of
Philemon’s philological activity can be found in Ucciardello (2007).

209 Twice (Ath. 7.323c; 11.476f) Athenaeus mentions Philemon without specifying from which
work he is quoting. Philemon is also credited, again by Athenaeus (Ath. 3.114d), with a second
lexicographical work, in more than one book, entitled ITavtodand xpnotipla (Tools of Every
Kind): Cohn (1898, 366) thought that the Philemon author of this oeuvre should be rather identi-
fied with the Atticist Philemon (3rd century CE): see however the compelling objections raised by
Wendel (1938) and Ucciardello (2007). The only extant fragment of IlavtoSand xpnothpla deals
with different varieties of bread (m0pvog, Bwpiitog, Bpattiun).

210 If Trew’s reading for P.Turner 39 1. 2 (= TM 64217; 3rd century CE: for this papyrus see Chap-
ter 6, Section 5.2) ®Afuovo(q) Alé€eig hits the mark, this would mean that at the time of Athe-
naeus it was still possible to have direct access to Philemon’s collection of glosses.

211 See Ucciardello (2007) ad loc. The overwhelming majority of the authors quoted are comic
poets: cf. Steph. Com. fr. 1 at Ath. 11.469a; Stratt. fr. 23 at Ath. 11.473b; Theopomp.Com. fr. 12, Ar.
fr. 68, and Pherecr. fr. 74 at Ath. 14.652f.

212 Drinking vessels: Ath. 11.468e—f on kaAmnig; Ath. 11.469a on £€¢npog as an alternative name for
a cup known also as éuBacikoitag; Ath. 11.473b on xadiokog; Ath. 11.476f on klooVBLov; Ath.
11.483a on kOuPn (a kind of kOALE: on the fortune of kOUPN/KLUPla/KOBPN in Greek lexicography,
see Dettori 2019, 326-40). Food: Ath. 3.76f on different kind of figs (c0ka BaciAeta, BacAiseg
loyadeg, k6AVOpa); Ath. 14.646¢ on émiSaitpov, a small barley-cake eaten at dinner (mAakouvt@®-
8eg padlov ent @ Seimvy €oBLdpevov); Ath. 14.652e—f on varieties of Attic dried figs known as
Aly\ideg and ynAwsovial (‘swallow-figs’).

213 We follow Ucciardello (2007) in ascribing the accentuation of AR§tov in Et.Gen. A 84 and
Eust. in Il. 4.190.14-6 to Philemon the Atticist.
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‘a8er@e’ yodv Aéyouvat TV TpOTNY 6EuTovolvteg 1¢ ‘AmeAde’, enaoilv 6 TpuYwv mapatl-
Béuevog dnpova Tov Aiwvéa (Frellonius: tayEwvéat MSS).

[. . .]1if the original forms are mévog (‘toil) and udyxBog (‘hardship’), one must pronounce mo-
vnpog (‘toilsome’) and uoxOnpog (‘suffering hardship’) with an acute accent; if the Attic
speakers pronounce them instead without accent on the last syllable,? this is nothing
strange: for they like it. Indeed Tryphon (= Tryph. fr. 15 Velsen), quoting Philemon of Aixone,
claims that they (that is, the Attic speakers) say @8eA@e (‘brother’, voc.) with acute accent on
the first syllable just as in dneABe (‘go away!).

(2) Ath. 7.323c: onmia. Aploto@avng Aavaiol ‘kal TadtT €xovta ToLALTIOVS Kai onmiag. wg ai-
Tlag n mapaiyovoa mapoguvetal, wg Puwy iotopel, opoing kai Tadta TnAla (corr. Kaibel
coll. Hdn. ITept kaboAwkiig mpoowdiag GG 3,1.300.39: maidia A), Tawvia, oikia.

Cuttlefish. Aristophanes in the Danaids (Ar. fr. 195): ‘and this when he’s got octopuses and
cuttlefish!” The penultimate [syllable] takes an acute accent, according to Philemon, like ai-
Tlag (‘causes’, here acc. pl.), as well as the following words: tnAia (‘baker’s board’), Tawvia
(‘ribbon’), and oikia (‘house”).

(3) Hdn. ITept kaBoAwii¢ mpoowdiag fr. 52 Hunger (cf. Hdn. GG 3,1.377.20): ®Aquwv &v 101§
ATTicioTalc?® 81dpopov mpoowsiav loTépnoey: O PEV yap meEPLoTWEY QoW map’ ATTIKOTG
npontapo&uveadal, T 8¢ mpoaTtdov mponeplondchal.

Philemon in his Atticist (?) [Words] reports a difference in accentuation: for he says that
neploTwov (‘peristyle’) among Attic speakers is proparoxytone, whereas npoot@®ov (‘por-
tico’) is properispomenon.

(4) Hdn. [epl kaboAiis mpoowsdiag fr. 53 Hunger: Tpuowv 8¢ v o’ mepl ATtikiig mpoowdiag
lotopel map’ ATTikolg BapivesBat TV AEEY ‘Badvov yap’, enat, Aéyovoy wg @adrov. olTwg
8¢ kal LAWY 6 pellwv mov totopel kal Npelg 8¢ mapebeueda TavTo év o mepl ATTIKAG Tpo-
owdiag krr. A8

Tryphon in the first book of his Attic Prosody says that among Attic speakers, the word is
pronounced with a grave accent: ‘for’, he says, ‘they pronounce Batvov (‘furnace’) just like
@adAov (‘mean’). Also, Philemon the senior says so somewhere and we reported the same in
the first book of Attic Prosody’, etc.

214 On this meaning of BapOvw/Baputovéw as ‘a cover term for different groups of non-final-
syllable accented words’, see Roussou (2018, 58-9).

215 See Ucciardello (2007) ad loc.: ‘perhaps a further variation of the title of the glossographical
work [. . .], or rather indicating a particular section of it (the connection is, however, not clear: a
revision of the palimpsest to check the faithfulness of the transcription is a desiderandum).’

216 Cf. [Arcadius] De prosodia catholica epitome 195.4-7 Roussou: ta €i¢ NOX Stp00yyw mapa-
Anyoueva Tij St To0 Y povoyevi] 6Z0veTar kavvog, yAauvaog, Bavvog (6mep ot Attikol Bapuvouay),
Kkpouvig, Bouvdg, kepavvog. (cf. Hdn. Iepl povipoug Aé€ewg GG 3,2.939.32-40.4).
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All four examples above exemplify the well-known phenomenon, in contemporary
linguistics, of retraction of the accent as a specific feature of the Attic dialect.?"”
What is particularly interesting is that Tryphon’s sustained interest in this phenom-
enon finds a precursor in Philemon: before the publication of the scriptura inferior
of the Vienna palimpsest by Hunger (1967), we had only the evidence of [Amm.] 405
referring to Philemon’s use by Tryphon. The words mentioned in these four frag-
ments are mostly common, high-currency words (mévnpog/pdyx0bnpog, d8erpog,
onmia, Badvog; only mpoot@®ov and mepiotwov sound like more technical items),
and it is almost impossible to determine whether as his main source, Philemon
used the contemporary spoken vernacular of his fatherland, literary texts (mostly
comedy), or a combination of both.?'® Nonetheless, it is clear that, as observed by
previous scholars, we cannot discern in Philemon the strict orthoepic prescripti-
vism of later Atticism.”"

4.2 Demetrius Ixion

Demetrius Ixion, Aristarchus’ pupil, was active at both Alexandria and Pergamum
and is commonly dated to the 2nd century BCE.?*° His linguistic interests encom-
passed a broad range of topics, from textual criticism to literary interpretation,
grammatical, etymological, dialectal, and lexicographical issues, mostly (but not
exclusively) in relation to Homer and Aristophanes.”! Our focus will be on Deme-
trius’ dialectal studies, in particular, his interest in Attic as testified indirectly in

217 See the illuminating article by Probert (2004) on the chronological and diastratic dimensions
of this phenomenon in Attic and its reception by Herodian. In particular, Probert (2004, 288-90)
shows that there is high probability that Herodian’s distinction between ‘Old Attic’ (modatdg),
‘later Attic’ (uetayevéotepog), and koine (1 kowvn StdAektog) may go back to Philemon via
Tryphon.

218 Probert (2004, 289) is inclined towards the former: ‘My suspicion is that [. . .] these gram-
marians had access to information about the pronunciation of Athenians and to some sort of folk
memory of Athenian accentuations that were no longer in use or perhaps used only by older or
more linguistically conservative speakers’.

219 See Tosi (1994a, 172); Ucciardello (2007) ad loc.

220 For the dating (mostly based on Su. § 430, and the mention of Demetrius by Tryphon fr. 4
Velsen), see Ascheri (2009) ad loc.

221 Grammar: Su. § 430 records two titles, Ilepl T®V €ig -ut Anyovtwv pnudtwv (On the Verbs
Ending in -po), and Iept avtwvopdv (On Pronouns); etymology: Athenaeus mentions a work al-
ternatively entitled Etvpoloyia (Etymology: Ath. 2.50a = Demetr.Ix. fr. 42 Staesche) and EtvpoAo-
yovueva (Etymological Studies: Ath. 3.74b = Demetr.Ix. fr. 41 Staesche), see Ascheri (2010, 126 n. 6).
For Demetrius’ Homeric studies, see Ascheri (2004); for a concise yet informative survey, cf. also
Ascheri (2009); Ascheri (2010, 126 n. 3). Given that Demetrius is quoted several times in the scholia
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his Homeric studies and the treatise IIepl tfig AAegavdpéwv Staréktov (On the Dia-
lect of the Alexandrians)®** and directly in his Attikai Aé€e1g.**

Only one fragment of Demetrius’ Attikal Aé€elg has come down to us, via a
scholium to Aristophanes’ Birds:

Demetr.Ix. fr. 39 Staesche (= schol. Ar. Av. 1569b): Aatomtodiag €l R Aawomodiag kai Aapaciag
¢ kakdkvnuot StafdArovtat. RVEM pvnpovével 8¢ avtdv kat EbmoAlg év Ajpoig [. . .] Anun-
Tplog 8¢, VELh 6v mavteg ov Telova Aéyouaty, €v Taig ATTKaig AéEeav wg yAdaoav €Enyel-
Tay, VE 071 Adatomodiag €oTiv 0 dkpatig mepl T dppodiota, Mote Kail KTRvn omodelv VELh.

‘Are you a Laispodias?: Laispodias and Damasias are slandered for having bad shins. Also,
Eupolis in his Demes (Eup. fr. 107) mentions them [. . .] but in his Attic Lexeis, Demetrius,
whom all call Ixion, explains it as a gloss, [saying] that a Laispodias is someone unable to
control his sexual urges, to the extent that he has intercourse even with domestic animals.??

Laispodias was a well-known political figure in Athens in the mid-410s BCE: Eup-
olis and other comic poets (mentioned by our scholium in the part omitted here:
Philyll. fr. 8, Stratt. fr. 19, Theopomp.Com. fr. 40) ridiculed him for some physical
defect concerning his shins, implying that Laispodias was at the time a common
byword for someone with bad legs.?”® Demetrius, however, gives a different ex-
planation: he considered Aaiomodiag a peculiar (evidently Attic) idiom (wg yA®o-
oav) used to indicate someone so intemperate in his sexual desires that he would
engage in sexual intercourse with farm-animals (the metaphorical sexual sense of
omodely = Bvelv ‘to fuck’, is well attested in Attic comedy). According to Ascheri
(2010, 129-30), there are two possible etymological explanations for Demetrius’ in-
terpretation: either Demetrius etymologised the personal name as deriving from

to Aristophanes’ Frogs and Wasps, it is likely that he also wrote a commentary or a monograph
on the comic poet: see Ascheri (2010, 126 n. 4).

222 The nature and aim of the ancient treatises Ilepl Tij¢ AAe€av8péwv SlaAéktov have recently
been addressed by Fournet (2009), Ascheri (2010), and Favi (forthcoming b). In particular, Favi
has persuasively argued that the label ‘Alexandrian’ does not indicate a local variant of the koine
but is used as an umbrella term to indicate generally low-register forms, in opposition not only
to standard Classical Attic but also to the standard koine. On the relationship between ancient
treatises on the so-called ‘Alexandrian’ dialect and issues of language correctness, see now Favi
(forthcoming b) qualifying Ascheri’s (2010) conclusions.

223 For Demetrius’ specific interest in Attic, see Ascheri (2010), to whom this section is partly
indebted.

224 Cf. Su. A 200: Aatomodiag TV @UaLy: avti Tod ThV kvijunv &xel oampdv: [. . ] § w¢ Telwv év
Taig A£€E0LY O AKPATIG TIEPL TA APYPOSIOLA HOTE KAL KTV OTOSETV.

225 On the nature of Laispodias’ physical deformity, see Olson (2017, 396-7).
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the intensifying prefix Aa-/Aat-**® + omo8eiv ‘to shag’, thus conveying the general
sense of excess in sexual matters, or he understood it as formed by the Ionic Anig
(‘spoil’ > ‘cattle’)??” + omoSeiv. While Ascheri (2010, 130) favours the latter interpre-
tation (notwithstanding the problematic Doric vocalism Ad-; in Attic one would
expect Aet- or An-; cf. Attic Aeia), the former explanation seems to us more likely
for several reasons. First, it does not require us to assume that Demetrius at-
tempts to demonstrate that the word is Attic while simultaneously proposing an
etymological derivation that presupposed a non-Attic vocalism’,*® and second,
the mention of xtjvn (domestic animals), pace Staesche (1883, 56: ‘verba (ote kal
KTvn omodelv cur adiecta sint, non perspicitur’), does not appear to us so pere-
grine: intercourse with animals may indeed be considered a form of sexual in-
temperance. For all that we know, ®ote kal ktvn omodelv may refer to extra-
textual anecdotal evidence and need not to be ‘incorporated’ into the etymology
of the name. All in all, this single extant fragment from Demetrius’ Attucat Aégeg
tells us very little that might help us to recover the conceptual framework of De-
metrius’ lexicographical work, which is almost entirely lost to us: we know only
that he used etymology to explain a personal name that in Athens, by the mid-
410s BCE, must have been a proverbial means of denoting an uncontrollable sex-
ual appetite.

More interesting (for us) is the only extant evidence from Demetrius’ treatise
On the Dialect of the Alexandrians:

Demetr.Ix. fr. 40 Staesche (= Ath. 9.393b): v péonv 6¢ 00 dvoparog [i.e. 6pTLE, dpTUYOG]
oLAAABNV €kTelvoualy ATtTikol ¢ Soiduka kal Kpuka, g o TElwv @not AnuATeLog €V Q)
nept TG Ale€avdpéwv Slaréktou. Aplotopavng & év Eiprivy cuvesTaAuévwg €gn S 10 pé-
TPOV ‘GPTUYEG OlKOYEVEILS'.

Attic authors lengthen the middle syllable of the word [6pTUE, dpTuyog, that is, ‘quail’] in the
same way they do with SoiSuka (‘pestle’) and xripvka (‘herald’), according to Demetrius

226 Some modern linguists are sceptical about the existence of such a prefix: see Le Feuvre
(2007, 329-30); cf. also the database LGPN-Ling online s.v. Aawomodiag at https://Igpn-ling.huma-
num.fr/index.html?filter (accessed 17/07/2024) for the various possible semantic interpretations
of this personal name. Irrespective of the ‘correct’ interpretation of Aa(\)- in terms of historical
linguistics, our ancient sources do appear to have believed in the existence of Aa()- as an intensi-
fying prefix: see the lexicographical evidence quoted by Ascheri (2010, 129 n. 16), that is, Hsch. A
111 and Su. A 188, and now also Olson (2017, 397-8).

227 On the transition from ‘spoil’ to ‘flock, cattle’, see Edgerton (1925).

228 Ascheri (2010, 130). This difficulty is, of course, not insurmountable: ‘errors’ of this kind, that
is, the attribution of ‘wrong’ epichoric features to a given local dialect is not unparalleled in an-
cient Hellenistic scholarship. The point is, rather, that this time we do not need to suppose it,
since a second, more linear explanation is already available.
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Ixion in his treatise On the Dialect of the Alexandrians. But Aristophanes in Peace (Ar. Pax
788) has it short for the sake of the metre: ‘domestically-bred 6ptuyeg’ (quails).

If we are to trust Athenaeus’ text, Demetrius claimed that the middle syllable of
6pTug, 6pTLYog was originally long in Attic, as was indeed the case for §018v, Soi-
Sukog and kijpug, kpukog, but that Aristophanes in Peace shortened it metri
causa. This statement is, at first glance, at least, quite perplexing, since in all the
extant occurrences of 6pTtug, 6pTuyog, irrespective of the dialect, the /u/ in the
middle syllable is invariably short.?*® To avoid charging Demetrius with gross ig-
norance, Ascheri tentatively suggests interpreting Demetrius’ claim in Athenaeus
as a case of intentional manipulation of the Attic evidence on the part of our
scholar.?® According to Ascheri, Demetrius would have observed that in the Alex-
andrian dialect (understood, in the wake of Staesche, as the local vernacular spo-
ken by the inhabitants of the Ptolemaic capital), the quantity of the middle
syllable /u/ of éptvy- was long. Demetrius would thus have purposely created a
‘false’ Attic pedigree for such a vocalic quantity (hence the false observation that
Aristophanes shortened it metri causa) to culturally promote an alleged affinity
between the Alexandrian dialect and Attic, an agenda that we find explicitly es-
poused in the early Imperial period by the grammarian Irenaeus (mid-1st century
CE).Z If this were the case, Demetrius Ixion, in the 2nd century BCE, would have
been the forerunner of an ideological stance that we otherwise find attested first
only in the Roman era.** Favi (forthcoming b), however, raises significant objec-
tions to this hypothesis, offering instead what we consider a more likely, alterna-
tive explanation. First, Favi demonstrates that it is not unlikely that some form of
epitomisation in Athenaeus’ transmission of Demetrius’ ipsissima verba must
have occurred, modifying, if not distorting, Demetrius’ original meaning. In par-
ticular, in a previous passage (Ath. 9.388f-389a), Athenaeus, explicitly quoting
only Aristophanes of Byzantium (= Ar.Byz. fr. 346: see Section 2.2.7) but most

229 Cf. the ancient evidence quoted by Ascheri (2010, 140 nn. 60 and 61), to which can be added
Phot. 0 531: 6pTuyag cUOTEANOVTEG Ol ATTIKOL AEYOLGLY TO U KAl TOV OPTLYOKOTIOV BpayEwc.
8nAot Aplatopdvng Aatrtaiedouy (Ar. fr. 253).

230 Ascheri (2010, 141-2; 144-5).

231 According to our sources Irenaeus wrote a treatise entitled [Iepl tiig AAeEavSpéwv StarékTov
(see Iren.Gr. frr. 1-3 Haupt), for which the Suda gives also the alternative title ij llept éAAnviopod
(Su. 1 29); furthermore, at Su. et 190, the title Iepl Tij¢ AAe€avdpéwv StaAékTou is explicitly ex-
plained as 871 oty €k Tiig AT6i80¢: according to Irenaeus, the dialect of Alexandria would have
derived from the Attic. On Irenaeus’ concept of linguistic correctness, see Pagani (2015, 819-20);
Regali (2015); Favi (forthcoming b).

232 Ascheri (2010, 145-7). Ascheri, however, is rightly cautious: Demetrius might also simply
have been one of the first scholars to start the debate on the assumed relationship between the
Alexandrian dialect and Attic.
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likely also drawing on Demetrius Ixion,** had remarked that in the case of mép-
81L&, mépdkog (‘partridge’), some authors, e.g. Archilochus and Epicharmus (that
is, non-Attic authors), shortened the iota, but Attic writers often did not (with ex-
tensive quotations from Attic drama). It thus appears more likely that Demetrius
must have meant that, on the basis of the analogy principle (the ambivalent case
of mépdig and the straightforward ones 8§016vg, §0i80x0¢ and kijpv, kipiKog),
one would also have expected the middle /u/ of 6ptvg, 6pTUYOC to be long; the
short form, in Demetrius’ narrative, was ‘introduced’ in Attic by Aristophanes.
That is, Favi argues, Demetrius must have been making a purely abstract argu-
ment to explain the violation of analogy, intending to justify what he perceived,
on a theoretical level, as a ‘deviant’ form: that is, once Demetrius Ixion advanced
the theory that Aristophanes innovated compared to analogy, the fact that 6ptug,
6ptuyog has a short /u/ also in post-Classical Greek becomes justifiable as well
(Favi forthcoming b). The main point here is that the ‘innovation’ by Aristophanes
is such only if compared to the analogical principle on a theoretical level: it does
not imply that the form 6pt0y- ever actually existed in Attic. Furthermore, the
mention of Aristophanes as witness to the short scansion of 6pt0y- (a perceived
exception within a merely theoretical framework) must have played an important
role in explaining why analogy was violated: it is not by chance that Phot. o 531
also quotes an Aristophanic example (Ar. fr. 253) for 6pt0y-. To sum up, Demetr.
Ix. fr. 40 Staesche need not be interpreted as an ante litteram precursor to Ire-
naeus’ defence of the Alexandrian dialect as derived from Attic: rather, it attests
that Demetrius Ixion did not deal exclusively with problems of accentuation or
prosody but more specifically with forms that were perceived as violating the an-
alogical principle, in a way that is similar to that which we find in the Ar.Byz. (?)
fr. novum Sandri (2023b) on kavBog ‘eye’ (another reason to suspect that the au-
thor of this observation was not Aristophanes of Byzantium but Demetrius Ixion:
see Section 2.1 above).

Finally, while commenting on the Homeric text, Demetrius Ixion twice singles
out as Attic a given vocabulary or linguistic usage. In the schol. Hom. Od. (hyp)
18.17.1-3 (= Demetr.Ix. fr. 25 Staesche = fr. 28* Ascheri), Demetrius labels as Attic
(atTkiCwv) the use, on the part of the poet, of yav8dvw for §éyopat in the sense
of ‘to be capacious, to hold:

Demetr.Ix. fr. 25 Staesche = fr 28™ Ascheri: 0080¢ 8’augotépoug 68 xeloetar ywpnael, Evbev
xatl xewd i) kataduotg Tov 6@ewv. AnuiTplog 8¢ enotv Tt AtTki{wv 6 Ton TG avtl To0 Sége-
Tal yelogtal elmev.

233 See the detailed argumentation in this direction by Ascheri (2010, 139-40, with nn. 56-7).
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This threshold will hold (yeioetay) us both: [yeioetar means] ‘it will contain’ (ywproey), from
which [derives] also yeld, the serpents’ lair. Demetrius says that the poet used here the Attic
expression yeioetal instead of §é€etal.

For us yavéavw is overwhelmingly attested as a poetic, and most specifically, epic
lexeme (9 x in Homer; 1x in the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite; 1x in Aratus; 5X in
Nicander; 5x in Q.S.; 1x in Tryphiodorus; 2x in Nonnus; it is attested 1x in Pindar,
1x in Theocritus and 1x in Lycophron), with a couple of attestations in prose (2x
in the Hippocratic corpus). Among the extant Attic authors of any period, it is at-
tested uniquely at Ar. Ra. 258a—60 (GAAQ unv kekpagopeada y’ | 6mooov 1) gapug
v quOV | xavdavy 8U fuépag, ‘But indeed we shall shout as loud as our throats
will hold, throughout the whole day"’), a lyric passage that is clearly modelled on
a Homeric image,®* and in the moderately Atticising rhetor Aelian (2nd/3rd cen-
tury CE), fr. 86 Domingo-Forasté (= Su. x 2098), in what is a direct borrowing from
Homer (Oomep kekpuppévov Bnoavpov Kal kexavsdta moAAd Kal ¢60Ad, T0 0D
Opripou: cf. Hom. Od. 4.96: kexavsdta moAAd kai £€66Aa).” From a linguistic per-
spective, there is nothing specifically Attic in yav8dvw in its meaning ‘to be capa-
cious’, and we can only wonder on what basis (lost texts? Spoken vernacular?
Subjective opinion?) Demetrius Ixion identified this usage as an example of Hom-
er’s Atticising tendency.**

The second example (Apollon. 131.8 = Demetr.Ix. fr. 26 Staesche = fr. 31
Ascheri)®” is much more straightforward. Commenting on Homer’s use of the in-

234 See Taillardat (1965, 278) comparing Hom. I1. 11.462: juaev 60V kKe@aAN xade WTOG.

235 Ascheri (2010, 134 n. 33) says that yav8dvw is attested in Attic texts ‘anche se molto rara-
mente’ but quotes only Ar. Ra. 260. We have just seen that for the classic period Ar. Ra. 260 is the
only example, explicitly built upon a Homeric image; for the post-Classical period, the only extant
occurrence in ‘Attic’ literature is in Aelian’s fragment from the VH quoted above, an unmistak-
able adaptation of a Homeric quotation.

236 Ascheri (2010, 134) rightly observes that in other Homeric passages, Demetrius Ixion, unlike
Aristarchus, appears unwilling to admit features perceived as ‘Attic’ in the text of Homer: cf. De-
metr.Ix. fr. 27 Staesche = fr. 4 Ascheri (on which see above Section 3.1), frr. 21, 47 Staesche = fr. 29
Ascheri (on the reflexive pronoun of the third-person singular ¢avtdév in Homer), and fr. 26 Stae-
sche (= fr. 31 Ascheri), on which see below. Ascheri thus argues that the expression artiki¢wv in
schol. Hom. Od. (hyp) 18.17.1-3 should probably be understood within a context in which Ionic
was recognised by Demetrius Ixion as the default language (‘dialetto base’) of Homer, a recogni-
tion that allowed the concomitant presence of a superficial sprinkling of non-Ionic dialect fea-
tures (on this conceptual framework, see above all Cassio 1993). Unfortunately, the schol. Ar. Ra.
260: yavddavn- avti Tod SvvnTat kal €€Loyon. xwpii does not help to clarify the matter.

237 Demetr.Ix. fr. 26 Staesche = fr. 31 Ascheri: i €ig tiva ooV ‘nfj €Bn AvSpoudyn;’ (L 6.377)
Kal ‘Ttij 81 TOv8e poroPpov dyelg;’ (Od. 17.219). 6 8¢ AnuitpLog 6 TElwv T0d 1ol TV ATTIKGY GVTOG
{8lov 70 {8¢} (del. Staesche) mf} Takov kal Oppw ovvnBeg (Aéyet add. Vill.). Apollonius’ passage
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terrogative mtf] (‘whither?’), Demetrius compares Attic 7ol to Ionic mfj, which, he
says, is ‘common in Homer’ (Iaxov xat Ounpw olvnoeg).

All in all, the cumulative evidence attesting to Demetrius Ixion’s interest in
Attic dialect is relatively thin and does not allow us to identify a specific underlying
agenda. However, it is interesting to observe that, if Favi’s recent interpretation of
Demetr.Ix. fr. 40 Staesche is correct, Demetrius, not wholly unlike Aristophanes of
Byzantium in his Aégeig, appears to have been interested in what he perceived as
exceptions to linguistic rules (in our case, the principle of analogy) and justified
them by tracing their use back to a Classical author.

4.3 Nicander of Thyateira

Nicander of Thyateira (northern Lydia), usually dated to the 2nd or the 1st cen-
tury BCE (the only certain terminus post quem is 222 BCE),*® is a particularly elu-
sive figure, given the scarcity of the available evidence. However, we do know
that he was the author of a work entitled Iepi T@v Siuwv (On (Attic) Demes), of
which only two fragments survive (Nicand.Thyat. BNJ* 343 FF 1-2), and of a lexical
work (in at least 18 books), variously quoted by Harpocration and Athenaeus as
Explanations on the Attic Dialect (EEnyntika ATTikiig Stadéktov: Harp. p 14 = Ni-
cand.Thyat. BNJ? 343 F 6), Attic Dialect (Attikiy StédAektog, only in Harp. B 16, T 29
and £ 4 = Nicand.Thyat. BNJ* 343 FF 3-5), or Attic Words (ATTikd 6véuata in Ath.
15.678f = Nicand.Thyat. BNJ* 343 F 7). The ultimate source of Nicander’s quotations
in Athenaeus is highly likely to be, once again, Pamphilus, whereas the origin of

goes on to say that when the form is enclitic, it has an indefinite value, quoting Od. 13.207: vdv
&tp ol dp’ mn B€oBat émioTapal as the equivalent to (avti toD) eig 008Eva ToMOV éntoTapat.

238 At Nicand.Thyat. BNJ* 343 F1 (= Harp. 0 33) Nicander mentions the Athenian phyle/tribe of
Ptolemais, created in 224/3 BCE. For the dating of Nicander, see, in general, Sickinger (2018), who,
while observing that in our sources the name of Nicander of Thyateira is often juxtaposed with
authors of the 2nd and 1st centuries BCE (Polemon, Demetrius of Scepsis, Didymus), does not rule
out the possibility of a later date. In particular, with reference to Nicand.Thyat. BNJ* 343 F 5 (=
Harp. £ 4): [. . .] Enpalolpely EAEYETO TO YWPIG AoLTPGOV Alelpeabal, WG AiSuvpog év kn Tpaykiig
Aé€ewg kal Nikav8pog v 1 "ATTIKIG SLAAEKTOV, TPOaTIBELG OTL WATTOTE Kal TO VIO TV AAETOV
Aeyouevov Enpotplpelodal obTwg éAéyeto, ‘They used to call anointing without washing ‘rubbing
dry with oil’, as Didymus (argues) in Book 28 of his Tragic Expression (Did. p. 84 Schmidt = fr. 47
Coward-Prodi) and Nicander in Book 18 of his Attic Dialect, adding that maybe also what is called
‘dry-rubbing’ by trainers (§npotptpeicbar) used to be so called’), Sickinger (2018) ad loc. correctly
observes that the claim that Nicander ‘added’ (mpootieic) to the definition given by Didymus
necessarily implies that Nicander used Didymus’ work (thus for instance Nesselrath 1990, 77 n. 38
is groundless: see already Kroll 1936, 265-6).
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Harpocration’s quotation of Nicander is either Didymus or the so-called ‘Attic
Onomasticon’, the common ‘pool’ hypothesised by Wentzel to explain similarities
in many Attic lexica of the Imperial age.”*

If we turn to Nicander’s extant body of evidence on Attic dialect (18 frag-
ments overall), it immediately becomes evident that the majority of his observa-
tions relate mainly to everyday objects and customs,**® with a marked preference
for drinking vessels and food.?*! This, of course, may be primarily a result of the
particular interests of the later sources (Athenaeus, Harpocration) where he is
quoted, and we cannot tell whether Nicander also had a specific grammatical in-
terest like Philemon and Demetrius of Ixion, for instance. What we can tell on the
basis of the available evidence is that Nicander appears to have based his linguis-
tic interpretations mostly on comic authors of all periods (Old and New Comedy:
Aristophanes, Eupolis, Teleclides, Theopompus, Philemon, and Apollodorus of
Carystus), followed by oratory (e.g. Dinarchus in Nicand.Thyat. BNJ* 343 FF 3 and
6, Isaeus in F 4) and perhaps tragedy (cf. Nicand.Thyat. BNJ* 343 F 5).

239 See Wentzel (1895h).

240 Nicand.Thyat. BNJ* 343 F 3 (= Harp. B 16) on PoAewv, ‘a place where one throws dung’ (see
also Amerias, below in Section 5): the quotations of Dinarchus (Din. fr. 3.3 Conomis) and the
comic poet Philemon (Philem. fr. 186) are likely to derive directly from Nicander rather than
being an independent addition by Harpocration; BNJ* 343 F 4 (= Harp. T 29) on tputtiip, a kind of
flat casket similar to those used for wine barrels; BNJ* 343 F 5 (= Harp. £ 4) on &npa)olgelv, the
practice, in gymnasia, of rubbing oneself with oil without washing; BNJ? 343 F 6 (= Harp. p 14) on
péduvoc, a measure of dry goods; BNJ? 343 F 7 (= Ath. 15.678f) on ékkUALoTOG, a type of wreath
made of roses (on £kkUALoToG in the lexicographical tradition, see Miccolis 2017, 256-7); BNJ* 343
F 18 (= Ath. 14.651c) on cdydag, a type of unguent of Egyptian origin; BNJ® 343 F 19 (= schol. PL
Carm. 161e.13 (T) Cufalo) on the alleged difference between otAeyyig, a scraper (§0otpa), and
otAayyig, a small golden crown. BNJ? 343 F 12 (= Ath. 11.461e—f) does not mention the work from
which the information is taken: in this passage, Nicander traces the origin of the Kylikranes, a
semi-servile population below Mount Oita in Heracleia Trachinia, back to Lydia, where they and
their leader named Kylix are said to have been the companions of Herakles. Given its content, it
is doubtful whether F 12 originally belonged to Nicander’s work on Attic dialect.

241 Drinking vessels: BNJ* 343 F 13 (= Ath. 11.479¢) on a type of ritual drinking cup called kotv-
Aiokog, quoting Ar. fr. 395; BNJ? 343 F 14 (= Ath. 11.481d) on kvppia, a drinking cup without han-
dles; BNJ* 343 F 15 (= Ath. 11.485f) on the size of Aemaoti, a limpet-shaped drinking-cup; BNJ* 343
F 16 (= Ath. 11.486a) on a type of kylix called AotBdatov (cf. Chapter 6, Section 4.1); BNJ? 343 F 17 (=
Ath. 11.503¢) on Yuktiplov, ‘cooling ritual places’ set up for the gods, a word derived from
pukTip, a vessel used for cooling wine in antiquity. Food: BNJ? 343 F 8 (= Ath. 3.76a) on a fig
known as 6ZaAelov, ‘sharp’; BNJ* 343 F 9 (= Ath. 3.81c—d) on quinces (¢t ku8wvia pfjAa) being also
called otpovBia; BNJ* 343 F 10 (= Ath. 3.114d) on a variety of Egyptian bread called kvAA&oTLG;
BNJ? 343 F 11 (= Ath. 7.320c) on two subvarieties of parrotfish (oképog).
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Of particular interest owing to its diachronic dimension, if the attribution to
Nicander is correct,** is a gloss on Attic administrative procedure preserved by
Hsch. o 962 (= Nicand.Thyat. BNJ? 343 F 20):

Hsch. a 962 (= Nicand.Thyat. BNJ* 343 F 20): dywvo®étng dapyfig dvoua ABRvnotv. mg 8¢ Ni-
Kav8pog, aBA0BETNG uova yopvikd, aywvoBétng 8¢ 0 T povatka axpoduata SlatiBépevog.

aywvoBétng: Name of a magistracy at Athens. But as Nicander (says), an a8Ao6¢tng adminis-
tered only athletic contests, while an dywvo6¢tng musical competitions.

Both terms belong to Attic custom and administration, although these two public
dpyxal date to different chronological periods: the d6Ao6¢taL were responsible for
the Panathenaic festival (which included both musical and athletic contests) since
the 5th century BCE, whereas the figure of the dywvo6étng is first attested in the
late 4th century BCE as a consequence of the reform of the system for financing the
choregia at state festivals, an intervention traditionally attributed to Demetrius of
Phaleron.**® As observed by Sickinger (2018, ad loc.), it seems likely that the respon-
sibility of the dywvo6étng may initially have been restricted only to that of the dra-
matic and dithyrambic performances at the Dionysia to the exclusion of athletic
contests: this would explain Nicander’s formulation in his distinction between ayw-
voBétng and aBA0BE€g, thus revealing an interest in the historic development of
the magistracy and possibly, but not necessarily, in extra-literary sources (both
terms are attested in oratory). If we examine the later lexicographical tradition, we
can see that both £ a 18 (= Phot. a 320, Su. a 338): dywvobétng dywvobEtng uév Kup-
{wg 6 év Tolg aknVIKolg, ABA0BETNG 8¢ 6 €v To1g yupvIKOTS (‘dywvoBéTng in its proper
sense is the judge of dramatic contests, a0A00¢tng of the athletic competitions’) and
similar entries in rhetorical lexica (Fr.Lex.II, Exc.Vat. 17, and Anon.Paris.11) seem to
echo Nicander’s distinction.”**

242 The passage was first ascribed to Nicander of Thyateira by the 16th-century Dutch scholar
G. Sopingius: see Latte, Cunningham (2020, 46). Sickinger (2018) ad loc. is sceptical about the
attribution.

243 See Sickinger (2018) ad loc. for details. On the dywvoBétat, see P. Wilson (2000, 270—6).

244 Cf. also [Ammon.] 9. Moeris a 135: aBA06£tng Attikoi: aywvoBétng "EAAnveg may simply re-
flect the fact that aBAo6étng was the older magistracy in Athens.
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4.4 Crates’ Mept tijg ATTIKijG SLaAEéKTOU

In his Sophists at Dinner, Athenaeus repeatedly mentions a work (in at least five
books) entitled Tepi Tfig Attiiig StalékTov, and ascribes it to a certain Crates.”*®
Judging from the scanty remains of the work, On Attic Dialect was most likely or-
ganised thematically: all the extant quotations from Book 2 (Crates Hist. BNJ* 362
FF 6-9) relate to cultic and religious matters.?*® Since the 1830s, modern scholar-
ship has been divided as to the identity of Athenaeus’ Crates, oscillating between
Crates of Mallus, the Pergamene philosopher and scholar of the first half of the
2nd century BCE,**” and the lesser-known Crates of Athens,?*® of uncertain date
but likely to have been active in the first or second half of the 1st century BCE.**°
Crates of Athens was an erudite figure with antiquarian interests, author of a
treatise entitled Ilepi T6v ABRvNGL Bual®v (On Athenian Sacrifices)™° and of a
work quoted by Harp. o 19 under the title of Teponotiat (Sacred Ceremonies). It is
not appropriate here to rehearse in detail all the arguments in favour of Crates of
Mallus or Crates of Athens as author of On Attic Dialect; it is sufficient here to
observe that the presence of the term ‘Asianic’ (Aolavog, Actayeviig) in some of
Crates’ fragments strongly suggests a cultural scenario of the 1st century rather
than the 2nd century BCE (on this, see further below).”! We therefore accept the

245 Cf. Ath. 3.114a; 6.235b; 9.366d; 11.495a; 11.497¢; and 14.653b. At Ath. 9.366d (= Crates Gr. fr. 111
Broggiato) a Crates author of a Ilepl Tijg ATTikij¢ Aé€ewg is said to be mentioned by Seleucus (first
half of the 1st century CE) in his work On Correctness (kaBd onot Zéxevkog €v 1ol Ilepl EAnVLo-
uoi: Seleucus fr. 69 Miller). It is highly likely that this Crates mentioned by Seleucus coincides
with the Crates author of Ilept tiig AtTikiig StaAéktov and that the title Iepl T¢ ATTIKRAG AéEewg
is Seleucus’ sloppy way of referring to Crates’ treatise on the Attic dialect: see, most recently,
Ascheri (2023, ad loc. with previous bibliography), rightly refuting N. F. Jones (2021), who posits
the existence of two different works.

246 Thus, already Latte (1915, 388 n. 1); cf. also Broggiato (2001, xlii).

247 Thus Wegener (1836, 148-9); Wachsmuth (1860, 33—4; 63—-4); Mette (1952, 48-53); Broggiato
(2000) and Broggiato (2001, xlii—xlvi); cf. also Montana (2020b, 225) (= Montana 2015, 150) who
inclines, though tentatively, towards Crates of Mallus.

248 Cf. Preller (1838, 61 n. 12); Miiller FHG 4, 369-70; Latte (1915, 387-9), Jacoby FGrHis 362, 3b,
121-22; Pfeiffer (1968, 243 n. 4); Cassio (2000, 103). For the ethnic ABnvaiog for Crates as author of
On Athenian Sacrifices, see Su. € 184.

249 See now Ascheri (2023) ad loc., with good arguments against the split chronology for the an-
tiquarian (4th century BCE) and glossographical (1st century BCE) works proposed by N. F. Jones
(2021). The terminus ante quem is Crates’ use made by Didymus (Ist century BCE/Ist century CE)
in the Sophoclean scholia and by Seleucus (beginning of the 1st century CE) in Harp. o 19.

250 See Phot. k 1210 (= Crates Hist. BNJ* 362 F 2), Su. € 184 and x 2706.

251 See already Latte (1915, 387-9); on Asianism and Atticism as stylistic categories, see Kim
(2020). Broggiato (2000) and Broggiato (2001, xliv—v) are not persuasive: it is not sufficient to ob-
serve that interest in Attic idioms is already attested in the 3rd century BCE and that already in
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ascription of the treatise On Attic Dialect to Crates of Athens, following Ascheri’s
(2023) balanced assessment of the available evidence.

If we turn to the extant fragments (directly and indirectly) ascribed to Crates’
Iepl tiig ATTikig Slaréktov, most of the time, we are dealing with glosses pertaining
to realia; references to various types of food (in both cultic and non-cultic contexts)>?
and drinking vessels®® are particularly prominent in a way that is not dissimilar to
that encountered, for instance, in Nicander of Thyateira and other Attic lexicogra-
phers whose main indirect source is for us Athenaeus. However, two sets of passages
stand out. The first set is represented by two fragments explicitly ascribed to Crates’
On Attic Dialect by Athenaeus:

Ath. 6.235b—c (= Crates Hist. BNJ” 362 F 7 = Crates Gr. fr. 107 Broggiato): Kpatng & v Seutépe
ATTIKIG SLOAEKTOV @Ol ‘Kal 6 Tapaattog viv € ddofov petaxkettal (Wilamowitz: pév kel-
TaL A) mpdyua, TpoTeEPOV & EKaAoTVTo Tapdattol oi £ml TV T0D iepod aitov €kAoyny aipov-
pevol kal fv apyelov Tt tapacitwv. 810 kal év Td 00 Bacéwg vouw yéypantal TauTi: KTA.

In the second book of his Attic Dialect, Crates says, ‘the term napdottog has changed in
meaning and now refers to something disreputable, whereas previously mapacttor were

that period we find discussions on the nature of éXAnviopdg (cf. esp. Broggiato 2000, 369-70). As
for the latter, we have already seen in Chapter 6, Section 3.3 that éAAnviouog (‘correct Greek’)
meant very different things not only at different times but also in different contemporary con-
texts. Hence, the fact that Crates of Mallus participated in the Hellenistic debate on éAAnviouog
(see above all Janko 1995) tells us, per se, nothing in favour of the ascription of a treatise on the
Attic dialect to the Pergamene scholar. Nor can the exceptionality of the remarks on the Asianic
origin of some words vs their Attic counterparts be brushed away by simply quoting the occur-
rence of the adjective Aclatoyeviig already in Aesch. Pers. 12 (ndoa yap ioxUg Aclatoyevig, with
reference to the Persian contingent): this proves nothing in relation to the use of Actayevri in a
linguistic context.

252 Ath. 14.653b (= Crates Hist. BNJ* 362 F 9 = Crates Gr. fr. 109 Broggiato) on otagul, ‘grape’, and
Ath. 9.366d-67a on ctvamv, ‘mustard’ (= Crates BNJ® 362 F 11 = Crates Gr. fr. 111 Broggiato), on which,
see below in greater detail; Ath. 3.114a (= Crates Hist. BNJ* 362 F 6 = Crates Gr. fr. 106 Broggiato) on a
kind of bread made from the first harvest called 8dpynAog, obviously connected with the Athenian
festival of the Thargelia. Cf. also (but without the name of the work) Harp. 7t 96 (= Crates Hist. BNJ
362 F 3a = Crates Gr. fr. 121* Broggiato; cf. also Ar.Byz. fr. 343 on npokwvia) and Phot. 7 1255 (= Crates
Hist. BNJ* 362 F 3b = Crates Gr. fr. 121* Broggiato) on mpokwvia, some sort of ritual offering made,
according to Crates, of grains from unroasted barley corns (that the expression mpoxwvia was spe-
cifically Attic is mentioned by Erot. a 142; cf. also Ar.Byz. fr. 343); Ath.14.640c—d (= Crates Hist. BNJ*
362 F 12 = Crates Gr. fr. 112 Broggiato) on various sorts of Tpayquata (‘desserts’), quoting Philippid.
fr. 20 (and perhaps also Diph. fT. 80).

253 Cf. Ath. 11.495a—c (= Crates Hist. BNJ* 362 F 8 = Crates Gr. fr. 108 Broggiato) on meAixn, quot-
ing Ion of Chios TrGF 19 F 10 (see more below); Ath. 11.497f (= Crates Hist. BNJ? 362 F 10 = Crates
Gr. fr. 110 Broggiato) on cavvaxia, a kind of Persian drinking cup, with quotation from Philem.
fr. 90.
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called those chosen to collect the sacred grain: there was in fact a public board of Tapdatrot.
This is why the following is written in the law concerning the archon basileus etc.’

Ath. 11.495a—c (= Crates Hist. BNJ* 362 F 8 = Crates Gr. fr. 108 Broggiato): meAikat- KaAA{otpa-
70¢ €v ‘Ymouviuaot Opatt®dv Kpativou amodidwot kOAwka. Kpdtng 8§ év Seutépw "ATTIKRC
SLaAékToL YpdeeL oUTwG ‘ol y0eg meAikal, kabdmep elnopev, @voudovto. 6 8¢ TUMOG RV TOT
ayyetov mpdTepov UeV Tolg Mavabnvalkoig £0KKG, NVIKA EKAAETTO TEAIKN, DaTepov 8¢ Eayev
olvoyong oyfiua, oloi giow ol &v i) £0ptij TapatiBéuevol, omoiovg 81 ToTe GATTAG EKGAOLY,
xpwuevol Tpog v Tod oivou €yyuaty, kabdmep "Iwv 6 Xtog €v Ebputidalg enotv [. . .. vuvl
8¢ 10 pév Tolotov dyyelov kablepwuévov v Tpomov €v i) £optii mapatibetal pévov, 1o &
£¢ TV xpelav mintov petesynuatiotal, aputaivn pditota €okdg, 0 81 karodpev yoa'.

neAikat: Callistratus, in his Commentaries on Women of Thrace by Cratinus (PCG 4, 166
no. 88) understands meAikn as a KOALE (‘cup’). But Crates, in the second book of his Attic Dia-
lect, writes the following: ‘x6e¢ (‘pitchers’), as we have said, used to be called meAikat. Early
on, the form of the vessel was similar to the Panathenaic, when it was called meAixn, but
later it acquired the shape of a wine jug (oivoyon), the kind that are set out during the festi-
val (i.e. the Choes festival), the very sort that they once called 6Anat, used for the pouring of
wine, just as Ion of Chios says in the Eurytidai (Ion TrGF 19 F 10): [. . .] But nowadays, such a
vessel, consecrated in some fashion, is set out only during the festival, while the (vessel)
devolving to daily use has undergone a change of form, most resembling a dipper and
which we call yo0g (‘pitcher’). (Translation by N. H. Jones 2021).

Despite dealing with different categories of realia (the sacred office of the mapd-
ottog and the terminology of cultic drinking cups), both passages reveal an equal
interest in the diachronic evolution of the semantics of the terms concerned: na-
pdottog, now (viv) a disrespectful designation (just like our modern ‘parasite’),
was once used (mpétepov &) to indicate a public cultic magistracy;** ‘pitchers’
(x6eq) were once called medixat (cf. wvopdfovTo, mpotepov pév . . .], botepov 88),
just as a wine jug (oivoyon) was once (81 mote) called dAmn. Furthermore, in the
first passage, Crates quotes not a literary text but a legal document (the law of the
archon basileus) to support his claim: how Crates obtained access to this piece of
legal and cultic Athenian history, is difficult, if not impossible, to ascertain.”” It is
noteworthy, however, that subsequent discussions of the term mapdottog in the
later lexicographical tradition do not appear to dwell on the semantic shift under-
gone by the word (cf. Hsch. 7 665: mapdaottor dpyn émt v 100 iepod aitov €kAo-
ynv and Phot. 1t 297: mapdottol ol €nt TV 100 olTov EKAOYNV aipovuevol Keltal 1)
AEELS €V T@) ToD PBaciéwg vouw).

254 For this meaning of napdottog, see N. H. Jones (2021) ad loc.

255 According to N. H. Jones (2021), it is unlikely that Crates quoted the law about the archon
basileus firsthand: it is more probable that ‘he was indeed working from some intermediate com-
pilation, lexicographical or otherwise’; for a different perspective, cf. Schlaifer (1943, 66).
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The second set of passages is even more interesting for our purposes: as al-
ready observed by Latte (1915, 386-9), it is the only evidence we have, before the
fully fledged development of Atticism in the Roman period, of a polemic stance
(Latte speaks of ‘polemische Beziehung’) towards an overly restrictive concept of
what counts as admissible Attic. Let us begin with a fragment whose ascription to
Crates’ On Attic Dialect is certain, that is, Ath. 9.366d—7a:

Ath. 9.366d-7a (= Crates Hist. BNJ* 362 F 11 = Crates Gr. fr. 111 Broggiato): Kp&tng & év toig
Mepl g ATTikig AéEewg Aplotopdvn maplotd Aéyovta: ‘kdpAeme otvamu kal T@ mpoocw
avéomnaoe’ Kaba gnot LéAevkog év toig Iepl EAAnviopol: éotl 8§ 0 atiyog € Tnméwy Kal €xel
00TWG KABAePE vim. o08elg 8§ ATTKGOV oivaru €pn: €xeL 8€ £xdTepov AGYOV. VATTL Pév yap
0lov VAU, 8TL £0TEPNTAL PUOENG APLEG YApP Kal UKPOV, (MoTep Kal 1} aevn. oivamu 8¢ dtL
oivetal Tovg OTAg £v T} O8Uf, WS Kal TO KPOUULOV HTL TAG KOPAG LOOEY.

Crates in his On Attic Diction®™® cites Aristophanes, who says: ‘and he was giving me a oi-
vanv (‘mustard’) look and raised his eyebrows’, according to Seleucus in his On Correct
Greek (Seleuc. fr. 69 Miiller). But the line comes from Knights (Ar. Eq. 631) and runs as fol-
lows: ‘and he was giving me a vamu (‘mustard’) look.” No Attic author ever used oivarnu; but
either form makes sense. vanv is, as it were, végu, because it has been deprived of growth
(¢otépnTat @voewg), for it is stunted (aguég) and small, like apvn (‘small-fry’). But [it might
be] oivamu because the smell hurts (civetal) our eyes (Gmag), just as we say KpOUULOV
(‘onion’) because we close (uvopev) our eyes (KOpag).

If we are to trust Seleucus, Crates knew a version of Aristophanes’ Knights that at
L. 631 read xéPAene oivamnv instead of kéfAepe vémv, the reading unanimously
transmitted by our Medieval MSS. Before allowing both forms to exist on the
basis of far-fetched etymologies,”>’ Athenaeus’ objection to otvamv in Aristo-
phanes’ text is in line with his Atticist tendencies: no real Attic author ever used
otvamu for ‘mustard’, because vdmnv is the correct form (cf. e.g. also Phryn. Ecl.
252: olvartt o0 Aektéov, vamu 8e, 6TL ATTIKOV Kal §okiuov; Moer. v 16: vamu AtTi-
Kol alvnmt "EAAnveg). Crates, then, would be defending the presence, in a literary
text of the 5th-century BCE Attic ‘champion’ Aristophanes, of a form that the
stricter Atticist tradition shunned.

In the same direction — that of a more ‘relaxed’ concept of Attic — point two
further items of evidence, the first explicitly assigned to Crates’ On Attic Dialect,
the second ascribed to Crates without mention of the work’s name:

256 On this title, see above n. 246.

257 vdnu/aivamnu is likely to be a pre-Greek term deriving from *s’napi, with initial *s” yielding
both owamn- and ovam- > van-, see EDG s.v. aivamt. On the distribution of the two forms in Attic
comedy, with aivamnv being the minority form (Anaxipp. (4th century BCE) fr. 1.45; oivamv is im-
plied in Xenarch. (also 4th century BCE) fr. 12.2 geawanikev (Dalecampius: -nkev codd.)), see
Olson, Sens (1999, 126).
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Ath. 14.653b (= Crates Hist. BNJ* 362 F 9 = Crates Gr. fr. 109 Broggiato): Bétpug 8¢ 8Tt ugv
KOOV 8ijAov. oTa@uAiig 8¢ péuvntat, kaitol okoGvtog 100 6vOUatog Aclayevoig eval,
Kpdtng €v Sevtépw ATTIKIIG StaréxTov, €v Tolg uvolg Tolg dpyaiolg dokwy avti 100 Bo-
TPLOG TNV GTAPLANY keloBat Sta TovTWV" ‘avTfiol oTaguAfjoL ueaivnoy kopdwvteg. 6Tl 8¢
Kol ap” Opipw €otiv mavtt SfAov.

That Botpug is a common term (i.e. for grape-cluster) is obvious. Crates in the second book
of his Attic Dialect mentions the word ota@uAr, even though the term appears to be of
Asian origin, and claims that otaguAY is attested in place of Bétpug in the ancient hymns,?®
in the following passage: ‘with long hair consisting of the black otaguAai themselves’.”*

That the word is also found in Homer is apparent to anyone.

Schol. Ar. Pax 259 (V) (= Crates Hist. BNJ* 362 F 13 = Crates Gr. fr. 119 Broggiato): oioelg ée-
TpiBavov Tpéywv- Kpdtng mapatnpelv d&lol mpog tovg Aéyovtag 6Tt 6 pev §ot8ug "ATTikog, 6
8¢ detpiPavog ’Actavag, kal okuTodEYNG UEv "ATTiKdc, BupcodéPng 8¢ "Actava.

‘Will you run and fetch a pestle (@AetpiBavov)?”: To those that say that §ot8UE (‘pestle’) is Attic,
whereas d\etpiavog (‘pestle’) is Asianic, just like oxutodéPng (‘tanner’) is Attic but Bupcodéyng
(‘tanner’) is Asianic, Crates deems it right to observe [its use in Aristophanes]*®

In both passages, Crates apparently defended, or found no objection against, words
that, in some Atticist quarters, were considered ‘Asianic’ (Aclayeviig, AcLavog), a
term clearly loaded with a negative connotation, in comparison to (proper) Attic
(AtTik6c).”! In an extended, tucked-away footnote to his seminal 1915 article, Latte
lucidly demonstrated that the label ‘Asianic’ almost invariably occurs in a context
of explicit comparison with a ‘positive’ pole represented by ‘pure Attic’, and this
within a chronological range in keeping with a fully developed linguistic Atti-
cism.?®? Terms like Actayeviig, Actavég and similia are, of course, not wholly unam-
biguous: in some cases, they do designate expressions whose origin is actually

258 On the nature of these apyaiot uvot, most likely hexametric Orphic hymns of Ionic origin
(also linguistically) but fully naturalised at Athens at an early date, see Cassio (2000, 103-4).

259 Possibly from the lost portion of the Homeric Hymn to Dionysus (= fr. B in West’s Loeb
edition).

260 Latte (1915, 386 n. 3) rightly remarked that, since Buco&éyng does not occur in Peace, it is
unlikely that this piece of information derives from a running commentary on Aristophanes;
rather, it is much more likely that it stems from Crates’ On Attic Dialect. In Aristophanes dAetpi-
Bavog occurs 4x in Peace (Ar. Pax 259, 265, 269, 282); Bupcodéyng 2x in Knights (Ar. Eq. 44 and
581) and 1x in Clouds (Ar. Nu. 581).

261 It is remarkable that Galen, alien to Atticist excesses, always positively qualifies the Greek
spoken in Asia Minor by the educated classes: see Manetti (2009, 167-8).

262 Latte (1915, 387 n. 1). On similar terminology in the Atticist lexica, see Chapter 2, Section 3.3.
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eastern or non-Greek,”® but in the majority of cases, they appear to indicate a dia-
stratic and diatopic macro-variant of Greek: basically, the koine of the Greek speak-
ers of Asia Minor, broadly speaking, so often disparaged by the strictest promoters
of a pure Attic idiom.?** This is also clearly the case for the two passages of Crates
quoted above: in the first passage, Aotayevr|g, predicated of otaguAy in the sense
of ‘grape’, may be Athenaeus’ own rendition of Crates’ original wording, and the
same cannot be entirely ruled out for the Aciavdg of the Aristophanic scholium.
However, the cultural context is clear enough: Crates was defending as Attic lexical
items (ota@UAn meaning ‘grape’, aAetpiBavog ‘pestle’, and BupcodéYPng ‘tanner’)
that to others did not appear to enjoy a pure Attic pedigree.”®> With Crates’ On Attic

263 Among the instances quoted by Latte, cf. e.g. Phryn. Ecl. 238 on yéAAog, Hsch. k 788 and Ael.
Dion. x 11 on kapdakeg, foreign mercenary soldiers of Persian origin (Strabo 15.3.18 derived the
term from Persian karda = 10 av8p®8eg kal moAepkov). One might add the border-line case of Poll.
10.68: 10 8¢ kaAovpevoy kKupiAAlov (a kind of narrow-necked jug: the word is not otherwise attested
in Greek except as a personal name) mpog T@v Aclavdv BoufuAtov uév Avtiabévng eipnkev €v T
[potpentik®, ot 6¢ kat ovoTopov avTd dvoudlovsty (‘What is called kupiAiov by the Asians, Anti-
sthenes in the Protrepticus (= Antisth. test. 64D Prince = 18A Decleva Caizzi) has called it foupvAtov,
others refer to the same as oUotopov (with a narrow mouth)’). kup{iAAtov may be either a Per-
sian loan from Old Persian /Kuru$/ (Schmitt 1978, 27 n. 29) or a Greek folk etymology from k0p(1)og;
Pollux’s ascription of this word to the Aclavoi seems, at any rate, to indicate the Greek-speaking
community of Asia Minor, a term broadly synonymous with koine speakers.

264 Cf. e.g. Antiatt. x 40 on képkouvg with a quotation from Pl.Com. fr. 158 (see S. Valente 2015b,
50); EDG s.v.; but notice the more tolerant approach by Poll. 1.190). Or cf. also the lexicographical
tradition of kpaupn ‘cabbage’ vis-a-vis pagpavog, ‘radish’ (e.g. Phot. k 1051; Hsch. p 143 ~ Su. p 55).
The first literary attestations of kpaupn are of Ionic provenance (with a clear iambic pedigree:
Ananius fr. 4 West vai ud tag xpdupag and Hippon. fr. 104.47 West), but the word is thereafter
well attested in Attic comedy (cf. e.g. Telecl. fr. 29; Eup. fr. 84.2 (both examples of the oath vai pa
Ta¢ kpappag), Epich. fr. 22; Polyzel. fr. 10, Apollodorus Car. fr. dub. 32.2. For a full list of kpdupn/
pdeavov in Greek lexicography, see Olson (2023, 56-7). It seems likely that kpdupn was soon per-
ceived as a ‘lower word’ than pdgpavog, perhaps also because of its Ionic and iambic origin; in
Photius and the Atticists it is used as the standard koine form. Other examples quoted by Latte
include Antiatt. a 19 Baitag (on Baitn see Section 2.2.5); Phot. ¢ 307 on oknvij (with the quotation
of Men. fr. 572), and Heracl.Mil. (ca. 100 CE) fr. 50 Cohn (probably from the work entitled ITept
SuoKAlTwY pnudtwv, On Irregular Words) = Eust. in Od. 2.70.41-71.3 on €a as the imperfect of eipi,
analogical to other alphathematic forms (éAafa and €paya) ascribed to the Greeks of Asia. We
thank A. C. Cassio for drawing our attention to the hapax acwavi{w in Phot. Ep. 242.11, on which
see entry by D. Papanikolau at http://www.aristarchus.unige.net/Wordsinprogress/it-IT/Database/
View/1805 (accessed 17/07/2024).

265 For otaguli, cf. e.g. Hsch. 0 1669: otaguAq- [. . .] "Attikol 8¢ thv €v @ otépatt kiova ota-
QUARY, BoTpLV 8¢ Kal dnwpav TV o Tig aunélov (‘oTa@uAn: Attic speakers calls otaguAn the
pillar (i.e. uvula) in the mouth, Bdtpug for the fruit of the vine’); cf. also Phot. x 753. For once,
Phryn. PS 109.5, if the text is correctly reconstructed, is more permissive: atag@uAal kai BéTpueg:
<ekatépw> xp® (‘otaguAai and Botpueg (both meaning ‘grape’): use both)’. For éetpifavog, cf.


http://www.aristarchus.unige.net/Wordsinprogress/it-IT/Database/View/1805
http://www.aristarchus.unige.net/Wordsinprogress/it-IT/Database/View/1805
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Dialect, we can thus for the first time recover a taste, however vague, of what the
budding of linguistic Atticism must have looked like in its first production.

5 Lexicography in a minor key: Isolated Attic glosses
in grammarians from the 3rd to the first half of the
1st century BCE

We shall now offer a brief sketch of grammarians and lexicographers who, be-
tween the third and first half of the 1st century BCE, only occasionally engaged
with Attic lexical material (mostly but not exclusively realia) within a broader lin-
guistic framework.”® In the overwhelming majority of cases, the state of the avail-
able evidence regarding the linguistic interests of these minor or lesser-known
scholars is very lacunose, and chronological inferences about their activity are, in
some cases, no more than plausible guesswork based on the apparent nature of
their oeuvres. This also means that it is often impossible to reconstruct their under-
lying framework with any exactitude; more often than not, what we seem to find is
a general combination of exegesis of Attic literary texts, recordings of the spoken
vernacular, and an antiquarian interest broadly conceived, without being able to
recover a strongly oriented agenda. However, what these figures appear to share is
an interest in Attic (literary and spoken) as just one of the possible dialectal varieties
of Greek, not necessarily deserving of more attention than other dialects. Without
any pretension to comprehensiveness, we mention here, in what is only an approxi-
mative chronological order, the most significant of these ‘minor’ scholarly figures for
the successive development of late Hellenistic and then Imperial lexicography:

(1) Lysanias of Cyrene, usually dated to the end of the 4th century BCE and the first
half of the 3rd century BCE,**” one of Eratosthenes’ teachers according to the Suda

Phot. Bibl. cod. 279.30-2: 6tL 6 Tiig Bulag TpLReLS §0TSVE pev map Toig ATTIKOTG OvopddeTal, Ghe-
TpiBavog 8¢ mapd Tij ouvndeig, kai 008EV Rrrov mapa ABnvaiolg. For Bupoodédng, cf. Su. B 593:
[. . .] Bupoodépng Attikdv, BupcodéPng 8¢ Actavov (Poll. 6.128 and 7.80 juxtapose interchange-
ably Bupoodéyng and Bupcodévng).

266 We omit here the Atthidographers and antiquarian writers such as, for instance, Polemon of
Ilium (datable to the 3rd/2nd century BCE). For a general overview of the antiquarian interest in
Attic lore (history, geography, customs) from the 4th century BCE to the early Roman era, see R.
Thomas (2019, 420-3). On the important role that Alexandrian scholarship played in preserving
Atthidographic material, see Benedetto (2011, 366); Costa (2007, 5-7). On Atthidography as a liter-
ary genre, see Nicolai (2010).

267 For the dating of Lysanias, see Dettori (2019, 86-8). However, on the basis of a newly pub-
lished commentary on Iliad 1 (= Bodl. MS. Gr. class. f. 110, col. ii 1l. 10-3 in which Lysanias is
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(Su. € 2898 = Lysan. test. 1 Dettori) and probably active between Cyrene and Alexan-
dria (and perhaps Athens). We know the titles of two monographs: ITept iaupomoiiv
(On Iambic Poets), and Ilepl mout®v (On Poets). The extant fragments dedicated to
Homeric exegesis (frr. 5-8 Dettori) seem to suggest the existence of a third mono-
graph, possibly on Homer (cf. Dettori 2019, 88-90). Only one of the surviving frag-
ments deals with an alleged Attic expression: schol. Apoll.Rh. 4.1187 (= fr. 11 Dettori):
Aot & dupLpopiiag: OedmouTog AUELYOPEIS AéyeaBal Yol ToLg LT Eviwv PETpN-
TaG, Avoaviag 8¢ enaot Tov apglpopéa VIO ABnvainv aueopéa karelobat (‘Theopom-
pus (Theop.Hist. BNJ 115 F 405) records that some call au@upopetg the petpntnc (a
jar/liquid measure), whereas Lysanias claims that the Athenians call the ap@Lpopevg
au@openg’).2%® This scholium presents several textual problems (beginning with the
identification of Theopompus: the historian or the comic poet?).?® For our purposes,
let it suffice to say that (i) the origin of the equivalence dupopetg = auepopevg (the
latter already attested in Homer) is likely to be sought in Lysanias’ Homeric studies
(cf. e.g. Apollon. 29.21: duoupopedolv: dueopedoly: see Dettori 2019, 162-3); (ii) the
‘Athenian’ equivalent given by Lysanias has nothing specifically Attic in terms of
phonology or morphology: du@opetg is a form attested in both Attic (e.g. Philyll. fr.
6) and non-Attic texts (e.g. Pind. fr. 104b.4 Snell-Maehler; Epich. fr. 130; Call. fr. 399.2
Pfeiffer; in prose, it occurs several times in Herodotus and in the corpus Hippocrati-
cum). apeopevg, compared to the older form auepopevg, is a common Greek form
that simply happened to be current also at Athens, notwithstanding Moer. a 92:
auopopevg Attikol- untpntig "EAANveg: see Dettori (2019, 162-3).

(2) Parmenon of Byzantium, probably to be identified with the author of chol-
iambs so named (cf. CA 287 and SH 604A), was both a poet and a scholar, active at
Alexandria in the 3rd century BCE.*’® He wrote a treatise whose title in the MSS is
[Iept Staréktov but which has often been corrected by modern scholars into ITept
SLaréxTwV (see Dettori 2019, 174-6). The inner structure and articulation of his
work remains obscure; what is certain is a marked dialectal interest, mostly ap-
plied to the field of Homeric exegesis:*’ cf. e.g. schol. (ex.) Hom. I1. 21.259d (Ge) (=
fr. 1 Dettori) on the Thessalian audpa (already Homeric) and Ambraciotan kodapva,

quoted immediately after the mention of Aristarchus), Benaissa (forthcoming) has raised the pos-
sibility of a later date (2nd century BCE) for our scholar.

268 For the apparent interchangeable nature, already attested in 3rd- and 2nd-century BCE lex-
ica on papyri, between Attikoi and A6nvaiot to designate Attic speakers, see Ucciardello (2012,
28-9; 71-9).

269 We owe this observation to G. Ucciardello.

270 See Dettori (2019, 173-7) for a detailed discussion of the likely date of Parmenon’s activity.
271 Parmenon seems to have adopted a method not wholly dissimilar to that of the various
yAOooaL kath ToAeLS: see Dettori (2019, 176-7).
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both epichoric variants for 6xet6¢ (‘water-channel’); schol. (ex.) Hom. Il 21.262c (Ge)
(= fr. 5 Dettori) on mpoaAég, said to be the local form of Cypriots, Arcadians, and
Spartans for katavrteg (‘steep’, ‘sloping downwards’); for a non-Homeric context,
see Ath. 11.500b (= fr. 2 Dettori) on the Methymnean ok060¢ for okv@og, ‘cup’. As
far as Attic material is concerned, in P.Oxy. 53.3710 (= TM 60566), a 2nd-century CE
commentary to Book 20 of the Odyssey, at col. iib 1l. 24-6 (= fr. 4 Dettori), Parmenon
said that the Athenians (map’ Afnvaiolg) call kaAAvvelv, here in the sense of ‘to
sweep clean’,’* kopetv (first attested in Od. 20.149 ¢&ypel®, ai pév Sdua koprioate
noutvioacat, then almost exclusively a vox comica).?” The present state of our evi-
dence does not allow us to ascertain whether Parmenon was commenting on the
verbal form in Od. 20.149, quoting en passant a specifically Attic usage (a colloquial-
ism?), or whether the anonymous commentator (through an intermediate source?)
re-used Parmenon’s collection of local Aé€eic.?’* Part of the later Atticist tradition
recognised only (mapa)kopéw as the ‘correct’ Attic form vs the ‘incorrect’ capdw: cf.
Phryn. Ecl. 55: kopnpa xpn A&yeLy, ovl adpov, Kal Kopely Kal mapaKopelv, GAAL U
oapodv (‘One must say kdpnua (‘broom’) and not adpov, and kopeiv and mapaxop-
£v but not oolpof)v’).275 In Parmenon’s fragment, however, there is no trace at all of
this Atticist debate (see Dettori 2019, 202-3).

(3) Amerias of Macedon, a 3rd-century BCE yAwocoypdgog, author of a work en-
titled TA@ooat (cf. Ath. 4.176¢; e), of which the Pilotouikév mentioned at Ath.
15.681f may or may not be a botanic subsection.?’® To judge from the extant frag-
ments, Amerias’ Glosses included Homeric material alongside dialectal (e.g. Ephe-
sian, Rhodian, Macedonian, Attic) and non-dialectal words. Among the dialectal
glosses, two are recognised as Attic in the lexicographical tradition: (i) foAewv, a
synonym for kompe®v (both ‘cesspit’ and ‘manure deposit’)*’’ as recorded by P.
Oxy. 35.2744 (= TM 63615; 2nd century CE), col. ii. 9-11 Bo[Ae]®[v]ag 8¢ kal Tovg ko]

272 The simplex kaA UV (‘to beautify’) is first attested in Archil. fr. 82 West. avaxaA\ovw = ‘to
sweep up’ is first attested in Phryn.Com. fr. 39.2 (cf. Stama 2014, 234) and becomes very common
in the koine.

273 A full list of the comic occurrences of the term may be found in Napolitano (2012, 95 n. 224).
274 We owe this observation to G. Ucciardello.

275 Poll. 10.29 is more tolerant: el 8¢ kal KaAAOVEW Qaing &v T0 Kopelv, | TOL Kal TO KOpNUA
KAAAUVTpOV. €l 8¢ kal oaipelv groelg Tov Bupwpov. Puzzlingly less severe is however also Phryni-
chus in PS 22.10-1: avaxadAovewy (Phryn.Com. fr. 39.2): 0 caipewy, 6 kal Avakopelv <AEyetal>. €€
00 kal KEAAALVTPOV Kal Kopnua o 6dpov.

276 Amerias’ fragments, mainly transmitted by Athenaeus and Hesychius, are collected by Hoff-
mann (1906, 2-17). To Hoffmann’s collection, S. Valente (2005) has added five new fragments. For
a general survey of Amerias’ activity as glossographer, see Pagani (2005b).

277 Cf. Ault (1999, esp. 550-9); Pernin (2014, 279).
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npedvag kaAeiobai enaty Aueplil|qg: cf. Section 4.3);*’® and (ii) Staxéviov, a ritual
cake made for the harvest wreath in honour of Apollo (Su. § 589 ~ Phot. § 344).%7
In both cases, we are dealing with realia that also have a literary attestation (Bo-
Aewv is attested in Din. fr. 3.3 Conomis, and Philem. fr. 186; Stakoviov in Pherecr.
fr. 167). There is no evident sign of a prescriptive attitude in either case.

(4) Silenus, of uncertain date but probably active in the early or mid-Hellenistic
age (3rd/2nd century BCE), is credited with a collection of I'A®ooat (see Dettori 2019,
233-4). Silenus shows a clear profile of a glossographer with a marked interest in
dialectal glosses: cf. e.g. Ath. 11.468b (= fr. 1 Dettori) on the Arcadian (more specifi-
cally, Cleitorian) word &§émaatpov ‘cup’; Ath. 14.644f (= fr. 2 Dettori) on Ionic éunv (a
kind of milk-cake): the Ionic gloss is cited by Silenus as a morphological variant
(metaplasm) vis-a-vis the Attic tung (for such metaplasms -nta/-nv in Ionic area, see
Dettori 2019, 244 with n. 31); Ath. 11.475c—f (= fr. 6 Dettori) on Aeolic keAépn, ‘cup’,
and Ath. 15.699d-f (= fr. 9 Dettori) on Attic pavdg, ‘torch’. For Silenus Attic was just
one dialect among others without enjoying a privileged status (see his comparison
between Ionic and Attic forms in fr. 2 Dettori). His analysis of gpavdg (‘torch’) as a
specifically ‘Athenian’ idiom (ABnvaiovg Aéyewv td¢ Aaumadag @avovg) in Ath.
15.699d—f (= fr. 9 Dettori)®® later became the focus of Atticist reflections, especially
with reference to the (alleged) difference between Aaumdg/Aapmntip and @avdc: cf.
e.g. Phryn. PS 87.1-5: Avyvoiyoc, Aauntip, @avog Stapépet. Avxvolyog pév €0TL
okeDOg TL &V KUKAW €YoV képata, EvBov 8¢ AVXvov NUUEVoV, St TV KEPATWY TO
Q¢ meumovta. Aauntip 8¢ YaAkodv § odnpodv ij LOAwov Aapumnadlov duotov, €xov
BpuadAiSa. avog 8¢ edkeldg TIVwWV oLvEeSepévog Kal nupévog, 6 kal 8o tod <m>
(‘[The terms] Avyvodyog, Aauntip, and @avdg have different meanings: AvyvoGyog
[lit. lamp holder’] is a circular object with horns and a kindled lamp inside emanat-
ing light through the horns; Aaumntip is like a small torch of bronze, iron or wood,
with a wick; eavog is a bundle of things bound together and then kindled’; it can
be spelled also with 7). A less strict strand of the Atticist tradition seems instead to
have agreed with Silenus: cf. e.g. Poll. 6.103: xai Avyvolyog 6 viv @avog and 10.17:
EkaAelTo 8¢ kal Aaumtip 6 Avyvodyog [. . .] vmodnAol 8¢ TOV €k k€pATog aVOV.

278 What follows in the papyrus is the quotation of Dinarchus Or. 3, fr. 3*, 1. 1-8 Conomis: it is
likely, although not certain, that this quotation also goes back to Amerias: see S. Valente (2005,
284-5). The Attic nature of BoAewv is confirmed by Nicander of Thyateira (BNJ* 343 F3 = Harp. B
16), on which, see above.

279 See S. Valente (2005, 285 n. 11).

280 Athenaeus’ context is that of a synonymic series on torches. gavdg is attested in comic poets
and Attic prose spanning from Xenophon to Plutarch; its presence in the New Testament and in
documentary texts shows that it was probably perceived as a colloquialism: see Dettori (2019,
299).
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Tavog pévtol kat eavog 1 Aaumag; Ptol. Diff.voc. 390.34 Palmieri: Avyvodyov kal
Aauntiipa TOV vOv eavov- eavov 8¢ v Aaumdsa. Of this debate, there is no trace
in Silenus (for a full list of the ancient grammatical sources, see Dettori 2019, 300;
301; cf. also Lorenzoni 2000).

(5) Apollodorus of Athens (ca. 185/0-110 BCE), a disciple of the Stoic Diogenes of
Babylon at Athens and then of Aristarchus at Alexandria, probably moved to Per-
gamum (his work Xpovikd is dedicated to king Attalus II) after the persecution of
scholars under Ptolemy VIII. Very much like Eratosthenes, Apollodorus was an
encyclopedic scholar with vast scientific and literary interests, both with a tinge
of Stoic orientation.”® On the literary and linguistic side, apart from his Homeric
and mythographic studies, he worked intensively on comedy, both Attic and Doric:
he wrote a monograph entitled On Athenian Courtesans (Ilept T&v ABjvnow Etatp-
(8wv: BNJ 244 FF 208-12), one on Sophron’s mimes (Ilept Zo@povog in at least four
volumes: BNJ 244 FF 214-8), and one on Epicharmus (ITept Emiydppov in ten vol-
umes: BNJ 244 F 213a), perhaps accompanied by an edition of the text (cf. Pfeiffer
1968, 264). To the Alexandrian tradition of lexicography belong his Etupotoyiat in
two books (BNJ 244 FF 223-5; also known under the title of 'EtupoAoyodueva: BNJ
244 F 222, cf. Pfeiffer 1968, 260) and a collection of rare words, entitled TA@®aooat
(BNJ 244 F 221). Already Jacoby, not without reasons, suspected that EtvpoAoyiat
and I'\@ooal might be alternative titles of the same work. In his Glosses and Ety-
mologies, we find a miscellaneous array of interests ranging from grammatical
analysis (in BNJ 244 F 221 = schol. (ex.?) Hom. Il 1.244d (A) Apollodorus defended
008V < oV + 6¢ + v against Aristarchus’ interpretation of o08€v = ov, if indeed this
passage does belong to his Glosses and not to Apollodorus’ Schiffskatalog), culinary
glosses possibly from Attic comedy (BNJ 244 F 222 on patton, a sweet dish, a term
said to derive from pacdopat ‘to chew’ rather than from pdrtw ‘to knead’; BNJ 244
F 223 on a variety of edible snails called kwAvaidetnvou), dialectal terms possibly of
non-literary origin (BNJ 244 F 224 on the Paphian x0ppa = Attic kOppa, a drinking
cup) and, obviously, etymology (BNJ 244F 225: Kpfiteg are so called because the
local air is well temperate: Tapd 0 €0 kekpdoOat). The only gloss explicitly said
to be Attic is Ywbia, ‘bred-crumbs’ in BNJ 244 F 283 (= Ath. 14.646¢): YwBia ta
Yabvpla. Pepekpdng KpamatdArolg [. . .] AmoAAdSwpog 8 6 ABnvaiog kat Oe65wpog
& &v Attikaic Mwooatg Tod dptov T amobpavdpeva (amobpavopeva Kaibel: armo-
Yavdpeva ACE: dnopwpeva B Meineke) Ywbia kaAelobay, & Tivag dvoudlewv attopd-
youg (‘bwBia: small crumbs. Thus Pherecrates in his Kratapalloi (Pherecr. fr. 86)
[. . .] Apollodorus of Athens and Theodorus in his Attic Glosses (Theod.Hist. BN]2

281 For an informative and up-to-date synthesis, see Montana (2020b, 232-4) (= Montana 2015,
157-9); Williams (2018).
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346 F 2)*®? [say] that are so called the morsels of bread, which [they claim] some
call attdpayor’). Apollodorus may have derived this word from a literary source
(Attic comedy: cf. the quotation of Pherecr. fr. 86 by Athenaeus) or from the spoken
everyday language: here too, as in many other cases, it is impossible to decide one
way or another.?®® Finally, in BNJ 244 F 282 = Hdn. Ilepi povijpoug Aéewg GG
3,2.946.3-6 = 40.16 Papazeti Apollodorus dealt with the accentuation of the word
WAATHP (‘cantor’). According to Herodian, masculine disyllabic nouns ending in
-Tng are paroxytone: Apollodorus apparently recorded as an exception to the rule
the Attic form YoAtig (10 8¢ YaATHG ATTIKOV €0TLV 6ELVOUEVOV, WG LOTOPET ATIOAAO-
8wpog). Neither in F 283 nor in F 282 does Attic seem to have been treated by Apol-
lodorus as the ‘default’ prestige dialectal variety deserving more attention than
other regional dialects.

(6) Timachidas of Rhodes was a poet and a grammarian active between the sec-
ond half of the 2nd century BCE and the first half of the 1st century CE (that is,
before Pamphilus).284 He is author of a work entitled TA®dooat, which shows a clear
interest in a variety of local dialects: cf. Ath. 2.53b—c (= fr. 9 Matijasi¢) on the Pontic
‘nut’ (képuov) called ‘Zeus’ acorn’; Ath. 15.678a (= fr. 15 Matijasi¢) on the Sicyonian
dxya, a ‘wreath’ used in the cult of Dionysus; Ath. 1.31e (= fr. 20 Matija$i¢) on Um6-
¥vtog, a variety of Rhodian wine. The evidence of Harp. ¢ 18 (= fr. 19 Matijasic¢) also
shows a specific interest in the Attic dialect: oltog: Anpocbévng (¢v @) kat Apopou
o'. oltog kaAelTal 1| S18ouévn mP6codog ei¢ TPoPNV TAlg yuvalélv fj Tolg 6pQavoig,
G €€ BAAWV (Te) HaBelv €0t kal €k ToD LoAwvog a” BEovog Kal €k Tijg ApLaToTEAOUG
ABnvaiwv moAwtetag. TwwayiSag 8¢ yeltat mapd toilg ATTikolg oltov AéyeaBal TOV
ToKO0V, Ayvoel 8¢ OTL Ev avl’ €vog ov8Eémote Tap’ avToig 6 TOKOG 61Tog KaAeltal
(‘olrog: Demosthenes <in the> first speech Against Aphobus (D. 27.15). oltog is the
public revenue for the sustenance of women and orphans, as it is known among
others both from the first axon of Solon (test. 10 Ruschenbusch) and from Aristotle’s
Constitution of Athens (Arist. Ath. Pol. 56.7). Timachidas claims that among Attic

282 As already seen by Schwartz (1894, 2871), followed by Jacoby, év Attikaig FAwocoatg probably
refers only to Theodorus (of uncertain date: at any rate, before the second half of the 1st century
CE: cf. Meliado 2019): therefore, there is no need to infer that Apollodorus also wrote a book spe-
cifically devoted to Attic Aé€eig only.

283 See Franchini (2020, 25). The doublet YwBiay/dttdpayot is also in Poll. 7.23, where the former
are said to refer to the blisters on the bottom of a loaf (at 8 ék To0 kdtw), and the latter to those
on the upper surface (700 ye unv Gptov ai uév katd 1o dvw pépogc. If this distinction was known
to Apollodorus is impossible to say. For pwBia/pwbiov and artdpayog in the lexicographical tra-
dition, see Franchini (2020, 17 and 25). One may also add the comic lexicon of P.Sorb. 2243 (= TM
63918, 2nd/3nd CE) YwBia ta vokdtw to[D tpTov.

284 For the dating, see Matijasi¢ (2020, 12).
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speakers, the interest is called oitog: but he ignores the fact that in Athens, oitog
(that is, ‘public revenue’) is never one-for-one for téxog (‘interest’)’). Timachidas’
interpretation of oitog as ‘interest’, judged by Harpocration to be incorrect, is un-
paralleled. Again, just as for Silenus, one has the impression that Attic was, for Ti-
machidas, one of the many dialectal varieties of Greek without an a priori superior
prestige. The overall framework, as far as it is recoverable from the scanty frag-
ments available, appears to have been descriptive rather than prescriptive.

6 Attic words in anonymous BCE collections of glosses
on papyri

The earliest lexica on papyri, although largely fragmentary, can also help us to
try to recover additional evidence on the ways in which regional and/or rare idi-
oms, deriving from both literary texts and spoken language, were collected.?®> As
in the previous sections, we shall limit ourselves to examine only evidence di-
rectly concerning the Attic dialect, in an attempt to gauge which role, if any, these
early lexical aids may have played in the subsequent lexicographical tradition on
Attic.

P.Berol. inv.9965 (= TM 65774) is a papyrus fragment from Abusir-el-Melek,
written on the recto and reasonably dated to between the 3rd and 2nd centuries
BCE.?®® It consists of an alphabetical list of poetic expressions mostly attested in
epic, tragedy, and possibly Hellenistic poetry. As observed by Ucciardello (2012),
many lemmata and interpretamenta show a clear correspondence with the rele-
vant entries in Hesychius and the scholia D to the Iliad: this strongly suggests that
this dictionary was arranged for a public with strong interest in poetic diction. In
particular, two items in P.Berol. are commented on as specifically ‘Athenian’, that
is ‘Attic’. The first is at col. ii.7, where we read BAGE: pwpog: ABnvaiot (‘BAAE: [it
means] stupid; [so say] the Athenians’). The same explanation occurs again in
later Attic lexicography, for instance in Hsch. § 671: BAGE: uwpdg (= = B 56, Phot. B
160) and Ael.Dion. B 16: PAGE: podakdg, yaivog, ékheAvpévog i pwpéc.?®” In all

285 Earlier papyrus glossaries or lexica (for a terminological distinction between glossary and
lexicon, see Esposito 2009, 257) include: (i) P.Hib.2.175 (= TM 65730; ca. 260—40 BCE), an epic glos-
sary likely to be a school text: see Esposito (2017, 13-34); (ii) P.Heid.1.200 (= TM 61252; mid-
or second half of 3rd century BCE): see Vecchiato 2020, 12—6; (iii) P.Freib.I.1c (= TM 64050, of un-
known provenance, 1st century BCE: for this dating, see Vecchiato 2020, 17).

286 Ucciardello (2012, 15-8); Vecchiato (2022, 66-9).

287 A complete list of passages may be found in the apparatus of loci similes in Cunningham,
Latte (2020, 443).
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these later instances, however, the ethnic is lacking, but the etymological tradi-
tion that probably derives from Et.Gen. B 129: BAGE: 6 €0BON¢ kal apyog kai avon-
T0G Aploto@avng records an Aristophanic quotation (Ar. fr. 443). This makes it
quite likely that our entry in P.Berol. also implied an underlying comic expres-
sion. The mention of the ethnic ABnvaiot must thus likely be understood as a by-
word for Aristophanes as the champion of the 5th-century-BCE literary Attic.”®®

The second item pointed out as Attic is at col. ii.9: TBAe[Uuld]Cer BaoTdoett-
ABnvaiol (‘tHe feels/handles: he will carry; [so say] the Athenians’).”®° Once again,
the item betrays a distinct comic origin (one can compare Ar. Av. 530 or, in a
more obscene sense, Ar. Lys.1164 and Cratin. fr. 335), which justifies the label of
ABnvaiol and the perception of the Attic nature of the rare verb pAwpdlw. Unfor-
tunately, it remains unclear whether this ethnic label was intended to define 5th-
century-BCE Attic alone as the more prestigious variety of Attic to differentiate it
from its post-Classical developments.

The second lexicon that interests us is P.Koln inv. 22323 (= TM 977097, ca. 3rd/
2nd centuries BCE), recently published by Vecchiato (2022). P.Kéln contains a list
of poetic words followed by one or two explanations, often marked by the corre-
sponding ethnic/dialectal label. More importantly, it exhibits a full alphabetical
order of all the letters, thus modifying the common previous opinion that a com-
plete alphabetization was first introduced by Diogenianus or by someone else
influenced by Atticist trends during the first centuries CE.2*° This lexicon contains
both literary words (from Homer, lyric, and tragic poetry) and local rarities on
realia or names of animals, which suggests attention to local spoken vernaculars
(Aetolians, Argives, Dorians, Laconians are quoted among others).?! The text
does not deal with items explicitly qualified as Attic or ‘Athenian’, but some pas-
sages nevertheless deserve closer attention.?*? For instance, at fr. 4 col. i.5, we
read xAdoat Tepelv Tovg auméloug without any ethnic label. The verb kAdv here
is explained in its more technical meaning (‘to prune vines’), well attested in bo-

288 On Attikoi/ABnvaiol as an interchangeable designation for the Attic dialect, see Ucciardello
(2012, 28-9; 71-9).

289 The text is clearly corrupt: we can emend either the explanation Baotdoel to Baotddet or the
lemma to BAe[Upld]get. The latter solution is paleographically more appealing (the corruption & >
( (and vice versa) is well attested in Ptolemaic handwritings); meanwhile, fagtdlet would match
Ar. Av. 530 ol & wvolvtal PApdlovteg (with a lemmatization in the third person); the inter-
change (/o (even if seldom before vowel) would thus be a matter of pronunciation: see Ucciar-
dello (2012, 24-5) and Vecchiato (2022, 67-8, n. 155).

290 As assumed by Tosi (1994a, 174) and Esposito (2007, 260): see now Vecchiato (2022, 4-6): cf.
also Chapter 6, Section 4.3.

291 See Vecchiato (2022, 12-4).

292 This part is deeply indebted to G. Ucciardello.
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tanical texts. The closest comparanda in the later lexicographical tradition are
Moer. k 41: kAdoat Attikoi- kAadeboat “EAAnveg, Phryn. Ecl. 143: kM{ad}dav aumé-
Aovg @abi, aAAa un kAadevewv, Poll. 1.224: épelg 8¢ dumedov Teuelv, yvphaoal,
Taepedoal, aufjoal, kAdoat, kiadeboal (Pollux, as usual, is more relaxed than
Phrynichus in his list of permitted expressions), and Phot. k 754: kKA&v &umneAov- T0
Téuvelv. From this array of passages, we may reasonably infer that kAdw in the
specific sense of kKAaSeVw (‘to prune’) was regarded as Attic, while the latter is the
more common form (cf. Hsch. k 2862: kAGvV: KAUTTEWY. EUMOSICELV. TEUVELY AUTE-
Aoug, 6mep Nueic kAadevewv), prohibited by more severe Atticists such as Phryni-
chus. Two observations are in order: (i) it is indeed remarkable that already in
the 3rd century BCE, this peculiar use of the verb xAdw was deemed to be Attic
(this is may be owing to its occurrence in an Attic literary source); (ii) the lexicon
of P.KoIn seems to be mainly intended to be primarily a collection of rare terms
singled out from different regional and local dialects, without any reference to
the spoken contemporary usage (koine).

As we have seen, both papyri share the same attitude to indicate, even if er-
ratically, the regional or local provenance of the lexical items. In this respect,
they closely resemble a much later dialectological list of 101 glosses divided into
21 Greek regions and cities, which has come down to us in a handful of MSS. This
list is entitled molal yAdooat kata moAelg and assembles glosses from both re-
gional varieties, such as Arcadians, Cretans, Thessalians, and Ambraciotans, and
from cities (Athens, Corinth, Cleitor, Hermione, Corcyra, Phlius, and Argos), men-
tioned in alphabetical order according to the ethnicity. The authorship and chro-
nology of this short work are unknown: Latte (1925), not unreasonably, suggested
Diogenianus as the ultimate source, even though the final arrangement is in all
likelihood ascribable to a later compiler.?® It is worth noting that several of cate-
gories used in this later excerptum are the same as those found in Parmenon (Cyp-
riots, Ambraciotes, Thessalians, Arcadians, and Lacedaemonians, here called
Laconians), Silenus (Cleitorians, Aeolians, Athenians) or Zenodotous (Cleitorians),
as well as in our two lexica (Athenians in P.Berol. 9965, col.ii. 7 and 9; and see P.
Koln, fr. 1 col. .12 Arcadians, col. 1.16 and fr. 4 col. i.2 Cleitorians, col. i. 17 Argives).

All in all, there are undisputable points of convergence between such chrono-
logically different texts: all display a classificatory attitude to distinguish linguis-
tic varieties according to regional dialects at a macro-level and, at a micro-level,
to epichoric idioms of various localities, a disposition that ultimately goes back to
the earliest Hellenistic scholars, including Zenodotus and Parmenon, and that we
can see as still operational during later stages of Greek lexicography. In a sense,

293 Latte (1925) and Bowra (1959) are still the best treatments of this list.
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this is reassuring: even at the level of anonymous lexical aids, we may see some
continuity between the Hellenistic and the Imperial periods, in terms of method-
ology, even across the chronological divide of Atticism.

7 Conclusions

In this chapter, we have attempted to reconstruct the cultural and scholarly envi-
ronment that prepared the way for the later development of the so-called linguistic
Atticism, highlighting differences from and analogies with mature Hellenistic lexi-
cography. From the 3rd century BCE onwards, sustained attention to the Attic dia-
lect in particular appears to be thriving: Attikal Aé€etg appear to become less of a
niche subject and more of a mainstream field of investigation. The analysis con-
ducted here, if not wide off the mark, suggests that in the 3rd and 2nd centuries
BCE, we do not find significant traces of an attitude towards the Attic dialect that
may be described as Atticist or purist ante litteram: the majority of the evidence
under scrutiny rather appears to suggest an expansion of the ‘open’ approach to
the possibilities of the Attic language, exemplified at its best by Aristophanes of By-
zantium’s A€€elg. This seems to be true both in the case of lexicographical studies
explicitly dedicated to the Attic dialect only and in the isolated Attic glosses that we
can occasionally find in minor and lesser-known scholars. The transition from
the second to the first half of the 1st century BCE must have represented a veritable
watershed in the long history of Greek lexicography: the case of Crates of Athens
(Section 4.4) has just offered us a foretaste of that momentous change, paving the
way towards the age of Atticism, which will be the focus of this work’s next volume.
We hope that our incursions, sporadic though they might have been, into the begin-
ning of this later phase, will encourage others to tackle the challenge that lies
ahead.



