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Federico Favi, Andrea Pellettieri, Olga Tribulato
Introduction (with an appendix on Photius’
Bibliotheca cod. 158)

1 Phrynichus’ Praeparatio sophistica: A spectre
haunting the study of Atticism

Phrynichus’ Praeparatio sophistica (henceforth PS) is one of those works of an-
cient scholarly literature that we wish we could read in its original, complete
form.! It was Phrynichus’ magnum opus, and the high status of this work was still
acknowledged in Byzantine intellectual circles. This volume aims to shed new
light on the PS and its history, focusing on three areas of interest: firstly, the con-
text of its production; secondly, its transmission from Antiquity, through Late An-
tiquity, to the Byzantine era; and finally, its stylistic and linguistic theorisation
and the interpretative framework behind its compilation.

The PS as we read it today is a curious product. On the one hand, we have
the version preserved in cod. Par. Coisl. 345, a codex unicus (mid 10th century
CE).? This ‘epitome’ (see Favi in this volume for this term) is very poor: we see
this clearly from the fact that many lemmas consist of mere definitions. On the
other hand, we know the PS from the ‘indirect’ tradition (on this terminology, see
the contributions by Favi and Cavarzeran in this volume). This branch of the tra-
dition consists mainly of 8th- and 9th-century testimonies, which are closely con-
nected with the Synagoge and its expansions, notably Photius’ lexicon and the
Suda. The ‘indirect’ tradition is thus chronologically older than the ‘direct’ tradi-
tion of the Coislinianus. Therefore, the PS ‘as we read it today’ essentially reflects
how this lexicon was read and circulated between the 8th and 10th centuries.

Here Photius’ testimony becomes essential for two crucial reasons. First, in
the Bibliotheca, Photius gives us the fullest account of the contents of the original
lexicon (in 37 books, of which Photius read 36), or at least of a version of the PS
that was considerably longer than the one we read today. It is highly uncertain
whether Photius availed himself of the fuller version of the PS for the compilation

1 This introduction does not aim to provide a comprehensive introduction to the PS. For an over-
all discussion of this lexicon, see Cavarzeran et al. (2024).

2 On this manuscript, see Valente (2008). For further bibliographical references, see Cavarzeran
in this volume.

3 On the other indirect sources besides the Synagoge and its expansions, see the papers by Ca-
varzeran and Favi in this volume.

3 Open Access. © 2025 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
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of his lexicon (indeed, on balance, it is more likely that Photius derived the mate-
rial from the PS via the expansions of the Synagoge). Still, the fact that he had
access to a fuller redaction of the PS gives us a glimpse of what this lexicon may
have looked like before massive excerption and epitomisation took place, result-
ing in the state of the evidence which we find in the direct and indirect sources
dating between the 8th and 10th centuries. For this reason, at the end of this In-
troduction we provide the full text of codex 158 of the Bibliotheca and a transla-
tion which, although based on that of Nigel Wilson (1994, 138-41)* and also taking
into account the French translation by Henry (1960, 115-9) and the recent anno-
tated Italian translation of the Bibliotheca (M. Losacco in Bianchi, Schiano 2019,
181-4; 1048-51), attempts to capture the exact meaning of some of the information
Photius gives us.

The complex transmission of the PS is one of the first challenges that scholars
working on this lexicon must face. It also has a crucial bearing on our ability to
fully understand the linguistic and stylistic theorisation behind this work. Judging
from Photius’ description in the Bibliotheca, the lexicon’s broad scope could teach
us a great deal about linguistic and literary studies in Phrynichus’ time.> How-
ever, the fragmentary nature of the extant material from the PS has certainly con-
tributed to the general neglect of this lexicon by modern scholarship. As of today,
the bibliography on the PS is very slim. Apart from the editio princeps in the first
volume of Bekker’s Anecdota Graeca (containing the so-called lexica Segueriana,
Bekker 1814-1821 vol. 1, 3-74), the only critical edition is that of de Borries (1911),
which also contains a detailed introduction. Kaibel’s inaugural dissertation (1899),
which focuses mainly on the textual transmission and sources of the lexicon, is
virtually the only other full-length treatment of the PS. Although individual stud-
ies have approached the PS (as their primary focus or, more often, as part of
larger concerns), these are very few and, in keeping with their aims, inevitably
address only specific aspects.®

This limited attention is all the more striking when one considers the sus-
tained scrutiny that Phrynichus’ other lexicographical work, the Eclogue, has re-

4 This is the English version of the earlier Italian edition (Wilson 1992, 253-8).

5 See the opening words in Kaibel (1899, 3): ‘Phrynichus sophista licet neque ingenii dotibus nec
iudicii acritate nec doctrinae ubertate homo suo saeculo superior, diligentia tamen admirabili
opus condidit magnum et laboriosum, quod si integrum superesset, vix aliud utilius cogitari pos-
set instrumentum ad cognoscenda quae altero post Christum natum saeculo florebant litterarum
antiquarum studia’.

6 Avotins (1978); Strobel (2005, 8-14); Berardi (2006, 246-51; 258-62); Strobel (2009, 101); Strobel
(2011); Tribulato (2022); Tribulato (2024).
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ceived.” Not only did this lexicon arouse a considerable interest in the Middle
Ages, as shown by the ca. 29 manuscripts that transmit it, most of which date
from the Palaeologan period or later, but in modern times the Eclogue has also
been edited several times,® and three of these editions are accompanied by a de-
tailed linguistic commentary.’ As a result, the Eclogue, despite its more limited
scope compared to the PS, has regularly been treated as the most representative
product not only of Phrynichus’ lexicographical activity, but of Atticist lexicogra-
phy as a whole.' This disproportion is probably due to several factors. First of
all, the Eclogue is a two-book lexicon divided into a series of generally short en-
tries. Although we are not sure of how the PS was originally organised and what
it looked like, this 37-book work was certainly a much bigger, more detailed, and
also a more long-winded enterprise, as Photius too remarks. This bulkiness un-
doubtedly made the PS a less handy guide to good language than the Eclogue: the
clearer prescriptive and proscriptive approach of the latter instead made it easier
for readers to consult (despite its non-alphabetical arrangement). Moreover, al-
though a normative Atticist mindset is not absent from the PS (see Tribulato, this
volume), it is also true that, as we learn from Photius’ testimony and as we can
glean from the direct and indirect traditions, the PS also pursued a much broader
goal of rhetorical and literary education, since it aimed primarily at the stylistic
instruction and general taste formation of the aspiring rhetorician. This makes it
a far more ambitious work than the Eclogue, which also means that it is more
rewarding for modern scholars to study.

7 This includes the more extensive study of the transmission, influence, and reception of the Ec-
logue (see Fischer 1974, passim; Gaul 2007; Gaul 2008, 186-90; Gaul 2011; Alpers 2013, 147-8; San-
dri 2023).

8 Fischer (1974, 51) lists ten earlier editions, starting with the first modern edition by Zacharias
Calliergis, which appeared in 1517. On the history of the editions of the Eclogue, see Fischer (1974,
33-4). On the edition of Phrynichus’ Eclogue by Nunnesius (Pedro Juan Nufiez), see Barbeito
(1998).

9 De Pauw (1739); Lobeck (1820); Rutherford (1881). This tradition, which in the case of the Ec-
logue was inaugurated by the annotated editions by Nunnesius (1586) and Hoeschel (1601), is
comparable to the situation with Moeris’ lexicon (see Pellettieri 2024).

10 This fact has had a decisive influence on the development of the image of Phrynichus as the
strictest Atticist: note that the PS barely appears in Naechster’s (1908) study of the (alleged) con-
troversy between Phrynichus and Pollux (Naechster’s thesis is questioned or rejected by Fischer
1974, 44; Avotins 1978, 190 n. 30; Slater 1977, 260; Swain 1996, 54 n. 48; Jones 2008, 258 n. 12; Regali
2008; Strobel 2011, 86; Matthaios 2013, 69-72; Cavarzeran forthcoming; it was treated more fa-
vourably by de Borries 1911, x-xi; Latte 1915, 382; OCD s.v. Pollux; Tosi 1999; Tosi 2007, 5; Zecchini
2007, 17). In more recent times, it is striking that, in his study of the historian Herodian’s Atticism,
Lucarini (2017) only considers the Eclogue among the lexica that set out Atticist norms.
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Current approaches to the PS tend to highlight only one of these two aspects,
which are instead closely interwoven in the fabric of the lexicon. Surviving traces
of Atticist evaluative terminology, such as Attikoc, §6kiuog, apyalog etc., confirm
that in the PS, as in his more militant Eclogue, Phrynichus pursued linguistic cor-
rectness. At the same time, several hints — the title itself, the contents which still
survive in the drastically reduced version of cod. Par. Coisl. 345, and Photius’ de-
scription in the Bibliotheca — show how in this work Phrynichus approached the
question of correct language (the xaBapog kai Attikog Adyog still clear to Photius)
through the more fine-grained lens of the appropriate choice of words (that mept
kploewg ovopdtwv mpdPAnua of which, according to Photius, he spoke to Menodo-
rus in the preface to Book 5). Phrynichus not only recommended good Attic
words, but also gave his readers advice on how to adapt the language to different
written genres or communication purposes. This double emphasis on written
style and linguistic register is echoed by Photius, who defines the PS as ‘useful to
aspiring writers and rhetors’ (ypfowov [. . .] Toig e cuyypdev kal pnropevewy
¢0€AovoLy), the latter probably including oral delivery. The epitome of the PS and
the quotations in the entries known from the indirect tradition also frequently
refer to the idea of ouvovaia, thus confirming that Phrynichus’ ambition was also
to forge the elegant conversationalist of his time.

The range of stylistic and sociolinguistic theorisation buried in the PS can still
be detected by analysing the evaluative terminology preserved in the epitome
through the lens of Photius’ eyes. That Photius is a necessary intermediary for
modern readers of the PS is shown by the correspondence between his sketch,
however brief, of the kind of material that Phrynichus collected in the lexicon
and that preserved in the epitome. Many of the extant lemmas consist of short,
pithy phrases: often idiomatic expressions that Phrynichus defines and ascribes
to a particular style or communicative circumstance. This is reflected in Photius’
Bibliotheca: Photius speaks of Adyol kwpuatikoi, some of which are arranged in
short phrases (éviwv 8¢ kal ei¢ k®Aa mapatevopévwy) and expressed in elegant
and innovative ways (yaplévtwg te kal kawonpen®g — incidentally, kawvog is an
evaluative term used by Phrynichus and yapielg occurs in the indirect witnesses
of the PS: see the contributions by Tribulato and Gerbi in this volume). In compar-
ing the PS with Helladius’ lexicon, Photius hints at the fact that Phrynichus was
able to arrange all this disparate material more effectively because his lexicon
had a clear aim (okom6g: see the text and translation of the passage in the Appen-
dix). Although unspecified, it is likely that this aim was to provide the full range
of stylistic nuances appropriate to a high-register prose style.
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2 The contributions included in this volume

The contributions are arranged according to three main approaches to the study
of the PS: (1) context of production and time of composition (Bowie); (2) history of
the text (circulation and manipulation, direct and indirect traditions: Cavarzeran,
Favi); (3) stylistic and linguistic theorisation (Tribulato, Gerbi, Pellettieri,
Monaco).

The volume opens with Ewen Bowie’s paper, which places the PS in the
midst of the controversies among the lexicographers and intellectuals of the Sec-
ond Sophistic. Bowie’s interest revolves around the vexata quaestio concerning
the dating of the PS and the Eclogue. After arguing that Phrynichus’ origins were
in Bithynia, as suggested by both epigraphic and lexicographical evidence, Bowie
examines Photius’ account of the dedications of individual books of the PS and
arrives at a number of conclusions, albeit at times necessarily tentative. The fact
that the books must have been published serially one after the other before the
whole sequence was dedicated to Commodus suggests an earlier chronology than
that assumed, for instance, by De Borries (1911, vii), who argued for an original
composition in 165-170 CE and a republication in a later period.™ On the basis of
several hints — e.g., the cursus honorum of some of the dedicatees, the mention
(in Book 11) of Aristides’ speeches as already published, etc. — Bowie concludes
that the work was composed some time between the late 120s and ca. 150 CE. At a
later stage, Phrynichus brought together all the books into a single edition and
dedicated it to Commodus, probably in the mid-170s. CE. As regards the question
of the relative chronology of the PS and the Eclogue, Bowie considers the Eclogue
to be later than the PS — perhaps even a ‘coffee-table or Reader’s Digest version of
the latter’. He finds evidence for this in the different evaluations of Menander
which Bowie sees in the two works: as Bowie argues, adducing a number of pas-
sages from both the PS and the Eclogue, ‘it is only during the writing of Eclogue
Book 2 that Phrynichus seems to have developed his doubt about Menander as a
reliable source of Attic’. The matter is intricate, however, and some of these re-
constructions will necessarily be tentative.'* As Bowie argues in the last part of

11 A later chronology is instead suggested by Swain (1996, 53—4), who proposes that individual
books were published shortly before Commodus became sole ruler, and that republication took
place after 180 CE.

12 The interpretation of this material remains controversial. First, the different approach in the
Eclogue and the PS may reflect the different goals of these works: for instance, tragedy is very
much present in the PS, which aims to provide broader rhetorical and stylistic instruction,
whereas it is rarely ever mentioned, let alone positively, in the Eclogue, where Phrynichus aimed
to provide more direct linguistic instruction. Second, the more explicit criticism of Menander in
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his paper, the outspoken criticism of several distinguished intellectuals (and ri-
vals) found here and there in the Eclogue may be the sign of Phrynichus’ already
achieved personal eminence.

Whether (and to what extent) Phrynichus exercised this critical attitude to-
wards the intellectuals of his age by sharpening his weapons against Pollux of
Naucratis, another prominent Atticist, is a matter of controversy. Ever since an
influential hypothesis by Naechster (1908), many scholars have taken it for
granted that Phrynichus and Pollux were rivals who fought for the chair of rheto-
ric in Athens, and that their real battleground was the approach to Atticism. As
mentioned in the previous section, in more recent years scholars have begun to
express doubts about Naechster’s hypothesis. Naechster focused on the two lexi-
cographers’ different takes on the canon of approved authors, but the careful
scrutiny of the two lexicographers’ theoretical stances suggests that we are not
dealing with two extremely polarised approaches, but with gradations of the
same Atticist methodology. Crucially, Phrynichus’ canon and approach to correct
language seems closer to Pollux’s when viewed from the perspective of the PS, a
lexicon that — as already mentioned in the previous section — Naechster largely
disregarded.

The comparison of the Eclogue, the PS, and the Onomasticon highlights differ-
ent approaches to the ancient lexicographical method, reflecting the different ar-
rangements and aims of these lexica. In this respect, one possibility worth explor-
ing is whether Phrynichus’ PS was arranged thematically, in a way not too
dissimilar to the Onomasticon (as already postulated by Kaibel 1899), or whether
it was in fact arranged as an alphabetical lexicon, but one which included the
analysis of the lemma within its larger lexical family, thus giving the entries an

Book 2 of the Eclogue may be a reaction to the approval which Menander and other poets of later
comedy had received from more open-minded Atticists whose works were published after the
appearance of Book 1 of the Eclogue: a case in point are the entries in Book 2 of the Eclogue that
polemically engage with the Antiatticist (see Latte 1915; Valente 2015, 52—4). Furthermore, Phryni-
chus’ critical appraisal of Menander’s language is also evident in some of the entries in Book 1
(notably Ecl. 170, where the fact that Antiochus of Aegae may have derived the use of peytotéiveg
from Menander is not enough for Phrynichus to approve of this form: instead, Phrynichus says
that one should follow the dpyaiot &vSpeg and use a different expression). The fact that
Menander is quoted in Ecl. 58 does not prove that Phrynichus in Book 1 essentially approved of
his language: it is only natural that Menander too would sometimes use forms that Phrynichus
would approve of for other reasons. Finally, that Middle and New Comedy could hardly serve
Phrynichus as a model of good Attic language is already presupposed in Book 1 of the Eclogue, as
is shown by the (critical) reference to Alexis in Ecl. 212: malalotpikog AXegiv paotv eipnkéval, 6
8¢ dpyalog maraloTikov Aéyel (‘taaitotpikdc: They say that Alexis (fr. 326) said [thus], but the old
[Attic writer would] say maAaloTikog).
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internal quasi-onomastic structure. In the light of Phrynichus’ involvement in the
cultural debates of his time, it is possible that he was also concerned with how to
best organise an Atticist lexicon and how different formats would serve different
purposes. In such a scenario, the Eclogue and the PS would pursue different aims
at different moments in Phrynichus’ career, as Bowie suggests. One may also see
the PS and Pollux’s Onomasticon as two parallel ways of assembling substantial
material into large Atticist lexica. Yet, despite their possible similarities, we
should not underestimate the fact that these two lexica probably had different
aims and readerships. The Onomasticon is an extensive synonymic lexicon that
takes into account different linguistic layers and is probably addressed to speak-
ers with different levels of education; it also covers a variety of subjects, including
practical and/or technical ones. By contrast, the PS may have been addressed to
(aspiring) rhetors, that is, those who had already attained the highest level of edu-
cation and needed guidance in good style. The PS abounds in instructions on how
to use each word in written and oral registers, and Photius’ account confirms that
this is an original feature of the lexicon. Thus, while one can hardly subscribe to
Naechster’s thesis of an alleged controversy between Phrynichus and Pollux, it
remains possible that Phrynichus’ PS and Pollux’s Onomasticon represent two al-
ternative approaches to the lexicographical method.

The question of the original structure of the PS is inextricably connected with
the attempts to reconstruct the history of the text. As has already been
highlighted, owing to the lamentable state of preservation of the PS, the study of
the text preserved in the Coislinianus and the study of the indirect tradition of
the PS should proceed side by side, and only the constant comparison between
the two may yield significant advancements in our understanding of the form
and content of the PS. In fact, quite often, the text of the PS that has come down
to us via the indirect tradition is richer than the text preserved in the Coislinia-
nus, or each strand of transmission complements the information available in the
other. What this can tell us about the PS and its textual history needs to be exam-
ined more carefully. The two contributions by Jacopo Cavarzeran and Federico
Favi address this issue, advancing hypotheses about the intricate relationship be-
tween the text of the Coislinianus and the indirect tradition and how this may
contribute to the reconstruction of the original PS.

One of the first elements that strikes the reader of the PS is that, compared to
the Eclogue, its entries in the Coislinianus and in the indirect tradition sometimes
contain stylistic evaluations, notes on synonyms, loci classici, etc. In general,
some of these entries seem to proceed from a general level of information (defini-
tion, Attic pedigree) to a more detailed treatment (style, idiosyncratic usages, syn-
tax, etc.), which occasionally includes a discussion of the lemma’s wider lexical
family. What does this tell us about the structure of the original lexicon? Jacopo
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Cavarzeran’s contribution offers some hypotheses to account for this situation.
According to Cavarzeran, several long passages, reported by ¥, £, and Photius,
which probably represent the earliest stage of the PS that we can attempt to re-
construct, suggest that the PS was originally an alphabetical collection of short or
medium-length entries, a more attractive solution than the strictly thematic struc-
ture envisaged by Kaibel (1899) on the basis of the comparison with Pollux’s Ono-
masticon (see above). Yet, some other items bear traces of derivation from entries
whose internal organisation may originally have been thematic, as suggested by
the presence of generalising terms such as tomog (‘place’), okedog (‘tool’), etc.
These may have been conceived as a means of structuring the macro-subject of
the entry into sub-subjects. Thus, it cannot be ruled out that the original PS con-
tained entries organised in a similar way to Pollux’s Onomasticon, where such
generalising terms are also used extensively to structure the discussion of a given
topic.

At least at the level of individual entries, an onomastic structure is not incom-
patible with an alphabetical one. In particular, Cavarzeran proposes three differ-
ent scenarios to reconcile the coexistence of the two structures. The first hypothe-
sis is that the original PS may have had a completely thematic structure: if so, it
must have been rearranged alphabetically and shortened in the period between
the late 2nd and the late 8th century CE or the first decades of the 9th century
(i.e., before the compilation of the Synagoge). It may be possible to further restrict
this period to the 5th—6th century CE on the basis of the information provided by
a scholium to Euripides’ Medea (as Cavarzeran argues in Section 3 of his contribu-
tion). Alternatively, the PS may have been arranged alphabetically, with long en-
tries (considerably broader than those which we now find) sometimes having an
internal horizontal structure. These entries may have been shortened and ex-
cerpted (perhaps more than once) before being included in £’ and Photius’ lexi-
con. Finally, one cannot exclude the possibility that the PS had some sort of hy-
brid structure, such as that tentatively suggested by Schénemann for Pamphilus’
Ilepl yAwoo®v, although this last hypothesis seems less likely than the others in
the light of Photius’ description of the PS.

However we imagine the original structure of the PS, at some point in Late
Antiquity this structure underwent massive manipulation, which eventually re-
sulted in the evidence we still rely on today, namely the text in the Coislinianus
and the indirect tradition. The study of its transmission of the PS between Late
Antiquity and the 9th century CE is therefore crucial to understanding what kind
of text we read today. Federico Favi’s contribution tries to shed light on these
later stages of the transmission of the PS by comparing the text of the Coislinianus
with the indirect tradition. Such an operation is fruitful in several respects. A
comparison of the evidence shows that neither the direct nor the indirect tradi-
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tion can be deemed superior to the other in terms of how much material from
the PS they preserve: Favi gathers evidence that the entries in the Coislinianus
and in the indirect sources are likely the result of independent processes of ex-
cerpting and epitomising from an earlier, more complete redaction of the PS. This
suggests that the evidence at our disposal presupposes the circulation of collec-
tions of epitomised excerpts from the PS. To prove this further, Favi focuses on
the evidence for the ‘multiple’ entries contained in the text of the PS in the Coisli-
nianus. These entries warrant closer attention because they contain similar, and
in some cases nearly identical, information divided into two or more distinct en-
tries; this is all the more remarkable considering that the indirect tradition pro-
vides single, longer entries covering the same material that can be found in multi-
ple entries in the Coislinianus. This evidence has never been studied in detail,
and no convincing explanation has been offered for this situation. As Favi shows,
this situation probably proves that the text contained in the Coislinianus is not
simply an epitome of the PS, as scholars have regularly maintained, but rather
the result of the assembling of material deriving from the collections of previ-
ously epitomised excerpts of the PS that circulated in Byzantine scholarly circles
before the 9th century CE.

After examining the context of production, the original structure, and the tex-
tual transmission of the PS, the final and larger section of this volume offers con-
tributions to the study of the stylistic and linguistic theorisation of the PS. Olga
Tribulato’s paper presents a general survey of the entire stylistic terminology of
the PS. The evidence collected can be divided into three subgroups, the first of
which, consisting of Atticist (i.e. prescriptive) terminology, is less present in the
extant material of the PS than in the Eclogue: this may be due to the different
purposes underlying the two works. A second subgroup, which must have played
a central role in the PS (as shown by the convergences between the direct and the
indirect tradition), consists of ‘general stylistic terminology’, i.e. judgments about
the beauty or vividness of certain expressions. Third comes the terminology that
refers to a specific literary genre, style, or linguistic register. The latter is a com-
posite group, combining terminology which is typical of stylistic descriptions with
labels typical of grammatical or linguistic theory. The second and third sub-
groups, whose sequence resembles that which in ancient rhetorical theory leads
from categories (or virtues) of style (dpetal tii¢ Aé€ewg, genera dicendi) to their
concrete application in types of style (i6éat or yapaktijpeg), require a close com-
parison between Phrynichus’ terminology and that found in other stylistic trea-
tises. In particular, Tribulato focuses on the contemporary theorisation of Hermo-
genes’ On Types of Style. Compared to Hermogenes, Phrynichus’ subdivision of
literature into poetry and prose is both simpler and more traditional, resembling
that found in Aristotle (see Rh. 3.1, 1404a). On the one hand, in the PS there is no
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detailed subdivision of prose: as Tribulato argues, this must be due to the fact
that all the content of the PS is suitable for oratory. On the other hand, the great
attention paid to the derisive style typical of imperial-age sophists, as evidenced
by the frequent occurrence of labels such as daotelog ‘witty’, naiCwv ‘said in jest’,
and okwnTkdg jokingly offensive’, explains Phrynichus’ extensive use of Attic
comedy as a privileged source (something which is reflected in the high number
of comic expressions preserved in the PS). Conversely, tragedy did not receive
much attention per se, although many tragic expressions were commended for
their general effect and their suitability for prose style, as confirmed both by the
number of loci classici that can be identified and by the explicit mentions of trag-
edy in the indirect witnesses. In the last part of her contribution, Tribulato fo-
cuses on the terminology related to register and linguistic varieties. Among such
labels, through which Phrynichus addresses diastratic variants and sociolects,
there is the elusive category of 10 moAitikdv. After analysing the occurrences of
moATikog and cognates in the Eclogue, the PS and other rhetorical treatises, Tri-
bulato concludes that for Phrynichus the moAttikdg ranged from standard usage
to a more dignified mode of expression (in turn marked by the label cepvog).

Giulia Gerbi’s contribution examines the notion of ‘novelty’ (an ambiguous
concept, which can take on both positive and negative overtones) within the
framework of Atticist lexicography and in Phrynichus in particular. She argues
that an interest in novelty sets Phrynichus apart from other Atticists. Such an in-
terest is particularly evident in the PS, where kawvo6tng and related terms have no
chronological meaning. Rather, they highlight the originality and rarity of a given
form or syntagm. This is made clear by the indirect tradition of the PS, where
Kawvdtng is often accompanied by positive evaluative terminology (such as Atti-
K@¢ ‘in the Attic way’ and évapy®g ‘vividly’) and is mostly acknowledged as a
value, marking expressions worthy of praise for their sophistication and effec-
tiveness. As Gerbi notes, several entries of the PS which still preserve the kat-
vétng terminology have no parallel in the Synagoge or in Photius’ lexicon; in
other cases, when a parallel can be found, the evaluative vocabulary is not pre-
served in the indirect tradition. The latter preserves kawdtng and related terms
only in glosses in a: as Gerbi argues, this is due to the major role played by the
third expansion of the Synagoge (essentially confined to a) in preserving the sty-
listic teachings of the PS. Indeed, as the data collected by Gerbi suggest, the com-
piler of £ had access to a version of the PS that was considerably more extensive
than the extant epitome, a conclusion that confirms the general scenario hypoth-
esised by Favi in his contribution.

Both Tribulato’s contribution and Gerbi’s make it clear that a careful analysis
of each individual entry is the sine qua non for reconstructing Phrynichus’ work-
ing methodology with a good degree of certainty. As we also discuss in the last
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section of this Introduction, much work remains to be done on Phrynichus’ use of
comic quotations (an issue complicated by the fact that many of them are or may
be adespota). Andrea Pellettieri’s contribution goes to the heart of this problem
by looking at the abusive expressions collected in the PS. It shows that we should
refrain from regarding every such expression as a comic fragment, since personal
attacks are often found in oratory as well as in other literary genres. Pellettieri
offers an overview (and a first, tentative list) of abusive expressions in the PS and
their possible applications. Focusing on the evaluative terminology used by Phry-
nichus (in particular dotelog and its cognates), he argues that in addition to
highly offensive expressions, the PS includes many witty sayings, some of which
were probably (though not exclusively) suitable for non-derogatory use in the
context of erudite conversation (as we see, e.g., in Athenaeus’ Deipnosophists).
Among such witty sayings, some verbal puns probably remain undetected, as Pel-
lettieri tries to show in the last part of his paper.

Equipped with this background on Phrynichus’ handling of style and witty
expressions, many of which are rare, we move on with Chiara Monaco’s paper
to a detailed analysis of the important presence of prefixed verbs and compounds
in the PS, a typical feature of the koine which became even more productive at
the time of the Second Sophistic. Such forms do not always have an explicit Attic
pedigree — sometimes they even appear to be hapax legomena. Since the PS is
characterised by broader stylistic interests than the Eclogue, Chiara Monaco sug-
gests that some of these rare forms do not necessarily come from loci classici (an
option that can never be easily ruled out, however). Rather, they may be well-
formed terms that Phrynichus approved of, although they are attested only in
later sources (or even in the high-register Greek of Phrynichus’ own time). This
hypothesis is tested on the basis of some case studies, mainly of complex com-
pound verbs in -éw (23 attestations out of the 100 hapax legomena in the PS),
whose productivity is also witnessed by Atticising authors, where hapax legomena
and primum dicta are largely attested (in this regard, Monaco rightly refers to Lu-
cian’s Lexiphanes, which contains many hapax legomena, apparently ridiculing a
practice that was common at the time).

3 Future research perspectives

This volume aims to contribute to a renewed interest in the PS, but much work
remains to be done in several directions. The two most compelling aspects on
which future research must focus are the need for a new critical edition and an
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in-depth study of the linguistic and stylistic teachings of this lexicon, also in rela-
tion to ancient rhetorical theorisation.

A new critical edition (preferably one with a commentary) is urgently needed
to replace de Borries (1911). Apart from obvious things such as updated appara-
tuses for loci similes and loci classici, we also need an updated and more detailed
study of the transmission and circulation of the PS. Besides the introduction in de
Borries’ edition, the inaugural lecture De Phrynicho sophista by Kaibel (1899) re-
mains the only other attempt to reconstruct the history of this lexicon. The contri-
butions by Cavarzeran and Favi in this volume cannot claim to fully satisfy either
of these desiderata, but they do offer some ideas for further progress along this
path. One of the reasons why de Borries’ edition is painfully outdated is that the
new manuscript witness of Photius’ lexicon, discovered only in 1959 in Zavorda
Monastery in Macedonia, was obviously unknown to de Borries (1911). Therefore,
it is high time to make good use of the evidence offered by the ‘new Photius’. Im-
provements are possible in several respects. The following case is an instructive
example:

Phryn. PS 13.1-3: andyngot £¢yévovto 100 amoktelvar onpaivel 10 <andyngot yévovto>
olov 0K fjveykav Pij@ov. <kal anopneladeig 0> Gripog (suppl. et emend. de Borries: cod. 0
Atipwe): xp® mavtayod.

andpneol éyévovto 1ol dnoktelval (‘they voted against putting [someone] to death’): <amd-
Ynoot ¢yévovto> (‘they voted against’) means that they did not cast the vote. <And darno-
YnoLodeig [is] a person who is> dishonoured. Use [it] everywhere.

Harpocr. a 215 (cf. £ a 2043): anmopneifovtar avti 100 katadkalovoty avtdv pr elvat mo-
Altnv Aeivapyog év td Kat’ Apyeotpdatov. kal drmopielowv 6 t0 mpdyua Aéyet Anuocbévng
€v T IIpog EVBouAiSnY épéael.

amopnoeifovrat (‘they disenfranchise’): Dinarchus in Against Archestratus (or. 56 fr. 2 Cono-
mis) [used it] meaning ‘they condemn him not to be a citizen’. Demosthenes in the Against
Eubulides (57.2) also uses aroprioiolg [to indicate] the [corresponding] act.

Lex. Rhet. 201.17-21 (cf. £ a 2042): amopneiodévia: Tov amopneLobévta &v toi Stapneiceat
TV SRUWV, Kal eloayopeVoV €l SIKAOTAPLOV, Kal EEviag KPLVOUEVOVY. Kal €l UEV VIKNOELE,
Katedéyeto eig v moAltelav- el 8¢ pi, wg Eévog émumpdoketo. xal Tolto ékaAelto amo-
Y@Lt

anopnelobévta (‘disenfranchised’): A person against whom a vote is cast in the demes’ elec-
tion and is brought to court and is condemned to exile. And if he won, he was admitted
again into the citizen body. If not, he was sent out as a foreigner. This is called anoyriotg.

Phot. a 2731 (S%): anéhn@ot €yévovto To0 ANoKTEVAL 0lov 00K émiveykay Yieov Tod ATu®-
oat fj arokteval. 00Twg enot dpvviyog.



Introduction (with an appendix on Photius’ Bibliotheca cod. 158) =—— 13

andpnoeot £yévovto o0 anoktelval (‘they voted against putting [someone] to death’): [Mean-
ing] they did not cast a vote to dishonour [someone] or put [someone] to death. Thus says
Phrynichus.

The entry in the epitome deals with andyngot éyévovto 100 dmokteival, meaning
‘they voted against putting [someone] to death’. To make sense of the transmitted
reading 70 dtipwg in the interpretamentum, de Borries restored the participle
amoyneiodeic and emended 70 dtipwg to 6 dtiwog on the basis of the entries in
Harpocration and the Lexeis Rhetorikai. Yet, these two parallel entries show only
a general resemblance to the entry of the epitome: they deal with armoyneifovtat
and anoynolobeig to indicate a person deprived of citizenship. The entry in the
Supplementum Zavordense is a turning point: for it overlaps almost ad verbum
with the entry in the epitome, and it is perfectly clear that it must go back to the
PS (via the Synagoge).

It is therefore preferable to use the Photius entry rather than Harpocration
and the Lexeis Rhetorikai to correct the text of the epitome. Restoring Photius’
<¢m>nveykav and then especially to<0> atipdo<al | drmoktelvar> in the text of the
epitome seems an attractive solution to solve the textual problems. All this consid-
ered, one could restore the entry of the PS as follows:

anoépnoot £yévovto T ATOKTEIVAL onuaivel T0 olov 00K <em>fveykav Yijpov To<d> ATiud-
o<at fj drmoktelvar> xp® mavtayod.

anoéyngot €yévovto Tod dmoktelval (‘they voted against putting [someone] to death’): It
means that they did not cast a vote to dishonour [someone] or put [someone] to death. Use
[it] everywhere.

It is likely that the text on which the epitome of the PS depends was already
marred by mistakes as a result of the incorrect understanding of abbreviations
(such as the final -at in atp@oar) and omissions (such as the absence of anoktel-
vai, which is required by the lemma).

In other cases, the contribution of the new Photius is less significant for cor-
rectly establishing the text of the epitome, but it can still be very useful from
other points of view. For example, in the case of an entry like PS 14.10: avaywyr-
émt mAolov (‘avaywyn: [Used] for a ship’), it is only thanks to the comparison with
Phot. a 1443: avaywyn- ént mhod. Kpativog ‘Qpatg (‘avaywyn: [Used] in reference
to sailing. Cratinus [uses it] in Seasons (fr. 286)’) that we can finally correctly iden-
tify the locus classicus with a fragment from Cratinus: de Borries (1911, ad loc.)
had tentatively, and rather vaguely, suggested ‘Thucyd. IV 29, alias’.

Cases of this kind will be especially important for any future discussion of
the canon of Musterautoren followed in the PS. Indeed, the identification of the
Classical sources and the understanding of how Phrynichus manipulated them is
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one of the areas where more extensive research is needed and is likely to im-
prove our knowledge of the PS. In order to fully understand the Atticist doctrines
underlying this lexicon, it is essential to have a complete coverage of the loci clas-
sici. While some of the ascriptions already made by de Borries will remain un-
challenged, in other cases much work remains to be done, not only at the level of
the identification of the sources. For example, a full appraisal of the presence of
tragedy in the PS is a worthwhile enterprise in many respects. Tragedy is rarely
quoted overtly in the PS (see Tribulato in this volume), but it was certainly a ref-
erence point for Phrynichus, more so than in the Eclogue. Explaining this differ-
ent approach to tragedy will also shed light on the aim of the PS vis-a-vis the
more narrowly focused Eclogue, and it will also help to situate the PS in relation
to the role of tragedy in other Atticist lexica.

Besides tragedy, comic sources are pervasive in the PS. Although there have
been recent attempts to explain how the comic canon worked in the PS (see Tri-
bulato 2024), other aspects still require closer investigation. One that stands out is
the question of comic adespota (see also Pellettieri in this volume). At least since
Kock’s edition of the comic fragments, it has been customary to identify as comic
adespota many entries of the PS with a seemingly comic content and for which
any other attribution is lacking. This practice has continued in later editions of
comic fragments up to Kassel, Austin (PCG vol. 8), who, however, are keenly
aware that such attributions remain tentative at best; indeed, other options (e.g.
oratory) should also be weighed. As part of a wider reconsideration of the Classi-
cal sources of the PS, a renewed examination of these (alleged) comic adespota
will allow us to reach more informed conclusions as concerns the attribution of
these texts and their function as part of rhetorical training.

Understanding the function and features of the canon that Phrynichus chose
to adopt is not enough to provide a historical contextualisation of the PS. Given
that the PS was intended to instruct aspiring sophists, it is also essential to investi-
gate how it stands in relation to the ancient rhetorical tradition (an issue that is
only addressed in a preliminary way in Olga Tribulato’s chapter in this volume).
This means exploring the points of contact with other literary products of the Sec-
ond Sophistic, which in so many cases share the same or similar interests as Phry-
nichus. But it also requires a closer study of the stylistic principles that Phryni-
chus sets out in this lexicon in the context of ancient rhetoric and stylistics. This
is the aspect in which the PS stands out the most from other Atticist and Atticist-
oriented lexica, with the important exception of Pollux’s Onomasticon. Although
the lamentable state of preservation of the PS, in both the direct and indirect tra-
dition, has often resulted in the epitomisation of Phrynichus’ stylistic remarks,
nonetheless what survives warrants attention. Ancient stylistic terminology may
not be used consistently in different sources, but a comparative study can help us
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to place the PS in the context of the rhetorical and literary studies of its time. In
this regard, some entries of the PS touch on cultural-historical subjects, such as
music, Athenian institutions, etc. These subjects also attracted the interest of an-
cient rhetorical lexica, and it will be fruitful to see how the PS stands in relation
to these similar, yet also very different, ancient scholarly sources.

That being said, we should not be too quick to dismiss the interest of the PS
as an Atticist lexicon. A new annotated edition of the PS will make it possible to
provide a full account of its linguistic prescriptions, which may shed light on the
P§’s contribution to the Atticist debate of the time. Among other things, it will be
crucial to examine the extent to which the teachings presented in the PS may dif-
fer from those of the Eclogue, and what this may indicate in terms of the different
approaches of the two lexica. Furthermore, compared to the general brevity of
the entries in the Atticist lexica, the entries in the PS occasionally indulge in ety-
mological and morphological explanations, including comparisons with dialects
other than Attic. Owing to the relatively early chronology of the PS, it will be use-
ful to place the linguistic teachings quoted by Phrynichus in the context of ancient
grammatical and dialectological studies.

Appendix: Photius’ Bibliotheca on the PS, cod.
158.100a.33-101b.31

This new translation is based on that of Wilson (1994, 138-41). In the footnotes,
we discuss the most difficult interpretative points.

[100a.33] aveyvwaobn ®puvixov Apafiov coQLOTIKG TApPAOoKELiG AdyoL AG. EGTL
8¢ 10 BLBAlov Aé€ewv Te cuvaywyn kal Adywv KoUUaTIK®Y, Eviwvy 68 kal ei¢ kOAA
TOPATELVOUEVWY TOV XAPLEVTWE TE Kol KAVOTIPEN®G elpnUéVWY TE Kal GUVTETAY-
HEVLV.

I have read thirty-six books of the Sophistic Preparation by Phrynichus the Arab. The work
is a collection of words and short expressions, some as long as sentences, formulated and
arranged in graceful and original ways.

TOAAA 8¢ aUTOV €oTL Kal €v Tff EAAaSiov Tdv Aégewv eVpelV GUANOYT], AN EKeT uév
Steonappéva év @ mAnOeL Thg [100a.40] cuvaywyiig, évtadba 8¢ 6pod ta Toladta
ouvnypéva, énel kat ®puvixw pev ta toladta cvvayayelv yéyove okomog, EAAG-
81og 8¢ Aéelg abpoilwv amAdg, kal €l [100b.1] Tt TV ToVTWV GUVETAEE, TR
KO A0yw TdV Aé€ewv Kal TadTa CLUUTEPLENPWCG EVaTTEBETO. KATA oTOLYETOV &€
kat adtn 1} suvaywyn.
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Many of these (i.e. ‘words and expressions, some as long as sentences, phrased and ex-
pressed in graceful and original ways’) are also to be found in the collection of Lexeis by
Helladius, but there they are scattered throughout the collection in [all its] extension,
whereas here such [materials] are brought together because Phrynichus’ aim was to collect
such [forms]. Helladius, instead, simply amassed words, and when he put together any of
such [words and expressions], he inserted and arranged them according to the general orga-
nisation of the lemmas." This collection too is alphabetical.

fikpace 8¢ 6 avip év 1oig xpovolg Mdapkov Ba[100b.5]lcinéwg Pwpaiwv kal Tod
ado¢ avtod Koupddov, mpog 6v kal Tiv anapynv 100 cuvTAypatog moleital £mt-
ypaowv: ‘Kopuodw Kaiocapt ®piviyog yaipelv’. dAld Koppodw T0 BLpAiov
TPOCYWV@®V, Kakelvw mpootplafopevog, kal mapaiveostv @liopabiog katatt-
Béuevog, [100b.10] kai é€aipwv ¢ A6yw TO PLPAioV, &V olg Aéyel AT adTd uéypt
700 TOTE KapoD ouvteTdyBal Adyouvg, olg Kal avabéabal Aéyel @) PactAel, emay-
yéMeTat kat GAAoug To600TOVG PLAoTovicacbal Tii¢ (wiig avTOV 0VK AroALuma-
vouong. NUELS 8¢, wg Epnuev, €€ kal tplakovta povoug [100b.15] avéyvwpev, amo
700 o meprapPfavovtag péypt 100 w.

This author flourished in the time of the Roman emperor Marcus and his son Commodus, to
whom he also offers the first fruits of the work by writing the dedication ‘Phrynichus to
Commodus Caesar, greetings’. He addresses the work to Commodus and writes a preface to
him, with an exhortation to be studious and a boast about his book. He says that he has
written thirty-seven books so far, which he states he has dedicated to the emperor, and
promises to compose an equal number in the future, if life does not fail him. We have only
read thirty-six, as we said, which include entries from alpha to omega.

AN el xal 1@ PacAel gnot ToLg Adyoug dvabeival, 6pwg Stagdpolg avTolg
@aiveTal mPOOTEPWVNKWE. aVTiKA TOV TPOTOV aOTOV TODTOV AOY0V ApPLOTOKAEL
TWL ypagel, maudtav tva tfj yevebAiw quépa 100 Aploto[100bh.20]kAéovg GpuoT-
TOUOAV QLAOTIUOVUEVOG YEVESOHUL TV YPAQNV Kal CLUUTALGTNV VTTAPYELY AVTOV.

13 According to our interpretation, the three instances of Tolo0tog (té Toladta cuvnyuéva, T
tolafta ouvayayely, el TL T@V ToloUTwY cuvétage) must refer back to moAla 8¢ avt®v, which in
turn indicates the ‘words and short expressions, some as long as phrases, formulated and ar-
ranged in graceful and original ways’ which are mentioned in the first section of Photius’ sum-
mary as the defining characteristic of the PS. Other translators instead take the three instances
of tolo¥tog to indicate similar expressions — cf. Wilson (1992, 253-4): ‘poiché la sua intenzione e
stata appunto quella di accorpare gli esempi affini [. . .] nel caso che abbia incluso delle espres-
sioni fra loro simili’; Wilson (1994, 139): ‘whereas here it is brought together because Phrynichus’
aim was a collection of this kind [. . .] when he assembles similar expressions’; M. Losacco in
Bianchi, Schiano (2019, 181): ‘qui, invece, le espressioni consimili sono raggruppate insieme,
perché l'obiettivo di Frinico é di raggruppare le espressioni consimili [. . .] 1a dove eventual-
mente inserisce espressioni tra loro simili’.
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woaUTwg 8¢ kal Tov Sevtepov Adyov avT® TPocPwVel Kal 61 kKal Tov TpiTov. TOV
8¢ Tétaptov TovAlav® TvL cupmoAity kal PiAw TPocEwVEL, Kal gnowv 6Tt AploTo-
KAEL pév €€ ap[100b.25]yfic Wploto 1] mpayuateia mpooelpijobal, Emel 8¢ éxelvog
Baock® Soypatt Tig €v Pwun peyding BovAig £yéveto kKowvwvdg, Toltov avt
éxeilvou xai eidov xal ovvovslaoTv eV KaA®v Aafelv, kal avT@ kal KpLTh Kal
EMyvwpovL xpiioBal T@v ouyypagopévuv.

But even if he says that he dedicates the books to the emperor, nonetheless he ostensibly
offers them to various people. For instance, the very first book is addressed to one Aris-
tocles, with the claim that it will furnish suitable amusement for Aristocles’ birthday and
that it will be a play-fellow [of his]. Similarly, he dedicates Book 2 and even Book 3 to him.
The fourth he offers to his fellow-citizen and friend Julian and says that the book had origi-
nally been planned to be dedicated to Aristocles; but when Julian became a member of the
great senate in Rome by imperial decree, [the author says that] he chose him instead of Aris-
tocles both as a friend and to share in noble [pursuits and decided to] avail himself of him
both as a judge and as an arbiter of his writings.

aAX’ oUtwg [100b.30] einwv kal Vooyduevog, TOV TMEUNTOV Huwg Adyov Mnvo-
Swpw Twi @iy Te Kal mematSevpévy avdpl TpocPwvel, 6¢ Kal aitiav émjveykev
avT® 100 év8e®q eipfioBat T0 PO TOVTOL TEPL Kploews OvoudaTwY TPOPANUa- EmL-
T4Eavtog 8¢ Mnvodwpou Aéyel TOv Adyov cuvtdat[100b.35]tewv, Votepijoatl 8¢, 6Tt
Tpla voorjuata avtd CUUTEGETV GUVERN, TV COVTPOEOV TH YpQ aTpayyouvpiav,
Kal SLWAVYLOV Tva Kal pakpav Qpevity, kal 81 yaoTtpog aipatog pooty, kal €Tt
8¢ kal étepa mAgloTa TOV AppwOTNUATWY: €V UEVTOL TV VOONUATWY AITAAAAYELG
[100b.40] émBLwn, kai 0 vOv émitaypa &g mépag ayayeiv mioyveltal, kat el Tt
@iAA0 TtpoatdtTol @LokaAiag e kal moAvpabiog kal kavdTnTog ExOUevov.

Yet, despite a declaration and a promise of this kind, he dedicates Book 5 to one Menodorus,
a friend and highly cultured man who also criticised him (i.e. Phrynichus) for having inade-
quately dealt with the problem of vocabulary choice earlier. He says that he is writing the
book at Menodorus’ request, but is late because has been afflicted by three illnesses, the
strangury that afflicts the elderly, a long and serious cerebral inflammation, and gastric
bleeding, and a great many other infirmities; but should he recover from illness and live on,
he promises to complete the present commission or any other which requires literary taste,
learning, and originality.

AN kal Tov €ktov [101a.1] Adyov Tij¢ 0OQLOTIKIG TAUTNG TAPACKELHG GAAW TVL
ndAwv Tifepivw mpoocwvel. val 81 kal Tov EBdopov £Tépw Mnvooiiw, Ov kai enaot
natdelag eig dkpov fkovta kal prioelg 6AokApoug mpog Tag dmodeitelg ouv
[101a.5]tedovoag 100 €kTov AdYOUL T 0OQLOTIKIG TapaokeLiig mapabeival, Kal
TPOTPEMELY Kal aVTOV €l TAEloToV TavTag aBpoilelv TOIg CUYYPAUUAGL.
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But he dedicates Book 6 of this Sophistic Preparation to a certain Tiberinus, and Book 7 to
another [dedicatee], Menophilus, who, he says, having reached the pinnacle of learning, fur-
nished him with whole passages in support of the points being proved in Book 6 of the So-
phistic Preparation and encouraged him to collect these as amply as possible in his books.

70V pévrol 6ySoov mdAy TovAtav® avatiBnot, kal aiteltal avTov, el Tt dteddq ei-
pnrtat dte 81 kal petd vooov ypagovtt, tadta [101a.10] Stabelvat mpog Stopbwaotv.
7oV 8¢ évatov Poupivw, packwv aitiov pev 1ol andpEacbal tiig ouyypagii Aplo-
ToKAEd yevéaBal, ToT 8¢ Emi mépag EABETV avTov G€lov €oeabal, OTL EVTUXWVY TOTG
YEYPUUUEVOLS TO TE XPNOLUOV CLVISETY E0)E Kal EMALVETELE TOV TTOVOV. TOV O¢ §¢-
katov [101a.15] maAw énavaotpagelg Tpog ApLOTOKAEN GUVTATTEL.

Yet, Book 8 he once again dedicates to Julian, with the request that if any part of it is incom-
plete because the author wrote during his convalescence, he should prepare it for correc-
tion. Book 9 [he offers] to Rufinus, with the statement that Aristocles was responsible for
initiating the enterprise, but that he will be credited with its completion, since, having come
across the text, he was able to appreciate its value and would speak favourably of it. But
retracing his steps, he compiles Book 10 for Aristocles.
0 8¢ £oekiic Mnvoswpw TPOCTIEEWVNTAL TAALY, £V @ Kal ApLoTeiou Toig AdyoLg
(®G pnow) évtuywv apti, T0Te axudfovTog, moALY 10D av8pog Emalvov moLeital,
Kal Mapkiavov @naot, Tov KpLTikov cuyypagéa, Uiepopdv pev [101a.20] IAdtwvog
kal AnpoaBévoug, tag 8¢ Bpovtov t00 Ttarol €moToAdg TPOKPIVELY KAl Kavova
TG &V AOyw APETiig amogaivew. Tabta 8¢ 00TAg Pnotv oLyl THV TolavTnV Kpiow
amobeyduevog, AN’ eig T0 ) Bavudlewv €l Tiveg kai Thg Aploteidov 8§6¢ng eAdT-
Tova Tov avépa [101a.25] vouifovaoy, obtw kA€oug 0D €v AdyoLg €ig dkpov €Ad-
cavta: fjpato yap 6 @B6vog LT éviwv meumopevog kal Aplateidov, womep xai
AWV TOAAGOV TtaLdelg SleveykdvTwy.

The next book is again dedicated to Menodorus. In it he claims to have recently read the
speeches of Aristides, who was then in his prime, and composes a great eulogy of him. He
says that the literary critic Marcianus thought very little of Plato and Demosthenes and put
[before them] the letters of the Italian Brutus, whom he declared to be a model of fine prose
style. He reports this not because he accepts such a judgement, but so that [readers] will not
be surprised if some should regard him (i.e. Brutus), who had reached such a high point of
literary distinction, as inferior to the famous Aristides;"* indeed, the jealousy of certain per-
sons reached Aristides too, as it reached many other distinguished authors.

14 In this passage we retain the transmitted text, in agreement with Henry (1960, 117) and
M. Losacco in Bianchi, Schiano (2019, 183; 10501 n. 25), whose interpretation we find convincing.
The translation by Wilson (1994, 140 and 141 n. 5; see also Wilson 1992, 256 and n. 4), ‘this judge-
ment is reported not because he accepts it, but so that readers shall not be surprised at a judge-
ment which values Brutus as not inferior to Aristides, even though the latter had achieved the
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AN 6 pev evbékatog Mnvodwpw emumepuvntal, TV 8¢ €Qetiig, tva un kol nuelg
Kat ékelvov moAvdoyiag ai[101a.30]tiav AdBoiuev, 6 yev Pryive 6 8¢ maAwv Aplo-
TOKAEL, O 8¢ BaoAeidn @ Mnoiw co@latii mpooe@wvidn: &v 6 enov avtika ol
avaxuyat tig vooou moujoachat Ty mpog avTov ypaeny, Kal aiteltal Thv St v
vooov (wg eikog) avTt® &év T ypaupatt mapacearévtwv [101a.35] émbelvat v
S816pOwatv. ol 8¢ Aoumol cvpnavteg Adyol, odg NUelg avéyvwpev, T® Mnvoeiiw
TEAY péypl 00 w aveTédnoav.

Book 11 is dedicated to Menodorus; of the remainder, in order for me to avoid the accusa-
tion of prolixity levelled against him (i.e. Phrynichus), one was dedicated to Rheginus, one
again to Aristocles, one to the sophist Basilides of Miletus. In this, he says that he wrote the
text for him immediately after his recovery from illness and asks for the correction of the
mistakes which (unsurprisingly) were made in the book as a result of the illness. All the
remaining books which we have read are again dedicated to Menophilus, up to omega.

¥priowov 8¢ dnAovott 10 BLBAiov Tolg Te oUYYPAPELY Kal PnTopeVEY EBEA0VOLY.
avtog 8¢ Stakpi[101a.40]vecBal oL Tag ovvelleyuévag avT@® Pwvag ToiTov
[101b.1] OV TpoMOV- TAG UEV YAP AVOTGOV PriTopoLy anodeddobal, Tag 8¢ Tolg ouy-
ypaopoval, tag 8¢ cuvovaialg papuolewv, éviag 6¢ xal eig Tdg okwmTIKAG VTd-
yeabat AaALdg, 1j Kat €ig To0g EpWTIKOVS EKPEPeaBal TPOTOUG.

The work is obviously useful to aspiring writers and orators. He (i.e. Phrynichus) says that
the forms collected by him are arranged in this way: some are destined to rhetoricians,
some to prose writers, some are suitable for conversation; some are delivered also for scop-
tic talks or are used in varieties [of literature] that have a love theme.

eiAtkpvotc [101b.5] 8¢ xal kaBapoT kal dtTikol Adyov kavévag kai otadudg kal
napddetypd pnowv dplotov MAdtwvd te Kal AnpoaBévny peta 100 pnropkod Tev
évvéa yopoT, O@ouvkudidnv Te kal Zevop®dvta Kal Aioyivnv Tov Avcaviov Tov Zw-
Kpatkov, Kpitiav te Tov Kaddaioypov kat Av[101b.10]tio8évnv petd T@V yvn-
olwv avTod §vo Adywv, Tol ept Kopou kal tod nept Odvaaoeiag, T@V pévtol Kwuw-
86V Aploto@dvny peth tod oikeiov, &v oilg atTikifovat, xopol, Kai TAV TPayK®dY

highest literary distinction’, presupposes the addition in <obx> éAdttova and the correction of
¢Adoavta into éddoavtog, which makes the participles agree with Aristocles. Nogara (1991, 111
n. 7) translates ‘dice cio non perché accetti tale giudizio, ma (per far intendere) che non si stu-
pisce se alcuni ritengono inferiore alla sua fama un personaggio come Aristide, che pure ha rag-
giunto il vertice della gloria nell’eloquenza’, which also presupposes the correction of ¢éxdcavta
to éxdoavtog so that the participle may refer to Aristides.

15 Wilson (1994, 140) writes: ‘adapted to the language of lovers’ (similarly Henry 1960, 118). A
different translation, closer to the one adopted here, is given by Wilson (1992, 257): ‘si addicono
alle composizioni di argomento amoroso’. M. Losacco in Bianchi, Schiano (2019, 183) chooses a
more interpretative solution: ‘confacenti [. . .] al romanzo’.
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AloyVAov TOV peEyoAo@wVOTATOV Kal LOQOKAEN TOV YAUKUV Kal T0v mdvoogov Ev
[101b.15]pumtidnyv.

He makes Plato and Demosthenes the canon and measure and model example of genuine
and pure Attic speech, along with the group of the nine orators, Thucydides, Xenophon, Ae-
schines Socraticus the son of Lysanias, Critias the son of Kallaeschrus, and Antisthenes, with
his two genuine writings, On Cyrus and On the Odyssey; among the comic writers he lists
Aristophanes, with his colleagues, as long as they use good Attic; and among the tragedians
the magniloquent Aeschylus, the charming Sophocles, and the wise Euripides.

TOUTOUG TTPOKPIVWY TAV GAAWY AITAVTWY Kal pnTopwv Kal cuyypapéwv Kal moun-
TV €€ aLTOV MAALY TPOTATTEL 006 GV (PNoLv) 0v8’ avTog 6 MGYOG Katapéuatro,
008’ &l T1g Saipwv 6 puboroyoluevog Kwpukaiog ei émeyyavol, yalprioelev: obTol
& elol TTAA[101b.20]twv kal AnpocBévng kal 6 to0 Aveaviov Alcyivng 8 apetiv
TOV ENTA SLaAGYwV, & Kal A@atpoVPEVOL TLVEG TV GLUYYPARUATWY ZWKPATEL TPOC-
VEUOUOLY. AN €V TOGOVTW TIEPL TOUTWV.

Preferring these to all others, both orators and writers and poets, he selects from them
again those whom, he says, not even Momus’ criticism would find fault with, and not even a
daemon, the mythological [one] of Corycus, would delight to pull faces at: these are Plato,
Demosthenes, and Aeschines son of Lysanias on account of his seven excellent dialogues,
which some count out of his writings and attribute to Socrates. But that [is enough] on this
subject.

€aTL 8¢ 0 ouyypagevg, &l T1g moAvpabéatarog, A [101b.25] Awg 8¢ AdAog kal mepLt-
760G Kal ydp Kol Tadtnv v npaypateiav, uetd 1ol undev tdv avaykaiwv mapaat-
mely, &vov pnd’ eig méuntov uépog ol 6Aov cuyypduuatog dnaptical, avTog
dxatporoy®v eig mAfBog EEéteve SUoypnoTov, Kal karoD kal wpaiov Adyov VANV
[101b.30] GAolg cuvabpoilwv, abTOg oL Alav TOLOUTW TEPL AVTEV ATTAYYEAAWY
éyprioaro.

The writer, insofar as [he is] more learned than anyone else, is also verbose and diffuse.
And indeed, without losing anything essential, less than one fifth of the whole book could
perfectly accommodate this material. He (i.e. Phrynichus) extended it to an unhelpful length
because of ill-timed talking and, although he collects for others the material for a fine and
elegant style, he himself, although he advises [others] on such [matters], does not much use
such [a manner of expression].
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Ewen Bowie
Phrynichus’ Praeparatio sophistica
and Eclogue: Logic and chronology

1 Introduction: Alphabetisation in Phrynichus
and Moeris

The origin of this paper was a desire to determine the readership of Phrynichus’
Eclogue and to try to explain why it apparently eschewed the helpful principle of
alphabetisation that had become standard in many areas of listing, and, of partic-
ular relevance, was perhaps used by Phrynichus himself for his Praeparatio so-
phistica (henceforth PS), by Aelius Dionysius and by Pausanias the Atticist before
Phrynichus, and then by Moeris after him." An attempt to answer this question
led me to investigate the relative and absolute chronology of the Eclogue and the
PS. In what follows I examine the evidence for Phrynichus’ origin, which I tenta-
tively conclude to be Bithynia, and for the dates of publication of the Eclogue
(probably the later 170s or even 180 CE) and of the PS. I argue that Photius’ report
of the dedications of individual books of PS (down to Book 15) allows the tentative
conclusion that they were composed and published in years running from the
later 120s to ca. 150 CE, while examination of several lemmas, above all those in
Eclogue Book 2 where Phrynichus rejects the authority of Menander with increas-
ing vehemence, corroborates the priority of PS to the Eclogue. I conclude that the
version of the PS read by Photius was one which brought together all its books
(which on their first publication had been dedicated to individuals, some very
prominent) in a single edition dedicated to Commodus, probably in the mid-170s.

1 A preliminary version of this paper was delivered to a workshop on ‘The logic of lists’ held at
the Center for Hellenic Studies, Washington DC in January 2018. Versions were also delivered to
the Venice PURA workshop (by Zoom) in September 2022; as the annual lecture of the Corpus
Christi College Centre for the Study of Greek and Roman Antiquity in May 2023; and to a seminar
in the University of Edinburgh in November 2023. I am grateful for helpful comments by mem-
bers of my audiences on all these occasions, and especially grateful for many improvements sug-
gested by the editors of this volume.

3 Open Access. © 2025 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111580319-002
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2 Phrynichus: Origins and location

Reconstructing the life of Phrynichus is not easy.? Even his native region, to
which he irritatingly refers once by the unspecific term fuedani, ‘my country’
(Ecl 348), is uncertain. The Suda (¢ 764) makes him Bithynian:

®pvvIY0g, BOUVEG, 60@LoTAG. TATTIKIOTY DI ATTIKGV 6vopdtwy PpAia B2 TiBepévwy cuv-
aywynv, ZoeLoTikig mapaokeviig BLBAla ul, ot 8¢ 08'.

Phrynichus, Bithynian, a sophist. tAtticist.t Two books of Attic Words, a Collection of Ac-
cepted Terms, forty-seven books (some say seventy-four) of Sophistic Preparation.*

Photius, on the other hand, and the manuscript that preserves the epitome of the
PS, cod. Par. Coisl. 345, both call him Arabius (ApdBog). Thus at the beginning of
his summary Photius writes (Bibl. cod. 158.100a.34-8):

aveyvwaobn ®puviyov Apafiov 0oQLOTIKIG TaPAOKELHG AdyoL AG'. €0Tt 8¢ TO BLPAlov AéEewv
T€ GLVAYWYN KAl AOYWY KOPUATIKGV, éviwy 8¢ Kal €i¢ KHAN TAPATELVOUEVWY TRV XAPLEVTWG
T€ KAl KAVOTPEN®G elpUEVWV TE KAl CUVTETAYUEVWV.

I read thirty-six books of Phrynichus Arabius’ Sophistic Preparation. The book is a collection
of words and short expressions, some extending to phrases, gracefully and originally ex-
pressed and arranged.

Phrynichus can hardly be both Arabian and Bithynian,” nor does it seem to me,
as thought by Schamp and the writers of the 1940 Pauly article, that Arabius is
likely to be a nickname.® Jones put forward the possibility that ‘Phrynichos came
from somewhere in the Near East populated by ‘Arabs’ in the ancient sense (not
necessarily the province of Arabia) and later settled in Bithynia, not at all an un-
likely progression’.” This is not impossible, but it should be noted that Phrynichus’
works as transmitted betray no trace of personal connections with the Levant. It
has not been pointed out, however, that Arabius is found as a name at Nicomedia
in Bithynia in an inscription tentatively dated to the 2nd century CE.> We may

2 For the evidence see PIR? P 398.

3 The phrase Attik@®v 6vopdtwv BLpAia B’ must refer to the Eclogue, and what preceded it may
have been Attikiotig. €moinoe, which was somehow corrupted to Attikiotiv U, I am grateful
to an anonymous reviewer for this suggestion.

4 All translations by the Author unless otherwise stated.

5 Pace Swain (1996, 54).

6 Strout, French (1940); Schamp (1987, 210).

7 Jones (2008, 256).

8 TAM 4,1.181.1: . . .JApaBiog 6 Belog pov k€ MI. . . (. . .] Arabios my uncle, and [. . .)).
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also note from Bithynion-Claudiopolis a M. Ulpius Arabianus who has a son
M. Ulpius Domitius Aristaeus Arabianus, suggesting the presence at some point in
that city of a family with the gentilicium Arabius.’ Phrynichus might have belonged
to this family, and Arabius could have been part of his name, not an ethnic.

It is equally uncertain where Phrynichus lived when writing. As I have re-
cently suggested,'® some support for his spending some of his adult life in Bithy-
nia may be found in an entry in the Eclogue:

Phryn. Ecl. 238: BdknAog auaptavousty ot Tdttovteg To0T0 Katd 100 PAAKOG. onuaivel yap 6
BaxnAog Tov amoteTunuévov T aidola, 6v BiBuvoi te kai Actavol TdArov kaAoDowv. Aéye 0OV
BAGE kal PAakKOV G ot dpyaiot.

BéxnAog: Those who apply this to the BAGE (‘fool’) are wrong: for BaxnAog refers to a man
whose genitals have been cut off, whom Bithynians and Asians call a TdA\Aog (‘Gallus’). So
say PAGE and BAaxikov like the ancients.

Many Greek writers might have enough knowledge of provincia Asia to point out
the use of the I'dA\og there, but fewer had first-hand knowledge of Bithynia.
Taken together, the evidence of the Suda and of Ecl. 238 indicate that Phrynichus’
origins were in Bithynia, and that wherever he was active in his adult life he re-
tained connections with that province.™

3 The chronology of the PS

Phrynichus referred to his completion of thirty-six (or thirty-seven) books in a
preface addressed to Commodus in which he dedicated the entire work to him,
and which began, according to Photius, Koupodw Kaicapt ®piviyog yaipewv
(‘Phrynichus to Commodus Caesar, greetings’). I quote the passage of Photius
in full:

Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.100b.3-14: fikpaoe 8¢ 6 avip €v Toig xpovolg Mdpkov Baoéwg Pwpaiwy
kal 700 Tadog avtot Koupddov, mpog 6v kal TV amapynv T00 GUVTAYUAToS TTOLETTaL EMLypd-
Qwv- ‘Koupodw Katoapt @pvixog xaipey’. A Koppodw 10 BLPAlov mpoopwvidv, kakeivy
mpootpLagopevog, kal mapaivesty @liopabiag katatBépevog, kal gaipwv @ Adyw 0 BL-
BAiov, &v olg Aéyel AT adT® péxpt Tod TOTE Kol ouvteTdyBal Adyous, 0bg kai avabéobat

9 IGR 1.933, cf. Halfmann (1979, 205 no. 148).

10 Bowie (2022a, 82).

11 Jones (2008, 260) suggests that Iulianus, dedicatee of PS Book 4, was also perhaps Bithynian,
but this depends on his interpretation of the phrase ‘friend and fellow-citizen’ (Phot. Bibl. cod.
158.100b.22) which seems to me mistaken: see below with n. 26.
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Aéyel 10 Baolel, EmayyéMeTal kal dAAoug TooouToug PLronoviicasdat Tig {wijg adTOV 0vK
amoAwumavovong. UELS 8¢, GG Epnuev, £€ kal TpLdkovTa pdvoug avéyvwuey, amod Tod a mepl-
AauBdavovtag uéxpt Tod w.

The man flourished in the time of the Roman emperor Marcus and his son Commodus, to
whom he makes the work’s dedication, writing at its head ‘Phrynichus to Commodus Caesar,
greetings’. Dedicating the book to Commodus and addressing a preface to him, with an exhor-
tation to study, and praising his book, saying he has so far written thirty-seven books, which
he states he has dedicated to the emperor, he promises to devote his future labours to an
equal number, if he lives. We, as we said, read only thirty-six, comprising terms from o to w.

Since in this preface Phrynichus specifies the total number of books (adding a
threat to write as many more if his lifespan permitted!), and since single books
were dedicated to several individuals, but no numbered book was dedicated to
Commodus, it is right to conclude — as did Kaibel (1899), Avotins (1978), and Swain
(1996) — that in the first instance the thirty-six were published serially one by one,
and that only after all thirty-six had been finished was the whole sequence dedi-
cated — and presumably a presentation copy sent — to Commodus Caesar. It is pos-
sible that the discrepancy between the thirty-six books read by Photius and the
thirty-seven he says were claimed by Phrynichus is to be explained by the latter
figure including a prefatory book which amounted to little more than an ex-
tended dedication.’ Some have thought that this dedication cannot have hap-
pened before Commodus became co-ruler in 177 CE, though he had held the title
of Caesar since 166 CE. Jones, on the other hand, emphasising that the dedication
quoted by Photius describes Commodus as Kaloap, ‘Caesar’, not ‘Augustus’, and
that his remark about encouraging the love of learning better suits ‘a young
prince’, prefers a date in the mid-170s, when Commodus (born 161 CE) would be
in his early teens.” This may be the right solution. I shall return to the question
of this consolidated edition.

First, however, I ask when Phrynichus embarked on this onerous task, and
how long the composition of the thirty-six books took him. We are told by Photius
that the first book was dedicated, as a birthday present, to Aristocles of Per-
gamum:

12 Compare Phrynichus’ preface to the Eclogue, Pollux’ preface to his Onomasticon, and earlier
Aelianus Tacticus’ prefatory letter to Trajan.

13 Jones (2008, 257). But Jones does not make it clear how he sees what he calls ‘this prefatory
book’ as relating to the publication of the thirty-six that it implies were already in existence: the
‘some kind of first edition’ to which Jones refers could take several forms, one of which is argued
for in this paper.
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Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.100b.15-20: AN’ €l kal T@ BacAel Pnat Tovg Adyoug avabelval, GUWE
SLaQopoLg avToLg PAIVETAL TPOCTIEYWVNKWG. AUTKA TOV TPATOV avTOV TOUTOV Adyov Aplo-
TOKAEL TWL ypdoel, madlav tva T yevebiiw niuépa to0 AploTokAéovg appdTTrovoav
@L0TIHOVUEVOG YevEaBatL TV ypagnv kal suunatotny Ldpyely avToVv.

But even if he says he dedicated the books to the emperor, yet he has clearly addressed
them to various people. Thus, the very first book he writes for one Aristocles, declaring the
aspiration that the writing may be some sort of suitable amusement for his birthday, and
that he may enjoy playing the game with him.

Ti. Claudius Aristocles became a distinguished sophist and is given third place in
the second book of Philostratus’ Lives."* According to Philostratus he had been a
regular attender at Herodes’ ex tempore performances in Rome (which does not
mean he took lessons in rhetoric from him) and Herodes’ example had played a
part in converting Aristocles from an austere and unkempt philosopher — or per-
haps simply an unworldly philosophy student — to a flamboyant and fun-loving
sophist. It must also have contributed to his Attic style, for which Philostratus of-
fers faint praise (‘not as powerful as Herodes’).”> Aristocles was adlected to the
Roman senate by a decision of an emperor after Phrynichus had already dedi-
cated to him the first three books of the PS, an elevation taken by Phrynichus as a
reason for dedicating Book 4 not to him but to a Iulianus who (Photius says) was
a agupmoAitng (‘fellow-citizen’):

Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.100b.20-8: woavTwg 8¢ kal Tov 8eVTEPOV AGYOV AVTH TPOCTPWVEL Kal 81
Kal TOV TpLToV. TOV 8¢ TETapToV TovAlavd TIVL GLUTTOALTH Kal @iAw TPOCYWVET, Kai enaotv §Tu
ApLOTOKAET pév €€ apyiic GpLato N mpaypateia mpoaoelpijodat, £mel 8¢ ékelvog Baclkd 86y-
patt g v Popn peyaang BovAiig éyéveto kovwvag, Todtov avt ékelvou kal eilov Kal ouv-
0LOLAOTAV TV KAAGY AaBelv, kal abTd Kal KpLTf Kal Emtyvwpovt xpiicbal tdv ovyypa-
(QOUEVWV.

Likewise Book 2 and indeed Book 3 are also dedicated to him (Aristocles). The fourth he
dedicates to his fellow-citizen and friend Iulianus, and says that originally it was destined to
have been dedicated to Aristocles, but when he became a member of the great senate in
Rome by imperial decree, he took him (Iulianus) as a friend and a companion in noble pur-
suits instead of him (Aristocles), and used him as a judge and arbiter of his writings.

By the end of his life, when according to Philostratus he was entering old age and
his hair was just turning grey,'® Aristocles had been appointed consul suffectus, a
statement confirmed by an inscription found at Olympia on a base that once bore

14 On Aristocles see Halfmann (1979, no. 121); Puech (2002, 140); PIR* C 789. Jones (2008, 258) en-
dorses this identification.

15 Philostr. VS 2.3.568.

16 Philostr. VS 2.3.568.



28 —— Ewen Bowie

an honorific statue: Khavdlov | AptotoxAéa | pntolpal | vmatikdév (‘Claudius |
Aristocles | rhetor | consular’).'’ It is tempting to think that the dedication of
Books 10 and 13 to Aristocles was not simply a random and unexplained return
by Phrynichus to his first dedicatee (‘Dear Aristocles, you have not been much in
my thoughts of late, but it occurs to me . . .’) but actually marked Aristocles’ ap-
pointment to high office: e.g. Book 10 might mark his appointment to the praetor-
ship, Book 13 his elevation to the suffect consulate.

Some version of the chronology argued for by Avotins (1978) and favoured by
Puech (2002) seems probable. Aristocles will have been born around 105 CE, per-
haps earlier, and will have heard Herodes’ epideictic performances in Rome be-
tween 128 and 133 CE. Not long after this he will have been visited in Pergamum
to be heard by a now admiring Herodes,"® most probably when Herodes was
holding the post of corrector of the cities of the province Asia in 135/6 or 134/5 CE,
as Philostratus says explicitly that Herodes did when he visited Smyrna to hear
and learn from Polemo." It was presumably around 137 CE that Aelius Aristides
(then aged 20) was a pupil of Aristocles at Pergamum, as Philostratus tells us he
was.”’ On Avotins’ and others’ chronology Aristocles’ adlectio to the senate will
have been considerably later. Puech opted for the last years of Pius’ reign, i.e. the
late 150s, with his consulate after 160 CE. Avotins, on the other hand, thought that
by 160 CE Aristocles was already dead, even if a substantial gap separated his
adlectio to the senate from his consulate.

Another detail in Photius’ summary can be brought into play. In Book 11, ded-
icated to a hitherto unidentified Menodorus, Phrynichus expressed great admira-
tion for Aelius Aristides, then in his prime, whose oratory he had recently been
reading:

Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.101a.15-22: &v ( kal ApLoteiSov 10l AdyoLg (g enotv) Evruxwv aptL, T0Te
axpdgovtog, ToALY T0D av8pog Enalvov moteltal, kal MapKLavoy @nat, Tov KpLTLKOV cuyypa-
©€a, bmepopdv pev MAdtwvog kal AnpocBévoug, Tag 8¢ Bpoutov 10D Ttarod £MLOTOAAS Tpo-
kpivew xal kavova tfg v Aoyw apetiig amopaivewv. Tadita 82 00ToG Yoty ovyl THV ToLAVTNV
kplow amodeyduevog, 6AN eig 0 pi Bavpudlewy el Tveg kat tfig Aplateidov §6&ng érdttova

17 LOlympia 482, see Puech (2002, 145-7).

18 Philostr. VS 2.3.568. If this visit was indeed when Herodes was corrector in 134/5 or 135/6 CE
(the only time we have evidence of Herodes’ presence in provincia Asia), then a date of birth as
late as around 110 CE, suggested by Jones (2008, 258) becomes less probable. Aristocles need not
have been much younger than Herodes (born 101 CE) since nothing in Philostratus indicates he
was formally one of Herodes’ ‘pupils’.

19 Philostr. VS 1.25.537 on the visit to Smyrna; 2.1.564 on Herodes counting Polemo as one of his
teachers.

20 Philostr. VS 2.9.532.



Phrynichus’ Praeparatio sophistica and Eclogue: Logic and chronology =—— 29

70V (v8pa vopifouaty, olTw kAEOUG TOD €v AdyoLlg el dkpov éAdoavta: pato yap 6 ¢BGvog
O €viwv Tepmouevog Kat AplateiSov, Momep kal GAAWY TOAADY TTaudeig SteveykovTwy.

In it he says he had recently read the speeches of Aristides, then in his prime, and composes
a great eulogy of him. He notes that the critical writer Marcianus looked down on Plato and
Demosthenes, preferring the letters of the Italian Brutus, which he declared to be a model
of stylistic excellence. He says this not because he accepts this judgement, but so that one
should not be surprised that some people considered Aristides himself inferior to his repu-
tation, at a time when he had achieved the summit of literary distinction; for the envy dis-
seminated by certain people struck Aristides too, like many other people outstanding for
their culture.

That Aristides (born 117 CE) was ‘in his prime’ points rather to the 150s CE than
later. Accordingly Book 11 should belong no later than 160 CE, perhaps indeed
somewhat earlier.

Two other dedicatees are of interest for chronology as well as in themselves:
the Iulianus who was the dedicatee first of Book 4 and then again of Book 8, and
Rufinus, the dedicatee of Book 9:

Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.101a.7-14: tov pévtol 6ySoov mdAv TovAlav® avatiBnol, xal aiteltal
auvTov, el TL ateAds eipntat tte 8 kal petd voosov ypagovtl, tadta Stabelvat mpog St
6pbwaotv. Tov 8¢ évatov Povpivw, PAcKwY aitov pev Tod andpéacbal Tig cLyypaeig Aplo-
TokAéa yevéaBal, ToD 8¢ éml mépag ENBETV avTov dElov EaeaBal, OTL EVTUXWV TOTG YEYPAUUE-
VoG TO T XPNOLlUoV oUVISElV €oxe Kal Emawvécele TOV TMOVOV. TOV 8¢ Sékatov mAALy
EMAVAOTPAPELG TPOG APLOTOKAEN GUVTATTEL.

Book 8 he again dedicates to Iulianus, and asks him, if anything is expressed imperfectly
(since he was in fact writing after an illness), to assign that for correction. Book 9 he dedi-
cates to Rufinus, saying that while Aristocles had been responsible for his beginning the
work, its completion will be due to Rufinus, who had read his writings, seen their useful-
ness, and praised his industry. Book 10 he reverts to composing again for Aristocles.

Given the declared importance of Aristocles of Pergamum for Phrynichus, and
given his courting of leading political and sophistic figures, Book 9’s dedicatee Ru-
finus can hardly be other than the Pergamene L. Cuspius Pactumeius Rufinus,
consul ordinarius in 142 CE,** by which date he had already financed the building
of the round temple of Zeus Asclepius Soter in the Asclepieion at Pergamum.

In 145/6 CE, if Behr’s and Halfmann’s chronology is accepted, Aristides en-
countered both Rufinus and a Iulianus in the Asclepieion. Aristides’ local enemies

21 I here follow the persuasive interpretation of Jones (2008, 254), who rightly takes évtuywv to
mean ‘Tead’, not (as Henry 1960) ‘encountered’, and also corrects Henry’s mistranslation of &i
Tweg [ . ] eig dxpov éddoavta.

22 For details see Halfmann (1979, no. 66).
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had invaded and tried to expropriate an estate bought for him by his agents at
Laneion, near his own city Hadrianoutherae. Aristides heard the disturbing news
in the Asclepieion,23 had a dream in which Hadrian was honouring him, and then
in waking life encountered Rufinus in the company of the current proconsul of
Asia, Iulianus. Rufinus helped Aristides put his case to Iulianus, who found in his
favour when it came to court:

Aristid. 50.107 Keil (= 1.532.30-533.4 Dindorf): kai pov Statpifovtog €Tt adT66L 6 Ryeuwv Tov-
Alavog EmépyeTal kal oLV avT® Pov@vog. yvoug 8¢ éyw TOV Kapov @ Te Povpivy ¢pdlw T
npéypa kai ¢ TovAlave) AvacTpEPovTL TPOGEPXOUAL, KAT avuTov TG Ov el8ov Gvap TOv
OOV, Kal Ho0 Te aOTEH PoL Kapog fv elmtov, kai 6 Povgivog Tpodupiag 008Ev améAeLey.

And while I was still there the governor Iulianus arrived, and with him Rufinus. And recog-
nising my opportunity I explained the issue to Rufinus and approached Iulianus as he was
walking around, in the very spot I had seen in my dream, and I told him all I had time to
tell him, and Rufinus was unremitting in his support.

It is very probable that the Iulianus to whom Phrynichus dedicated Books 4 and 8 is
the governor of Asia whom Aristides encountered along with Rufinus in 145/146 CE**
— perhaps the same as a Iulianus who was consul suffectus in 129 CE.” Both Rufinus
and, it seems probable, Iulianus, are from Pergamum: in the sentence tov 8¢ tétap-
Tov TovAlav@ TVt cuumoAity kal @iAw mpooewvel (Bibl. cod. 158.100b.22-3, quoted
above) the phrase ovpnoAitn kat @iAw more probably refers to a relationship be-
tween Aristocles and Iulianus than between Phrynichus and Iulianus.?® Thus the
two dedicatees are both Pergamenes whom Phrynichus knew through Aristocles
and who had risen even higher than Aristocles in the Roman government.

This indicates that a rather earlier chronology should be brought into play: a
PS that was begun early, perhaps as early as the later 120s; a dedication of Book 4
to Iulianus in 129, when he was appointed consul suffectus, and of Book 10 to the

23 Aristid. 50.106-107 Keil (1.532 Dindorf).

24 Cf. LBritish Mus. 491 = Syll.3 850.19 = L.Ephesos 1491; Syme (1983, 275-6 = 1988, 329-30).

25 See Halfmann (1979, no. 57); PIR® I 76, and for the precise date of 129 CE for the consulate AE
2000, 1138 (a military diploma from Deggendorf in Lower Bavaria, published by Wolff 2000, 9-13
and 16). Jones (2008, 259-60) also saw that this man was probably Phrynichus’ addressee Iulia-
nus.

26 The term cvumoAity is perhaps that of Photius than of Phrynichus himself, since in Ecl. 144
Phrynichus condemns it: moAitng Aéye, un ovumoAitng (‘Say ‘citizen’ not ‘fellow-citizen”). That
Phrynichus refers to Iulianus as his own, not as Aristocles’, ‘friend and fellow-citizen’ — as under-
stood by Jones (2008, 259) — is less likely: Phrynichus would be bold to treat such exalted figures
as Aristocles and Iulianus as his ‘friends’. Jones’ description of his relations with Aristocles as an
‘easy friendship’ (2008, 258) misjudges the nature of relations between a laborious grammaticus
(who seems not to be a Roman citizen) and a high-flying member of the Greco-Roman elite.
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same Iulianus some years later in the 140s, perhaps indeed precisely when he
learned that, by the process of sortitio, he was to be proconsul Asiae for the year
145/146 CE. Book 11, again (like Book 5) dedicated to Menodorus, and written
when Phrynichus had been impressed by the already published speeches of Aris-
tides, moves forward from the 150s to the later 140s CE.

The hypothesis that the dedication of the first of the two books that Phryni-
chus dedicated to Iulianus, Book 4, and Aristocles’ adlectio to the Roman senate
both fell around 129/130 CE might gain some support from Hadrian’s movements
at that time. This was when he was engaged in his second major visit to provincia
Asia. We know little about how an emperor decided to adlect a distinguished
member of a local elite to senatorial rank, but personal acquaintance and associ-
ated admiration are likely to have been factors: I suggest that it was during this
Asian tour that Hadrian encountered the local grandee and budding sophist Aris-
tocles at Pergamum and decided on his adlectio. I offer a very tentative schema in
the Appendix.

Two further names may offer more information, though not on chronology.
First Tiberinus, the dedicatee of Book 6:

Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.101a.1-2: GAAd Kal TOV EKTOV AGYOV TiiG GOPLOTIKIG TAVTNG TAPUTKEVIG
AW Tl e Tiepivy Tpoo@wvel.

But he also dedicates the sixth book of this Sophistic Preparation to yet another person, Ti-
beri[a?]nus.

Only one Tiberinus is registered by PIR* under the letter T, a man active in mid-
3rd-century Egypt, but no fewer than eight Tiberiani. One of these Tiberiani was
the recipient of a rescript from Marcus and Verus concerning the use of torture
to extract evidence from slaves: this we know from Digest 48.18.1.3, drawing on
Ulpian’s work De officio proconsulis (On the Duties of a Proconsul). Was this Tiber-
ianus, whom the rescript shows to have been a proconsul somewhere during the
joint rule of Marcus and Verus between 161 and 169 CE, spotted by Phrynichus as
a rising star earlier in his career, and is Photius’ Tifepivw a mistake for Ti-
Beplavw?
Second, the Reginus who was the dedicatee of Book 12:

Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.101a.28-34: dAX’ 0 uév év8éxatog Mnvodwpw Emumepwvntal, Tov 8¢
¢pekiic, tva un xal Uels kot €kelvov moAvoyiag aitiav AdBoluev, 6 pev Pnylvw 6 8¢ mdw
ApLoTOKAET, 6 8¢ Bao\eidn @ MiAnaiw co@iotij mpocewvidn: &v @ enowv avtika tod dva-
kOpat tiig vooou nowjoacBal v mpog avTov ypaeny, Kal aiteltal Tdv 81 v vooov (wg
€lk0g) avT® v @ ypdupatt tapac@oréviwy émBelval v St6pbwatv. oi 8¢ Aoutol aup-
TavTeG AGyoL, o0g NUELG avéyvwpev, T@ Mnvoeiiw maAw péxpt To0 w avetédnoav.
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Book 11 was dedicated to Menodorus; of the rest (I must avoid likewise being blamed for
prolixity, like him) one was dedicated to Reginus, one again to Aristocles, one to the Milesian
sophist Basilides. In it he says he wrote the work addressed to him immediately after recov-
ery from his illness, and asks him (understandably) to correct errors in its text due to ill-
ness. All the remainder, which we have read, were dedicated again to Menophilus [cf. Book
71, as far as omega.

This Reginus could be L. Catilius Severus Reginus,”’ a man with many Asia Minor
connections, whose career culminated with the post of praefectus urbi, ‘prefect of
the city (sc. Rome)’, from the mid-130s until Hadrian’s adoption of Pius on 25 Feb-
ruary 138 CE. We do not know how long Reginus lived after 138 CE, but he might
well still have been alive and a tempting dedicatee in the mid-140s. More proba-
bly, however, the dedicatee is a son: one son who preserves the name Catilius
seems to be involved in the celebrations attending Hadrian’s visit to Ephesus in
129/130.%

Many of these personal connections of Phrynichus link him with Greeks from
the province Asia, and especially from the city of Pergamum, as does his quota-
tion in the Eclogue of an inscription on the base of a statue of Demosthenes that
had been dedicated there by M. Antonius Polemo:

Phryn. Ecl. 396: xat’ 6vap: IIoAépwv 6 Twvikog co@Lothg Anpocbévoug Tod priTopog eikova
XOAKAV év AokAnmiod To0 év Iepydpw i Muoia dvabeig énéypayev énlypappa toldvde: ‘An-
uocbévn IMataviéa MoAépwv Kat dvap’, A0KIUWTATW T KAT dvap XPNOUUEVOG (WOTEP YA
ka®’ drap ov Aéyetal, AN Umap, o0Twg 008E KaT dvap, GAX fjtol 6vap Bwv i ¢ dveipov
6Yews. 00TWG dpa PéYLOTOV 0TIV OVOUATWY YV®OOLG, dTov ye 81} Kal Ta dkpa TGV EAMjvwv
ntatovta opdtal.

kat évap (‘according to a dream’): Polemo the sophist from Ionia dedicated a bronze statue
of the orator Demosthenes in the Pergamene Asclepieion in Mysia and inscribed the follow-
ing inscription: ‘Polemo (dedicated) Demosthenes of Paeania according to a dream’, using
the phrase ‘according to a dream’ that is most ill-supported. For as xa®’ Omap (‘while
awake’) is not said, but Onap (‘awake’), so neither is kat’ évap (‘according to a dream’), but
either 6vap i8wv (‘having seen dreaming’) or €€ oveipov 6Yewg (‘as a result of seeing a

27 Halfmann (1979, no. 38).

28 SEG 17.504, Bowie (2012). Not much can be got from the other men named by Phrynichus. The
Marcianus of Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.101a.16-7 (cf. above on Book 11) can hardly be Marcianus of Do-
liche, claimed by Philostr. VS 2.26.623 to have been chiefly responsible for hounding Heraclides
of Lycia out of the chair of rhetoric at Athens: that episode was much later, around 209 CE, and
though Heraclides had once been a pupil of Aristocles, which might perhaps explain Phrynichus’
animosity towards that Marcianus, an earlier writer is more probably meant. The name is ex-
tremely common, especially in Asia Minor.
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dream’). So you see knowledge of words is of the greatest importance, since it is somewhere
5 29

that even the Greeks’ high-fliers are seen to trip up’.
Phrynichus clearly had personal knowledge of the Asclepieion, and this may be
the context in which he first met Aristocles and Iulianus. Given his own recurrent
bouts of illness,*® he may indeed himself have sought healing there, as Jones
(2008, 259) suggests. That Photius cites him as referring only to the writings and
fame of Aristides, never to hearing him declaim in person or to meeting him, may
count against Pergamum being his main place either of residence or (if he ever
taught) of teaching. Moreover, Asia Minor has only one case of the name Phryni-
chus in the Packard epigraphy database (out of a total 126)*! — as against eighty
instances from Attica. Perhaps the lexicographer’s family originated in Attica, but
moved to Pergamum, or further north to Bithynia, giving one of its children a
long-standing Attic name with literary overtones, evoking dramatic poets of the
5th century BCE?*

4 The purpose of the PS

Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.101a.39-101b.3: xpriotpov 8¢ SnAovott 10 BLpAiov Tolg e GuyypdPeLy Kal
pnropevewy ¢Béhovotv. avtog 8¢ Slakpiveabal gnat Tag ouveldeypévag adTd wvag toltov
TOV TPOTOV: TAG UEV yap avTt®v priTopov anodedoabal, Tag 8¢ Tolg cLyypaPoLaL, TaG 8¢ Guv-
ovatatg épapuoley, éviag 8¢ kal eig TG oKWNTIKAG LTIAYEaaL AAALAG, || Kal &ig TOUG EpwWTL-
KoUG ék@Epeabal TPOTOUG.

The book is clearly useful for those wishing to write (or ‘to write history’?) and to practice
rhetoric. And he himself says that he distinguished the words he had gathered in the follow-
ing way: some were allocated to rhetors, others to writers of history, others were suitable
for conversation; some were produced for scoptic discourses or were uttered with reference
to erotic behaviour.

One might suppose that a koine-speaker might experience some difficulty in
using lemmas that were the §6xwua, ‘approved’, Attic terms (even if perhaps al-
phabetically arranged) in order to find the ‘approved’” word that he or she

29 Cf. ILPergamon 3.33: AnpoaBévny | AnpoaBévoug | Mataviéa | TIoAépwv kata Gvap.

30 See Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.100b.35-40, 101a.9, and 101a.32-5.

31 A tomb inscription from Hellenistic Ephesus (SEG 42.1051), no precise date: Apteuw Mntpo8w
[povl, | MupadAig Anuntpiolv], | @pUvixog Ayowvog, | Ayiowv Ayflowvog.

32 Another Bithynian earlier in the second century who had some Attic connection, and indeed
died in Attica (ca. 130 CE?), was C. Cassius Sacerdos, commemorated by a tomb-obelisk whose
five epigrams are transmitted as AP 15.4-8: cf. Bowie (2016, 17-22) (repr. in Bowie 2023, 408-13).
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needed: it was surely easier to move from a familiar but forbidden koine term to
the recommended Attic usage (as in most cases the Eclogue seems to have ex-
pected readers to do).** Phrynichus’ claim in this passage, however, is that his
work will indeed be useful for writing and speaking, not just for reading and un-
derstanding canonical Attic texts. And some entries do in fact suggest one or an-
other of these proposed contexts. Fragment 9, for example, has Phrynichus rec-
ommending the expression d0npog nuépa (‘a day without hunting’) as weighty
and suitable for writing history:**

Phryn. PS fr. *9: dOnpog Ruépa oepvi mévu 1 ouumAoki kat diwpa ob pkpov Exovoa. Kat
yap 0 xpnoauevog Ti wVvij Kal Tij epacel AioyvAog éaTiv év To&OTIoW. TPOCEDTL 8¢ TR
oepv® TG Aé€ewg Kal TO TOALTIKOV. AéyeTal 8¢ €ml AkTaiwvog ‘o0mw TIg AkTaiwva ddnpog
uépa xevov, moévou mrovtodvta, Eneppev eig S6UOVS. GLYYPAPWY Xp&, Pnaly 6 pvviyog.

aOnpog nuépa (‘A huntless day’): The combination has great gravity and no little distinction.
For the user of the expression and utterance is Aeschylus in his Archeresses (fr. 241): and as
well as gravity the phrase suits political discourse. And he says of Actaeon: ‘Never did a
huntless day send Actaeon empty to his home, enriched from his toil’. Use it when writing
(history?), says Phrynichus.

5 Was the Eclogue written before or after the PS?

Some have thought that the Eclogue was earlier than the PS. But the Eclogue
bears marks of lateness. For example, it criticises ‘Alexander the sophist’ — pre-
sumably Alexander of Seleuceia in Cilicia — for something written ‘in a letter, i.e.
writing the accusative of vidg as viéa rather the correct Attic vidv:

Phryn. Ecl. 234: vi¢a: v €mi0T0Af] TT0Te AAeEAVEPOL T0T c0PLoTOT eDpov Tobvoua T0TTo ye-
ypaupévov, Kal ceodpa eueppapnv- ov ydp, énel viéog kal viel €aTv, eVOLE Kal TOV Liga
ebpol T1g &v, AAAA TV alTiatikny viov Aéyovay oi dpyaiol. Tobto 8¢ kat PAdEevog v TolG €
Iepi Tiig TALGS0¢ cLYypaupact Sapiéotata anéenvev, ASGKWov uév elvat tov vida, SOKLLov
8¢ TOV vidv.

viéa (‘son’, acc. sing.): I once found this word written in a letter of Alexander the sophist,
and I criticised him vehemently. For the existence of vi€¢og (gen. sing.) and viel (dat. sing.)
does not mean that automatically one will find viéa; but the ancients used the accusative

33 But as the editors remind me, neither the current form of alphabetisation in the epitome of
PS nor the precise form of entries in the Eclogue can be relied upon as guides to either work’s
original format. See also the contribution of Jacopo Cavarzeran in this volume.

34 The entry is also discussed in Olga Tribulato’s paper in this volume.



Phrynichus’ Praeparatio sophistica and Eclogue: Logic and chronology =—— 35

viov. Philoxenus in fact demonstrated this most abundantly in the five treatises On The
Iliad, that viéa is not approved, and viév is approved.®

This criticism of a form used ‘in a letter’ makes most sense when Alexander was
already an imperial secretary, ab epistulis Graecis, an office to which he was ap-
pointed by Marcus at some date around 172 CE,* even if it is theoretically possible
that it was written as early as the first event we can chart in Alexander’s career,
an embassy to Pius when he was still young.” Moreover the post of ab epistulis
Graecis to which the Eclogue’s dedicatee Cornelianus had been appointed by the
emperors (plural!) (Ecl. 357) is hard to accommodate other than in the years
177-180 CE.*® Together these two references take the Eclogue not merely into the
170s, but into the last three years of that decade.

Slater, on the other hand, believed that two glosses established the priority of
the Eclogue: ‘Even on the basis of comparative glosses, it is best to set the Eclogue
first as a younger polemical work; at least it is not credible that fr. 115 de Borr.
was written before the Eclogue, or 84, 22 de Borr. before gl. 151F (cf. Aa 104, 30).%°
I now examine briefly these two cases that Slater thought crucial.

Fr. *115 (£* o 747 = Phot. a 789, ex L") concerns the use of the preposition
petd instead of the simple dative after the verb dxolouvBelv (a case analogous to
the difference between American English ‘to meet with’ and traditional British
English ‘to meet’):

axoAoLOETY PeT avTol obTw ouvtdocovaly ol Attikol avtl To0 AkoAoLBElV avTE. Kal yap
Avolag obtw kéxpnTat kat IAdTwv. dAAa Kal Aploto@dvng év ITAoUTw ‘€nov’ not ‘pet’ €uod,
Taddptov’. kal Mévavdpog ‘vikn ued’ nuav eopevng émolr ael, kav Tfj Mopakatabnkn ‘cuv-
aKoAoVOEL Ue®’ NUDV’ enaoiv.

35 In the Packard epigraphy database viéa appears in only 18 texts from Asia Minor, all but one
of them poetic; viov is used in 1218 texts.

36 Philostr. VS 2.5.571, dating his appointment to Marcus’ Danube wars, and VS 2.5.576, noting a
tradition that he died in office év KéAtolg, ‘among the Gauls’. LSelge 13 = SEG 53.1582 showed that
Ti. Claudius Vibianus Tertullus (PIR* C 1049, revised in vol. 7.2 p. 275) was ab epistulis Graecis in
or shortly after 175 CE, after Marcus had taken the title Sarmaticus in autumn of 175 CE, but be-
fore Commodus became Augustus in January 177. Later a text from Pisidian Melli showed that
Tertullus remained in that office until after Commodus became Augustus. Alexander’s tenure
thus preceded that of Tertullus, in 173 and 174 (succeeding T. Aius Sanctus, attested in 171/172);
the Eclogue’s dedicatee Cornelianus will have succeeded Tertullus (who became a rationibus).
For full discussion see Mitchell (2003, 146—-48). On the lacunose evidence then available Bower-
sock (1969, 53) had dated Alexander’s tenure to 169-172 CE, Bowie (1982, 58) to 169/170-175 CE.

37 Philostr. VS 2.5.571.

38 Jones (2008, 256 with n. 9).

39 Slater (1977, 261).
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axoAovBelv pet’ avtod (‘follow with him’): Attic writers use this syntax instead of ‘follow
him’. For this is the usage of Lysias (2.27 +) and Plato (La. 187e +): and Aristophanes in
Wealth (823) also says ‘Follow with me, little boy’. And Menander says ‘Might Victory always
follow with us and show us favour’ (Dysc. 969 +), and in his Deposit (fr. 293) ‘Follow
with us!”.

Presumably here Slater thought of Phrynichus’ decision in the Eclogue that
Menander is not a good authority: indeed in the Eclogue entry on the same issue
(Ecl. 330) Phrynichus comes down firmly in favour of the construction with the
dative, mentioning only Lysias. The matter is complicated by the fact that Alpers
assigned this lemma to Orus,*® and if that attribution is correct, cadit quaestio. 1If,
however, de Borries was right to assign the lemma to Phrynichus, then we should
note that here in PS Phrynichus happily cites Menander alongside Lysias, Plato,
and Aristophanes as an authority for good Attic. In fact the phenomena seem to
me to count against and not in favour of Slater’s chronology. It is only during the
writing of Eclogue Book 2 that Phrynichus seems to have developed his doubt
about Menander as a reliable source of Attic. In the PS, in addition to the two
citations in the fragment quoted by Slater (fr. *115), Menander is twice (frr. 209
and 335) cited as an authority in PS fr. *112 (£ a 568) alongside Aristophanes’ Pax
1 and Pherecrates (fr. 145) for the Attic use of aipewv ‘bring’, where the koine
would use mpoo@épewy fetch’:*

aipe: mpoo@epe. aipewv yap kai T0 mpoceépety SnAol kal t0 mapat®éval, olov ‘aip’, aipe
uigav ®wg taylota kavoapw’, Aplotoeavng Eiprivn. kal peta Tiig mpobéoews depexpdtng Ile-
TAAN ‘pdoatpe T0 kKavolv- el 8¢ BovAeL, Tpooepe’. éTifecav §& THV AEEWV Kal wg UETS Eml
700 TapaKeEvny AQerelv Ty Tpdmelav. Mévavspog Kekpupdly ‘€T’ evBig olTw Tag Tpa-
néag aipete: pvpa, ote@dvoug étoiuacov, omovdag molel. kat Zuvaplotwoalg ‘av £tL miely
pot 8@ T1g. 6N fy BapBapog dua i Tpaméln kai TOV olvov Gyeto | dpaca 4’ NudV’.

alpe: ‘Bring’ (mpdo@epe). For aipelv means both to fetch (mpoogépewv) and to put beside
(mrapati®évay), like ‘Bring, bring bread as fast as possible for the dung-beetle’ (Ar. Pax 1).
And with the prefix Pherecrates in Leaf (fr. 145) ‘Bring over (mpdcaipe) the bread-basket;
please, bring it over (mpdo@epe)’. They also used the word as we do for carrying off a side-
table: Menander in Hairnet (fr. 209) ‘Then at once carry off (aipete) the tables here; prepare
perfumes and garlands; perform libations’. And in Women Lunching Together (fr.335) ‘. . . if
someone gives me something more to drink! But the foreign girl’s gone off taking our wine
from us as well as the table’.

40 Orus fr. B 7: see Alpers (1981, 197-8), endorsed by Cunningham (2013, 55 n. 194). For an analy-
sis, see Gerbi (2023) and the contribution by Gerbi herself in this volume.
41 Cf. Phot. a 648 and Su. at 299.



Phrynichus’ Praeparatio sophistica and Eclogue: Logic and chronology =—— 37

Menander is also cited once, together with Xenophon, in PS fr. *139 (z* a 814 =
Phot. a 819, ex L), concerning the use of an infinitive, not a participle, after
axoVw ‘I hear”:

axovoag ke ovy fikovta. Eevoe®v év Amouvnuovevpaoty £gn kat Mévavspog 8¢ kat
Got moAdot.

‘Having heard that he had arrived’ (fjxew): Not ‘had arrived’ (fjxovta). Xenophon in his
Memorabilia (3.1.1) and Menander (fr. 518) and many others.

He is cited once more without any condemnation in the Epitome on the expres-
sion avBéxkaota <A€yewv>, ‘telling it straight’:

Phryn. PS 28.4-8: avbékaota <A€yelv>' 10 Td KuplTaTa 8L Ppayéwv Kal T dvaykadtata
Aéyewy, Ui kUKAw Badifovta kal mepltpéxovta, avBékaoTa Aéyely ekaAeoav ol apyalot. Mé-
vavdpog <8&> énit tol mkpod kal andods tébewke v ALy ‘mikpol yépovtog, avbekdoTov
700 TpdTOV’.

avBékaoTa <Aéyewv> (‘<to tell> it straight’): Telling the basic facts and the key things suc-
cinctly, not going on a roundabout way and using periphrases — the ancients called this
avBéxkaata Aéyewy (‘<to tell> it straight’). [But] Menander (fr. 592) used the expression of the
man who was prickly and unpleasant ‘a prickly old man, outspoken in character’.

Citation of Menander as an authority for Attic continues in Eclogue Book 1. Gloss
157 cites the Samian Woman (fr. 1) for A(pavwtoc:

Phryn. Ecl. 157: Aipavov Aéye 10 §év8pov, 10 §& Bupwpevoy APavwtov, el kal 8 T mown-
TV AlBavov xai tolto Zo@okAiig Aéyel. duevov §& Mévavspog év Tii Zauia gnaiv- ‘pépe
70V MPBavwtdv, ob & énibeg 10 Thp, Tpven’.

AlBavog is what you should call the tree, and the incense ABavwtdg, even if due to his poetic
language Sophocles (fr. 595a) calls this too Ai{pavog. But Menander puts it better in his Sa-
mian Woman (fr. 1): ‘Bring the A(pavwtdg, and you, Tryphe, put fire on it’.

But some doubt seems to be developing by the time Phrynichus made his second
reference to Menander in Eclogue Book 1, at gloss 170, where Antiochus of Aegeae
is criticised for using the word peywotéiveg, which he had perhaps got from
Menander:

Phryn. Ecl. 170: peylotdveg Avtioxog 6 coplatng BLpAtov tL vméypapev, Ayopdv émtypa-
@ouevov, EvBa Tolvoua £Bnkev, (owg Mevavspw dkoAovBrioag, ol yap 81 TVL TGV apyaiwv.
1UETG 8¢ 00 ueyLoTdveg, EmOuevol TOTg apyaiolg avdpaoty, AN péya Suvauévoug Aéyopev.

ueylotaveg (‘grandees’): The sophist Antiochus (of Aegeae) is the author of a book entitled
Marketplace, where he used the word, perhaps following Menander (fr. 584) — certainly not
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following one of the ancients. But we, taking our lead from the ancients, say not peytotéiveg
but péya Suvauévoug (‘powerful men’).

Some way into Book 2 of the Eclogue (which begins with gloss 230) we begin to
find repeated criticisms of those who treat Menander as 86kupog, ‘approved’, for
good Attic Greek.**

Phryn. Ecl. 304: 8éppa- obTtwg 6 Mévav8pog 81 to0 o, GAN olte Oouvkudidng ol i dpyaia
Kwpwdia oUte ITAdTwY, B¢pUn &¢.

0éppa (fever’): So Menander, with a (Georg. 94), but not Thucydides, nor Old Comedy, nor
Plato; but [they write] 8¢pun.

Phryn. Ecl. 341: ¢€aAld&ar 0 téphal kal mapayayelv eig ebgpoaivny: xpr @UAdTTeGBaL 0UTW
Aéyewv, ov yap xpdvrat ot Sokipol, PAidng 8¢ kat MévavSpog avutd xpdvTat.

€taAAdgal: To divert: to amuse and to induce cheerfulness. One should avoid using this
term, for it is not used by the approved authors, but Philippides (fr. 36) and Menander (fr.
540) use it.

Phryn. Ecl. 367: i xewalelg cautdv- Mévavspog eipnkev €nt 00 Aumelv, kal AAeEavSpelg
duoing. melatéov 8 Tolg Sokipolg Toig ui eidéat Todvopa.

T xewadelg oautov (‘why do you subject yourself to a storm?’): Menander (fr. 162) said this
of distressing, and the Alexandrians do likewise. But one should follow the approved au-
thors, who do not know the word.

A sequence of usages where Menander is again found wanting leads up to a ti-
rade addressed to Phrynichus’ dedicatee Cornelianus at 394 that refers back to
these entries:

Phryn. Ecl. 390: mopvokomnog: o0tw Mévavspog, ot § dpyaiol ABnvaiot mopvoTpuh Aéyovaty.

nopvokdnog (‘whore-banger’): So Menander (fr. 585); but the ancient Athenians say
nopvoTpw) (‘whore-bonker’).

42 For a suggestion that Phrynichus’ attacks on Menandrian usage contributed to his plays’ dis-
appearance from the standard reading of menaidevyévol in late antiquity see Blanchard (1997).
For doubt that Phrynichus’ criticisms had much to do with Menander’s disappearance see East-
erling (1995).

43 For dismissal of Alexandrians and Egyptians cf. Ecl. 305: teBeAnkévar AAeEavSpewTikov Tol-
voua, 810 doetéov AAe&avSpedol kal Atyvntiolg avtd, nuiv 8¢ pntéov BeAnkévay, ‘teBeAnkévat
(‘to have wished’): The term is Alexandrian, so it should be left to Alexandrians and Egyptians,
but we should say 0eAnkévat (‘to have wished’).
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Phryn. Ecl. 391: An6apyog oltw Mévavdpog, ot 8 dpyaiot ABnvaiot énAopova karoboty,
0lg TTELOTEOV.

ABapyog (forgetful’): So Menander (fr. 586); but the ancient Athenians, whom we should
follow, use the term émAjopwv (‘forgetful’).

Phryn. Ecl. 392: pecomopelv: kal To0to Mévavspog, o08ev EMPBAAWY yvdua Tolg dvouaoty,
GG TTaVTa QUPWY.

uecomopelv (‘to be half-way’): This too Menander [says] (fr. 587), applying no judgement to
his vocabulary, but messing everything up.

Phryn. Ecl. 393: yOpog- Tt 8¢ kal Todto Mévav8pog TNV KaAAoTV TRV KWpwSL®Y Thv ¢autod,
70V Miooyuvny kateknAidwaey einwv; ti yap 6r ydpog éaty, ov cuvinut.

yUpog (‘circle’): Why did Menander in saying this too inflict a great stain upon the finest of
his comedies, the Misogynist (fr. 245)? For what on earth a ‘circle’ is, I do not understand.

Phryn. Ecl. 394: aboonpov: oby 0p®, pa Tov HpakAéa, Tt mdayovoy oi Tov Mévavdpov péyav
Gyovteg kal aipovteg Umep T0 EAANVIKOV dmav. St Tl 8¢ Bavpdoag €xw; 6TL T dkpa TGOV
EAMAVWY 0p@® Havik®dg tepl TOV KWUwS0moLdv To0Tov 6mouddfovTa, TPpWITLoTOV UV €V Tdl-
Sela uéylotov d€iwpa anavtwv €yovta o¢ kal 81 tolto €k mpokpitwv drrogavBévta VIO Pa-
OéwV €MLOTOAED aUT@V, Emelta SeVTEPQ TIUR, AEUTOUEVOV TTOAD TG Gfi¢ TaPATKELRG, £EeTa-
{ouevov & €v 10lg "EAAnowy, BdABov tov anod tev TpaAkewv, 06 eig Tooolito mpobuuiag kat
Bavpatog fiket Mevavdpov, (hate kal Anpocbévoug dueivw EyxXeLpev amoaively TV Aéyovta
‘uecomopelv’ kal ‘yipog kal ‘Ajbapyoc’ kal ‘choonuov’ Kat ‘Topvokdnog Kal ‘opwviacuog
Kal ‘opwviov’ kal ‘Suoplyog’ kal GAAa kiBdnia avapiBunta kal auadij- @ adta 8¢ ool kal
BaABw memovBdTa kat Faiavov tov Zuvpvalov pritopa, dvépa {nAwTiv Kal £pactnyv Tiig ofig
¢v maideiq plokaAiag. ye obv 6mwg AVong wov TV év Tf| ToLlide Suoyepeia THV GTwv amro-
plav- o0 yap nepldpecbat ae fyoduat épunv 6@AdvTa gov Ta matdika Mévavspov.

ovoonuov (‘token’): I fail to see, by Heracles, what is happening to those who elevate
Menander and set him above all Greek writers. And why have I been astonished? Because I
see the pick of the Greeks madly enthusiastic for this comic poet - first of all you, who have
the highest reputation of all for erudition and in consequence have been appointed their
secretary by emperors; and in second rank, falling far behind your qualifications, but es-
teemed among the Greeks, Balbus of Tralles, who has acquired such enthusiasm and admi-
ration for Menander that he attempts to demonstrate as superior to Demosthenes the man
who says pecomopetv (‘to be half-way’) and yOpog (‘circle?’; Men. fr. 245, cf. Ecl. 393) and
ABapyog (forgetful’) and ovoonuov’ (‘token’; Men. Pc. 362) and mopvokémnog (‘whore-
banger’; Men. fr. 585, cf. Ecl. 390) and 6Ywviaopdg (‘provisioning’; Men. fr. 588, cf. Poll. 6.38 =
Men. fr. 624) and o6ywviov (‘cooked food’; Men. fr. 588) and §Vaptyog (‘cold-averse’; Men. fr.
588) and countless other spurious and ignorant words. And I see that what has happened to
you and Balbus has also happened to Gaianus the rhetor from Smyrna, an emulator and fan
of your learned connoisseurship. Come then, resolve my ears’ quandary in this very difficult
matter: for I don’t think you will allow your darling Menander to lose the case because it is
undefended.
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Another outburst follows at 402, addressing Menander himself:

Phryn. Ecl. 402: xatagayds m6bev, Mévavspe, cuoovpag t0v 1000070V TV OVOUATWV
GLPPETOV aioyUVeLS THY TTdTplov EwVAY; Tig yap 8 Tdv mpod 6ol 1d Kataayds kéxpnTay o
ugv yap Aploto@avng obtw @noiv: €otL yap Katweayds Tig 6Arog fj KAemvopog; éxpiijv odv
Kpativy nelBopevov @aydg eimetv. iowg & av ginolg Tt nroAovdnoag MupTidw A£yovTL ‘g 6
UEV KAEMTNG, 0 8 GpTag, | 6 & avammpog TopvoPocKOg KATAPAYdS: GAN oVK EXpRv TAG tag
eipnuévag Aégetg apmddetv.

kata@aydg (‘gobbler’): From where, Menander, have you swept together so large a rubbish-
heap of words, disgracing your native tongue? For whoever of your predecessors has used
xatagaydg? For Aristophanes (Av. 289) says ‘Is there any katw@aydg (head-down gobbler’)
besides Cleonymus?’ So one ought to have said, following Cratinus (fr. 499), @aydg (‘gob-
bler’). But perhaps you would say that you followed Myrtilus who says (fr. 5) ‘For one is a
thief, another a filcher, another a cripple and pimp and katagay@g’. But it was wrong to
grab words used only once.

Book 2 concludes with four entries of which three are swipes at Menander, on the
terms koAALPLOTAG, axpateveaBat and aiyuoiwtiobijvay, the last swipe gratuitous,
since ‘even Menander’ does not use the word:

Phryn. Ecl. 408: koAMUBLOTIG ALY AUESG LOAVVWY 0V8EV TL SlamaveTal 6 TOV apyvpapoLpov
KOAAUBLOTNY Aéywv. O pev yap KOAAVBOG SOKLHoV, 0 8¢ KOAAVBLOTNG TAPACESUACUEVOV.

KoAALBLoThG: Again (Menander) does not let up disgracing us, calling a money-changer koA-
AvBlotig (fr. 590). For k6AAvBog (‘rate of exchange’) is approved, but koAAvBLoTig has a
false stamp.

Phryn. Ecl. 410: dxpateveaBat adokiuw 6vtt of Te ToAol xp&vTal To0Tw T¢M 6vOpaTL Kal Mé-
vavspog. Aéye o0V 00K gykpatedeadal.

axpatevesBat: Although this term is not approved it is in general use and is used by
Menander (fr. 591). So say ‘not to have self-control’.

Phryn. Ecl. 411: aiypadwtiobijvar 1008’ olitwg adokiuov kg unde Mévavdpov aut@d yproacdat.
SLaAvwVv 00V Aéye aiyudAwTov yevéahat.

aiypaiwtiobijval (‘to be prisoner of warred’): This is so far from being approved that even
Menander does not use it. So break the term down and say ‘to become a prisoner of war’.

After this strong allergy to Menander that we find developing in Book 2 of the
Eclogue it would be surprising that he should be cited positively in the PS, if that
work were indeed later.

Slater’s second case was Phrynichus’ verdict on the correct term for a small
dog. The Epitome of the PS has:

Phryn. PS 84.22: kuvdplov kal KuviSlov: <duew> doxua.
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kuvdplov (little doggy’) and xuvidiov (little dog’) are <both> approved.
The Eclogue has:
Phryn. Ecl. 151: xuvi8lov Aéye. @edmopuInog 8¢ 0 Kwpw80g Gag 710V KUVAPLOY EUTEV.

Say kuviSlov. The comic poet Theopompus (fr. 93) once, I think, said kvvdptov.

Again it is not difficult to see our entry in the PS as earlier: the full form of that
entry (for which we must remember that we depend on an epitome) may have
been based on the observation that both forms are attested in some reputable
source; the Eclogue entry may be based on the more precise observation that kv-
vdplov is attested only once, in the comedian Theopompus. It may or may not
also react to the Antiatticist’s defence of xuvdplov, correcting that writer’s claim
that the comic poet who used it was Alcaeus:

Antiatt. k 87: KuvapLlov: o0 pévov KuviSlov. AAKo(0G KWUIKKG.

kuvaplov (little doggy’): not only kuviSiov (little dog’). Alcaeus (Comicus) in comic mode
(fr. 33).4

The rejection of Menander as an authority in Eclogue Book 2 chimes with other
features (e.g. alphabetic sequences between lemmas 307 and 364) which led Latte
to conclude that Phrynichus was reacting polemically to the publication of the
Antiatticist, thus providing a terminus ante quem in the late 170s for that work.*
Whether it was simply the more lenient approach of the Antiatticist, or whether
other factors (and perhaps indeed personalities) contributed to Phrynichus’
stance in Eclogue Book 2,*® is a question whose answer does not matter for the
argument of this paper. The composition of the Eclogue must have been in the
later 170s, the first publication of books of PS decades earlier.*’

44 Valente (2015, 54) suggests PS 84.22 is a ‘palinode’ for the position taken in Ecl 151, a solution
which I think is excluded by the arguments of this paper.

45 Latte (1915, 380-1), followed by Valente (2015, 52). See also Fischer (1974, 39-41), suggesting
that there are already traces of the Antiatticist in Book 1: Valente (2015, 53—4) regards knowledge
of the Antiatticist in Book 1 as ‘possible’ but thinks it ‘cannot be proved with total certainty’ .

46 Olga Tribulato points out that it may also be relevant that Phrynichus’ criteria for selection of
authoritative Attic writers seems to differ between PS and the Eclogue, e.g. he draws on tragic
poets often in PS, rarely in Eclogue. I leave it to others to argue the case for the greater relevance
to the phenomena of criteria of selection than chronology.

47 1 cannot therefore follow Valente in his view (2015, 55 n. 326) that ‘For the glosses listed by
von Borries, Phrynichus XXXVf. and identified as taken by the Antiatt. from Phrynichus [sc. PS],
the relationship should be reversed’.
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6 Conclusions

Taking into account the points discussed above, I suggest the following chronol-
ogy: (1) individual books of the PS were published between the 120s and the 150s;
(2) these individual books continued to circulate into the 160s and early 170s; (3)
in the mid to late 170s the now ageing and increasingly polemical Phrynichus
adopted a double-barrelled strategy for getting himself back in the public eye: (a)
he published a consolidated edition of the PS, dedicated to Commodus, probably
before 177 CE; (b) between 177 and 180 he composed and published the Eclogue, a
coffee-table or Reader’s Digest version, intended for browsing by more superficial
or heavily committed readers, but readers who were nenaidevuévol nevertheless.
As a man who may have achieved some modest personal eminence and who had
less to gain by exercising tact than in his earlier decades (and less to lose by being
outspoken), Phrynichus allowed himself to be rude about several distinguished
intellectuals, above all Favorinus, who like most of Phrynichus’ targets, was prob-
ably already dead.*® This criticism of several high-flying literary figures in the Ec-
logue contrasts with only a couple of such dismissals in PS, though of course our
evidence for the original text of PS is very fragmentary.*’

Appendix: A tentative chronology of the PS

Book 1 to Aristocles on his birthday: perhaps before 129 CE, must precede 145/
146 CE

Books 2 and 3 to Aristocles: also on his birthdays?

Book 4 to Iulianus when cos.suff. 129 CE

Book 5 to Menodorus

Book 6 to Tiberi[a]lnus

Book 7 to Menophilus

Book 8 to Iulianus when procos. Asiae 145/146

Book 9 to (L. Cuspius Pactumeius?) Rufinus, cos. ord. 142

Book 10 to Aristocles — perhaps on his praetorship: must post-date 145/146

48 Cf. the tense of §6&ag at Phryn. Ecl. 228 which should indicate Favorinus is now dead: if that
is so, this entry was written after ca. 155 CE (on Favorinus’ dates see Trapp 2016).

49 Criticism of second-century eminences in Eclogue: Plutarch (Ecl. 160, 243), Favorinus (16 times!),
Lollianus (Ecl. 140, 141, 152), Polemo (Ecl. 140, 236 = 424, 396), Antiochus of Aegeae (Ecl. 170), Alexan-
der of Seleuceia (Ecl. 234, 324: note that Alexander was above all a pupil of Favorinus, Philostr. VS
2.5.576). In what we have of PS Phrynichus criticises only Favorinus (once: PS 66.13-7, on Bpwacopat)
and Marcianus the xpttkdg (cf. Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.101a.15-22 quoted above p. 28).



Phrynichus’ Praeparatio sophistica and Eclogue: Logic and chronology =—— 43

Book 11 to Menodorus: recent reading of the brilliant oratory of Aristides — so no
later than ca. 150?

Book 12 to Reginus: perhaps the son of L. Catilius Severus Reginus, praef. urbi
in 130s

Book 13 to Aristocles — perhaps on his consulate: must post-date 145/146

Book 14 to Basileides ‘the Milesian sophist’: must post-date 145/146

Book 15 and the remainder to Menophilus: must post-date 145/146
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Jacopo Cavarzeran

Praeparatio onomastica? Traces

of onomastic arrangement in Phrynichus’
Praeparatio sophistica

1 Introduction

Phrynichus’ Praeparatio sophistica — or Zo@LOTIKI] TPOTAPACKELN, to give it its
Greek title — was a vast work, comprising 37 books.! Although its bulkiness was a
qualifying element, given that the lexicon surely contained numerous quotations
from comic poets and other writers, it probably also sealed the work’s doom. This
once-monumental work is now divided across two distinct branches of tradition.
One is indirect and constituted by the two different versions of the Zuvaywyn
AéEewv ypnoiuwv — namely, & and I” — Photius’ lexicon, and most probably other
scholarly works (such as the scholia to Aristophanes and Euripides, or Stephanus
of Byzantium), whereas the other is represented by the so-called ‘epitome’ in-
cluded in cod. Par. Coisl. 345, the only known manuscript witness of the Praepa-
ratio sophistica (hereafter, PS). This manuscript, which has been studied exten-
sively in recent years,” dates to the second half of the 10th century and was
probably compiled in Constantinople. It preserves several lexicographical works,
including Apollonius Sophista, the Synagoge, Timaeus’ lexicon on Plato, the Anti-
atticist, Moeris, and the Herodotean Lexeis. The epitome of Phrynichus’ PS occu-
pies ff. 47r-64r in this codex and is introduced at f. 47r by the title ¢k t®Ov t00
®puvixov 100 AppaBiov tiig Zoglotikiig [Ipomapackeviig. This formulation, begin-
ning with ék T@v, indicates that the contents were extracted and shortened from
a more extensive work that, I shall argue, is not likely to have been the PS itself,
because the so-called ‘epitome’ in the Coislinianus is in fact a roughly alphabetical
arrangement of materials previously excerpted from the PS.

In any case, this ‘epitome’ likely does not reflect the original structure of the
PS, which is now lost. Endeavours aimed at reconstructing the work’s original
structure — or, at least, at advancing a hypothetical reconstruction — are undoubt-
edly daunting. Nonetheless, attempts in this direction may yield novel and useful
insights into the reconstruction of the lexicon’s early history. To date, only Kaibel

1 This is the number given by Photius in Bibl. cod. 158.100a.34, but Su. ¢ 764, in the entry devoted
to Phrynichus, preserves pg (47) or 08" (74).

2 See the recent descriptions of the codex in Cunningham (2003, 16-8); Valente (2008); Valente
(2012, 20-31); Valente (2015, 6-12). On the history of this manuscript, see also de Leeuw (2000).

3 Open Access. © 2025 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111580319-003
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(1899) and de Borries (1911, iii—xvii) have addressed this issue. Kaibel concluded
that the original structure of the PS was thematic, similar to the one in the Ono-
masticon of Pollux; he then assumed that after Phrynichus’ death, to secure the
work’s preservation and improve its searchability, the PS was heavily manipu-
lated to produce an alphabetised lexicon. De Borries’ reconstruction was wholly
opposed to Kaibel’s: essentially relying on Photius’ account, he rejected Kaibel’s
reconstruction and concluded that the alphabetical arrangement that is still evi-
dent in the Coislinianus was imposed by Phrynichus himself. Although a satisfac-
tory consensus on the issue may remain beyond our reach, a thorough analysis of
the evidence will allow us to identify — if not a fully-fledged onomastic structure —
then at least Phrynichus’ employment of some criteria of onomastic arrangement.

2 Photius’ description

Any investigation of the original structure of the PS will, at some point, inevitably
refer to Photius’ description in the Bibliotheca. Photius’ significance lies in the
fact that he was one of the final readers — indeed, the only such reader of whom
we are aware — of a version of the PS that still extended, according to his descrip-
tion, across several books. He explains that the lexicon apparently followed an
alphabetical arrangement;* several lines later, he reiterates that he read 36 books
of the PS that encompassed material from alpha to omega,* and he concludes
with the observation that all the remaining books after the 11, up to the letter
omega, were dedicated to Menophilus.®

While Photius clearly outlines a work that was alphabetically structured, the
question remains as to how this information might be reconciled with his asser-
tion that the PS extended over several books. Moreover, the Patriarch also reports
that in the letter at the beginning of what was once Book 9, Phrynichus wrote
that although it was Aristocles who was responsible for initiating this monumen-
tal enterprise, it was Rufinus who was to be credited with its advancement.® Kai-
bel, who argued for a thematically structured PS, rightly observed that it would

3 Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.100b.3: katd ototyelov &¢ kai adtn 1} cuvaywyn.

4 Phot. Bibl cod. 158.100b.14-5: Ul 8¢, w¢ £pnuev, E€ kal TPLAKOVTA POVOUG AVEYVWUEV, GO
700 a MepAapBdvovtag uéxpt 700 w.

5 Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.101a.35-7: oi 8¢ Aountol cOpmavTeg AdyoL, 00¢ NUETG avéyvwuev, T Mnvoeiw
TEAWY uéypL 00 w avetébnaoav.

6 Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.101a.10-4: Tov &8¢ évatov Poveivw, pdokwv aitiov pév tod andpacdal Tig
ouyypagiic AplotokAéa yevéabal, Tol 8¢ émt mépag EABETY avTov dlov EoeaBal, OTL EVTLYXWY TOTG
YEYPAUUEVOLG TO TE XPIOLUOV GUVISELY £0)E Kal ENALVETELE TOV TTOVOV.
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be counterintuitive for Phrynichus, who had arranged his material alphabetically,
to have ceased the work’s compilation at a random point.” Kaibel’s idea is not ir-
refutable — we are not fully apprised of the methods of ancient lexicographers —
but his observation merits some consideration. It is not unreasonable to suppose
that Phrynichus implemented some kind of thematic structure; in such a case, he
could potentially have paused his work at the end of a given thematic section
rather than at a random letter. As such, the various pieces of information that
Photius provides may perhaps be reconciled, as I shall argue in the next section.

3 The arrangement of the original PS:
A consideration of some fragments

Before commencing the investigation proper, it is worth examining two longer
fragments of the PS (comprising three different source texts) in a bid to discern
the text from which Photius and those who compiled excerpts from the lexicon
may have been working. Although these fragments offer no precise indication of
the original format of the PS, their significance lies in their testimony regarding
how the various elements of the work may have been arranged before they were
then excerpted in the Coislinianus:

PS fr. *62 131.4-13 (Z° o 145 = Phot. o 163, ex £): ayfiar Twiioat edv, ayAaioat. EVTOALG Arj-
polg: ‘avaBdpev vov XAUETS TOVTOLG TAG SLTTAG elpedtwvag | kal TpocayfAwpeV ETEABOVTES.
yaipete mavteg. dexdueada’. Aplotopdvng Eiprivy: ‘kai oe Busiaiowv iepaioy mpoaddolg te
tueydatg idia mavteg, & moTVIa, KaAoDpevt Ruels asl’. "Eppunog AptonwAiol ‘pépe viv
aynAw tolg Beolg tolougt éyw | xal Buputdow Tod Tékvov oeocwouévoy’. Oedmoumnog Inve-
A6mn- ‘kad og Tf) vouunvia | ayaipatiolg dyarolpev det kal Sagvy’.

ayiAau: To revere the deity, to glorify. Eupolis in the Rural Districts (fr. 131): ‘let us too now
dedicate twofold branches of laurel to these, and let us approach and revere. Greetings to
all. (A) We accept graciously’. Aristophanes in the Peace (396-9): ‘we will always, tlady, callf
you with holy sacrifices and great processions’. Hermippus in the Bread-sellers (fr. 8): ‘come
on now, let me go andf revere the gods and burn incense, since my child has been saved’.
Theopompus in the Penelope (fr. 48): ‘and at the first moon we will revere you with little
images and laurel’.

PS fr. *6% 131.13-21 (=" o 145 = Phot. a 164, ex ' | £™): ayfAar Twijoat (£) | tév méavo 82
ATTIK®Y EoTwv 1) AEELS. Kal ayfAw kal dyaloBpev pelg kal ‘dyadde’ kKal mpooayaAel TOv
0edv, avti Tol ebEeTan Kal TLuNoeL. Kal dyw Gvtl ToD TIud. T0 Te 00V dyewy Kai T0 ayfAat

7 See Kaibel (1899, 6-7).
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ATTIKA, GAAA TO pEV (yely TOALTIKOV, TO 8€ dyflal KwUwSIKOV Kal £yyvg YAWTTNG. QEVYELY
uév o0V xpn T0 TOV YAWTTOV. ei 8¢ y¢ oot ein dpyaiag ewvig omouvdi| Kal oeuvdtnTog Adywv,
XPNoaLo <&v> Td ToVTY XAPAKTHPL TV OVOUATWY, PNotv 6 ®plUvLog. (Z7)

ayfiat: To revere. The word is (one) of the most Attic ones. And you will say ayfjAw and
ayadoBuev, and dyarie and mpooayadel tov 0edv (‘he/she will revere the deity’) instead of
eb&etat (‘he/she will pray’) and tiprioet (‘he/she will honour’). And dyw instead of Tiu®. Both
Gyew and ayfjAal are Attic, but éyew is urbane, dyfjAal has a comic colouring and is some-
how obsolete; and you must avoid obsolete words. Yet, if you are interested in an archaic
phrasing and in solemnity of expression, you could use this kind of vocabulary, Phryni-
chus says.

PS fr. 6° (schol. BV Eur. Med. 1027 Schwartz): evvaig dyfijdar ®@poviyog ayfjiat avti tod eb-
EaoBat. xal mapd AploTo@dvel ‘SLd TavTog, @ | Somowy’, dyahoBuev el del’. kai “Eppun-
10¢ ApTonwALoL ‘@épe vV ayRAw Tovg Beovg ioT0” éyw’. SnAol kal T0 Twufjoat. dyew yap t0
TLUdY QaoLY. €V TPWTOLS Ayw’. kal ‘fyounv & avip | dotdv uéylotog v Ekel.

€OVag ayijial ayijial (‘to revere’) [is used] instead of eb€acBat (‘to pray’), Phrynichus [says].
And in Aristophanes: ‘we will always, lord, revere you’ (Pax 398-9). And Hermippus in the
Bread-sellers (fr. 8): ‘come on now, let me go and revere the gods’. It also means ‘to honour’,
since they say dyew for Tipdv (‘to honour’): ‘I honour among the first’ (trag. adesp. fr. *445)
and ‘I was honoured there as the greatest man among the citizens’ (Soph. OT 775-6).

The entries deal with the verb ayd\\w and contain the kind of information that
one might expect from Phrynichus: fr. *6* defines the form as good Attic and
specifies that &yewv is more moALTikag, whereas dyfjAal has comic colouring and is
considered obsolete. On the other hand, fr. 6 preserves roughly the same quota-
tions but omits a greater part of the discussion. The two fragments clearly used
the same source but extracted from it that which they deemed more fitting or
necessary to their purposes, taking some liberties in selecting and rewriting the
material. The source used by X" and £, and the compiler of the Euripidean scho-
lia® appears to be an entry of limited length that may have begun from a locus
classicus;’ it goes on to explain the use of ayéA\w and finally offers some short
quotations in which it was employed.'® No onomastic structure is apparent.

8 It must be noticed that the last part of the scholium, the one quoting the adespoton fragment
and Sophocles, does not appear in B, but is transmitted by V only. For this reason, and also be-
cause M is not available for Medea, it is hard to reach any certainty on whether this part was
already present in the ancient core of the scholia or is a later addition. It is not shared by other
witnesses containing excerpts from the PS.

9 It is not easy to determine from which locus classicus Phrynichus’ discussion began. I think it
unlikely to have been Eur. Med. 1027 (e0vag ayfjAay): rather, the scholiast seems to have adapted
the text of Phrynichus to comment on the tragedy.

10 On the expansions of the Synagoge, see Cunningham (2003, 49-50). About the fact that the
branch and the Euripidean scholia most likely used different sources of the excerpts of the PS,
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Some consideration of the scholium to Euripides’ Medea that lies behind PS
fr. 6° is warranted here.™ This scholium does not appear to belong to the core set
of Euripidean scholia — those that the subscriptions ascribe to Didymus Chalcente-
rus and to an unknown Dionysius'® — but rather is later. I suggest that it belongs
to a group of scholia that contain quotations from grammarians of the imperial
age and late antiquity, the most recent of whom are Theodosius (late 4th—early
5th century CE) and his contemporary Helladius."* Consequently, this set of scho-
lia, if they all have the same origin, may be dated to between the 5th century and
the beginning of the 9th.'* Phrynichus’ presence in these scholia may lend sup-
port to the suggestion that the PS was already being excerpted and manipulated
(as we can see in fr. 6°) at the time of the compilation of the corpus of Euripidean
scholia as transmitted by the most ancient manuscript witnesses, such as B (Par.
gr. 2713) and M (Marc. gr. 471).

Another significant fragment of the PS may be identified in Phot. a 808, a con-
siderably longer version of PS 8.12-3 that was evidently rewritten and brutally
abbreviated by either the compiler of the ‘epitome’ or by his source (this tendency
towards abbreviation gives rise to concerns regarding the reliability of the mate-
rials in the Coislinianus):*

PS 8.12-3: daxodoat 6py@: onuaivet 0 mdvu énaipopat mpog T0 mpdgal TL iy akoloat.
axoboat 6py® (Cratin. fr. 374): It means ‘I am most excited to do something or to hear it’.

Phot. a 808: axofoat 6pyd- Kpativog gnotv, aAAd kal Oovkudidng ‘Aaxedatpoviwyv opywv-
TwV’. onuatvet 8¢ 10 opydv <10> Tavv énaipesBat Tpog TO TPdAai Tu ij dxoBoat. kaBoAov
8¢ MoKIAwG XpdvTal T ovopatt kal yap &nt Tod Ppé€at, g Apxiloxog. Aloyviog 8¢ et ToD
natovta égedavvely kal poddttewy TiOnol. Zo@okAiig 8¢ €v Aiyel <nol> tov Oncéa oTpé-
@ovTa Kal HOAATTOVTA TAG AVYOUG ToLfjoal Seopd T@ Tavpw. Aéyel 8¢ 0UTWG “KAWATIPOL
Xelp®v opydoag katijvuae oelpaia Seoud’. kat Hpodotog 8¢ év tetdptw avti o0 poddEag ¢
opydaoag kéypnrtat. ovkodv €mel T0 pardgal kal Ppégat onuaivel i wvn, opydv Aéyetal 1o

see Favi (this volume). However, that the compiler of the scholia had access directly to the PS
remains a very remote possibility.

11 Giulia Dovico’s edition of the scholia to Euripides’ Medea is due to be published shortly; for
the time being, one must rely on Schwartz (1891, 137-213).

12 See Mastronarde (2017, 13-4).

13 Respectively schol. Eur. Or. 1525.08 Mastronarde; schol. Eur. Med. 613 Schwartz. See Mastro-
narde (2017, 25-6) and Cavarzeran (2016, 11-2), the latter of whom comments only on the scholia
to Hippolytus, to which a philosophical-allegorical commentary was also added at a later stage
(see Elsperger 1907, 46-7; Cavarzeran 2016, 15-22).

14 On the date of compilation of the present corpus of Euripidean scholia, see Zuntz (1965,
272-5).

15 See ad loc. Theodoridis (1982-2013 vol. 1, 87).



50 — Jacopo Cavarzeran

omapydv kal uetewpifesbat xal yap ta Ppexdpeva vTo8el. Beatéov 8¢ xal olTw TNV Svva-
U TiG ewVviig 6pyadeg kadobvtal Tavta Ta avelpéva eig VANV kal avnuépwta Kal apyd, g
Kal Z0Awv @notv. anod tovtou 0y T Opydv eipnrat émi Tod aveioBal mpog to mpdgal Tt i
axoboal. | ¢mel al opyadeg druntot oboal adéovowy &ig Ghog, St ToTTO Kai O Gpydv
vpoBobal kal énaipecBat mpog 10 axodoal Tt i mpdfat onpaivel. Sokel 8¢ pot kat T0 0-
pLyvioBal xai 1} 6pyn évtelibey yeyovéval, olov BpeEig Tig Kai £@eatg kal abEnolg Kal petewp-
LopOG 0boa THG YUXFS. GLYYPAPLKE LEVTOL 1] QWVI| ] dkoDaoat Opyd.

axoloal 6py®: Cratinus says it (fr. 374), but also Thucydides: ‘the Lacedaemonians were
eager’ (4.108.6). opydv means to be most excited to do something or to hear it. Generally, the
word is used in a manifold way, for it is (applied) to ‘to wet’, like Archilochus [does] (fr. 277
West). Aeschylus (fr. 435a) applies it to one who strikes in order to beat out or soften.
Sophocles in the Aegeus (fr. *25) <says> that Theseus made the bonds for the bull by twisting
and softening withies. He says thus: ‘With the hands as spindle he softened [the withies]
and made twisted bonds’. Herodotus in Book 4 (4.64.2) uses 6pydocag for pordgag (‘making it
soft’). Then, since the term indicates also ‘to soften’ (uaAd&at) and ‘to wet’ (Bpégay), 6pydv
can be used for ‘to swell’ (omapydv) and ‘to rise up’ (petewpifesBa): for what is impreg-
nated with water swells up. One must thus see the importance of this word: 6pyddeg are
called all the [lands] let to wood, untilled and idle, as Solon says (fr. 91 Ruschenbusch). From
this meaning therefore 6pyav is used in the sense of ‘to let [someone] do or hear something’.
Or because the 0pyadeg, since they are not cut, grow in height: for this reason 6pyév means
to be exalted (0poTUobal) and to be excited (émaipecbay) to do something or to hear it. It
seems to me that also optyvacBat (‘to aim at’) and opyn (‘impulse’) come from this, since
there is some kind of longing, aiming, increment, and rising in the soul. The expression
axodoal 6py® is suitable for prose.

The structure of this fragment is similar in some respects to that of the three ex-
amined above: it begins by quoting Cratinus before offering some sentences from
Attic authors to demonstrate their use of the verb 6py® and its various meanings;
at the end, Phrynichus also provides an etymological explanation of the verb. In a
circular fashion, he concludes by saying that Cratinus’ expression is cuyypa@n
(‘suited to prose’). The two cases analysed thus far allow us to envisage a common
structure consisting of entries that contain a locus classicus or a particular word
that is then discussed; neither of these fragments appears to point towards a hori-
zontal structure.'® Nonetheless, however extensive and informative these exam-
ples may be, they do not tell the whole story; if we examine the entries of the PS
from a broader perspective, several other aspects come to light.

16 For a definition, see Tosi (2015, 623).
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4 Possible traces of a horizontal structure
in the PS

Any reflection on the PS’ original arrangement must inevitably include a compar-
ison with Pollux’s Onomasticon. The Onomasticon is the only extant onomastic
lexicon from antiquity, it dates to the same time as Phrynichus’ work, and it was
also dedicated to the same emperor, Commodus.'” Pollux’s lexicon, even if it is
also generally considered an epitome,'® is arranged around lists of synonyms or
terms referring to the same semantic field in what scholars call a horizontal
structure. In considering Pollux’s work, it is thus possible to identify certain pas-
sages in the epitome of the PS that exhibit characteristics resembling those of an
onomasticon in one way or another.

Book 5 deals primarily with hunting and wild beasts but concludes with lists
of various unrelated synonyms. Pollux begins the book with definitions and syno-
nyms for hunting and the adjectives derived therefrom (5.9-13) before addressing
the locales in which one hunts or in which animals live (5.14); the names of their
cubs (5.15) and of their skins (5.16); the terminology applied to the hunter’s help-
ers (5.17); his equipment (5.17-8); and his tools (5.19-34, a very long section,
largely omitted in the most part of textual tradition). He then continues by discus-
sing the hunter’s preparation (5.35) and ends with a list of other hunting-related
expressions (5.36).

This section from Book 5 of the Onomasticon may be considered ‘typical’ in
the sense that it clearly exhibits the kind of lexicographical mapping of several
different aspects of hunting characteristic of lexicographical works conforming to
a horizontal structure. In particular, it is worth emphasising the use of hypero-
nyms around which the lists of synonyms are organised:

Poll. 5.9: Oijpa Aéyott v xat dypa, kai kuvnyéatov [. . .].
Hunting could also be called typa and xvvnyéatov [. . .].

Poll. 5.14: ToémoL 8¢ @V Onpilwv [. . .].

17 An overview of this work can be found in Tosi (1988, 88-113) and Dickey (2007, 96), with addi-
tional bibliography.

18 Tosi (1988, 101-3) identified traces of epitomisation, which primarily include quotations. It
should also be noted that the process of epitomisation undergone by Pollux’s text was mild in
comparison to that which disfigured the PS. Moreover, Bethe (1900-1937 vol 1, v) overestimates
the importance of the scholium that some manuscripts preserve at the beginning of Book 1 for
reconstructing the process of epitomisation.
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Places in which wild animals live [. . .].

Poll. 5.15: kaAeital 8¢ [. . .] éxyova [. . .].

The offspring [of wild animals . . . ] are called [. . .].

Poll. 5.16: kat 70 pév [. . . 8éppa [. . JkaAettad [. . .].

The [. . .] skin [. . .]is called.

Poll. 5.17: kai ouvepyol pev kuvnyétov [. . ..

Hunter’s helpers [. . .].

Poll. 5.17: oxevn 8¢ kuvnyétov [. . .].

Hunter’s equipment [. . .].

Poll 5.19: ta 8¢ mpog Kuvnyéolov épyadeia [. . .].

The tools for hunting [. . .].

Poll. 5.35: kai {8e uév 1} Tapackevy Ped’ /g Tov Kuvnyétnv 8l mapsivat [. . .].
These are the preparations the hunter must make [. . .].

Poll. 5.36: paing & v otoacbat Tag dpkug, évaticacdad [. . .].

You could say ‘to set nets’, ‘to place [nets]’ [. . .].

Based on this model, we can assess whether a similar structure may be found in
the surviving material of the PS — or whether we can at least detect certain fea-
tures that may be indicative of such a structure and, consequently, of Phrynichus’
working method. As expected, this procedure requires caution and a certain de-
gree of speculation. The next section should be regarded as an attempt to under-
stand the work’s original structure and the format of its entries (which differed
substantially from those found in the Coislinianus, as mentioned above): it sug-
gests a development of new approaches rather than a proper hypothesis. In this
endeavour, the comparison with Pollux’s Onomasticon plays a pivotal role.

The presence in the PS of generalising terms, such as témog (‘place’) and
okelog (‘tool’), may suggest that the original PS might have been structured simi-
larly to Pollux’s Onomasticon, where such terms are also adopted extensively,
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and that the epitome split lengthy discussions on a single topic (e.g., horses, land,
ages) into several, shorter entriesinto several, shorter entries:'°

(1) Tomog

PS 5.3-10: aAwv8i{0pa- O T6TOG, £v @ KaAwSoTvral ot inmot kal dvol ¢EakovpevoL TOV K-
patov. £0TL TL Pua Kudio, 6 <oi> ATTikol 81d 700 a Kahiw. elta mpoadikn tod § Kai éneloa-
YWYfj T0U v Kal YETABOAR] TOD TOVOU KAAVSE®. <€k> TOUTOUL KATd AoBoAiv 1ol k GAWVS®. kal
Momep KOAVUP® koAvuprRBpa Kal GTWHULVAAD oTwpLAAGBpa Sa Vo AX, o0TwWG Amd 00 Ka-
A0 kaAvdiBpa katl anoBoAfj ol k dAvsiBpa.

aAw8iBpa: The place in which horses and asses roam, healing from weariness. There is a
verb kulAiw, which <the> Attic speakers [say] koAiw, with an a. Then through the addition of
§, the introduction of v, and the change of accent, [it becomes] kaAw8®. From this [derives]
8@ (‘to make to roll’), through the dropping of k. And, as koAvuprBpa (‘pool’) [derives
from] koAvup® (‘to swim’), oTwuvAANBpa (‘wordiness’) [from] otwULVAAG (‘to chatter’) with
two A, so from kaAwv8@® [come] kaAwvdiBpa and dAwv8rBpa with the dropping of k.

PS 49.14-9: av8poxtovelov- 6 TOMOG, £vBa ol GvBpwToL armoBviiokovst. Aéyolto 8 <av> av-
SpokToveia Kal Té TV Snuiwv évSlartipata, v olg Tovg TV EMBavATWY KaTaSikasEvTag
katayxpdvral. kat ot Aoundovg 100 Opakog innmeveg eikdtwg av dvSpokTovela, Ayolt Gv
Kai 6 Kepkuov. kai 1} TraAki §& ZkOUAAa av8pokToveiov elye TO GvTpov, @ TPOcENEPUKEL.

avépoxtovelov: The place in which human beings die. dv8poktovela might also be called
the executioners’ dwelling places, in which they kill those condemned to death. The stables
of the Thracian Diomedes might reasonably be called av8poxtoveia and so Kerkyon. Skylla
in Italy had a grotto as her av§poktoveiov, to which she clung.

PS 74.9-12: BupéAn: viv pev BupéAnv karodpev v 1ol Bedtpov oknviv. kal olke mapd to
00wV kekAfjobaL 6 TOTOg 00T0G. depekpdTng 8¢ T& BuAjuata, & ép 0Ty EAQLTA otvw Kal
éAaiy pepaypéva, ®oavTwg KOAET BuuéAny.

Buuéln: We now call the stage of the theatre BuuéAn. It seems likely that this place took its
name from 6Vewv (‘to sacrifice’). But Pherecrates (fr. 247) calls the BuAfpata, which are bar-
ley-cakes kneaded with wine and oil, thus: GupéAn. (Transl. Tribulato 2021).

PS 81.9-10: xAnpwtipla- <6 T610¢>, £vOa KAnpodvTal ot SikaoTat.

KAnpwtipta (Ar. fr. 52): <The place> where judges are elected.

19 Terms like t6mog and okelog are clearly often present in other lexica as well, such as in the
Suda. However, on this occasion, the focus is primarily on Pollux’s Onomasticon, a contemporary
work to the PS and, in many ways, similar to that of Phrynichus. In any case, what is hypothes-
ised is not merely based on the attestation or absence of a term, but on the presence of particular
topics, perhaps recurring, in the discussion of a term or expression in what was the PS.
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PS 113.1-2: Téhua- 6 610 0 TNAOSNGS Kal KowdNg ¢k T00 cuvicTasdal v adT@d T0 VEWP.
TéApa (Ar. Av. 1593): The muddy and hollow place because of the presence of water in it.
PS 123.4-5: popuTdg 6 KOMPWSNG TOTOG.

@opuTdg (Ar. Ach. 72): The place for dung.

PS 126.3-4: yopnyelov: 6 T0m0G, £vBa 6 YopNYyOg TOVG TE XOPOUES KAl TOUG DITOKPLTAG GUVAYWV
OUVEKPOTEL.

xopnyelov: The place where the choregus clapped his hands while assembling the chorus
and the actors.

okedog
PS 27.18: dBag: EVAWVOV TL okebog, TapamAiolov Toig Siokolg.
@pag (Cratin. fr. 93): A wooden tool similar to quoits.

PS 33.15-6: apUTtawva: 6kedog T, () oi Baravelg ypovtat mpog 0 mapéyew <td HéwP>. d
700 Gpveabal, 8 £0TLV AMAVTAETV.

apvtawva: Some kind of tool, which the bath-men use to supply <water>. From é&pveafay,
which means to draw from.

PS 48.17-8: apvotiyog okebog, ¢ apvovral olvov. 6 8¢ kuabog uéTpov TL.

apvotiyog: A tool with which they draw wine. The k0afog (ladle’) is a measure.

PS 70.24-5: ¢oyapa- T0 okebog, £¢’ ¢ OMTATAL KPEAS f LYOUG.

¢oyapa (Ar. V. 938): The tool on which meat or fish are cooked.

PS 87.1-6: Auyvody0G, Aauntip, gavog Slagépel. Auxvodyog Uév €aTlL okebOg TL £V KUKAW
£xov képata, EvBov 8¢ AVxvov NuUéEVov, L TV KepATwV TO YOG TEUTOVTA. AAUNTAP &6&
XaAKoOV i 6t8npolv ij EVAWVOV Aaumddiov duotov, Exov BpLarriba. @avog 8¢ PAKEAOG TLVWV
ouvSedenévog kat nuuévog, 6 xat Sttt oo T.

Avyvolyog, Adauntip, and @avog are different. Auyvodyog is a kind of tool that has horns
around and inside a kindled lamp which sends the light through the horns. Aauntip is
something similar to a small torch made of bronze, iron, or wood but with a wick. pavég is
a bundle of some things bound together and kindled, which [word can be said] also with .

PS127.1: xépviBa- Ta mpog Tag Buciag oxedn.

xépvipa: Tools for sacrifices.
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PS 127.17: YiixTpar @ 6KeVEL Priyovaot Tovg (nmoug.

YrikTpa (Ar. fr. 66): The tool with which they groom horses.

npa&Lg (‘action’) may have been another hypernym; this time, it is of linguistic
significance but has the same purpose. Greater caution is required in interpreting
this term, however, given that this is the only place it appears in all of Phryni-
chus’ extant works:

PS 33.12: apronwAia- i) mpagig avTy.
aptonwAia (‘dealing in bread’): The action itself.

— Cf. Poll. 1.101: ¢k 8¢ TGV Tag VAag Tapackevaldvtwy elev &v HAovpyoli, uTovpyol,
yewpyol, bAotépot, YAaywyoi, EvAovpyol, mosovpyol, sunvovpyol- kai 1} TPAELG VAOLP-
yia, bAotopia, VAaywyla, fuAovpyia, mocovpyia, knmovpyla, cunvouvpyia.

Among those who provide the wood may be woodmen, planters, farmers, woodcutters,
wood-carriers, carpenters, pitch-makers, bee-masters. The actions are carpentry, wood-
cutting, wood-carrying, working of wood, making of pitch, gardening, beekeeping.

The breadth of comparison may be easily extended. Two passages in the PS are
marked by terms for reproach or praise. This is also characteristic of the struc-
ture employed in the Onomasticon:*°

PS 39.1-2: &l 11¢ BovAoLTo amook®@yai Tva [. . .].

If someone wants to jeer at someone [. . .].

PS 101.12-3: éAayog 1} TOALG EoTiv- i OA0LG EykwuLadewy TOAL.
‘The city is a sea’: [Say it] if you want to praise a city.

One may reasonably wonder whether these entries might be extracts from longer
sections that were arranged thematically. According to this hypothesis, the com-
piler rewrote these passages, placing a lemma at the beginning of each and
roughly maintaining the definition that marked Phrynichus’ topics: places, equip-
ment, instruments, and actions.

Although these examples are useful for identifying the ways in which the
compiler(s) approached the original text, we cannot rule out the possibility that
the extant wording of these lemmas is instead very close (or even identical) to the

20 This opposition is common in Pollux: see, for instance, Poll. 1.40-2; 1.178-9; 1.118-91; 1.194-7;
1.239-40; 4.34-7, but many more such cases may be found.
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original PS, perhaps making only minor omissions. However, this is not the only
possible approach to studying the presence of onomastic features in the PS. An-
other method is the collection of scattered items that deal with the same topic.
This yields several interesting clusters, some of which would fit a kind of horizon-
tal (or onomastic) structure reasonably well. Below, I shall collect and discuss the
available evidence in support of this possibility.

First, several items of the PS’ ‘epitome’ contain definitions that can be applied
to horses, tools relating to them, or activities performed with these animals:

PS 5.3-10: aAw8h0pa: 0 TOMOG, £v O KaAwdobvtal oi (mmot kal 6vol ¢€akovuevol TOV
kduatov.

aAwvdrBpa: The place in which horses and asses roam, healing themselves from weariness.
PS 41.2-3: 4110 putiipog Tpéxewv <€dv> inmmov- olov and xaAwod fj Gveu yaAwod.

<To let> a horse run with loose reins: i.e., with a loose bit or without it.

PS 45.11 dtpogol kal avaywyol kal AakTtiotal ot Eevoe@v.

Horses atpogot (‘ill-fed’), avaywyou (fill-trained’) and Aaxtiotat (‘kicking’). Xenophon
(Mem. 3.3.4).

PS 64.10: Saxvag inmog, Sakvag dvog meplomdral.

A Saxvig (‘biting’) horse, and an ass, too: [Saxvdg] has a circumflex accent on the last syl-
lable.

PS 65.6-7: Suoydpyarog inmog- €nt Tdv Prixeabal Suoavacyetovviwy tibetat.
A Suaoydpyadog horse (X. Eq. 3.10): applied to those vexed at being groomed.
PS 69.4: ¢punndcacBat Adyotg olov katadpaueiv. Kpativog.

Ride a tilt at with words: i.e., inveigh against. Cratinus (fr. 389).

PS 76.14: inmi8Lov- oL pévov inmdplov.

inniSiov: Not only inmdpiov (‘pony’).

PS 77.16: inmovplg: i) THV Zatpwv ovpd.

innovptg: The satyrs’ tail.

PS 79.20: xplBwAebpol inmot- Enl TdV pdTnv €06LOVTWY (Mmwv.

kpBWAeOpot horses (‘harley-wasting’): [Said] of horses eating to no good end.
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PS 85.19-86.2: AeUTOyvVOUWY: onuaivel tov undénw tov 686vta BeBAnkota, S ob i NAwia
OV MWV Kal TV GAAWY TETPanddwv yvwpietal.

Aeumoyvwuwv: It means [the horse] which has not yet got teeth, thanks to which the age of
horses and other quadrupeds can be known.

PS 98.1-2: oelov: TOV €ig Oxelav avelpévov immov ij Gvov.
oxelov (‘kept for breeding’): The horse or ass let for the breeding.
PS 111.1-2: otép1g xal Blatog (nmog: 6 ur medouevog Td XOAWVE.
A otéuig and violent horse (Aesch. fr. 442): one that is not obedient to the bit.
— Cf. Phot. ¢ 584: atouLg innog- anmedng kal Blatog, 6v Tveg doTopov.
A otoug horse: Disobedient and violent, which some [call] dotopov (‘hard-mouthed’).
PS 127.17-8: Yiiktpa: () okevEL Yrjouat Tovg {mmoug.
Yrxtpa (Ar. fr. 66): The tool with which they groom horses.
— Cf. Poll. 10.55: TV & mmik®v okev®v YKTPQ.
Among the tools for horses: Yriktpa.
- Cf. also Poll. 1.185, where yriktpa features among the tools for horses.

As we have seen apropos Pollux on hunting, the repeated element innog in each
of these lemmas could indicate their provenance from an originally unitary sec-
tion on horses: these entries in the PS might therefore have been drawn from a
list of synonymic expressions, such as those that are commonly found in Pollux’s
text. Next is an item (5.3-10) about a place (t6mog) associated with horses, fol-
lowed by some verbs (41.2-3, 64.10), one of which is metaphorical (69.4); two
items about the ages of horses (76.14, 85.19-86.2), similar to Poll. 1.182, which in-
cludes a passage on this precise topic.”! The end of the list also includes an item

21 Poll. 1.182: ‘m@®Aot GPBoAot, ABOAWY kal Tereiwv ol péool— olTw yap MAdTwV ToULg SevTepofo-
A0UG OVOUAGOHEVOUG EKAAeaeY — TEAELOL OL 8¢ YeynpaKATEG ATOYVWUOVES Kal AELTOYVWUOVEG:
yv@pa yap Aéyetat 6 anomnintwv 08006, Tf¢ nAiag GV yvwplotikdg (‘Foals which have not shed
their foal-teeth, those in the middle between foals and fully grown horses — so Plato (cf. Lg.
834c.1-3) called those which shed their teeth a second time — and fully grown [horses]. The old
[horses are] amoyvwUoveg or AeUTOyvWUOVES, since yvopa is said of one losing its teeth, which is
a distinctive sign of age’).
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about an instrument (127.17-8) used to groom horses, which also recurs in Poll.
1.185, in the above-mentioned section about horses, introduced using the term ¢p-
yaheiov.? Considering these entries together, it is tempting to regard them as the
relics (certainly abridged, most likely rewritten) of a longer section focusing on
horses and associated paraphernalia and terminology; thus, the section may be
said to be thematically structured and therefore similar to the section found in
Pollux.
A comparable situation arises in relation to yij, land’:

PS10.7-8: avyunpa yij- i} pij Autapd undé émtndeia mpog UTOY Kal Kapmiv Qopav.
Dry land: That which is not rich, nor fitting for the production of plants and fruits.

— Cf. Phot. a 3276: avyunpa yi- | ui Autapd pundé ebyelog undé émrndeia mpog Kapmdv
@opav Kal UTAV. 00TWG APLOTOPAVNG.

Dry land: That neither rich nor with a good soil nor suited to the crop of fruits and
plants. Thus, Aristophanes (fr. novum).

PS 21.14-7: 4Béwg StépBapTatr avti tol Setvidg Kal anapattiTwg. ZoQokARG ‘T odé te | Yiig
08 <axkapnwe> KABEwG StepBappévng’. olov undevog Bedv Emkovpiag mapovaong.

It was ruined by the anger of the heavens: Instead of terribly and unmercifully. Sophocles
(OT 253-4): ‘of this land ruined with no fruit and with no gods’, i.e., there being no aid from
any god.

PS 54.3: BOA0G OnAvKGG.

B®Aog (lump’): Feminine.

PS 54.13-4: BwAokomEY- T0 TAG BWAOLG TAG €V TATG APOVPALS ETAVETTHTAG KOTITELV.
BwAoxomelv (Ar. fr. 800): To break clods that have arisen in the fields.

PS 55.20: yij €0AL0¢: 1) del RALovpévn.

yii e0fAog (‘sunny land’, Ar. fr. 823): The one always exposed to the sun.

PS57.1-3: yimeda- Stapépet yrimedov oikoméSov. oikomedov yap oikiag kateppiyuévng £8agog,
yimeda 8¢ Ta v taig moAeat mpookeieva Talg oikiatg knmia.

22 Poll. 1.185: Tt 8¢ mepl v Oepaneiav épyalela, 10 uév ékkabaipov THv Tpiya mTepd €owkog
E0Aov omdon, 0 8¢ Slaktevifov aldnplov mploviddeg wdovtwuévov Priktpa (‘The tools for [horse-]
caring are the omd®n, a wooden [tool] to clean the hair similar to a wing, and the Yriktpa, irony
and furnished with serrated teeth, to comb’).
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ynmeda (‘plots of ground’) ([Aesch.] Pr. 830): yfmedov differs from oikéneSov (‘building-site’),
since oikomedov is the ground, once a house is thrown down, while yrine8a [are] the little
gardens which lie beside houses in cities.

PS 93.2-6: 0pydgewv mnAdv 0 Stafpéyetv. obtw yap t0 Lypalvely ot apyalot Aéyouaot. Kal op-
yada v tepav kat aviepwuévny yijv, 6Tt EASNG kai Evuypog.

opyadgey mnAdv (‘to soften the land’) (Ar. Ach. 839; Eup. fr. 266): To soak. So the ancient au-
thors say ‘to wet’. And 6pydada [they call] the holy and sanctified land, because it is marshy
and wet.

PS 103.7: moTapoppuTOS Yij- 1] SLappeopévn TOTAWOTS.

Land motapdpputog: The one watered by rivers.

The three lemmas at PS 10.7-8, 55.20, and 103.7 contain the word yfj and may per-
haps pertain to a section similar to the following in Pollux:

Poll. 1.186: yij medidag, yij dmedog, Aela, oparn, dAbog, inndkpotog, innddpouog, edmopog.
ywpla deutna, Svoutna, data, SvoBatal. . .]

Flat land, even land, smooth, uniform, free from stones, sounding with the tramp of horses,
rode by horses, easy to pass. Regions unsuited for cavalry, hard to ride in, untrodden, im-
passable [. . .].

At PS 57.1-3, the word yfineda (absent in Pollux’s lexicon) was perhaps considered
a derivation of yf. In this entry, Sta@épet might indicate the rewriting of a longer
and more detailed passage. PS 93.2-6 deals with an agricultural activity, through
which it explains the meaning of 0pydSa as a noun for consecrated land (in this
case, Phrynichus appears to link the words by their roots, which may represent
an additional means by which he structured the text besides alphabetical order).
Other entries about farming are found at PS 54.2 and 54.13-4, concerning the
terms B®Aog (‘clod’) and Bwiokomeiv (‘to break clods of earth’). In Poll. 1.226, Bw-
Aokorely is included in a list of verbs denoting the tasks that one may perform on
a farm, and it is not entirely impossible that Phrynichus might have continued
the section on yij by describing the vocabulary of rural activities, as does Pollux.
A third group that may be isolated concerns definitions for an elderly person:

PS 57.4: yépwv puodc: Hapavtikdc.
Wrinkled old man: Withered.

PS 59.7-9: yépwv oTOTNIVOG HTOL AEVKOG Kal TTOALOG, EMELSN TA OTOTILVA AEVKA €iowy. ij TOV
@oBevii SnAot, émeldn aoBevéaTtepd €0TL TA GTUTTILVA TGOV ALV@V.
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Towy old man (com. adesp. fr. *585): i.e., white and grey, because tow is white. Or it means a
weak one, since linen-tow is quite weak.

— Cf. Phryn. Ecl. 229: otunnéivov TeTpagVAAABwG oL Xpr) AéyeLy, GAAA dvev T0D € TPLOLA-
AdBwg oTOTIITLVOV MG ol apyaiot. Tadta QUAATTOUEVOG TIG BeATiwV Kal S0KIPWTATOC
€ln av.

otunméivov should not be said as [it were] of four syllables, but of three syllables with-
out € otOmnvov, as the ancient authors [do]. By guarding himself against [using] that,
one might be regarded as better and gain considerable approval.

PS 76.10-1: Tanetog avtl T00 yépwv. <Aéyetal §&> kal TBwvog kal Kpovog Ent v ye-
POVTWV.

Iapetus (Ar. Nu. 998): Instead of an old man. Tithonus and Kronos [were also applied] to
elderly people.

PS 88.12-3: povoyépwv: TV UovoTpomov kai SUokoAov yépovta onpaivel.
uovoyépwv (com. adesp. fr. *628): It means a solitary and unpleasant old man.
PS 114.1-2: Tugoyépwv: ToLS L Yiipag TETVOWUEVOUG Kal EMIKEKAVUEVOUC,.

Tupoyépwy (‘silly old marn’, Ar. Lys. 335, Nu. 907): Those demented and damaged in the mind
because of old age.”

PS 114.3-9: TupBoyépwv- &l TGV TAVL yepaiiv, olov 0 St pakpov yijpag taeog Gv xal ov-
KETL AvOpwTOG. Técoapd eiotv dvopata Tod yépovtog, HUOYEPWY 6 PO ToD TPOCHKOVTOG
Kawpot ynpdoag. elta 0 yépwv, OLwVONKG TG Tavtl yépovTL tpitov 8¢ olpap — £otTL 8¢
olpap katd YAOTTAY T0 évduua 100 09e0g — TETapTog TUUBOYEPWY, O TOUROL Xpelav Exwy.

TopBoyépwv (‘old tomb’, Ar. fr. 907): [It is said] of very old men, [meaning] something like
one who, due to his great seniority, is a tomb and no longer a man. There are four names
for an old man: wuoyépwv [is] one who grew old before his time. Then there is yépwv, a
noun that fits any old man. [The name] of the third [type (?) is] c0pap; cOpap is a dialectal
word indicating a snake’s slough. Fourth comes tupfoyépwv, i.e., one who deserves a tomb.’
(Transl. Pellettieri 2022).

Perhaps a considerable section of our supposedly onomastic PS dealt with terms
for elderly people, most of which were comic or mocking (or, perhaps it was the
case that only these seemed interesting to the compiler of the ‘epitome’).** Poll.
2.16 has a similar section, which also has several words in common with the PS:

23 For émkaiw as an interpretamentum of ToQuw, see, e.g., Hsch. 6 977; Phot. a 3144 (= Phryn. PS
fr. *277).
24 See Pellettieri in this volume.
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Poll. 2.16: &netat 8¢ TOVTOLG KAl TA KWUIKA OKWUPATA, Kpovog, KpovIKOG, KpovOAnpog, Tpe-
apvTEpog Kpdvou, vwdoyépwv, TUUPBOYEPWY, HAKKOGOV, TAPAVOXDY, TAPAYEYNPUKNG, TAPA-
@POVHV, TAPAAAATTWY, £EE0TNKWG LTIO YPWE, TAPAKEKIVNK®WG VY’ HALKIaG, UTEP TAG EAA-
©OVG BePLwKwe, LTIEP TAG KOPWVAS, TATG VOUQALS IOTALE.

In addition to these [expressions for old people], there are also the comic insults (com.
adesp. fr. 751) Kronos, old-fashioned, old twaddler, older than Kronos, toothless old man, old
tomb (tupBoyépwv), one who is stupid, one who has lost his wits, one who is superannuated,
one who is deranged, delirious, one who is out of his senses due to old age, one who is dis-
turbed due to his age, one who has lived longer than the deer, longer than the crows, one
who is the same age as the nymphs. (Transl. Pellettieri 2022).

PS 114.3-9 in this list is particularly interesting. It begins by explaining the sugges-
tive word tuppoyépwyv; it continues with a list of the terms that can be applied to
an elderly person, and it ends with the initial word again, TuuBoyépwv. This ‘cir-
cular structure’ is also found in the fragment of the PS preserved by Phot. a 808
and analysed above. This material also suggests a horizontal structure in relation
to the terminology that may be used for persons of a certain age. Indeed, items
that deal with human age form a substantial group in the PS:

PS 1.1-3: apnAwéotepol: ol mpeafutepol, wg dmo Tig NAiag dvtes. NAkiav yap Aeyov kal
Vv {kai} vedtnta ot apyalot. ot yévtol véol kal €mt TRV VewTépwv TATTOLOLY.

apnAwéatepot: Old people, because they are beyond fAwia (‘youth’). Ancient authors called
youth Awia. However, modern authors apply it to younger people.

PS 65.20-1: €€nPov- 10070 KaALVOV. KabwuAnuévov 10 EEwpov.

£¢npov (Aesch. Th. 11): This is original. £&€wpov is currently used.

PS 75.19: iofiA& kawotepov 100 HAKLOTNG.

{ofiAE: More original than NAtkwwTng.

PS 91.1-2: veoAaia- £0TL VEOG Aaog 1 vedTng, map’ & YEyovev 1} veoAaia.

veolaia (‘band of youths’, Ar. fr. 73): véog Aadg (‘youth folk’) means youth, from which
[comes] the word veoAaia.

— Cf. Phot. v 138 and v 139.
PS 113.3: Tiig vOv veoraiag tiig vOv vedtnTog, To0 vV yévoug. £k o0 véog kal To0 Aadg.

Of the veoAaia of now: Of the youth of now, of the kind of now. From véog and Aadg.

Pollux also deals with this topic: an entire section of Book 2 (8-18) encompasses
definitions and synonyms for human ages from childhood to old age.
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This similarity between the two authors is also evident elsewhere. We may
further compare the treatment of trees in the Onomasticon and the PS:

PS 36.14-6: axpoSpua- ol kapmol TV §EvEpwv. Spvag 8¢ mavta Ta 86vEpa EKAAOUV. <EAeyoV
8¢ Th axpoSpua kal pijAa. Ounpog> ‘avtijov pifnoy kat avtoig avheot URAWY’.

axpodpua: The fruit of trees. They called §pvag (‘oaks’) all trees. <akpoSpua were also said
ufjAa. Homer: > ‘with their roots and their fruits’ (Il. 9.542).

— Cf. Phot. a 855: axpodpua- kapmol evpkol.
axkpoédpua: Fruits of trees.
PS 46.4-5: apoageg §¢v8pov: 1o uéya Kal Saprég.
apeageg 8¢v8pov (‘wide-spreading tree’, PL. Phdr. 230b.3): The big and abundant one.

— Cf. Phot. a 1342: auea@ég Katdoklov, aueotépwdev Bonbovpevov. SaPiréc: ‘i te
yap mAdtavog abtn pdAlota apueaeng’. év ®aidpw IIAdTtwv. ToAL 8¢ €0TL Tapd To1g
TPAYLKOTG.

apeagég (‘wide-spreading’): Shadowing, abundant. ‘This plane tree is extremely
wide-spreading’, Plato in Phaedrus (230b). It is quite common in tragic poets.

PS 58.7: yépav8pug: olov ToAaLov §€vSpov.

yépavdpug: Le., an old tree.

PS 123.16-7: @UAAOYOETV: ENTL TAV §EVEPWV THV AMOPAAAOVTWY T QUAAA. QUAAOPOETV.
(UAAOY0ETv: About trees shedding their leaves. uAAopoeiv (‘to shed leaves’, Ar. Av. 1480).

Poll. 1.231-6: kal papaiveral, ofévvutal, anavoel, puAloppoel, yvuvoltal, Prrodtal. kal
‘@uALoY60¢ iV’ 6 Tadta Tol@v, WG Haotodog [. . .] amaiol 8¢ €pelg kal adpol, e0QUETS, 6pbLol,
KEXLUEVOL, AITOKEXVPEVOL, EDQUANOL, KOPRDVTES, AUPIAAQETS, Au@ikouol, eDKOUOL, OKLEPOL, £0-
oKloL, ovoKLol, BaBels, Sacelg, Pabelav moloBvTeg TV oKLAY TOAARY, TAatelay, tkaviy, ap-
kodoav, anoxphoav, SaPiAf], VepanoypBoav.

[Expressions for trees]: It dies away, it is quenched, it loses its blooms, it sheds its leaves, it is
stripped, it lies bare. And ‘month of shedding leaves’ is the one which does that, as Hesiod
says (fr. 333 Merkelbach-West). [. . .] You shall call [the trees] delicate, solid, well-grown, up-
right, which have lost their leaves, leafy, with massive foliage, wide-spreading, thick-leafed,
with goodly foliage, giving shade, shadowy, thickly shaded, deep, thick, casting a deep and
large shadow, broad, befitting, satisfying, sufficient, abundant, more than sufficient.

With the exception of PS 58.7 yépavdpug, all the items related to trees and their
description can be found in the six chapters of Pollux’s text quoted above, which
deals precisely with this topic. The items from the PS concern adjectives that may
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be used to describe trees; they also include a passage on §p0¢ in which Phryni-
chus reports the same doctrine found in the old scholia to Euripides’ Androma-
cha.®® The word 8pti¢ could be used to denote any kind of tree, information that
Pollux does not appear to have provided. The verbs used to describe trees’ loss of
leaves are also identical in Phrynichus and Pollux, and we may conjecture that
the PS contained a section similar to that in Pollux concerning the various terms
used to denote this kind of tree.
A possible horizontal structure is also identifiable in PS 91.7-8:

PS 91.7-8: GVELPOUAVTLS, AOTPOUAVTLG, OPVIBOUAVTLS, AAQLTOUAVTLS 0UTWG AEyouaLy.

Interpreter of dreams, astrologer, augur, barley-meal diviner: So they say.

This entry consists of a series of compounds of pdvtic. Again, the same arrange-
ment can be found in Poll. 7.188:

Poll. 7.188: pavtelg, AAQLTOUAVTELS, AGTPOUAVTELS, VUKTOUAVTELG, GTEPVOUAVTELS,
0POVSUVAOUAVTELG, AAEVPOUAVTELG KOOKIVOUAVTELS 8¢ elpnke @LALTTI&NG, Mdyvng 8¢
€v Av8o1g ‘Ovelpokpitatov avaAvTalg’.

Diviners, barley-meal diviners, astrologers, night-foreteller, ventriloquists, prophesying
from the spindle, flour-diviners; diviners by a sieve, said Philippides (fr. 38), and Magnes in
the Lydians (fr. 4) ‘diviners of dreams, interpreters’.

The original PS conceivably contained something similar, perhaps beginning with
the word pavrig, exactly as in Pollux. However, the length and context of such a
passage remains, unfortunately, indeterminate because the entry appears to have
been heavily defaced and manipulated. The remark o0twg Aéyovatv is not Phryni-
chus’ explanation but is more likely to be a note added by the epitome’s compiler,
who probably meant ‘Attic writers’ and omitted direct quotations and author
names that he found in the PS.

Two additional items may be cited to illustrate this typology of entries, the
first of which contains a denominative verb and the second a synonym:

PS 45.16-7: avapavtevechal onuaivel 10 ta pavtevBévra dnaf melpdobal dudvtevta
notelofat.

avapavtevesBat: It means to attempt to make ‘unprophesied’ what has once been proph-
esied.

25 Schol. MVGeTuNeVo Eur. Andr. 167b1: [. . .] AxeA®dov 8¢ mév motapov Béwp Yacly wg Spiv
ndv 8€v8pov kal dakpddpua mavtag Tovg kapmovg (‘They call AxeA@ov all the river water and
8pi¢ every tree and axpodpua every fruit’).
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PS 77.3-4: igpOMTNG: O TA lEPA EMONTEVWV Kal £€ AVTHV PAVTEVOPEVOG.
tepdmng: One who scrutinises sacrificed victims and makes predictions through them.

One topic that Phrynichus does not avoid and that is somewhat common through-
out lexicography is animals’ calls:

PS 58.14-59.4: ypuAiewv kal ypuAlouog ént tfig tdv yolpwv @uwvijc. 8U £€vog A, kal ov St
§votv. ypuALog 8¢ St TV Suolv AA opyrinatog e(80¢ £otv. 1} pév obv GpynoLg vId TAOV Ai-
YURTiwV YPUAAOUOG KOAETTAL, YPUAAOG 8¢ O OpYOUUEVOG. DAV PV 0DV 1| WYY YPUALGUGG,
PoBATWY 8¢ PANYN, aly®dv 8¢ kal EAdewv pnkn, Bodv 8¢ puknBUog fij poknaotg, inmwv §¢
XPEUETLONOG, AVKWY 8¢ wpuyn Te Kal WPUYUOG. Ta 8¢ puata: unkdrat ol kat Eragog, PAn-
¥@rtaw mpoBatov kat akoAovBWG.

ypUAilewy and ypuAiouog: They [are said] of the swine’s call. [They must be spelt and pro-
nounced] with a single A, and not with two A. ypOAAog, [spelt and pronounced] with two 2, is
a kind of dance; the dance is called ypvAAiopdg by the Egyptians, whereas the ypOAiog is the
one who dances. ypuAtopdg is indeed the call of pigs, BAnxn (‘bleating’) [the call] of sheep,
unkn (‘bleating’) [the call] of goats and deers, pukn8uog or pvknotg (‘bellowing’), [the call] of
oxen, xpeueTiouog (‘neigh’) [the call] of horses, wpuyr and wpvyuog (‘howling’) [are the call]
of wolves. The verbs are: the goat and the deer bleat, the sheep bleats, and so on. (Transl.
Gerbi 2023).

This entry in the PS begins by describing the pig’s call and focusing on its orthog-
raphy before proceeding to list several other animals’ calls. This passage would
be more fitting in an onomastic structure, such as that of Onomasticon Book 5 on
the very same topic:

Poll. 5.86-8: pwvai {Ywv. KLYGOV pev VAaKR Kal LAaypog kal VAaKTelY kal VAakTobvTES, Kal
Kkvugdcbar [. . .] Axwv & wpuyl 0puypog wptvesdat wpuduevol [. . ] imnwv 8¢ xpepetiopog
XPEUETICEY XpeueTilovTeg emypepeTilovTes [. . .] oL@V 8¢ YpLALGUOG YPLAILELY ypLAIlOVTES,
kal ypuZew ypulovteg [. . .] Bodv 8& poknua puknBuog pukdodal pukwyevol. 6iwv 8¢ BAnxn
BAnxtioBal Anywpevat. aiy®v 8¢ pnkaouog unkéodat unkopevad [. . .].

Animals’ calls. Those of dogs are vAakn (‘barking’) and VAayudg (‘haying’), VAaktelv (‘to
bark’) and vAaktoOvteg (‘barking’), and kvuldcOal (‘to whine’) as well [. . .]; of wolves
wpuyn and wpuyuog (‘howling’), wpveabat (‘to how!), wpuopevol (thowling’) [. . .]; of horses
Xpepetiopds (‘neigh’), xpeuetiCewv (‘to neigh’), xpeuetifovteg [and] émypepetiCoves (‘neigh-
ing) [. . .]; of swines ypuAlouog (‘grunt’), ypuAiCewv (‘to grunt’), ypuAiovteg (‘grunting’) and
ypulew (‘to grumble’), ypulovteg (‘grumbling’) [. . .]; of oxen pvknua (‘roar’), puknOudc
(‘bellowing’), pukdcbat (‘to bellow’), yvkwpevot (‘hellowing’). Of sheep BAnxn (‘bleating’),
BAnxdoOat (‘to bleat’), BAnywpeval (‘bleating’). Of goats punkaopdg (‘bleating’), pnkdcbat (‘to
bleat’), unkwueval (‘bleating’) [. . .J.

The final sentence in PS 58.14-59.4 begins with ta 8¢ prjuata, which introduces the
related verbs, and gives an even greater impression of being a fragment extracted
from a longer section. One might also suppose that the compiler interpolated the
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text based on a well-known and widely circulating work, such as the Voces animali-
um, or based on other entries in Phrynichus’ PS.® However, expanding the text
does not appear consistent with the compiler’s typical behaviour. PS 27.3-8 might
also be considered a fragment of a more extensive passage dealing with the names
of nymphs and may have been excerpted from a section concerned with gods or
divinities, such as the first chapters of Pollux’s Book 1:

PS 27.3-8: avtplddeg <ai év tolg dvtpolg Statpifovoar> vopeat, g <ai> €v Tolg vauaot dia-
TpiBovoat Naideg kal év Tolg Gpeatv OpeaTIddes Kai <&v T0ig §¢vSpolg> apadpudses, <Spvag
yap mévta T §€vdpa ekaAouv>, kal ai mepl TG VOUAG TV TETPAdSwv EmpunAideg, Tt pijia
Gavta ta tetpdnoda kaAodaoLy ot dpyaiot.

avtplddeg: Nymphs <living in the grottos>, like the Naiads who live in streams (‘vdpata’) and
the Orestiades, who like on mountains (6pn), Hamadryades, who live on trees (8¢v8pa), <since
they called §pvag (‘oaks’) all trees>, and Epimelides, those [who live] in the pastures (émunAidec)
of quadruped beasts, because the ancient authors call all quadruped beasts pfijAa.

Several entries in the ‘epitome’ of the PS are concerned with ordure and related
terms:

PS 88.2-3: AMdoava: (G NUETS, £¢° 3V ATOTATOTYEY.
Adoava (‘potties’, e.g., PL.Com. fr. 124): As we [say], the [things] on which we defecate.

PS 98.7-9: olonwytn® 10 TAV Mpofatwv anondTnua. T0 8¢ TAV aiy®v opupddes, énel wonep
OQUPA 0TIV GUUTETAEYUEVAL.

otomwtn (Ar. Lys. 575; Cratin. fr. 43): Sheep’s dung. That of goats instead is oc@Qupadeg
(‘twisted”), because it is intertwined like opupd (‘ankles’).

PS 123.3-4: popuTdc: 6 KOMPWENG TOTOG.
@opuTdg (Ar. Ach. 72): The place for dung.

Poll. 5.91: énéabw 8¢ TovTOLS Kal T €ig amdmatov, eig Anookevv, ig evpdpeLay, €ig Gpodov,
elg Adoava, ei¢ kompdva. [. . .] xal immov kémpov @aciv, Boog BoATov, dvou Ovida kal
6vBov — ‘Ounpog 8¢ 6vBov Bodv Epn — yoipwv Lomérebov, mpofaTwy oioTwTNY, Aly®OV
opupdda xal opupabdiav xal omupSapa, GG Kal HUAY PLokEAEVEpa.

To these terms, let us add: to the retirement, to the riddance, to ease themselves, to privy, to
the potties, to the place for dung [. . .] They call the [dung] of horses k6mpog, that of cows
BoAitov, that of asses ovig and 6vBog — Homer (Il 23.775) called that of cows 6v6og —

26 For the text of the Voces animalium, see Bancalari (1893); Festa (1893); Festa (1895); Bancalari
(1896).
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voméAebog that of swines, oionwtn that of sheep, apupdg, opupadia and onvpdapa that of
goats, and puokéAev8pa that of mice.

In this case, too, by juxtaposing these three items, one might reconstruct a single
and more detailed passage, again similar to that found in Pollux’s Book 5, contain-
ing expressions to specify the action itself, the names of animal excrements, and
perhaps also a list of places (as tdnog would imply), the only remnant of which is

(OpULTOC.

To continue with fragrances, several entries in the PS deal with smells, most
of which are unpleasant. The obvious exception is wine:

PS 37.1-2: avBoopiag oivog: 6 18UG kal ed®8NG.

avBoopiag (‘redolent of flowers’) wine (Ar. Ra. 1150): Sweet and fragrant.

PS 60.11-3: ypac6g Slapépel Kvappag. ypacog Uev yap £€0Tv i} Thv avlpwnwv Suowdia,
kivaBpa 8¢ | TV aty®v xal tpdywv.

ypaoog (Ar. fr. 923): It is different from xivappa, since ypaodg is the foul smell of human
beings, xivappa that of goats and he-goats.

PS 91.3: vijoTig oopn- N €k ThG dottiag Tol oTopaTog Suowsia.

vijotig oopi: The foul smell in the mouth caused by fasting.

PS 97.21-2: 6opn- 81t 100 6 pévov, kat ov Sua ol 8. Twvwv 8¢ Sua T0D 8.
oopn (‘smell’): Only with ¢ and not with 8. With § it is Ionic.

— Cf. Phryn. Ecl. 62: dopr| xpn Aéyewv 8t 100 o- Sta yap o0 8, 08un, Twvwv. mapavopel
00V Eevop@Vv &g THY TATpLov SLarekTov Aéywy 68,

oopi must be said with o, since with 8, 681, is Ionic. So, Xenophon (locus not attested)
commits an outrage against his own language in saying o8ux.

— Cf. Phot. 0 557: dour|- 1} 8¢ o8un Taxov.
oopn: 08un [is] Ionic.
PS§106.11-2: prvwAeBpog oopr (com. adesp. fr. *657)- énl Suswdoug £pelg.

pvwiebpog (‘nose-plaguing’) smell (com. adesp. fr. *657): You shall use [it] about a foul
smell.

If one permits the possibility that these entries formed part of a single text, the
result would not differ significantly from any passage of the Onomasticon dealing
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with smells. In the following section, the smell of sweet wine and the two words
Kwdppa and ypacog are explained together, as is also the case in the PS:

Poll. 2.77: kai o{vog avBoopiag kai evwdng. ev®dSeg 8¢ kal TO €€ Apwudtwy mvedua. 1} § év
701¢ Tpdyolg Suowdia Gomep kal 1y év Talg paoydialg, KvaBpa KaAeiTaL kal ypaoog 8 eipn-
TaL daAAayoD e Kat év IToAeov EvmoASog.

Wine avBoouiag (‘redolent of flowers’) and ev®ddeg (‘having a bouquet’). eb®8eg is also the
scent of perfumes. The foul smell of he-goats as well as that of armpits are called kwappa.
Elsewhere, it is also called ypdoog, also in Eupolis’ Cities (fr. 258).

This parallel passage highlights the close relationship between Pollux’s work and
the PS (but this may also be said about trees or animals’ calls, as demonstrated
above); it may be that a thematic structure of this nature was a standard ap-
proach to dealing with certain subjects or that the two works were highly similar
in some respects.

Additional examples of entries in the PS may be arranged by topic. Clearly,
we cannot be at all certain that they actually formed part of a horizontal discus-
sion. These entries include the following:

(1) Words related to the verb 80w or to sacrifices. In this case, we also have T6mog
(74.9-12) and okevn (127.1). Meanwhile, one may also suppose that PS 74.9-12 be-
longed to an item on the theatre,”’” considering the discussion of the topic in Pol-
lux®® and in the entry in Ecl. 135:

PS 74.9-12: BupéAn- viv pév BuuéAnv kaAoBuev v to0 Bedtpou oknvijv. Kat otke mapd TO
B0ewv kekAfjobaL 0 TOTOG 00T0G. depekpdTng 8¢ T& BuAjuata, & Mép 0Ty GAQLTA oivw Kal
éAaly pepaypéva, ®oaUTws KaAEl Bupéiny.

Buuéin: We now call the stage of the theatre BuuéAn. It seems likely that this place took its
name from ‘to sacrifice’ (BVewv). But Pherecrates (fr. 247) calls the BuAfpata, which are bar-
ley-cakes kneaded with wine and oil, in this way: BuuéAn. (Transl. Tribulato 2022).

— Cf. Phryn. Ecl. 135: Bupéinv- Tolto ol pev dpyaiot avti tol Busiav étibecav, ol 8¢ viv
¢mi oD TOmoL v T® BedTpw, £¢’ 00 avAnTal Kal KIBapwsol kai dArot Twvig aywvilovrat.
oL pévrol, évBa pév tpaywsdol kai kwuwdol dywvifovtal, Aoyelov épelg, évba 6¢ ol av-
Antal kat ot yopol, 0pyriotpav: un Aéye 8¢ BuuéAny.

BuuéAnv: Ancient [authors] used this [noun] instead of Buaia (‘sacrifice’), but contem-
porary [speakers] use it for that part of the theatre on which aulos- and cithara-players

27 On the term BupéAn in Atticist lexicography, see Tribulato (2022).
28 See Poll. 4.123 év 1} xal i} BupéAn, eite PRud Tt odoa eite Bwudg (‘In this [there was] also the
BuuéAn, which was either a kind of platform or an altar’, transl. Tribulato 2022).
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and others perform. But you will certainly call Aoyelov [the part of the theatre] where
tragic and comic actors perform, and 6pyrjotpa [the part] where aulos-players and cho-
ruses [perform]: do not call [either] BupuéAn. (Transl. Tribulato 2022).

PS 74.3-6: 60car avtl o0 Bupdoat. ‘Beolol 8¢ Boal avwyet | IIdtpokAov, Ov étaipov- 6 &
€v mupl BdAAe BunAdg. Aéyel 8¢ Bunidag Tag dmapyag TV teBupévev tepelwv. Kal év Ti

apyaig kKwuwsdio o 8dcat avti o0 Bupidoat.

60oat (‘to offer by burning’): Instead of Bupdoat. ‘He ordered Patroclus, his companion, to
make a sacrifice to the gods; he threw the 6unAdg into the fire’ (Hom. Il. 9.219-20). He uses
BunAdg to refer to the first offering of sacrificed victims. In Old Comedy also, 83caL was
used instead of Buuidicat.

PS 74.7-8: BedBuTa- & ol moAAol iepoButa karodat. Kpativog. Té ol Beols Budpeva iepela.

0edButa: What the many call iepdButa (‘sacrifices’). Cratinus (fr. 458). Sacrificed victims
burned for the gods.

— Cf. Phot. 6 87: BedButa- iepdbura.
0ed6buta: [Things] offered to a god.
PS 127.1: xépviBar T@ P0G TAG Buoiag okeLN).

xépvipa: Tools for the sacrifices.

(2) The verb Padifw and its derivatives, perhaps from a section similar to
Poll. 3.92:

PS 54.9-10: BadoBpat avti ol aneievoopal.
Badwobuat (Ar. Ra. 179): Instead of ameAevoopal (‘I will go’).
PS 96.1-2: oUk eipl Badlotikdg: ovk elblopal 0VSE pepeAéTnKa TEPUTATELY.

I am not BadloTikog (‘good at walking’) (Ar. Ra. 128): I am not accustomed to walking nor am
I exercised.

PS fr. *238 (£° « 1802 = Phot. a 2447): amoPasiletv: 008Ev mAéov 00 Basilety Sniot.
amofadifewv: It means nothing more than BadiCewv (‘to walk’).

Poll. 3.92: BadiCel, BadiCwv, Pddnv, Badialg, Padiel. BadlaTikog map’ AploTopavel, mapd 6&
Kpativw Badiopatiag, mapa 8¢ MAdTwvL & 0000w Badloudg, kal mapd Bovkusisy ‘petd

pubpod Baivolev’ avti Tod Pasdifoiev. mopeveTal, Topevopevog, 60ev kal mopeia, kal Topela
Ta OYRuaTa.



Praeparatio onomastica? =—— 69

[He/she] walks, walking, step by step, the walking, [he/she] will walk. Badiotikdg (‘good at
walking’) in Aristophanes (Ra. 128), BaStopatiag (‘a good walker’) in Cratinus (fr. 422), Badio-
uog (‘walking’) in Plato the philosopher (Chrm. 160c.6), and in Thucydides (5.70.1) ‘they
march in time’ (Baivotev) instead of Badiotev. [He/she] ‘goes, going, whence [derive] mopeia
(‘journey’), and mopeia are the carriages.
(3) The root ypag- and its derivatives:

PS 56.14-7: ypagevg kat 6 {wypdeog. kal ypappa 10 {wypdonua. kal {88} ypaupata €nioto-
Aal. kal ta Yneiopata, GG Anpocbévng. kal ta ouyypdupata t@v dpyaiwv avdpdv, g
Eevoemv.
ypaevg (‘scribe’): Also the painter. And ypdappa [is] the picture. ypappata are also the let-
ters and the decrees, as Demosthenes (21.147) says; and the treatises of ancient authors, as
Xenophon [says].

— Cf. Phot. y 196: ypappa: 10 {wypdonua.

ypauuca: Picture.

Phot. y 203: ypagetg avti 00 {wypdpog. Anuocdévng kata Melsiov. kal ypdeewv 10 {wy-
POQETV.

ypaevg: Le., painter. Demosthenes [uses it] in Against Meidias (21.147). ypd¢w also [means]
to paint.

PS 57.13: ypapuatiotig 6 T mpdta SI8AcKwY ypaupata.
ypapuuatiothg: The teacher of basic letters.
— Cf. Phot. y 200: ypaupattotig ypaupatosi8aokaog.
ypappatiotig: Schoolteacher.
PS 82.13: xadAtypagijoar gig kGAAog ypdpat.
kaAypaoijoac: To write beautifully.
— Cf. Phryn. Ecl. 92: KaAALY pa@elv: SLareAvpévwg AEyouoty EKETVoL eig KAAAOG ypdgeLv.

KoAALypagelv: ei¢ kdAAog ypagetv (‘to write beautifully’), they say it with separate
words.

Phot. € 307: eig kdAAog ypd@ev- avti T0D €ig KaAALypagiav.

€ig Kdog ypagewv: Meaning in good handwriting.
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(4) Derivations from Quy- (‘yoke’):

PS 15.11: apiatepoliyng: {0yLog oelpa®opog, 6 0lowv TV GELPAV.

Draught horse that draws by the trace only, the one that is going to carry the trace.
— Cf. Phot. ¢ 113: oelpa@oépov {mmov- <***>,
Trace-horse: [The interpretamentum is missing].

PS 18.11-2: GCULE: 6 dguyog kal Hovog. Kal EaTLy Kowov dppevog kail OnAeiag.

@Cu&: The [horse] unyoked and single. It is the same for the male and the female.

PS100.2: mepiQug kai GCu€ EVmoALg kal ApLato@davng.

nepiQu (‘spare’) kat afug (‘unyoked’): Eupolis (fr. 474) and Aristophanes (Th. 1139).

PS 116.1-3: \ioQuywwdng dvBpwmog 6 Ui €k Tig £auTtod Mpoatpéaews Kal mpoduuiag Tt TpdT-
TWV, 6N €K TiiG £TépwV KeAeLOEWS, MaTmep Kal Ta LiofuyLa.

A Ymoluywwdng (‘like a beast of burden’) man (com. adesp. fr. *547): One who does not do
anything by his choice and will, but by order of others, as the beasts for yoke.

— Cf. Phot. v 200: VoluylwSNg AvBpwTOG O U €k TG €autod Tpoalpéoews Kat
npoBupiag Tt TpdTTwv, GAN €K TiiG ETépwV KEAEVOEWS, Womep Kal Ta VrolVyLa- elnolg &
(v kal voCuYLHSeG Tpdyua. APLOTOPAVNG.

A vroluywwdng (like a beast of burden’) man: One who does not do anything by his

choice and will but upon the orders of others, as a beast for yoking. You could also call
an action Umo{uyl@deg. Aristophanes (fr. 751).

(5 Meat and associated terms. Phrynichus appears to have dealt with various
kind of meat (PS 68.12, 91.13-4, and 112.3—-4) and related tools (70.25), as indicated
by the term okeDog. In this case, it is natural to think of Pollux’s Book 6, entirely
devoted to food and beverage. In this book, Pollux covers some of the same topics
that may be found in the ‘epitome’ of the PS:

PS 8.10-1: atuiov kpéag: olov Bepuov &x i xOTpag avnpnuévov, £TL v atpida avapaiiov.
Smoking meat (cf. Pherecr. fr. 113.14-5): Hot [meat] taken from the pot, still emitting steam.
PS 68.12: é{wyuevuéva kpéa- E{wpomotnuéva.

£Cwuevpéva meat (Ar. fr. 606): Made into soup.
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PS 70.24-5: ¢oyapa: T0 6KeDOG, £9’ O omTaTaAL KpEag fj (XOVG.
¢oyapa (Ar. V. 938): The tool on which meat or fish are cooked.
— Cf. Poll. 6.88: ta 8¢ payeipov okevn x0Tpag, Aomddag, LoAlBSodétoug Eayapag.
The cook’s tools [are] pots, dishes, braziers fastened with lead.
PS 75.18: Ovnoei8lov: pdAAov pntéov 1 kevEPpLOv.
Bvnoeidlov (‘carcass of an animal’): [It is] better to say [this] than kevéBpLov.
— Cf. Poll. 6.55: & pévtol BvnoeiSia kpéa kevéPpla ékdAouv.
They called kevéBpua the meat of a carcass.
PS 91.13-4: 6Ydplov- 10 6ov, ovyi Tovg ixBTG. ot 8¢ vV Tolg ix0Tg <olTw> Aéyovaiv.
ovaptov (Ar. fr. 45): The cooked food, not the fish. Speakers of today call the fish this way.
PS 112.3-4: tepdyn: povov ént i0vwv, Tépoug 8¢ Emt kpe®v Kal oxeAiSog.
Tepdayn (Ar. PL 895): Only for fish, topovg for meat and ribs instead.
- Cf. Poll. 6.48: wpala tepdyn okOuppwv.
Beautiful slices of mackerels.
Poll. 2.170: amo 8¢ ToD fTpov kal NTplaia Tepdyn ol Kwuwdol Aéyouaty.

The comic playwrights (Ar. fr. 333) say also fjtpiaia slices of fish from frpov (‘belly’).

Of the above passages, PS 8.10-1 proves particularly interesting for our discus-
sion. Here, Phrynichus is quoting (with all probability) from a comedy by Phere-
crates, in which the exact phrase — also preserved at Poll. 6.59 — reads xai 8ie@6’
axpokwAla | §8lotov atpiCovta ‘and well-boiled trotters deliciously smelling’.
The word kpéag is thus not part of the locus classicus but is rather a generalising
term introduced by the epitomator, because atuifov (‘smoking, steaming’) origi-
nally referred to the dxpokwAia (‘trotters’) in Pherecrates. The same can be said
of PS 68.12, because Aristophanes’ fragment, preserved also in Poll. 7.26, had kped-
Sta (‘morsels’) not kpéa. This element, as mentioned above in relation to tdnog or
okelog, appears to be compatible with an onomastic arrangement: the original PS
may have included a section or an entry on meat, from which the epitomator ex-
tracted some interesting definitions and assigned to them a more common term
and an explanation drawn from Phrynichus’ work.
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(6) Lamps and related expressions:
PS 34.5: amopv€at Avyvov.
Wipe the lamp (com. adesp. fr. *571).
PS 80.11-2: xataxotp ey Tov Avyvov avti ol opevvival.
To lull a lamp to sleep (Phryn.Com. fr. 24) instead of turning it off.
PS 86.21-87.6: Avyviov: oi auaBeig Avyviav adtd kaAobov. Avxvolyog, AaunThp, Gavog
Slapépel. Avyvolyog Hév EoTl okeDOG TL €V KUKAW £xov képata, EvEov §& AVYvov Huuévov,
Sl TV KepdTwy T0 PO TEUTOVTA. AUNTp 8¢ YaAkoDv ij atdnpodv i VAoV Aapnadiov
dpotov, €xov BpuaAAisa. eavog 8¢ @akeAds TLvwV cuvdeSeuévog Kal nupévog, & xat S
700 7.
Auyviov: The uneducated call the Avyvia (lampstand’) in this way. Avxvotyog, Aaumntip, and
@avog are different. Avyvodyog is a kind of tool that has horns around and inside a kindled
lamp which sends the light through the horns. Aauntip is a similar small torch made of
bronze, iron or wood having a wick. pavdg is a bundle of some things bound together and

kindled, which [word can be said] also with 7.

— Cf. Phryn. Ecl. 37: @avog i Tfig Aaunddog, dAAG pn) ént 100 kepativov Aéyer tolto 8¢
AuyvoUyov.

Say @avog for the lamps, but not for those made of horn.
¥ A 170 = Phot. A 492: AvxvoUy0¢: @avag, AaumTip.
Avyvoilyog: Torch, lantern.

Phot. A 490: Avyviov Aektéov, oL Auxviav.

One must say Avyviov, not Avyviav.

The words AvxvoTyog, Aaumntip, and @avog at PS 86.21-87.6 are also discussed in a
single passage in Pollux:

Poll. 6.103: A0yvol 8¢ kal Avyvia: obTw 8¢ ékarobvTo ai Avyviat, kal Avyvolyog 6 viv @avag,
Kal Adaumag kol Aauntip kat gavol kat 8ddeg [. . .].

AUyvol and Avyvia too. The Avyviat (lampstands’) were called so, and Avyvodyog [was] the
object which [is] now [called] pavég (‘torch’), and Aaumndg, Aamutip and @avoi and 8d8eg

[L..1

(7) The head. At first glance, the three items from the PS listed below may appear
unrelated, but, if we compare them with Pollux, it becomes evident that, in the Ono-
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masticon, the same elements formed part of a section about the head in Book 2
(which deals with human beings and human body): Poll. 2.42-3 has the title 6vd-
uata amo kegahiig, whereas 2.41 has ke@aAiig voonuarta.

PS 65.22-66.4: £TEPEYKEQPUAETY- TO £YKEQAAOV ETEPOV KL WI) TOV KATA QUGLY EYELV. fj EMELSN
0 £ykEQaAog Stuepig oTLy, eikog ipficbal TO £TepeyKePOAETY 0lov TO W) OAGKANPOV EXELY
TOV £YKEQUAOV, GANA TO jULOL. KAl YA UIKEQOAETY <>,

étepeyke@aAely (Ar. fr. 821): To have an abnormal brain and not one that is natural. Or be-
cause the brain is divided into two parts, it is reasonable to say étepeyke@aieiv, meaning to
not have the entire brain but only half of it. And jutke@aiely <***>.

PS 78.12-4: xpaumtdAn: 1 a@’éomépag xpl eig 6pBpov mdoL Kal Tapagopa Tig Stavoiag, amno
700 TAAAELY, OTIEP ETLY SLATELELY, TNV KEYUANV.

kpawtdAn (‘drunken headache’, Ar. Ach. 277): Drinking from evening to dawn and insanity.
[It comes] from méAAewv, which means to shake violently, the head.

PS 85.5: KUVOKEQPAAAOG: 810 T@V SuoTv AX ol ATTIKOL.

KuvokéeaAlog (‘dog-headed’, Ar. Eq. 417): Attic [authors say it] with AA.
— Cf. Phot. k 1216: KUVOKEQUA<A>0V- €V TOTG §V0 AA Aéyouvatv. oOTwWG ApLaToPavNg.
They say kuvoképaA<i>ov with two AA . So Aristophanes (Eq. 417).

Poll. 2.41-3: eiprkaot 8¢ ol kwuikol Kal ‘Katwkdpa kpéuatal kal ‘kpoauaAdyv'’. [. . .] ETepey-
KEQUAQY, 0 APLOTOPAVNG TO TapaPPOVELV. [. . .] xal piv dvopdlolt &v Tig ebképalog, i
OZUKEPOAAOG, OV ‘OUNPOV KUAET POZOV, I} UaKPOKEPUAOG WG TO Tepl ALBUNV €Bvog, 1} KuvokE-

QAAOG WG TO {@OV, I| eVPLPETWTIOG WG AAKLBLASNG.

Comic playwrights said ‘hung xatwkdapa (‘to head downwards’) and kpautaAdv (‘to have a
sick headache after a debauch’) [. . .] étepeyke@aAdv ‘to be deranged’ like Aristophanes (fr.
821) [. . .]. One could be called evxépalog (‘with a good head’) or 6guképarog (‘with a
pointed head’), whom Homer calls ¢oZ6g (‘pointed’), or paxpoképadog (long headed’), like
the people in Libya, or kuvoképaAog (‘dog-headed’), like the animal, or evpupétwnog
(‘broad-fronted’) like Alcibiades.

It would not be surprising if a conspicuous portion of the PS included an exami-
nation of words and expressions relating to the human body.

Finally, it is noteworthy that both the PS and Pollux discuss how the swarm
and the €pya (another marker used in the Onomasticon as well) of the industrious
bees should be named.

PS 34.9-10: avBpiviov: 10 T®V HeATTOV Knplov. Kal avBpijvat ai péAttrat.

avOpriviov (Ar. V. 1080): Bees’ honeycomb. And avBpijvat [are] the bees.



74

= Jacopo Cavarzeran

— Cf. 2P 0 1406: avBpiivn, 6 Kol AvBPvIov Aéyouaty: opnki TapamAfalov || pehioon. Aé-
youat 8¢ xal adTo 0 Knpilov avt®dv avBpriviov.

av@privn, which they also call avBpriviov, nearly equal for a wasp or a bee. They also
call avbpriviov their honeycomb.

PS 66.5: £0p0G PEALOOOV Kal GUTVOG UEALGODV: AUOW SOKLUA.

€ou06¢ (‘swarm’) of bees and opijvog (‘swarm’) of bees: Both [are] acceptable.
PS 110.14: opivog Kai ¢ouog- EKATePOV SOKLUOV.

€ou06¢ (‘swarm’) and opijvog (‘swarm’): Both [are] acceptable.

Poll. 1.254: ¢pelg 8¢ opuijvog 10 MABOG TRV peNTTOV- 6 8¢ TOTOG GlupAol, TO 8¢ €pyov pelt-
ToUpYely: PAlTTEY 8¢ TO Kamvilewv Tag pehitTag Kal ToLEly avaywpelv. 6 8¢ dpywv T00 oun-
VOUG yep®VY Kal Bactievs, @ to v énetal T 8¢ Ekyova axadoveg, To 8¢ apyov £6vog kn-
oRves. Ta 8¢ dyyela xutTapol. TOv 8¢ peAlttovpyolvta kamvifewv Set, 6mwg avacofii tag
UeATTAG, TO Yap kévTpov 00K £0@opov. 0 8¢ RY0g TV UEATTOV BOuBog, Kal BouPelv 1o
HXEW. T 8¢ Epya knpia, UéAL pedixnpa. eiol 8¢ oxadove kai E8wSLuoL.

You shall call opfjvog (‘swarm’) the mass of bees, the place oippAot (‘beehives’), the action
ueAttToupyelv (‘to be a bee master’); Aittelv [means] to puff smoke at bees and make them
go away. The chief, which the whole swarm follows, [is called] jyepwv (leader’) or BaciAeng
(‘king). oxa8dveg are the offspring, the idle ones are the knofjveg, the beds are xUttapot
(‘cells’). The bee master must kamviCewv (‘to puff smoke’) to scare the bees, since the sting is
not good. The sound of the bees is Boppog, and Boppetv. Their products are knpia (‘honey-
comb’), péAt (‘honey’), pedixknpa (‘honeycomb’), the oyadoveg (‘offspring’) are also edible.

It should be noted that, here, ” a 1406 offers a more complete text of the ‘epit-
ome’ for PS 34.9-10 than the Coislinianus and should thus be considered a frag-
ment of the PS. From a broader perspective, this suggests the following:

M

v

The indirect tradition is important, if not essential, for reconstructing the text
of the PS.
The compiler(s) of excerpts apparently did not feel compelled to respect the
original text of the PS, and the epitomiser at work on the PS material pre-
served in the Coislinianus has an undisputable inclination towards shorten-
ing. Moreover, PS 66.5 and 110.14 say the same thing, albeit using slightly dif-
ferent words. On this basis, we may make the following mutually exclusive
suppositions:
(i) This information was duplicated in the original PS and so in the epitome.
(ii) The epitomator of the Coislinianus duplicated the same material to create
more individual entries for each lemma or simply because of care-
lessness; according to the first hypothesis, the phrases duew §6xiua and
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éxatepov 8okipov were added while they summarised what they were
reading.

(iii) The epitomator of the Coislinianus (and perhaps other compilers of ex-
cerpts before him) had access to different collections of excerpts, in
which the same text was presented in slightly different ways.

5 Conclusions

We might now draw some provisional conclusions, again bearing in mind that
such conclusions are hypothetical and that much more work is required on Phry-
nichus’ lexicon before more reliable conclusions can be reached. As noted above,
the structure of the ‘epitome’ in the Coislinianus is likely not the original but
rather a further abbreviated version of previously shortened material that was
also woven into the Synagoge tradition. The epitome’s compiler also appears to
have rewritten and broken up the text to which he had access.

Regarding the question of whether the PS had a horizontal or an alphabetical
structure, Photius mentions an alphabetical order; however, as noted in Section 2,
his account raises several problems. In my opinion, the long passages reported by
Photius, X', and £ that were examined at the beginning of this paper would fit an
alphabetical collection consisting of short or medium-sized entries better than the
thematic structure envisaged by Kaibel. These passages admittedly represent the
most ancient stage of the PS that we might attempt to restore.

Meanwhile, we cannot easily disregard the clues assembled hitherto: some
items do have a thematic focus and — at the level of the individual entries — at
least an onomastic structure is not incompatible with the alphabetical one. Other
entries, if considered together, would fit such an organisation very well. These PS
entries reveal not negligible parallels with the contemporary Onomasticon of Pol-
lux, with which the PS shares — notwithstanding some differences — an interest in
correct Attic. Clearly, reading the PS through the lens of the Onomasticon risks
distorting what remains of the former. At the present state of knowledge, it is not
possible to offer a clear response to the question of whether an onomastic PS
ever existed. If nothing else, there are several reasons to doubt that the original
lexicon was wholly alphabetical in its arrangement, although the reasons to deny
it are insufficient.

In this respect, three different suggestions may be proposed to reconcile the
two structures’ coexistence:
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(A) The original PS was arranged thematically. We know that this work and the
Onomasticon share the same purpose (i.e., the description of correct language),
are of approximately the same date, and have the same addressee. As we have
also just seen, they probably dealt with the same topics in a similar way. Why,
then, should they not share the same structure? Clearly, it is impossible to estab-
lish whether each book was about a specific subject, as Kaibel suggests, but we
might nonetheless envisage something comparable to Pollux’s Onomasticon, at
least to some extent. One might then assume that the entire work was subse-
quently arranged in alphabetical order and shortened so that it would be easier
to consult, and this was the version that Photius and the Synagoge compilers read
and used.

As a loose parallel, we may compare the trajectory of the Herodotean Lexelis,
transmitted in two versions (one by cod. Par. Coisl. 345): the first is older and or-
dered by book, whereas the second is more recent and ordered by letter, although
the comparison is not entirely flawless.”® This hypothesis might explain why, in
what remains of the PS, it is possible to encounter signs of both a horizontal struc-
ture and structures that suggest an alphabetical arrangement (see Figure 1). Both
would be remnants of previous but different stages of the PS. The period of this
rewriting should be confined to between the late 2nd and the end of the 8th cen-
tury CE or the first decades of the 9th century (essentially before the compilation
of £).*° This large gap might be restricted if we suppose that the scholium to Euri-
pides’ Medea (which apparently consulted the same text as £™) belongs to the
same set of scholia quoting Theodosius and Helladius (see Section 3). Therefore, a
period around the 5th-6th century CE seems reasonable because it was during
this period that Pseudo-Cyril’s and Hesychius’ lexica — both of which were alpha-
betical — were compiled. However, the rewriting could have also happened later,
though perhaps not much earlier than the compilation of %, i.e. at the beginning
of the 9th century, the same period when the textual state of the Euripidean scho-
lia was established in the form we know today.*' This entire scenario includes
several problematic aspects that warrant closer inspection and, if possible, proof
to avoid the risk of proposing an excessively inventive and partial reconstruction.
In any case, were this reconstruction correct, it would be difficult to go beyond
this hypothetical alphabetical PS, given that the preserved material would have
been drawn from it and not from the original version.

29 On these Aégelg, see Dickey (2007, 53-4); Montana (2015).
30 See Cunningham (2003, 49).
31 See Zuntz (1965, 272-5).
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Figure 1: Representation of the possible transmission of the PS, positing the existence of an
onomastic and an alphabetic redaction.

(B) One might alternatively assume the existence of just one PS that was alphabet-
ically arranged, with each entry including a lemma that might be a locus classicus
or a specific word that the verbose Phrynichus treated extensively (see Figure 2).
However, commentary of this nature was considerably broader than that which
we now find in the indirect tradition or in the epitome. Sometimes, it presented a
horizontal structure within the entries; such an arrangement is now clearly lost
in most entries, given that these original entries were later shortened and ex-
cerpted (on more than one occasion, we may suppose, and perhaps also by Pho-
tius’ circle or Photius himself) before they were included in lexica, such as ¥’ and
the work of Photius.

Concerning the involvement of the Patriarch, the marginal note in the left
margin of f. 50v of the Coislinianus manuscript should be afforded some consider-
ation. It says pikpod 8etv e kal tolto mapédpapev axdria (sic) Tovg avBpwmoug
ovopdleodal O @iAwv plote kai enékewva (sic.) eilwv Tapdote I almost forgot
this too, that people are called dxdtia, o Tarasius, the best of friends and more
than a friend’. De Borries suggested that the Tarasius mentioned here might be
Photius’ brother and that the scholar engaged in excerpting the PS and writing
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this note might therefore have been a close acquaintance of the Patriarch.** This
supposition has not encountered much favour, given that the name was reason-
ably common at the time.>® Nonetheless, this short note testifies to the work that
an anonymous compiler was undertaking on the PS, a work that probably in-
volved the excerpting of the material related to axdartia (PS 31.7). The note was
written in the margins, and there it might have remained in later copies, includ-
ing the Coislinianus. For purely economic reasons, I do not wholly disregard the
suggestion that this note mentions Photius’ brother: the Patriarch undeniably
read the PS and used it as source for his lexicon, either directly or — as I am in-
clined to believe — in the form of excerpts.>* Photius may have performed this
operation on the excerpts with the assistance of his brother and several other as-
sociates. Moreover, it seems likely that only very few people had access to or
were interested in Phrynichus’ lexicon, and the presence of the exact name Tara-
sius might not be a mere coincidence. Admittedly, this assumption cannot be
demonstrated — the evidence is too thin and the foundation too slippery — but it
warrants greater credence nonetheless.

(C) The PS had some sort of hybrid structure. Schénemann’s speculation regard-
ing Pamphilus’ bulky ITepi yAwoov might also be applicable to Phrynichus’ PS.*
Schénemann advanced two hypotheses. The first was that Pamphilus’ work was
divided into thematic sections, just like an onomasticon, but the words were al-
phabetically ordered within these sections; unfortunately, such a theory is not
easily reconciled with what Photius says in his description of the PS in his Biblio-
theca. If the Patriarch is ambiguous in stating that he ‘read thirty-six books,
which encompass material from alpha to omega’, with his addition that ‘all the
remaining books, which we have read, are dedicated once more to Menophilus,
as far as omega’, he inarguably implies that the books he read began with alpha
and finished with omega and not that each book had an internal alphabetical ar-
rangement.

The second hypothesis is that Pamphilus’ lexicon was conceived of as divided
into two sections, one ordered katd otolyelov and the other as an onomasticon.

32 On the contrary, the hypothesis that the circle of Arethas, bishop of Caesarea, should be rec-
ognised behind the collection of lexica in the Coislinianus was proposed by Kougeas (1913, 64-72),
with whom Alpers (1971, 82) and Valente (2012, 29) cautiously agreed. Wilson (1983, 127-8) is con-
siderably more sceptical. However, the marginal of f. 50v is not by the hand of Arethas, as Kou-
geas thought, and other scholars, beginning with Lemerle (1971, 228) and Wilson (1983, 127), have
confuted it.

33 See Alpers (1971, 82). Losacco (2017, 116), by contrast, is more optimistic.

34 See Theodoridis (1982-2013, vol. 1, Ixxiii).

35 See Schonemann (1886, 78-116); Degani (1995, 515 n. 36).
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Figure 2: An alternative representation of the possible transmission of the PS, positing an alphabetic
or hybrid redaction.

This kind of structure might be appropriate for what remains of the PS, given
that some fragments appear to be consistent with an alphabetical work and
others with an onomastic arrangement. Again, however, the problem is that Pho-
tius describes no such thing.

In conclusion, the difficulty in recovering the original structure of the PS is
extraordinarily complicated and far from resolved, if we can ever expect it to be.
A thorough study of the indirect tradition — particularly in Photius and in 2" — is
required before one can suggest further evidence and advance circumstantial hy-
potheses.
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Federico Favi

How did the epitomiser(s) work?

The epitome of the Praeparatio sophistica
and the indirect tradition in comparison

1 Introduction

This contribution aims to investigate what we can reconstruct about the textual
history of the PS by comparing the materials of the epitome contained in Par.
Coisl. 345 (our sole witness of direct tradition) and the evidence from the indirect
tradition (which is represented most notably, but by no means exclusively, by the
Synagoge tradition). The early stages of transmission of the PS are discussed by
Cavarzeran (this volume). I shall focus on a later stage — that which immediately
precedes the available evidence, which dates to the 9th and 10th centuries CE.

The contribution is organised as follows. First, I discuss the state of the text of
the PS, the importance of the indirect tradition, and how the currently standard
critical text of the PS (which is still de Borries 1911) could be improved upon in
this regard. Second, I survey the similarities and differences in the evidence pro-
vided by the direct and the indirect traditions, showing how these two stand in
relation to one another, particularly as regards their use of earlier sources. I then
move to the core of the contribution. I put forward and test the hypothesis that
the epitome of the PS brings together and assembles previously epitomised and
excerpted materials. The main supporting evidence for this is offered by the ‘mul-
tiple’ entries contained in the epitome, namely those cases in which the same or
similar materials occur in more than one entry. The comparison with the indirect
tradition — where in several cases the ‘multiple’ entries of the epitome are con-
tained in single, more extensive entries — shows that the ‘multiple’ entries of the
epitome are likely to be the result of the assembling in Par. Coisl. 345 of materials
taken from previous compilations of epitomised excerpts of the PS.

To further support this thesis, I discuss, first, alternative approaches to the
‘multiple’ entries to help demonstrate the advantages of the solution put forward
in this contribution. Second, I examine other cases in which the indirect tradition
(especially in the scholia to Euripides) may offer direct proof of my thesis. Based
on these conclusions, I then examine some further peculiarities in the epitome to
assess whether we can better account for them in light of the interpretation I am
proposing. Finally, in drawing my conclusions, I discuss how views about the cir-
culation of the PS fit in with other information about the circulation of lexico-
graphical collections in 9th- and 10th-century CE Constantinople.

3 Open Access. © 2025 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111580319-004
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2 The textual evidence for the PS

The textual evidence for Phrynichus’ PS is divided between the direct tradition —
i.e. the heavily abbreviated epitome contained in Par. Coisl. 345 — and the indirect
tradition. Let me briefly introduce these two strands of transmission.

In Par. Coisl. 345, the PS covers ff. 47r-64r." Considering that the original PS
occupied 37 books, massive epitomisation must have taken place. The entries are
arranged in alphabetical order, but only in light of the first letter. This is not un-
common: obvious comparisons are the Antiatticist, also contained in Par. Coisl.
345, and Moeris’ lexicon. This arrangement of the materials is not particularly
reader-friendly, and it is difficult to identify any rationale behind the arrange-
ment of the entries, despite de Borries’ efforts.” The entries contained under each
letter range widely in number and level of detail. At one end of the spectrum,
letter alpha covers almost half of the whole epitome. At the other end of the spec-
trum, letter zeta is almost non-existent: it consists only of the lemma {wprpuotg,
without any interpretamentum, and is followed by a 12-line blank space. We shall
come back to this later.®

Besides the epitome, the indirect tradition is a highly valuable source of infor-
mation. Not only does the indirect tradition preserve more complete versions of
the entries included in the epitome, but it also contains entries that are absent
from the epitome. In his edition, de Borries (1911) collects around 370 entries
from the indirect tradition, which he presents as ‘fragments’ of the PS. Some of
these entries mention Phrynichus explicitly, in some cases they even indicate the
PS as their source.? In other cases, the identification of the indirect evidence
going back to the PS is strengthened via parallels with the epitome. In such cases,
the ascription of the materials to the PS is firm. In other cases, by contrast, entries
in other lexica have been traced back to the PS by de Borries and other scholars
using different criteria that sometimes produce less compelling results. Detailed
discussion of this matter falls beyond the scope of this contribution. In the follow-
ing, I shall address the persuasiveness of de Borries’ and other scholars’ attribu-
tions only where strictly relevant.®

1 For the bibliography on this manuscript, see Cavarzeran (this volume, Section 1. and n. 2).

2 See de Borries (1911, xv—xxiii). It is impossible to examine the matter in detail in this contribu-
tion, and we shall address selected cases only when relevant to the discussion.

3 See Section 8 below.

4 These are PS frr. 1-*37 in de Borries (1911).

5 The identification of the ‘fragments’ of the PS often rests on shaky foundations. De Borries him-
self adds an asterisk (*) to indicate uncertain attribution in no less than 309 ‘fragments’, and in
33 of these he also adds a crux (1) to indicate special uncertainty. The result of de Borries casting
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The main indirect sources for the study of the PS are the Synagoge and Pho-
tius’ lexicon. These are the sources with which we shall mostly concern ourselves;
however, other sources too warrant our attention, especially Euripides’ scholia.’
Regarding the Synagoge, it has been demonstrated that the PS was used while
producing the original version and, far more significantly, while producing the
later expansions, particularly the third one.” As for Photius, we know from the
Bibliotheca that, at some point, Photius read 36 books of the PS, although he tells
us that the complete version comprised 37 books. We do not really know whether
Photius had access to the very same lexicon as the one produced by Phrynichus
in the 2nd century CE or to a version that had already been abridged and possibly
also modified in terms of its structure.® At any rate, it is generally agreed that
while Photius was working on the lexicon, he had not already consulted, nor did
he make use of, the PS or the other lexica he describes in the Bibliotheca. It is
safer to conclude that Photius too derived the materials that go back to the PS
from an expanded Synagoge rather than directly from (any version of) the PS.’

his net so wide is that he identified as ‘fragments’ several entries from Byzantine lexica that may
very well derive from Atticist compilations, but are less likely to have come from the PS. A com-
parison with the edition of Orus by Alpers (1981) succinctly shows how frequently either scholar
attributes to Phrynichus and to Orus respectively entries found in the Synagoge tradition. One of
the reasons is that de Borries, who aimed to gather as much evidence as possible, systematically
considered alphabetically consecutive entries in the indirect tradition, especially in the Synagoge,
as ‘block quotations’ from the PS wherever more lemmas in said sequence find a parallel in the
epitome or contain a mention of Phrynichus (a similar approach is adopted by Reitzenstein 1907,
li with regard to the materials from the PS contained in Photius’ lexicon). Another limitation of
de Borries’ approach is that he neglected the role of Cyril’s lexicon in the constitution of the Syn-
agoge. Still, some of the criteria employed by de Borries to infer derivation from the PS are sensi-
ble and remain a convenient starting point for future investigation. For instance, some of the
evaluative terminology used in the epitome is quite likely to be distinctive of the PS (see Tribu-
lato this volume; Gerbi this volume).

6 See Cavarzeran (this volume, Section 3); Cavarzeran (2024, 35-7); and Section 6 below.

7 See Cunningham (2003, esp. 46; 53; 55; 56).

8 See Cavarzeran (this volume, Section 5).

9 Two of the main tenets in the edition of Photius’ lexicon by Thedoridis (1982-2013) are (i) that
Photius had direct access to several ancient lexica that are also discussed in the Bibliotheca (e.g.
Phrynichus’ PS, Harpocration, Timaeus) rather than via the Synagoge tradition, and (ii) that in
many cases, the Suda depends on Photius rather than directly on the Synagoge tradition. Neither
of these claims has generally met with approval. The main discussions are those by Alpers (1981,
72-5); Cunningham (1986; 2014, 522-3); Tosi (2001, 347-50); Valente (2012, 33 n. 94; 2015, 25, 27, 30;
2016, 401). A more conciliatory position is explored by Bossi (2002; 2005, 15), who accepts that the
Suda depends on Photius and postulates gradual (but independent) accretion with Atticist materi-
als during the transmission of Photius’ lexicon and at the time of the compilation of the Suda. A
practical consequence of this is that Theodoridis (1982-2013) regularly indicates Phrynichus in
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This state of affairs also makes good sense of the fact that the entries begin-
ning with the letter alpha are just as prominent in the epitome of the PS as in the
indirect tradition represented by the Synagoge. As is well known, in Greek lexica
the space occupied by the entries beginning with alpha is always significantly
larger than that of the other letters. Still, the drastic change that we witness in the
extant indirect evidence for the entries of the epitome spanning from beta to
omega is significant and unlikely to be incidental. Let us consider the comparison
with Stephanus of Byzantium’s Ethnika. In the Ethnika, Phrynichus is quoted by
name at least seven times, and it is worth noting that, compared with the indirect
evidence in the Byzantine lexica, these references occur in entries spanning
throughout the alphabet.'® This difference may indicate that at the time of the
compilation of the Ethnika, the PS was still consulted in an unabridged, or at least
less abridged, version.™ On the contrary, because the expansions of the Synagoge
were systematic only for the entries beginning with alpha,' the indirect evidence
for the PS is inevitably imbalanced towards the entries under alpha. What re-
mains to be ascertained is whether the pre-eminence of the entries under alpha
in the epitome may also be related to this.

Despite the importance of the PS for the study of Atticism and Atticist lexicog-
raphy, this lexicon has received limited scholarly attention, and much work re-
mains to be done.”® We are obviously in dire need of a new critical edition (pref-
erably one with a commentary) to replace the edition by de Borries (1911). But we
also need an updated and more detailed study of the transmission and circulation
of this lexicon. Beside the introduction to de Borries’ edition, the inaugural lec-
ture De Phrynicho sophista by Kaibel (1899) remains the only other attempt at re-

the margin of the text to indicate derivation of an entry in Photius from the PS. In his edition of
the Synagoge, Cunningham (2003) more cautiously indicates the derivation from unspecified At-
ticist sources, although in the Introduction, when revising the sources used for the expansions of
the Synagoge, he indicates (usually following the latest available editions) the probable source of
the Atticist entries (the options being Phrynichus’ PS, Aelius Dionysius and Pausanias, and Orus).

10 See PS fr. *2 = Steph.Byz. T 12, PS fr. *7 = Steph.Byz. a 37, PS fr. *8 = Steph.Byz. a 80, PS fr. *26 =
Steph.Byz. a 518, PS fr. *29 = Steph.Byz. 0 42, PS fr. *31 = Steph.Byz. k 238, PS fr. *32 = Steph.Byz. k
248.

11 Regarding the circulation of the PS, see Pellettieri (2024) on Moeris; Alpers (1981, 104-7) on
Orus; Favi (2022a) on Procopius of Gaza.

12 See Cunningham (2003, 57-8).

13 By comparison, the greater popularity of the Eclogue is witnessed among other aspects by the
fact that three editions (with commentaries) of this lexicon have been produced (de Pauw 1739;
Lobeck 1820; Rutherford 1881). It is noteworthy that the Eclogue, together with Moeris’ lexicon, is
one of the very few works of Greek scholarship for which commented editions have been pro-
duced. This surely relates to the more openly prescriptive/proscriptive nature and user-friendly
format of these works compared with the PS.
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constructing the history of this text. While the present contribution can make no
claim to satisfy, even partially, either of these desiderata, it aims to make a first
step in that direction.

3 How do the epitome and the indirect tradition
stand to one another?

In general terms, one can identify three possible scenarios regarding how the evi-
dence in the epitome and that in the indirect tradition stand to one another. As
already mentioned, and as will be even more apparent from the discussion
below, the role of the Synagoge is paramount for studying the circulation of the
materials ultimately derived from the PS and how these materials were known
among Byzantine scholars. Perhaps the most striking thing to arise from the pres-
ent survey is that no hard-and-fast distinction can be established between the evi-
dence in the epitome and that in the indirect sources. Indeed, the contents of the
two look similar to one another. This conclusion, and more generally the compar-
ison with the indirect tradition, will be crucial when considering some peculiari-
ties of the epitome. Because this contribution does not aim to provide a full colla-
tion of the epitome and the indirect tradition, in what follows I shall concentrate
mostly on the Synagoge tradition, but I do not discuss in detail the ways in which
materials from the PS have entered its stages of expansion.

3.1 Agreement between the direct and the indirect tradition

First scenario: the epitome and the indirect sources share the same materials,
with only (very) minor divergences.'* Consider the following pair:

PS 16.21-17.2: &g ToD8e- olov amdypn Kai ikavég Exel. elpnrat amd Tiig GAdg, dTL <kal>
(suppl. de Borries) avth Sapiiig kat ikavi, ij anod To0 dAég, dnep Eativ aBpdov.

&Ag To08e (‘Enough of this’): Like it is enough and sufficient. It derives from ¢Ag, because
this too is abundant and sufficient, or from @Aég, which means ‘in crowds’.

72 0 979 = Phot. a 968 (ex £): éiAig ToD8e: olov amdypn Kal ikavég £xeL. eipntat 8& amd Tig
GAGG, 8TL Kal avTn Sapuiig kal ikavi: ij Ao o0 dieg, dmep €ativ ABpdov.

14 The evidence is collected in Table 1.
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@A To08e (‘Enough of this’): Like it is enough and sufficient. It derives from &Ag, because
this too is abundant and sufficient, or from aAég, which means ‘in crowds’.

It is possible that the original text of the PS may have run exactly as we read it in
the entries above, but of course we are unable to positively affirm this. In fact,
some similar cases of agreement suggest that the answer to such a question is
more likely to be negative, that is, the original text of the PS was probably differ-
ent. Let us consider two more pairs of entries, one about aicyuvouevog meptAéket
TNV ovpeopdv and one about aioypoemeiv:

PS 2.9-10: aioyuvduevog (<yap> vel <6¢> Dobree) mepUTAEKeL TV GUUEOPAV: €V GLVOUL-
ola xpd.

aioyuvouevog TePUTAEKEL THY aup@opav (com. adesp. fr. *554) (‘Ashamed, [he] wraps up [in
words] the misfortune’): Use [it] in conversation.

£ 578 = Phot. a 670 = Su. a1 362 (ex X°): aioLUVOUEVOG TEPUTAEKEL THY GUUPOPEV: £V GLVOL-
ola (<xp®> suppl. Theodoridis in Phot.).

‘atoyuvouevog TepUTAEKEL THY GUU@OPAV (com. adesp. fr. *554) (‘Ashamed, [he] wraps up [in
words] the misfortune’): [Use it] in conversation.

PS 46.1: aioypoemely: aioypoAoyelv.
aioypoemeiv: To use foul language.
P o 640 = Phot. a 669 (ex £): aicypoemelv: aigxporoyeiv.

aioypoemeiv: To use foul language.

In the first two texts, the epitome and the indirect sources comment only that
aioyuvlpevog meputiékel TV cuu@opdv should be used in conversation. In the last
two texts, aioypoeneiv is merely glossed with aioypoAoyeiv. Although we have no
secure evidence to say what an entry in the original PS looked like (and indeed, we
should not expect that all entries must have been identical in format, detail, and
scope), neither of the pairs of entries above has the slightest chance of representing
what the PS would originally have looked like.” We expect at least a reference to
the loci classici from which the evidence is derived, and presumably also some fur-
ther comment regarding, for instance, parallel expressions and register.

The conclusion we should draw is that entries like the latter two pairs above
are most likely the result of the abridgement of the original entry of the PS. Cases
of this kind, which are by no means rare, provide a first indication the epitome

15 See also Cavarzeran (this volume, Section 3) for some considerations on this.
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and the indirect tradition must have had access to a shared body of materials
that had already been excerpted and epitomised, before at least the 8th or the 9th
century CE, from an earlier version of the PS (unabridged or less abridged).’®

3.2 The direct or the indirect tradition preserve the longer
excerpt

A second category is represented by those cases in which either the epitome is
more informative than the indirect tradition or vice versa; that is, one source has
been more extensively epitomised than the other."” The pieces of information that
tend to be abridged more frequently are the references to and quotations from an-
cient authors, with other types of manipulation also having taken place (substitu-
tion with synonyms, adoption of shorter formulations, shortening or elimination of
the evaluative terminology, etc.). This is a familiar situation in lexicography.

The cases that belong into this second category are not in sharp opposition
with those in the previous category. That is to say, many entries from this second
group too are likely to have previously undergone epitomisation. The only differ-
ence is that, during transmission, the entries in either the direct or the indirect
tradition have been shortened even more. Comparison between the direct and
the indirect tradition may illustrate how the manipulation of the common source
has probably taken place. Let us consider the following pairs:

PS 8.6-9: avBpwnog mpddotoc 6 mpodoalwv mepl TLvog oL TUANOR, TPV i} CaWYRS Kal UETA
nioTews égeTdoan T kat avTo. Xpd 8¢ kal oL €nt TRV dotabunTwy Kat dvev égetdoews nepl
Twv 8o€aldvtwv, Tpiv fj melpadijval.

GvBpwmog mpo8ogog (‘A person judging hastily’): A person who makes false assumptions
about something, before verifying the situation clearly and in a reliable way. You too should
use [this expression] for people who are unsteady and make assumptions about things/peo-
ple without verification, before they are put to test.

16 See Cunningham (1986, 206) regarding the sources of the expansions of the Synagoge: ‘It is not
to be supposed that the original ancient works were utilised, but rather as with Harpocration
epitomes, extracts, and compilations, and these probably gathered in only a few manuscripts’.
Cunningham (2003, 206 n. 12) thus concludes that these manuscripts must have been similar (he
uses the word ‘precursor’) to Par. Coisl. 345.

17 The relevant evidence is collected in Table 2 (cases where the epitome is more informative than
the indirect tradition) and Table 3 (cases where the indirect tradition is more informative than the
epitome).
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P 1409 = Phot. a 1974 = Su. o 2538 (ex L) (= PS fr. 187): vBpwmog mp65ogog 6 mpiv i
oa@ag E€eTdoal §0Ealwv.

&vBpwmog mpdSogog (‘A person judging hastily’): A person who makes assumptions before
verifying clearly.

PS 20.1-2: ¢8ewv 6polov- onuaivel 0 patnv A€yew. 10 yap @deig (ddewv cod.) émi Tod
patnv Aéyetg (cod.: Aéyewv de Borries).

@8ewv dpotov (Eup. fr. 39) (‘To sing the same song’): It means ‘to speak in vain’. In fact, ‘you
sing’ (Ar. fr. 101) [stands for] ‘you speak in vain’. (Transl. Gerbi 2023a).

Phot. a 551: ¢8etv duotov: kawvotdtn 1 oUVTAELG Kal ATTIK®G, el Kal Tig dAAN, elpnuévn. onu-
aivel 8¢ 10 patnv Aéyewv, wg el Kat dAAwG ddetv €0€AoL TIg év 008evi TPayHaTL AVUGTHW.
EOTOALG €V AGTpaTeVTOLS: ‘OuoLov @8ewv: o0 yap €0T AAwWG EYwV’. AploTo@avng 8¢ év Tewp-
yoig é€nyovuevog T0 (8€Lg, 6mep mi 10D uatnv Aéyeig TiBeTal, TapolULdSEG avTO TTOLET:
onot ydp- “(A) xal tag Sikag ovv EAeyov d8ovteg ToTe; | (B) Vi Ala, ppdow & £y® uéya oot
{xai} texuiplov- | €L yap Aéyouvaotv ol mpecfutepol kabruevol, | 6Tav Kak®g Tig amoAoyfTat
v 8ikny, | 48elg’. <€v> auvovaia xpd katd PpvVLXOV.

@Sewv dpotov (‘To sing the same song’): The construction is original and expressed in an Attic
fashion like no other. It means ‘to speak in vain’, as if one wanted [to say] ‘to talk idly’, ‘to no
useful purpose’. Eupolis in Draft-evaders (fr. 39) [says]: . . . to sing the same song, for it cannot
be otherwise’. And Aristophanes, in Farmers (fr. 101), explaining &8eig (‘you sing’), which is
intended as ‘you speak in vain’, treats it as a proverb. For he says: ‘At that time, did they use
to sing their pleas? Yes, by Zeus, and I am going to give you great evidence. The elder judges,
when someone defends himself poorly against an accusation, still tell: You are singing’. It can
be used in conversation, according to Phrynichus (PS 20.1-2). (Transl. Gerbi 2023a).

In both pairs, the way the abridgment operates is straightforward, as is shown by
the sections in bold. In the first pair, the entry in Photius creates a new sentence
modifying the position of the elements that occur in the entry of the epitome: the
indirect evidence clearly presupposes as its source the same text as the epitome.
In the second pair, the entry of the epitome makes a cut, copy, and paste of two
sentences of the interpretamentum, which Photius preserves in the original form
with the quotations and the stylistic remarks. In such cases, the longer entries are
likely to represent the earlier state of the text, that of the common source of the
epitome and of the indirect tradition.

3.3 The direct and the indirect tradition result from
independent epitomisation and excerption

The most exciting scenario is likely to be when the entries in the epitome and in
the indirect tradition result from different, and in some cases complementary,
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processes of epitomisation and excerption. This makes it difficult to ascertain
what their respective source(s) might have looked like; that is, whether they epit-
omise the same source text in a different way, or whether they depend on sources
that are independent from one another and that may have already been epitom-
ised differently from one another.'® Here is an illustrative example:

PS 3.8-10: avonta y’ i toiT AABeg EmtaEwv éuoi- avti Tob avontog el mtdTTwv TodTo. ATTI-
KoV (cod. : Attik®v de Borries) yap 10 Aéyewv ‘avonta el To0T EmiTagels’.

avonta y’ et o0 AABeg émitd€wv £pol (Eup. fr. 371) (It is foolish if you came to order this to
me’): Meaning avéntog el émitdttwy toito (‘You are foolish to order this’). For it is Attic to
say avonta el To0T émitagels (It is foolish if you will order this’).

PS fr. 199 = Phot. a 2019: avénTa, i To070 €mTaEels: ol pév ayopaiol kal moAAol 0UTWG, ATTL-
KOG 8¢ kal oynuatiopéveg EOToALG: ‘avontd <y’ el To0T> RAOEG EMLTAEWY éuol’.

avonta et TodT €mitdgels (It is foolish if you will order this’): People who speak in an unsophisti-
cated and common fashion say thus, while Eupolis (fr. 371) said in an Attic and artful fashion
avonTd <y’ el To0T> AABeg &mtd&wy £poi (Tt is foolish if you came to order this to me’).

The epitome and Photius comment on the expression avonta et o807 énitdéelg in
opposing and apparently irreconcilable terms. While the epitome calls it an Attic
expression and uses it to gloss Eupolis’ avontd y’ el ToGT RAOeG emtdEwv £poi, Pho-
tius says that avonta ei o007 émitagelg is used by the dyopaiot and the moAdot. If
we examine these entries in more detail, it is possible to explain how this situation
may have arisen, and how the information provided in the two entries may be rec-
onciled. However, we cannot easily reconstruct one single text to which both en-
tries had access.'® Other cases that belong in this category are generally equally in-
teresting, although not all are as problematic as the one just examined.”

3.4 Preliminary conclusions (part 1)

This survey does not aim to provide a detailed assessment of the evidence, let
alone from the textual critical point of view. Nevertheless, in the light of the dis-

18 The evidence is collected in Table 4.

19 On these entries, see Favi (2022c).

20 See Table 4. Particularly revealing examples include no. 8 (dteyktog mapayopiuactv), no. 15
(av8pdyvvov @bupua), no. 18 (amarog elomroug Tod ALUEVoC), no. 28 (dywyevg), no. 32 (dualaia
PUaTa), no. 40 (KLPEAAL GPOVNUATWY).
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cussion above, we are now able to establish two general points from which put us
in good stead for what follows.

First, in many cases the evidence shows that the epitome and the indirect tradi-
tion are likely to have had access to the same source text, despite the (more or less
significant) manipulation that the source text may have undergone during trans-
mission. In particular, some of this shared evidence suggests that the epitome and
the indirect tradition most probably rely, not on the original text of the PS, but
rather on a shared body of excerpted and epitomised materials taken from the
original (or possibly from an intermediate, already abridged) version of the PS.*'
This proves that the direct and the indirect tradition are very closely related.

Second, and on the other hand, in many other cases the text of the epitome
and that of the indirect tradition are the product of an independent process of
epitomisation and excerption. Such cases may be explained either as the product
of the independent manipulation of the same source text, or because the direct
and the indirect tradition depend on different source texts. This conclusion too is
significant because it shows that the textual transmission of the PS may have
been richer and more variegated than we would be inclined to assume based on
the comparatively limited surviving evidence.

These preliminary remarks allow us to now address some larger issues con-
cerning the textual history of the PS as it is reflected by the direct and the indirect
tradition. We shall test the reliability of the conclusions we have just drawn by
considering additional pieces of evidence.

4 The ‘multiple’ entries in the epitome

One of the more intriguing aspects in the study of the epitome of the PS is that the
same materials may sometimes occur in more than one entry. That is, the content
of two or more entries is not just identical as far as the doctrine is concerned, but
there are similarities almost ad verbum. For convenience’s sake, we shall call these
cases ‘multiple’ entries. There are different ways to explain how this may have
come about, but one interpretation strikes me as the most appealing: namely, that
the ‘epitome’ has resulted from the compilation of epitomised excerpts.”

21 See Cavarzeran (this volume) on the early stages of abridgement from the original PS.

22 Other interpretations are discussed in more detail below (Section 5). The separation into
smaller entries of the materials originally contained in one longer entry is a typical phenomenon
in the transmission of ancient lexicographical texts (see Tosi 2015).
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A comparison with the indirect tradition is especially revealing here. In some
cases, the indirect tradition provides evidence of a state of the text where the
‘multiple’ entries are still united in a single, more substantial entry. In light of
this, the interpretation I shall put forward in this contribution is that: (i) the lon-
ger and more substantial entries (whether they occur in the epitome, in the indirect
tradition, or in hoth) reflect the state of the source text as it may have originally
been; (ii) the ‘multiple’ entries in the epitome have resulted from the independent
epitomisation and excerption of materials taken from the longer entries — these
materials thus became new, independent lexicographical items; (iii) these items en-
tered the body of epitomised and excerpted materials from the PS that circulated
in Byzantine learned circles; finally (iv) the compiler of the epitome, which has
come down to us in Par. Coisl. 345, assembled in this redaction what he found in
one or more of such collections of materials derived from the PS. The result, then,
is that the same materials effectively occur multiple times because they had been
epitomised and excerpted independently before they were eventually brought to-
gether at the time of the compilation of the epitome. The important consequence is
that what we call the ‘epitome’ of the PS might be described as a collection of epi-
tomised excerpts rather than the abridgment of any redaction of the PS that may
have been available before the 8th or 9th century CE.

In what follows, I discuss nine of the more instructive cases of ‘multiple’ en-
tries of the PS. This selection privileges the cases in which less speculation is re-
quired to make sense of the evidence.”®

4.1 avakpalw

PS 5.21-2: avakpayelv: 8o onuaivel, kal <t6> mpod T00 Ay®dvVog dokelv €nml 0 Podv v
QWVNV Kal 70 dAAwg avafofjoat.

avakpayelv: It has two meanings, ‘to exercise the voice in shouting before a performance’
and ‘to shout aloud’ in general. (Transl. Benuzzi 2024a).

PS 52.1-2: avaxpdyotte: avaforoatte. ATTIKN 1} wvr). Anpocdévng.

avaxpayotte: [Le.] you would shout aloud. The word is Attic. Demosthenes (19.287) [uses it]".
(Transl. Benuzzi 2024a).

23 The order in which these cases are examined is established based on the relative position in
the epitome of the first entry of each group.
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For a detailed discussion of these materials and the Atticist doctrines, I refer the
reader to the in-depth treatment by Benuzzi (2024a). Note that in the present case,
the indirect tradition does not help us.**

The two entries of the PS clearly have much in common. The first entry (PS
5.21-2), in which the verb is lemmatised in the aorist infinitive, deals specifically
with two main semantic nuances of avakpayelv ‘to shout’, namely, to train the
voice before an aywv or the act of shouting (‘to cry out’). In the second entry (PS
52.1-2), the lemma avaxpdyotte in the aorist optative corresponds to the form at-
tested in the locus classicus, which is surely a passage of Demosthenes’ On the False
Embassy, and is explained with the corresponding form of dvapodw. This word
choice in the interpretamentum overlaps with one of the two verbs that were used
in the previous entry to explain the semantic nuances of dvakpdalw.

A ready-to-hand explanation is that the two entries, which in the epitome of
the PS are separated, really go back to just one entry on the verb avaxpalw in the
original PS. This entry, which was possibly lemmatised in the aorist infinitive,
was then split up by independent excerption processes that privileged one or the
other pieces of information: on the one hand, the semantics of dvaxpdlw, on the
other, the way this verb was used by Demosthenes, a famous and authoritative
model of Attic Greek. Notice, too, that the use of the verb in the optative by De-
mosthenes might have been an additional element of interest for Byzantine read-
ers — indeed, this new entry was lemmatised in a way that would highlight the
exact form that occurred in the locus classicus.”

4.2 davaottdv BoUAgvpa, dvaoTdiv yvwpisdiov

PS 6.18-9: avaoTdv yvwuiSlov: kwpwdikdg eipnral, olov ¢k BuBol Stavoiag <av>ayeLy.

avaonéy yvwuidov (Ar. fr. 727) (‘To draw forth little thoughts’): It is a comic expression, as
in to take out the thoughts from the depth.

PS 47.19-20: avaomndv fovAevpa kal avaonév yvwuidiov.

24 Benuzzi (2024a) and Benuzzi (2024b) collect and discuss the evidence for the interest in ava-
kpdlw and related forms in ancient linguistic scholarship.

25 On the use of the optative as a stylistic resource in Byzantine writers who use high-register
and/or downright Atticising language, see Horrocks (2014). Other entries in the epitome of the PS
that show an interest in the optative are: PS 23.9-10: aAeaivoiut, PS 27.1-2: dnopdbotg, dmoua-
Bétw, amopade, PS 55.4-5: BouBwviwn, PS 63.8-10: Sievéykele kal Stevéykol. The optative is not
normally a verbal form used for lemmatisation, and so these cases indicate an interest in specific
forms or in specific instances of the optative.
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avaondv BovAevpa kal avaondv yvwuisiov (Ar. fr. 727) (‘To draw forth little ideas and to
draw forth little thoughts’): [The lemma is not followed by any interpretamentum].

That the two entries are related is made even clearer by comparison with the in-
direct tradition:

Phot. a 1666: avaomdv BovAevua Kal avaonéy yvwuislov: ApLoto@avng. 1 GUUTAOKN appddet
ouvovalalg.

avaomdv BovAevpa kal avaondv yvwpisov (‘To draw forth little ideas and to draw forth little
thoughts’): Aristophanes (fr. 727) [used it]. The syntagm is well-suited for conversations.

The first entry of the epitome (PS 6.18-9) contains a remark on the literary prove-
nance of the expression avaomndv yvwuiSiov and a brief exegesis of its meaning.
The second entry of the epitome (PS 47.19-20) merely consists of the lemma, which
in this case pairs avaomndv yvwpidiov with dvaomnév fovAevya. Finally, the entry in
Photius, which is certainly dependent on the PS (via mediation of the Synagoge),”®
has the ‘enlarged’ lemma évaondv BovAevpa kal avaomniv yvwuidiov, then refers
to the locus classicus, and finally recommends these idioms for use in conversation.
That all the pieces of information found in the three lemmas correspond closely to
one another will be apparent to anyone. Let us now take a closer look.

The lemma in the first entry of the epitome (PS 6.18-9) is likely to refer to the
Aristophanic quotation that represented the locus classicus for the idiom, of
which it provides an exegesis. The occurrence of diminutive yvwui8iov is cer-
tainly Aristophanic, as suggested by comparison with Ar. Eq. 99-100: mavta tavtl
katandow | BovAevpatiov kal yvwusinv kal volsiwv (‘All over this I will sprin-
Kle little thoughts and little reflections and little ideas’) and Nu. 321: kal yvwuidiy
yvounv vogao® £tépw A0yw avtidoyijoal (‘And to contrast an argument with an-
other by pricking a thought with a little thought’).

The second entry of the epitome (PS 47.19-20) and the entry in Photius share
the ‘enlarged’ lemma, which may have been the original one in the PS. While the
first entry in the epitome of the PS only indicates derivation from comedy, it is
the entry in Photius which, in turn, makes explicit the derivation from Aristo-
phanes. This inconsistency is unproblematic, and it may well be that the original
entry of the PS commented that expressions such as avaondv BovAevpa and ava-
omdv yvwuiSiov were typical of comedy, as exemplified by a passage of Aristo-
phanes (where yvwuidiov may have occurred alone). Furthermore, Photius alone

26 The reference to the ouvovoia ‘conversation’ is a reliable indication that an entry in the indi-
rect tradition depends on the PS, as further demonstrated by the comparison with Phot. Bibl. cod.
158.101b.2-3 (see de Borries 1911, xxix; Cavarzeran et al. 2024).
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retains Phrynichus’ observation that the expression is especially suitable for con-
versation. This opinion too is perfectly compatible with the remark in PS 6.18-9
that the idiom avaomnév yvwpidiov is used kwuwdikdg (and so, implicitly, is un-
suitable for use in the higher register and in the written language).

We may draw the following conclusions from the present state of the text.
The first entry (PS 6.18-9) provides an exegesis of the locus classicus (although
the infinitive may be attributable to lemmatisation) and a remark about the typi-
cally comic use of this expression, which may relate directly to the use of the di-
minutive yvwpisov.”’ In the second entry (PS 47.19-20), BovAevpa looks more
like a generalising element (possibly favoured by knowledge of Ar. Eq. 99-100)
that is juxtaposed to Aristophanes’ yvwuidiov; and, indeed, unlike in the passage
of Knights quoted above (where one reads fovAevpatiov kal yvwudiwv kat vol-
8iwv), in these lexicographical entries BovAgvpa never occurs in the diminutive.?®
The entry in Photius, whose content is closer to the first entry of the epitome but
whose lemma is the same as the second entry of the epitome, seems to suggest
that all entries depend on the same source text. This was an entry with a lemma
along the lines of avaondv BovAevua kat évaondv yvwuiSiov. While Photius re-
tains this ‘enlarged’ lemma and part of the interpretamentum, the epitome con-
tains two entries that had previously been independently epitomised. In the for-
mer, the emphasis is on the meaning of the idiom and the locus classicus (hence,
the shortening of the lemma that, as in the case of 4.1 avaxpdlw, is limited to the
expression used in the locus classicus). In the latter, the original lemma is re-
tained. We cannot say whether this was previously followed by any further re-
mark that has subsequently been lost during transmission. But it is also perfectly
possible that, if this originally was merely an excerpt, the whole entry was short-
ened in the form of a bullet-point list of noteworthy expressions.

27 The retention of this remark in the epitome squares well with the interest in diminutives in
Atticist lexicography and the different admissibility of the various options (see Tribulato 2022a).
28 In such a case, we should also reconsider the spacing printed by Kassel and Austin (PCG vol. 3.2,
370), which indicates both d@vaondv BovAevua and davaondv yvwuidlov as Aristophanic (this inter-
pretation is followed by the subsequent scholarship, see Henderson 2008, 454-5; Pellegrino 2015,
413). The matter is addressed in more explicit terms by Bagordo (2017, 138-40); but pace Bagordo,
ovumiokn in Phot. a 1666 does not presuppose that the two expressions avaomniv BovAevpa and
Gvaomndv yvwuisdlov occurred in the same context: gupmiokr may well refer only to the use of dva-
oy with a word such as BovAsupa, yvwuiSiov, or the like (notice, too, that olov ¢k BuBod Siavoiag
<av>ayew in the interpretamentum of PS 6.18-9 is clearly concerned with the association of the
verb with a noun, thus confirming that this is the ovpmiokn which is being referred to). Alterna-
tively, considering that in the passage of the Clouds quoted above (Nu. 321) the opposition is drawn
between yvwun and yvwpisiov, one might speculate whether in the locus classicus the diminutive
yvowuidlov may have been paired with BovAevpa.
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4.3 @pLotog KAEMTELY, APLOTOG AWTIOSUTELV

PS 16.3-5: dplotog KAEMTELV: AOTELD 1] GUUTTAOKI. Kal pLoTog Lol eVELY, Kal Ta dpola. aap-
Kaopod Tpomw énnvnTat eig viepPoArv T0D KakKoD.

Gplotog xAéntewv (‘Excellent at stealing’): The syntagm [is] witty. [One may compare] also
@plotog poyevely and the like. With the figure of sarcasm, a praise is made for a superlative
degree of evil (com. adesp. fr. *565).

PS§ 51.14-5: 8pLotog KAENTELY Kal ApLoTog AWTOSUTELY.

Gplotog kAEmTewy Kal dplotog Awmodutelv (‘Excellent at stealing and excellent at snatching’):
[The lemma is not followed by any interpretamentum] (= com. adesp. fr. *565).

The first entry of the epitome (PS 16.3-5) is devoted to the expression dptotog KAEn-
TeW, discussing its register (aotela 1) ovpmAokn), parallel constructions (kai Gplotog
potyevely kat ta 6pola), and rhetorical trope (capkaocpod Tpémw ENvnTaL €LG LTTEP-
BoAnv 1ol kaxo®). The second entry of the epitome (PS 51.14-5) shares part of the
lemma (&plotog kAEmTew), although this occurs in an ‘expanded’ form with the ad-
dition of synonymic éplotog Awnodutelv. De Borries (1911, 51) claims, without pro-
viding evidence, that this second entry is an Aristophanic fragment, while Kassel
and Austin (PCG vol. 8, 165) include @plotog Awmnodvtelv together with &plotog
KkAénTewv and Gplotog potyevewy as part of com. adesp. fr. *565. The use of Awmodu-
Telv in the second entry of the epitome (PS 51.14-5) is likely to go back to a locus
classicus, perhaps a comic passage (the verb occurs 3x in Aristophanes, 1x in Diphi-
lus, 1x in Menander), but Awmodutéw is also attested in the orators (2x in Antiphon,
6x in Demosthenes, 1x Aeschines, 1x Lycurgus) and other prose writers (1x in Xeno-
phon, 1x in Plato, 1x in Aristotle). Compared with Awnodutely, then, kAéntewv in
both entries is likely to represent a more generic synonym.

This case shows significant typological similarities with that of 4.2 avaondv
BovAevpa, dvaondv yvwuiiov discussed above. In the light of this, one might sus-
pect that the two entries on the use of éplotog + infinitive go back to a common
source text, which was then epitomised and excerpted independently before
these two strands of tradition re-converge in Par. Coisl. 345.%° The entry in the PS

29 The entry following PS 51.14-5: dptotog KAENTEWY Kal (pLotog AwmoduTely is PS 51.16-7: dpio-
Twv dntecdat Bovdevpdtwv (Soph. Ant. 179). Even though the constructions in the two entries are
obviously different, this disposition may not only explain the ratio of the dislocation of the entry
PS 51.14-5: tipLoTog KAENTELWY Kal pLoTtog AwnoduTelv (i.e. two consecutive entries beginning with
a form of ¢plotog), but may perhaps also suggest that PS 51.14-5: (iplotog KAEnTEWV Kal GPLoTog
Awmodutely and PS 51.16-7: dpiotwv Gnteabal BovAevudtwy were taken by the compiler of Par.
Coisl. 345 from an earlier collection of excerpts in which the two entries appeared together.
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was originally devoted to the construction of éplotog + infinitive to indicate excel-
lency in morally reproachable actions — notably, stealing (kAémtelv, AwmoSUTEV)
and entertaining a love affair with a married woman (potyetewv). Accordingly,
while Gplotog kAéntelv was the general expression, dplotog Awnodutelv was
taken in turn from one of the loci classici commented on. dpLoTtog potyevetv could
then be an additional example used to document more widely the use of the same
construction. The original entry of the PS hypothesised here seems to be repre-
sented in a more complete form in the first entry of the epitome (PS 16.3-5),
where only the ‘generic’ lemma is preserved, whereas in the second entry of the
epitome (PS 51.14-5) the lemma comprises the expression possibly used in one of
the loci classici examined by Phrynichus.

Finally, one might wonder whether an entry such as PS 82.20-1: kdkiotog
Qayeiv: 0 ur Suvapevog eayety, 6 OAiya £obiwv (‘kakiotog eayely (com. adesp. fr.
*614): A person who is unable to eat, a person who eats little’), which represents
the opposite construction to dplotog kKAEmTELW etc., was also part of the same entry,
expanding on the kai Tt duola of the interpretamentum of the first entry. This is
possible, but there is no decisive proof for such an inference, and other supposi-
tions could be made. Certainly, there is no need to postulate that all entries docu-
menting a similar construction were necessarily part of just one larger entry.*°

4.4 anmovuyi{w, é§ovuyidw, ovuxilw

PS 20.6-10: amovuyileabat to0 6vuyileabal ATTIKGG Stagépet. TO PeV yap onpaivel o Tovg
6vuyag apalpeiabat, o 8¢ dvuyilewv kat é€ovuyiewv éml oD épevvav dxplp®s Kal EeTaley
70 VToKelpevov mpdyua <tiBetar> (suppl. de Borries : possis <tiBéact> post é€ovuyilewv coll.
Phot. a 2595). Kpativog pévtol 0 wvuxtopévov ent ol teTunpévou tolg Gvuyag TéBetkey.

anovuyiCeaBal differs from ovuyiCeoBal in Attic. For the former means the trimming of the
nails, while 6vuyiCewv and é€ovuyiCewv are used for the accurate examination and evaluation
of the matter at hand. However, Cratinus (fr. 503) used wvvyiopévov for a person who has
had his nails trimmed.

30 Notice, for instance, that a similar construction is mentioned in passing, but without being
the main object of interest, in Phot. m 306: mapdotactg 1 Si8ouévn Spayun vmep 1ol eloayBijvat
TV Stknv- ‘dvdpeg EAAfvwv dptotol katafodelv napdotacty’ (‘mapdotacts: The drachma that is
paid for the enactment of justice. ‘The best among the Greeks to deposit the court fee’ (com.
adesp. fr. 526)’). Kassel and Austin (PCG vol. 5, 364 ad Eup. fr. *116; PCG vol. 8, 156 ad com. adesp.
fr. 526; PCG vol. 8, 176 ad com. adesp. fr. *614) also compare Hom. Od. 8.123, Ar. Nu. 430, Eup. fr.
*116, Telecl. fr. 2, Alex. fr. 236.4, Eub. fr. 33.2 = fr. 66.2.
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PS 95.9-10: 6vuyiewv kal é€ovuyilewv: T0 mepl Tt dxplBoroyeiobat. Aéyovat 8¢ kal amovu-
x(ew 10 TOVG GVUYOG APaLPETY.

ovuyiCewv and égovuyiCewv: [Indicate] accurately reflecting about something. They also say
amovvyiCewv for trimming the nails.

PS 128.19-20: wvuytopévog: ent oD TeTunuévou LTIO AVTING.

wvuytopévog: [It is used] for a person who has had [his nails] trimmed because of [their
sight causing] distress.

This is one of the more complex cases to analyse. Much help is provided by a par-
allel entry in the indirect tradition:

Phot. a 2595: arovuyilesBal kai ovuyilew kal ¢€ovuyiley Slagépovat: O pév olv dmovu-
x(Cew peta tiig and mpobéaews onpaivel T0 ToUG Gvuyag Aeatpelv. To 8¢ dvuyifewy Kai ¢govu-
x(Cew t10éaotv €mit ToT épevvav axpLP®dS Kal EgeTdlewv 0 Umokeiuevov Tplypa. ApLoTopavng
‘0AkdoLy: ‘€govuyLd yap Eywye 1007 axkpBag ({axpLpiet Kassel).

amovuyifesBal and 6vuyiletv and é€ovuyiCewv differ [in meaning]. For dmovuyilewv, with the
prefix amo-, indicates the trimming of the nails, while [Attic writers] use 6vuyifewv and é€o-
vuyiCewv for the accurate examination and evaluation of the matter at hand. Aristophanes
[says thus] in Merchant Ships (fr. 421): ‘For I will examine this {carefully} myself.

The verbs anovuyifw, é€ovuyifw, and 6vuyilw attracted much interest from Attic-
ist lexicography and beyond.* Some of these parallels are examined as part of
the discussion below, but first I provide an overview of the entries in the epitome
and their content.*

The first entry of the epitome (PS 20.6-10) recommends using amovuyifw with
the meaning ‘to trim the nails’, while évuyi{w and ¢€ovuyi{w should be used with
the meaning ‘to nit-pick’. However, an occurrence of wvuyiopévog in Cratinus is
quoted as an exception to this doctrine. The second entry of the epitome (PS 95.9-10)
reiterates the same notion, but starting from the discussion of 6vuyiw rather than
amovuyifw. As regards these two entries, Pollux (2.146) is more tolerant than Phryni-

31 See Phryn. Ecl. 253, Poll. 2.146, [Hdn.] Philet. 38 ~ Harp. cod. Marc. gr. 444 (see Keaney 1967,
209 no. 13), Hsch. w 251, Hsch. w 931, £ 0 177 (Cyr. [AS] ové-ovw 50) = Phot. 0 367 = Su. 0 411, ™ a
1919 = Su. a 3461 (ex £™) (= Orus fr. B 38), Phot. a 2596, Su. € 1802.

32 These entries show a recurring oscillation between the active and the middle. This is not terri-
bly problematic and may reflect the different nuance between ‘I trim the nails’ and ‘I have my
nails trimmed’ (see Hp. Mul. 70.24-6 Littré: dtav 8¢ otpé@etv ij katatapvev péAAnG to matdiov, tag
Xelpag xpn arovuyicacBa, ‘When you are going to turn or incise a child, you must have your nails
cut short’; Phot. a 2596: anovuyotuar EbmoAig €gn, ‘I will have my nails trimmed: Eupolis (fr. 433)
says [thus]’). As discussed by Olson (2014, 200), who considers the evidence at greater length, it is
possible that trimming the nails was normally not something that one would do himself.
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chus regarding the suitability of both amovuyi{w and ovuyilw for use with the con-
crete meaning; however, unlike Phrynichus, Pollux seems to condemn the use of ¢¢o-
vuyilw with the concrete meaning.®® The third entry of the epitome (PS 128.19-20)
concerns the use of the perfect participle wvuylopévog and parallels the discussion
of Cratinus’ use of this form in the first entry of the epitome (PS 20.6-10).

The first two entries of the epitome are evidently similar, and their proximity
is made even more apparent by comparing the entry in Photius. Moreover, the
reference to Cratinus in the first entry of the epitome strongly recalls the third
entry of the epitome. Accordingly, the mutual relationship of these passages
should be investigated anew.

The first and the second entry of the epitome share the same doctrine, and
many formulations are highly similar. The comparison with the indirect tradition
in Photius comes to our aid and provides a useful tertium comparationis to ex-
plain the different wording in the two entries of the epitome. Despite the great
proximity of the entry in Photius with the first entry of the epitome (PS 20.6-10),
the selection of the loci classici demonstrates that they are the product of inde-
pendent processes of epitomisation and excerption. In the first entry of the epit-
ome (PS 20.6-10), anovuyiCecBat To8 dvuyileoBal Attik®g Stapépel is different
from amovuyileaBat xai ovuyilewv xal ¢€ovuyilewv Stapépovat in Photius, but the
active infinitives ovuyiCewv and é€ovuyilewv occur in the interpretamentum of both
the first and the second entry of the epitome.** This suggests that amovuyilesfat
700 OvuyiCeabal AtTik®g Stapépel in the first entry of the epitome omits to men-
tion ¢ZovuyiCewv owing to epitomisation or lacuna. In the second entry of the epit-
ome (PS 95.9-10), t0 Tovg dvuyag aealpelv perfectly overlaps with the entry in
Photius, whereas the first entry of the epitome (PS 20.6-10) has 10 To0g évuyag
agaipelobal. As regards the treatment of ovuyifw and é€ovuyilw, the section on
émt To0 €peuvav akplp®g kail €etdley T0 LoKeluevov pdyua is (almost) identi-
cal in the first entry of the epitome (PS 20.6-10) and in Photius. The use of axptpo-
AoyeloBal in the second entry of the epitome (PS 95.9-10) might be intended to

33 See Poll. 2.146: amo 8¢ v 6vOYwv dvuyicacdal kai damovuyicacdal, @ kai péArov ypnotéov,
elpnTau 8¢ 70 é€ovuyicaabal, pavAwg 8¢ (‘From the nails [one can say] 6vuyicacsbal and dmovu-
xloaoBay, which [is the form] one should use. ¢€ovvyicacBal is also used, but [it is] bad style’).
This comment is a little surprising, considering that Aristophanes used ¢€ovuyi{w precisely in
this sense (see Ar. fr. 421 quoted in Phot. a 2595, discussed above). In this passage, the manu-
scripts of the IV family have ¢€ovuyiCewv in place of €ZovuyileoBal, but this does not raise major
difficulties (see above n. 29).

34 The use of Sla@épel/Slapépovat may be original, but it may also have been introduced during
transmission. On Sta@épel/Stapépovat see Mastronarde (2017, 70-1).
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achieve hrevity, but the use of this verb in the parallel entry of the Eclogue makes
this conclusion less compelling.*®

These comparisons between the first two entries of the epitome and Photius
have highlighted how similar all these entries are in form and content. It does not
require much speculation to suppose that the second entry (PS 95.9-10) was ex-
cerpted from the original entry of the PS, which is the common source behind
both entries in the epitome. This operation would have been carried out to give
attention to ovuyiCewv kai €€ovuyiCew in a self-standing excerpt.

We can now address the second issue. The third entry of the epitome (PS
128.19-20) closely matches the final part of the first entry (PS 20.6-10), which con-
cerns the use of wvvylouévog by Cratinus. That the Cratinus passage is the locus
classicus of the first entry (PS 20.6-10) and the third entry (PS 128.19-20) was al-
ready suggested by de Borries (1911, 20; 128). Earlier editors of the comic frag-
ments consider only the first entry of the epitome (PS 20.6-10) as having the Crati-
nus passage as its locus classicus (see Meineke, FCG vol. 2,1, 214; Kock, CAF vol. 1,
129). More recently, Kassel and Austin (PCG vol. 4, 333) cautiously include the
third entry (PS 128.19-20) as a comparison, but raise the question of whether it
actually goes back to the passage of Cratinus. Clearly, the similarity in formula-
tion between the first and the third entries of the epitome — both of which, in dis-
cussing wvuylopévoc, have the interpretamentum ént 100 teTunuévouv — invites
further reflection. Among other things, this requires us to pay closer attention to
the discussion of wvuylopévog in relation to the exegesis of Cratinus’ fragment.
Although a conclusive interpretation of the reference(s) to Cratinus is complicated
by the scanty and elusive information, the evidence seems to point to a common
derivation of the discussion of Gvuytopévog in the two entries of the epitome.*

35 See Phryn. Ecl. 253: 6vuyilewv kal ¢€ovuyiCev TavTod onpaivel ékdtepa kai tiBetal €mi Tod a-
kpLBooyeloBal. T0 8 dmovuyilewv T0 Tag VITEPAVENTELS TOV OVUXWY AQALPETY oNnUaiveL ETELSH &
0 TOAVG GLPPETOG AEYOLGLY ‘OVUXLOOV PE Kal ‘WvuxloaunV’, onuavopeda ta ovopata Kai gapev
o11, €l pév €mt 100 Tolg Gvuyag Apalpelv Tibnot Tig, xprioatto &v @ amovuyiewy, el § émt Tod a-
kpLporoyelobal kal ¢geTdlelv axpLp@c, @ ovuxiCewv xpoat &v (‘ovuyilewv and €€ovuyilewv:
Each [of these verbs] means the same thing and are used for accurately reflecting. anovuyiCewv,
in turn, means the trimming of the outgrown parts of the nails. But since the vast majority of
people say ‘trim me [the nails]’ and ‘I had my nails trimmed’, we point out [the correct use of]
these forms and say that, if one refers to the trimming of nails, one should use amovvyiletv,
while for accurately reflecting and examining carefully, one should use ovuyilew’).

36 The picture is enriched by Hsch. w 251: @vuylopévov- apnpnuévov (‘wvuytopévov: [It means]
removed’). It is likely that the locus classicus is, again, the passage of Cratinus. This entry is of
Atticist derivation according to Hansen, Cunningham (2009, 267), who compare it with Phryn. PS
20.6-10 and Ecl. 253. The entry in Hesychius, together with PS 20.6-10, PS 95.9-10, and [Hdn.]
Philet. 38 ~ Harp. cod. Marc. gr. 444 (see Keaney 1967, 209 nr. 13), documents the use of dpaipéw
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It is possible that independent processes of epitomisation and excerption
have resulted in two entries sharing some pieces of information, which neverthe-
less need to be harmonised. As already mentioned, in the first entry (PS 20.6-10),
after examining the semantic differences between dmovvyi{w on the one hand,
and ovuyifw and ¢¢ovuyilw on the other, Phrynichus added that Cratinus, despite
the prescription just formulated by Phrynichus himself, used wvvyiopévog in the
concrete meaning (i.e. like dmovuyi{w ‘to trim the nails’), instead of the more com-
mon metaphorical meaning (i.e. 6vuyifw and ¢govuyifw ‘to nit-pick’; see PS 95.9—
10). The adversative sense of Kpativog uévtot works well considering the high sta-
tus of Cratinus in the comic canon followed by Phrynichus.>” Notice that in Pho-
tius’ entry the metaphorical meaning ‘to examine’ of ¢¢ovuyilw is defended based
on Aristophanes’ fr. 421.% This may also explain the selection operative in the
entry in Photius, where the Aristophanes fragment that documents the approved
doctrine is favoured over the ‘exceptional’ use of 6vuyi{w by Cratinus, the docu-
mentation of which, in turn, is preserved (twice) in the epitome of the PS.

The first entry of the epitome (PS 20.6-10) points out that Cratinus used the
simple verb wvuylouévog with a concrete meaning (‘a person who has had his
nails trimmed’). By contrast, the meaning of wvuylopévog in the third entry of the
epitome (PS 128.19-20) is not immediately clear, not least for the lack of a direct
object of the verb; additionally, the complement Umd AOTNG is a more elusive for-
mulation than the one in the first entry of the epitome (PS 20.6-10).* Still, it is

for ‘removing’ (i.e. ‘trimming’) the part of the nail in excess. However, there is no indication that
the Hesychius entry should derive from a self-standing entry on wvuyiopévog in an unabridged
(or less abridged) version of the PS: while the Atticist derivation is possible, the source cannot be
Phrynichus. Thus, this is no counter evidence against the hypothesis put forward in this contribu-
tion that the entries in the epitome result from independent manipulation of a common source
text.

37 On the comic canon in the PS, see Tribulato (2024).

38 Another authoritative instance in support of the Atticist doctrine is Ar. fr. 866 = £ 0 177 (ex
Cyr. (AS) ov6-ovw 50) (= Phot. 0 367 = Su. 0 411).

39 Kassel and Austin (PCG vol. 4, 333) do not take for granted that the exegesis offered by Phryni-
chus is correct. After comparing the entries in the epitome of the PS discussing wvuxtopévog,
they wonder whether the sense in which Cratinus originally used wvuyiopévog could be that of ‘a
person who has been deceived/tricked by someone/something to his/her own damage’, a meaning
that they find attested in Artemidorus (1.22: év tij cuvnBeig 6vuyieabai @ayev ToOv nt BAGBN VTO
Twvog €EanatnBévta, ‘We commonly say that the person who is deceived/tricked by someone/
something to his own damage is ‘nailed’ (i.e. dvvyiCeaBar)’; in LS s.v. ovuyi{w IV, the meaning is
rendered with ‘overreach’, but it should be more poignant than that, in that ‘to be nailed’ equals
‘to be tricked’). The mention of the cuviifetla in Artemidorus would square well with the implicit
indication that the use of the verb by Cratinus is not entirely standard Attic. In support of this,
one should stress that this idiomatic meaning of dévuyiCopat is also discussed in £ o 177 (ex Cyr.
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possible to show that the information about wvuytopévog in the first and third
entries of the epitome (PS 20.6-10 and 128.19-20) can be reconciled.

Based on the parallel with the first entry of the epitome (PS 20.6-10), Toug
6vuyag can easily be implied as the direct object of énl T00 teTpnuévou LTIO AOTING
in the third entry of the epitome (PS 128.19-20). As regards Umo AVTngG, the first
difficulty is that we have no evidence about the dramatic context in which wvv-
xtopévog was used by Cratinus, and it is unclear what Aumn points to.*° It is per-
fectly possible that A0mn should be taken in the sense of ‘unpleasantness’ and ‘dis-
tress’ rather than actual physical or moral pain. To support the idea that a certain
character has had his or her nails cut because they were a distressing sight one
should compare the depiction of the Offensive Man in Thphr. Char. 19.1-2:* [¢oTL
8¢ 1} Suoyépela abepanevoio cwUATog AVTNG TAPACKELACTIKI.] 0 8¢ Suayepng
T0100TA¢ TIg, 0l0¢ Aémpav Exwv Kai AAQOV Kai Todg dvuyag péAavag mepurately Kal
ofioal tabta lvat avTd ovyyevikd appwotiuata: Exewv ylp avtdv Kal Tov matépa
Kal TOV Tammov, Kai ovk elvat padov avTdv £ig o yévog vmopdiieadat (‘[Offen-
siveness is a distressing neglect of the person.] The Offensive Man is the kind who
parades about with scaly and blanched skin and black nails and claims that these
are congenital ailments; his father and grandfather had them, and it makes it dif-
ficult to palm off an illegitimate son on the family’, transl. Diggle 2004, 119). Al-
though the initial definition is of dubious authenticity (yet, all definitions in the

(AS) ov6-ovw 50) (= Phot. 0 367 = Su. 0 411): 6vvuyiletar axpiporoyeltat. o0Twg Aploto@avng (o. A.
om. ). év 8¢ tij ouvnBeiq 10 €t BAARN Twi é€amatnBijvart (év 8¢ — E€amatndijvat Su.) (‘ovuyiletau:
[It means] to examine carefully. Aristophanes (fr. 866) [uses it] thus. But in common speech [it
means] being deceived by someone/something to [one’s own] damage’). There is, however, no
positive evidence to disprove the exegesis offered by Phrynichus (which can also be supported
with new arguments, see further above). Indeed, as already mentioned, a reference to Cratinus
using ovuyiCouat to refer to the cutting or trimming of the nails is perfectly compatible with the
logic of the entry, where it would provide more nuance to the prescription just previously formu-
lated.

40 For instance, Olson, Seaberg (2018, 343) in their commentary on Cratin. fr. 503 do not address
the different formulations of the two entries and translate the interpretamentum of the third
entry of the epitome (PS 128.19-20) as ‘referring to someone who has been cut by pain’. To accept
this, we would need to postulate that wvuytopévog may mean something like ‘a person who has
cut himself/herself with the nails’, and then Umo AUnng may refer to violent acts of lamentation
which involved intense scratching of the skin (see Eur. EL 146-9, Hec. 653-7, Hel. 372—4, Hel.
1086-88, Tr. 279-80). In such a case, the object ToUg dvuyag in the first entry of the epitome (PS
20.6-10) might be considered an intruding gloss or some other manipulation of the text. The obvi-
ous difficulty with this interpretation is that the suggested meaning of wvuylouévog is not sup-
ported by any parallel. The interpretation put forward by Olson and Seaberg seems, therefore, a
less viable solution than the one suggested above.

41 The text follows Diggle (2004). On the textual problems of this passage see Diggle (2004, 387).
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Characters must predate the 1st century BCE),** this use of AUmn is a recurring ele-
ment in Theophrastus’ Characters and other texts besides, used to indicate physi-
cal or behavioural traits that are unpleasant or distressing for other people.* We
may then suspect that the person whom Cratinus described as having had his
nails trimmed aimed to present himself with a more urbane and socially accept-
able appearance.** Of course, it could be that U1d AUmng is the result of epitomisa-
tion rather than the formulation adopted by Phrynichus.

To conclude, despite the different wording, the discussion of wvvytopévog in
the first entry (PS 20.6-10) and the third entry of the epitome (PS 128.19-20) can
certainly be reconciled. Moreover, the fact that the content and the wording of
the two entries is close is a strong indication that both entries most probably go
back to the same source text.

This analysis has shown that all three entries of the epitome are likely to re-
sult from the independent epitomisation and excerption of one entry belonging to
the original, unabridged, or less abridged, version of the PS. The entry in Photius
provides supplementary evidence of this, representing yet another product of in-
dependent epitomisation and excerption of the same source text. Looking back at
the evidence regarding amovuyiCw, ¢€ovuyilw, and ovuyilw, one may wonder
whether the entry of the epitome PS 92.6: dvuyiuaia (cod.: ovuyilaia Blaydes) téy-
VEW: avtl 100 pikpd (‘Ovuyaia tépvew (= com. adesp. fr. *635): Instead of small
things’) might originally have been part of Phrynichus’ treatment of those verbs
and their meaning. Indeed, the expression ovuytpaia/ovuylaia tépvey is likely to
have meant something along the lines of ‘to cut the most minute parts of the
nails’, thus effectively supplementing the discussion about 6vuyilw and éZovuyifw
to indicate the act of making a careful examination. This suggestion, which would
yield a kind of ‘onomastic’ organisation of the entry of the PS, remains only a
speculation, but one worth considering.*®

42 See Diggle (2004, 17).

43 See Diggle (2004, 321), with discussion and parallels.

44 Olson, Seaberg (2018, 345) rightly compare the description of the Oligarchic Man in Thphr.
Char. 26.4, who goes out well-dressed, with his hair well-cut, and having had his nails trimmed:
these are all elements for making a good public appearance. Perhaps, Eup. fr. 433: amovuylodpat
(‘T will have my nails trimmed’) too originally belonged in a similar situation (see Olson 2014,
200, with references to other passages).

45 Discussing PS 55.16-7: yvvawknpog tpénog and PS 56.6-7: yvvawkiCev and the parallel with
Antiatt. y 10: yvvakiopdg and Antiatt. y 11: yvvawdpiov, Tribulato (2022b) similarly highlights
the possibility ‘that these entries in the PS and the Antiatticist derive from the fragmentation and
shortening of a wider discussion concerning derivatives of yvuvrj, perhaps based on comic lan-
guage’. On the evidence for an onomastic structure in the PS, see Cavarzeran (this volume).
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4.5 anopOow

PS 21.3-5: amopBolv mOAW 1j oikiav- onuaivel uev 10 SLokelv 0pB®G, uetevijvekTal 8¢ amod
TGV anopBovvTwy Tag vads Tolg olagLy.

amopBolv mOAW 1 oikiav (‘To steer right a city or a household’): It means to administer
rightly. [This use] is taken from those who steer the ships with the helm.

PS§ 52.3: anopBodv- dnevhvvelv kal owEewv.

amopBolv: [It means] to steer and save.

anopBdw is a relatively uncommon word in Classical times, nor did it attract
much interest in ancient scholarship (the few, and late, parallels are concerned
with the simple 6pBow).*®

amopBow occurs twice in tragedy (Soph. Ant. 636, Eur. Supp. 1228) and once in
Plato (Lg. 757e.5). These three occurrences are similar in that a higher authority
(deities in Euripides and Plato, a father in Sophocles) is addressed (explicitly or
implicitly) by a person or group asking to direct them towards what is good. The
presence of moALg in the lemma of the first entry of the epitome (PS 21.3-5) could
recall one of the passages in Plato’s Laws, where the subject is (in keeping with
the subject of the dialogue) the administration of the State (see Lg. 757d.5-7).
However, the metaphor of steering a city or house is commonplace, and the locus
classicus remains unidentified.

The similarity between the two entries in the epitome is readily apparent. To
be sure, the second entry has a shortened lemma and the interpretamentum too is
much condensed (notice, however, that arevfUvw, which is apt to indicate the ad-
ministration of a city or household, corresponds quite neatly to petevrvektat 8¢
Ao Tdv anopBovvTwy Tag vads Toig otagwv).”’ Nevertheless, it is not unwarranted

46 See Phot. 0 463: 6pOot- o@Cel (‘OpBol: [It means] it saves’), Georgius Lecapenus Epist. 9, 78.15-6
Lindstam: 0pO® oikiav kal telyog. kat 0pOotl 0 mvedua v vadv, avtl tol katevBvvel (I set up-
right a house or a wall. Also, the wind rightly directs the ship, meaning [that it] guides [it]").

47 Beside the literary parallels in LS] s.v. aneufovw L2 (which could be easily expanded by taking
in the evidence from post-classical writers), as far as scholarly texts are concerned see schol. Pi. N.
3.45b Drachmann: aAAnyopel 8¢ mpog Gxpav amevbuvewy Aéywv TOv mAodv, arnd Tev KuBepvnTeOV
TV EXouEVLV BAAWY KpWTNPiWY CAX 0 TGV TPoKELEVWY, §éov evBUMAOETY kata Atuéva; schol.
Byz. Soph. OT 104 Longo: mpiv — méAw] mpo t0d amevbively, fiyouvv kuBepviv ae Tv8e TV mOALv.
7O €VBVVEY Kal O amevBuvewy émt OV 0pBovuévwy AoV Aéyetal, Kal £ml TOV KLBEPVLUEVWY
VE®V, Kal Ao TOVTWV KATd UETAPopaV Kal £l ToD KOAAZEW Kal €l TOV (AAWG Slotkovpévey, Kab’
0 Aéyetat évtadBa; schol. Aeschin. 3.359 Dilts: <anevBOvev>] kuBepvav, SLOKEY.
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to postulate in this case as well that the two entries ultimately go back to a com-
mon source text that has been epitomised and excerpted independently.

4.6 Ao oTOPATOG, ATO YAWTTNG, AocTopati{w

PS 38.3-4: 4nd 0TOHATOG AEYELY Kal Ao YAwoong: 10 8L évToAdv Kal oL 8U EMLGTOARS.

amod oTopaTog AEyely Kat ano yAwoong (‘To speak from the mouth and [to speak] from the
tongue’): [It means to say something] by an order [given orally] and not through a letter.

PS 45.8-10: dnootopatifelv: T0 anod oTOUATOG EPpWTWHEVOLG €V SL8aakdAov ij yAwaaoag ij GAAo
TLTOV PaONUATWY AEyELy.

amootopatiCewv: [It means] being asked at a teacher’s [place] to repeat by heart glosses or
some other piece of teaching.

That the expression ano otoparog attracted the interest of the Atticists is shown
by the parallel entries in the Antiatticist and Pollux.*® Important supplementary
evidence comes from an entry of the Synagoge tradition:

%' (= Su. a 3561, brevius I a 1977 et Phot. a 2666):*° and otépatog Mg Huels, o wi (om. =°)
Sud ypapudtwv AN amo puvAiung. @ juwv Nepopévolg ‘and otopatog amavt, €4v
BovANGE’, £p&y (BPAUWY — €pd IP Su.: 0BTw PV kai Oovkvdisng kai IAdtwy Phot.).

48 See Antiatt. o 1: ano oToUATOG Eevop®Vv év Tif AvaBdoel, MAATwv Oeatitw (‘Ao 6TOUATOG:
Xenophon [uses it] in Anabasis, Plato in Theaetetus (142d.6)"); Poll. 2.102: amoatopatiCecbal 8¢
T0Ug Taidag MAATwv 1oV Aéyel, olov U TGOV S18ackdAwy énepwtiiodal Td uadfuara wg 4o oTo-
patog Aéyewv. Aéyetal 8¢ Tt kal and otouatog einelv ént o0 dypd@ov Adyou. kal ‘€€ évog otdua-
70¢’ ITAdTwv mov Aéyet (‘Plato says somewhere (Euthd. 276c, 277a) that schoolchildren dnootoua-
TiCeaBal (‘repeat by heart’), as in being asked by the teachers to repeat the lesson by heart. To
say something by heart is also used for an unwritten speech. Plato somewhere (R. 364a.1, Lg.
634e.1) says also ¢ £vog otouatog (‘with one voice’)’); Poll. 4.18: kal éni pev 00 ypapuatiotod
pntéov 818dokely ypduparta, [. . .J, amootopatifelv (‘And concerning a teacher one must say: to
teach the letters, [. . .], to dictate’). The reference to Xenophon in the entry of the Antiatticist is
more likely to be Mem. 3.6.9 or Smp. 3.5 (see Valente 2015, 83 ad Antiatt. a 1): the passage must
have undergone epitomisation, and the reference to the Anabasis was more likely aimed to docu-
ment a different use of ano otdpartog than ‘by heart’. To these comparisons we may add Tim.
Lex. a 61: anootopatifewv: ano pviung Aéyewv (‘anootopartifewy (Pl Euthd. 276¢, 277a): [It means]
to say from memory’), Hsch. a 6668: dnootopatifewv- amd pviung agodv Aéyewv (‘dnoctopatifeLv:
[It means] to ask to say from memory’) (on the locus classicus see Valente 2012, 107 ad Tim. Lex. a
61 and below n. 50), and Z° a 1991 (= Phot. a 2648 = Su. a 3561, ex ¥): drtooTouati{etv: 4o pvhung
Aéyewv (‘drtootopatiCewv: [It means] to say from memory’).

49 For convenience’s sake, I have given the text of &' as reconstructed by Valente (2015, 83 ad
Antiatt. a 1).
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Kpartivog 8¢ Tadtd 00T armd yAOTtng Nopolg: ‘aAAd ud Al ovk ol8’ éywye (of- &- Su.: oise
08¢ IP) ypdupar 008 émiotayal, | AN (ZP: o dMha Su.) armd yAOTING Ppacw GoL Hvnuo-
vedw yap kaAdg (hic desinit Z°). @ovkvsisng - ‘kai (non habet Thuc.) fkovteg eig Tdg
ABfQvag ot anmd o0 Nukiov (Nopotg — Nikiov om. Phot.) doa te ano ylwttng eipnto (Su.:
-tat Phot.) avtoig elov’. MAATwY Beaittw: ‘Atdp Tiveg foav ol Adyoy; £xolg &v Suyi-
cacBat; o pd Tov Af, oUkouvv oOtw (Phot.: 00 Su.) ye amd otduatog, dAN éypaddunv pév
7007 (16T Plat.) e0BV¢ oi'kad EAOWV Vmouvipate’ (GAN éypapdunv — vTopvAUATA om.
Phot.). xal amootopatifev gaoct Tov 818dokaiov, 6Tav kehevn Tov Talda Aéyelv dtTa Ao
otéuarog.

aro otépatog: [It is used] as we do, [indicating] that [which is communicated] not in writing
but from memory. Philemon [uses it in this way] in The Business Partners (fr. 50): ‘If you
want, I will tell everything from memory’. Cratinus uses ano yAntng in this same meaning
in Laws (fr. 128): ‘No, by Zeus, I cannot read, but I will tell you from memory: for I remem-
ber [it] well’. Thucydides [uses it in this sense too] (7.10.1): ‘And Nicias’ envoys, once they
arrived at Athens, told them all things which were told orally’. [See also] Plato in Theaetetus
(142d.4-6): ‘(Terpsion) But what were the speeches? Could you relate them? (Euclides) No,
by Zeus, certainly not just so, by heart, but I took notes as soon as I got home’. They also say
anootopatiCewv of the teacher, when he asks a pupil to repeat something by heart.

Cunningham (2003, 656) does not make any hypotheses concerning the source of
this entry. Adler (1928-1938 vol. 1, 322), conversely, mentions the two entries of
the PS as a comparison. Theodoridis (1982-2013 vol. 1, 245), in turn, only indicates
derivation from the Synagoge tradition; however, he points out that this entry is
strictly connected with another entry in Photius, for which he suggests derivation
from the PS:

Phot. a 2463: 4o yAWTING TAVTOV €0TL A0 0TOUATOG. OOUKLSISNC.

ano yAotng: [It] is the same as anod otdparog (‘by heart’). Thucydides (7.10.1) [uses it in this
sense]’.

Although we cannot be certain, it seems safe to say that the entries in the epitome
of the PS offer the closest possible comparison to the entry of the Synagoge tradi-
tion. Considering how extensively materials from the PS have been employed for
the expansions of the Synagoge, the derivation from the PS is far from unlikely.
Further arguments in support of this will be discussed shortly; for now, let us ex-
amine the evidence more closely.

The two entries of the epitome correspond to distinct parts of the entry of the
Synagoge tradition. The first entry of the epitome (PS 38.3-4) posits an opposition
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between orders given orally and in writing: the expression dno otdpatog (properly,
‘by heart))*® and énd yAwaoong (properly, ‘orally’)™ are taken together in opposition
to anything that is transmitted in written form. It thus appears that this entry of
the epitome provides in extremely condensed form the same pieces of information
provided in more detail in the first part of the entry of the Synagoge tradition.

In fact, the entry of the Synagoge adds a passage of Cratinus documenting the
use of anod yAwoong with the same meaning as and otéparog, that is, by heart’
rather than ‘orally’. The lack of context prevents us from drawing any conclusion
concerning the suitability of the interpretation amd yAwoong = ano otouatog by
heart’. The same interpretation also seems to be presupposed for the passage of
Thucydides, and this inference is greatly strengthened by the parallel with Phot. a
2463 (see above). Yet such an interpretation of and yAwoong is clearly off the
mark in Thucydides, where the meaning is ‘orally’.>* However, ancient readers
may have thought otherwise (whatever the reason).

The fact that the two expressions amo otouatog and ano yAwoong are pre-
sented together in the first entry of the epitome (PS 38.3-4) is a strong indication
that they were considered to be synonyms, just like in the entry of the Synagoge
tradition. Furthermore, the use of ¢vtoAai ‘orders (given orally)’ in opposition
with émietoAal in the interpretamentum of the first entry of the epitome (PS 38.3-
4) is very much in keeping with the Thucydidean quotation in both entries of the
Synagoge tradition, since in that passage the orders given orally are contrasted
with the émiotoAai which Nicias entrusted his envoys with.>® These details are
hardly incidental and may thus offer concrete proof that the first section of the
entry of the Synagoge tradition ultimately goes back to the PS.

50 See X. Smp. 3.5: 6 matnp 6 émperodpevog dnwg dvip Ayabog yevoiuny vaykacé pe mavta T
‘Ourpov €mn padeiv: kal viv Suvaipnv &v Taudda 6Anv kat ‘08vocelav and otopartog einely (“My
father was anxious to see me develop into a good man’, said Niceratus, ‘so he made me to memo-
rize all of Homer; and so even now I can repeat the whole Iliad and the Odyssey by heart”, transl.
Todd in Marchant, Todd 2013, 589).

51 See Hdt. 1.123.4: anoppdiag 8¢ To0 Aayol v yaotépa kal Siktua SoU¢ dte BnpevuTii TOV oike-
TEWV TO TOTOTATYW, AnméatelAe £¢ TOVG [Iépaag, EvTelAduevog ol ano yAwaong S186vta Tov Aayov
Kopw éneunelv avtoxelpin pwv SteAetv kat undéva ot tadta notebvtt mapelval (‘Then he sewed up
the hare’s belly, and sent it to Persia by the trustiest of his servants, giving him nets to carry as if
he were a huntsman. The messenger was charged to give Cyrus the hare and bid him by word of
mouth cut it open with his own hands, none other being present’, transl. Godley 1920, 161-3).

52 Thucydides is drawing an opposition between the order given orally by Nicias and the con-
tent of the letter he sent to the Athenians (see Hornblower 2008, 559).

53 Notice that 8U émiotoAfig cannot just mean ‘by an order’. In this sense, not only would we
expect €€ émiotoAiig, but, moreover, this idiom would apply indiscriminately to orders delivered
orally or in writing (see LSJ s.v. éntatoAn).
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The second entry of the epitome (PS 45.8-10), in turn, discusses dnootopati-
Cewv meaning ‘to recite a lesson by heart’. The use of the verb is explicitly referred
to a school context. This same use of the verb is examined in the final part of the
entry of the Synagoge tradition, where the reference to the school context is ex-
plicitly discussed. If we compare the treatment of drmootopatiw in Tim. Lex. a 61,
Hsch. a 6668, and P a 1991 (= Phot. a 2648 = Su. a 3561, ex &), we see that no refer-
ence is made to a school context to exemplify the use of anootopati{w. This too
may be evidence that the final part of the entry in the Synagoge tradition relies
on the PS.

There is also a possible indication of this offered by the sequence kat énostopatifev gaot
T0v 818dokalov in the entry of the Synagoge tradition; but this is a complicated matter
which requires in-depth analysis.

The verb dnootopatiCw may be used either of a teacher who teaches by dictation (as
exemplified by a long section of Plato’s Euthydemus, see LS] s.v. I) or for repeating some-
thing by heart (see LS] s.v. II). In the passage of the Synagoge, the first meaning is required
by the syntax since §i8dokalog is the subject of the infinitive clause. However, the use of
amootopatiCelv which is presupposed according to the sense is that of the pupil who repeats
a lesson by heart, which is precisely the situation described in the subordinate clause.
Hence, the two clauses are inconsistent. If we compare the second entry of the epitome (PS
45.8-10), we find that anootopatifw clearly indicates a pupil who is required to repeat a
lesson by heart, and no reference is made to anootopati{w in the sense of ‘to teach by dicta-
tion’. There are two ways we can make sense of this problematic evidence.

The first is to suppose that tov 8i8doxalov in the entry of the Synagoge resulted from
a faulty manipulation of an earlier text which may have had something along the lines of év
S18aokdAov (‘at a teacher’s [place]’), to follow a clue from the text of the second entry of the
epitome (PS 45.8-10). Since §t8dokalog is likely to have occurred in the subordinate clause
in the entry of the Synagoge (Where 818dokaAog is the subject presupposed by keAevn), this
may have encouraged the error in the earlier sentence during transmission. Such confusion
may have also been encouraged by the later use of anootopati{w meaning ‘to interrogate’,
which was certainly familiar to Byzantine readers because of its use in Luke’s Gospel (11.53,
see LS] s.v. 1.2).>* In such a case, the only meaning of &nootopati{w which was originally
presupposed was ‘to repeat (a lesson) by heart’.

54 If we compare the cluster of entries Tim. Lex. a 61: dnootopatiCetv: ano uvAung Aéyew (‘amno-
otopatiCewv (Pl Euthd. 276¢, 277a): [It means] to say from memory’), Hsch. a 6668: amootouati-
Cewv- amd pvAung a€lodv Aéyewv (‘amoctopatiletv: [It means] to ask to say from memory’), and £°
1991 (= Phot. o 2648 = Su. a 3561, ex X): anootopatifewy: amod pviung Aéyew (‘dnoctopatilewv: [It
means] to say from memory’), it may not be incidental that Hesychius adds a&o0v. Despite ear-
lier suggestions to trace this entry back to the same locus classicus as the entries in Timaeus’
Platonic lexicon and in the Synagoge (see above n. 44), Latte (1953, 226) might be right in consid-
ering the Hesychius entry as going back to Cyril’s lexicon and as referring to the passage of
Luke’s Gospel where amootopati{w means precisely ‘to interrogate, to question, to ask a pupil’
(see Ev.Luc. 11.53: kakelBev €€eA06vTog avTod fHpéavto ol ypauuatels kat ot @aploaiot Sevig évé-
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Alternatively, it may be that the passage originally contained a longer treatment of the
uses of armootopatifw, in which the meaning ‘to teach by dictation’ was examined first, fol-
lowed by the meaning ‘to repeat (a lesson) by heart’. But these pieces of information having
subsequently undergone different manipulations in the entries of the epitome and the Syna-
goge, the result was that they provided only partial or ambiguous information. On this inter-
pretation as well, it is possible that interference with the passage of Luke’s Gospel may have
contributed to the textual state of the entry of the Synagoge. This latter solution strikes me
as more appealing and can be strengthened with further arguments.

Atticist lexicographers may have been misled in their understanding of anoctopatifw
‘to repeat (a lesson) by heart’. According to the modern lexica, this is a late use of anootopa-
Tilw (see LSJ s.v. II, DGE s.v.). Yet, it must have been considered acceptable Attic by the lex-
icographers. A possible clue as to how this may have happened is offered by a comparison
with Poll. 2.102: danootopatifesbat 8¢ Tog Maisag IIAGTWV 1oL Aéyel, olov VMO TdV SL8a0KA-
Awv énepwtdobal Ta padquata wg amd otopatog Aéyewv (‘Plato says somewhere (Euthd.
276¢) that schoolchildren amootouatiesbal (‘repeat by heart’), as in being asked by the
teachers to repeat the lesson by heart’).” The section of Plato’s Euthydemus identified as the
locus classicus by Bethe is inconsistent with the definition given by Pollux, for in both occur-
rences the verb is active and the meaning is ‘to teach by dictation’ and ‘the teaching taught
by dictation’.*® This is also true of Euthd. 277a, a longer section where énootoparilw is used
multiple times and always with the meaning ‘to teach by dictation’. Let us consider this lat-
ter passage in toto:

Euthd. 277a.1-277b.2: ‘ti §¢; | 8 ¢, oVK émioTacat o ypaupare;’. val’, gn. ‘odkodv dmavra;’.
QUOAGYEL BTav oDy TIg dtootopatiln 6Ty, o0 ypaupata AooTouatiCel;. ®UoAdyEL OUK-
olv Qv TL oV éniotacay, £, aroctouartilel, einep mdvta éniotacal;’. kai To0To GUOAdYEL. ‘Tl
00v; f} & ¢, Apa o0 <0v> pavbdvelg 4t &v amoctopatifn Tig, 6 8¢ i £MOTAUEVOg YpauuaTa

XEW xal armooTtopatiCelv avtov mepl mAeldvwy, ‘As he left from there, the scribes and the Phari-
sees began to press him vehemently and to interrogate him about many subjects’). Given the pu-
tative lack of a parallel in Cyril’s lexicon for the entry in Hesychius, it should be stressed that
drootopatifw ‘to interrogate, to question, to ask a pupil’ in Ev.Luc. 11.53 is discussed in Cyril’s
commentary on Luke’s Gospel (Commentarii in Lucam (in catenis) MPG 72.724.20-8; in turn, the
meaning of drnootopatifw in Cyril’s Expositio in Psalmos MPG 69.1065.23-7 is rather ‘to say from
memory’). The resulting scenario, whereby the locus classicus of an entry in Hesychius is un-
known or uncertain but is paralleled in the writings of St. Cyril, is increasingly familiar (and yet
still underexplored, see Cunningham 2003, 755-8; Corcella 2017). As an alternative, it might also
be that while the entry in Hesychius originally goes back to the Platonic passage, a§loGv was
added later because of the interference with the passage of Luke’s Gospel.

55 In this passage, MS E has: xat 6 IIAdtwv danoctopatifesbat tovg maidag ta uabnuata, fyouv
amo oTépATOg AEYELY, TOUTEOTL €€ Aypdpov Adyou: T0 &'avTod kal drmootopatifewv. This does not
yield a different sense.

56 See Euthd. 276¢.3-5: ti 8¢, ) Khewia, £on, 6ndte dnootopatifol VUIv 6 ypappatiotig, motepot
éudvbavov Tdv maidwv ta drootopatifoueva, ot cogot i ot duadeic; (‘Well now, Cleinias, when-
ever your writing-master dictated from memory, which of the boys learnt the piece recited, the
wise or the foolish?’, transl. Lamb 1924, 395).
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pavBavet;. o0k, GAN, | 8 6¢, uavBdvw’. ‘ovkodv & éniotacat, R & 8¢, pavoavelg, einep ye
Gmavta Ta ypduyata énictacal’. @UoAdynaoev.

‘Well then, asked the other, do you not know your letters?” ‘Yes’, he said. ‘All of them? He
admitted it. ‘Now when anyone dictates some piece or other, does he not dictate letters?” He
admitted it. ‘And he dictates things of which you know something, since you know all of
them?’ He admitted this too. ‘Well now, said the other, surely you do not learn whatever
such a person dictates; it is rather he who does not know his letters that learns? ‘No, he
replied; Ilearn’. ‘Then you learn what you know, since you know all your letters’. He agreed.
(Transl. Lamb 1924, 395-7).

It is possible that amootopatiCel in 0vKODV AV TL 0L EmioTacal, £@n, anootopatilel, ginep
ndvta éniotacay; had been wrongly taken as a 2nd person present indicative middle-passive
(i.e. dmootoparign).”’ Such a reading of dmostoparilel may have been suggested by the pres-
ence of ¢niotacat both before and after it, and by the lack of an indefinite 7ig, which in the
rest of this passage regularly accompanies amootopatiCel/anootopatiCn and thus makes it
clear that it is a 3rd person singular active. Given Pollux’s rather vague formulation (IIAd-
TwV 1oL Aéyey), it is possible that he derived this information about amootopatifw/anooto-
patiopat from an earlier source. This hypothesis would explain why Pollux comments on
aroctopariesdal in the middle rather than in the active.® Furthermore, the formulation
70 G710 OTOUATOG EPWTWHEVOUG €V SLEATKAAOL 1| YAwaaoadg fj GAAO TL TdV paBnudtwy Afyewy
of the second entry of the epitome (PS 45.8-10) nicely parallels U0 T@v St8aokdAwv énepw-
TdoBat Ta pabripata wg o otopatog Aéyetv in Poll. 2.102, and this may point to the use of a
shared source or, more generally, to the same doctrine.

In conclusion, as suggested by the parallel with Pollux, it seems possible that Phryni-
chus may have originally discussed the use of drnootopatiCw in relation both to the teacher
who teaches by dictation and the (alleged) use of armootopati{w/énootouatifouat to refer to
the schoolchildren who are asked to repeat a lesson by heart. This latter sense is known to
us only from late texts, but a common source of Pollux and Phrynichus may have been mis-
led into thinking that this use of the verb was attested in Plato’s Euthydemus, which would
make it good Attic.

The degree of overlap between the two parts of the entry of the Synagoge tradi-
tion and the corresponding entries of the epitome of the PS are a strong indica-
tion that these different strands of tradition may belong together. The indirect
tradition seems to preserve more closely the content, organisation, and wording
of the corresponding entry of an unabridged, or less abridged, version of the PS,
whereas the two entries of the epitome seem to have resulted from independent

57 The spelling -t in place of -n of the 2nd person present indicative middle-passive was com-
mon in antiquity (see Arnott 2001). This may well have caused Pollux’s, or rather his sources’,
confusion.

58 It is likely that the use of the middle is precisely what suggested to Bethe that the locus classi-
cus of Poll. 2.102 should be Euthd. 276¢.5, where one finds ta dnostopati{opeva, rather than any
other of the instances of amootopati{w in this longer section of Euthydemus.
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epitomisation and excerption of the same source text which provided itemised
information concerning, respectively, the expressions and otopatog Aéyewv and
amo yAwoong and the verb amootopatilew.

4.7 ano kaitpod, amo tpomou

PS 47.18: amo katpoD Aéyev: 10 axaipwg.

ano kapol Aéyewy (com. adesp. fr. 491) (‘To speak out of the right moment’): [Meaning] at an
ill-suited moment.

PS 96.20: 0082V 16 kapoT Aéyelg olov 00K EEw KalpoD.

008EV amod katpol Aéyelg (com. adesp. fr. 491) (‘You do not say anything malapropos’): As in
never out of the right moment.

A relevant parallel for the entries in the epitome is offered by two, almost over-
lapping, entries in Photius and the Etymologicum Symeonis:

Phot. a 2527: amd katpod, ano Tpomov: ‘Badile: katl yap o08E<V> amod katpol AEyeLG’.

ano kalpod, ano Tpomov (‘Out of place, out of manner’): ‘Bddile: kal yap o08e<v> dnd kaipod
A€yelg (com. adesp. fr. 491) (‘Go: for you do not say anything malapropos’).

Et.Sym. 1.103.16-7: &no xaipod- ano tpomov: ‘Basdile ydp, 008&v Ao katpod AEyels’.

amno katpod, ano tpomov (‘Out of place, out of manner’): ‘Badile xal yap o08E<v> anod kapod
A€yelg (com. adesp. fr. 491) (‘Go: for you do not say anything malapropos’).

It is clear at first sight that the first entry of the epitome (PS 47.18) consists of an
explanation of the expression ano kaipod Aéyewv, whereas the second entry of the
epitome (PS 96.20) is devoted to the exegesis of a specific passage in which this
expression occurs. Based on the illuminating parallel in Photius and the Etymolo-
gicum Symeonis, not only are we able to reconstruct the locus classicus more
fully,> but we also have evidence of the same materials being organised in yet
another way compared with the entries in the epitome; namely, the lemma con-
sists in the synonymic expressions ano kaipod and anod tpdmov, which are then
exemplified by reference to a locus classicus where the former of these idioms
occurs.

59 The identification of the quotation as a comic fragment, as suggested by Theodoridis (1977,
49-50), is entirely convincing and approved by Kassel and Austin (PCG vol. 8, 147).
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Although none of these three strands of tradition is ultimately likely to retain
the original structure of the entry of the PS, they all contain elements of what
their common source must have looked like, whose content they re-elaborate and
adjust independently, and present piecemeal. In a case like this, it appears that
we witness three different processes of epitomisation and excerption, two of
which eventually found their way in the epitome of the PS as we now read it.
Presumably, ano kaipol and and tpoémov appeared in the lemma, and the quota-
tion of the locus classicus for and kaipol was part of the interpretamentum. Per-
haps, amo tpomov too was originally exemplified by a locus classicus, although we
lack any direct evidence of this. Alternatively, it may also be that ano Tpdmov
functioned as a generalising, additional element in the lemma. This is common in
the PS, and we shall discuss other examples of it below (and see above on 4.2 dva-
omdv BovAgvpa, dvaomdv yvwuiSov). In principle, however, we cannot discard
the possibility that ano Tpomov was added at a later stage.

4.8 veoAlaia

PS 91.1-2: veohaia- €Tt vEog Aaog 1} vedTng, Tap’ & yéyovev 1j veolala.
veoAaia: véog Aadg is youth, from which the [word] veoAaia is created.

PS 113.3-4: tijg vOv veoAatag (cod.: tiig {viv} veoaiag possis)- tiig vOv vedtntog, T00 viv yé-
Voug. €k 100 véog kal ToTG AadG.

Tii¢ vOv veoiaiag: Of the youth of now, of the current generation. [The word derives from]
véog and Aadg.

This word attracted the interest of Atticist lexicography.®® Here too, the indirect
tradition is most illuminating for our purposes. Two entries in Photius are closely
related to those in the epitome:®*

Phot. v 138: veoAaio: véog Aadg kal oV maAal el avSpag éyyeypapuévo.

60 See Poll. 2.11: 0 8¢ ToUTWV TABOG veoAaia (‘A mass of these [people (i.e. youths) is called]
veohaia’).

61 Beside these two entries, which go back to Phrynichus’ PS, Photius also preserves a different
entry about veoAaia which derives from the original version of the Synagoge, £ v 66 (ABCD) (=
Phot. v 159 = Su. v 195(+), ex L): vewAia (veoaia Phot. Su.)- véwv cuvaywyr (6 véog Aaog add. Su.).
This is likely connected with Cyril’s lexicon (see Cyr. (g) ven (sic) 5, Hsch. v 334: *veoiaia- véwv
@Opotopa r. gn. fij vedtng. fj (véog Aaog (Eur. Alc. 103) g (ASv)).
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veoAaia: [Tt derives from] véog Aadg and [indicates people] who have been registered only
recently among grown men.

Phot. v 139: veoAaiav- TV vedTnTa TETPacLAAABWS ol Attikoi. BaBulwviolg ‘G Zeb, 10 xphua
T veoAaiag wg KaAGY’.

veoAaiav: [Meaning] the youth, [is] a four-syllable word in Attic. [Aristophanes] in Babylo-
nians [writes] (Ar. fr. 73): ‘By Zeus, what a mass of youth, how beautiful?

The first entry in the epitome (PS 91.1-2) explains via etymology the meaning of
veoAaia. The second entry (PS 113.3-4) is the exegesis of the locus classicus in
which veoAaia occurs. Because the quotation from Aristophanes’ Babylonians in
Phot. v 139 is close to the lemma of the second entry of the epitome (PS 113.3-4),
we may consider it certain that Aristophanes’ fragment is the locus classicus be-
hind the second entry of the epitome.® Apropos this, one should seriously con-
sider the possibility of deleting viv in the lemma of the second entry of the epit-
ome (PS 113.3-4), which is more likely to have entered the text from the
interpretamentum (tijg viv vedtntog, 00 viv yévoug).

The two consecutive entries in Photius (v 138, v 139) are compatible with the
splitting into two consecutive parts one entry on veoiaia.®® The switch from the
nominative, in the lemma of the first entry, to the accusative, in the lemma of
the second entry (where the subject is of course oi Attikoi, i.e. Aéyovowv), is per-
fectly compatible with, and actually tends to support, this hypothesis. As regards
how the Photius entry stands vis-a-vis those in the epitome, the sequence xai ov
ndAat eig &vdpag éyyeypappévog in the first entry in Photius finds no parallel in
the PS, but this may be the result of epitomisation. Furthermore, one should not
rule out the possibility that the paraphrasis 100 viv yévovg that we find in
the second entry of the epitome (PS 113.3-4) may reflect the very same point dis-
cussed by Photius, that is, the registration and introduction of the youth among
the adult citizens after Soxiuacia. Finally, the lemma in the second entry of the
epitome (PS 113.3-4) has clearly been derived from the Aristophanic passage
quoted in full by Photius; in the second entry of the epitome, however, unlike in
Photius, the exegesis of the Aristophanic passage has been retained (tfjg viv veo-

62 See also Orth (2017, 450-1).

63 For a proof of this, consider the parallel case of PS 12.14-5: avtn viv i cogia {fj- ént Tvog
ev8okpolvTog xpd. <dpolov> kail T0 avTh aveel 1 podoa (‘avth viv 1 coeia Cij: Use [it] for some-
one who is renown. [The expression] avtr avBel i podoa too [means] <the same>’) vis-a-vis 2 a
2427 (= Phot. a 3200 = Su. o 4478, ex L'): avtn vOv 1} copla {fj- €ni Tvog evdokiuodvtog (‘adTh viv
1| oogia Lij: [Use it] for someone who is renown’) and £° a 2428 (= Su. o 4478, ex ¥): avTH ViV
GvOel i) poGoa: Gpolov Td TPOTEPW Kal TOATIKWTEPOV (‘avtr) VOV &vBel 1 podoa: [It is] the same
as the former and also more urbane’).
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70¢, ToU Vv yévoug) and the etymology of veoAaia as €k 100 véog kal Tod Aadg
closely mirrors €ott véog Aaog 1 vedTng, map’ O yéyovev | veoAaia in the first
entry of the epitome.

As we saw in previous cases, and as is demonstrated by comparing the entry
in Photius, the two entries of the epitome evidently share the same materials.
Here too, it is also quite clear that the same source text must have been epitom-
ised differently, and that the two entries in the epitome, which are lemmatised
under different letters, resulted from a ‘doubling’ of the same source text.

4.9 mtpog tol Aéyovtog eival, tod Aéyovtog eival

PS 104.19-20: mpog (cod.: Tdg vel mavtog possis) To¥ Aéyovtog eivat: olov mavti Td Aéyovtt
neiBecBal.

npog Tod Aéyovtog eivat (‘To be towards the speaker’): As in to obey [what] everyone says.
PS 115.7-8: 100 Aéyovtog elvar onpaivel o Aéyovtt tavti neibeabal.

700 Aéyovtog elvat (‘To be [under the spell] of the speaker’): It means to obey [what] every-
one says.

Although the lemmas at first glance seem different, the two entries in the epitome
discuss in similar terms the same construction used to say that a person is under
the spell of the speaker. Interestingly, these two are the only known examples
where the construction e{vat + genitive is represented by Tod Aéyovtog eivar.’* As
regards the first entry of the epitome (PS 104.19-20), the use of the construction
TPOG + genitive is unparalleled, and the transmitted text is likely to have resulted
from corruption.® Perhaps, behind the lemma mpog 00 AéyovTog ival one might
envisage either méi¢ o0 Aéyovtog elvat (‘to be entirely [under the spell] of the
speaker’; see, e.g., Soph. Ph. 386-7: TOALG yap €oTL méica TV RYOUVUEVWY | oTPATAg
1e ovpnag ‘For the entire city and the entire army belong to the leaders’) or mav-
106 100 Aéyovtog eival (‘to be [under the spell] of everyone who speaks), this lat-
ter option being strengthened by comparison with the interpretamentum mavti
T® Aéyovtt meiBeaBat (which occurs in almost identical form in the second entry
of the epitome, i.e. T0 AéyovtL mavti neifeabar). Although we have no way to con-
firm it conclusively, this latter option seems quite appealing.

64 Parallels for similar constructions are collected in Diggle (2004, 472); Finglass (2018, 450-1).
On the construction of eiut + genitive, see also K-G (vol. 1, 372-3); Schwyzer, Debrunner (1950,
122-4).

65 On mpd¢ + genitive, see K-G (vol. 1, 515-7).
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The proximity in both form and content of the two entries is particularly
striking, and this makes it entirely likely that the two entries derive from a com-
mon source text which was independently epitomised and excerpted.® It is quite
possible that the common source text may already have undergone manipulation,
as suggested by the almost total overlapping of the two entries and also by the
brevity of both. Perhaps, the original locus classicus (whatever it was) may have
become the lemma of the first entry (PS 104.19-20), whereas the lemma 700 Aé-
yovtog givat in the second entry (PS 115.7-8) was the main lemma of the original
entry of the PS. Then again, it is also possible that the text that originally lay be-
hind the transmitted pdg 00 Aéyovtog eival (especially if mavtdg 100 Aéyovtog
elval is given consideration) was part of the interpretamentum, as suggested by
the comparison with mavti @ Aéyovtt and Aéyovti mavti in the interpretamenta
of both entries of the epitome. Alternatively, the ‘enlarged’ lemma behind mpog
700 Aéyovtog eival may have been the general lemma of an entry that comprised
the discussion of, and presumably the evidence in the loci classici for, the con-
struction tod Aéyovtog etvar.’’

4.10 Preliminary conclusions (part 2)

Although additional evidence could have been included in this survey,®® the out-
come of this analysis indicates that the redaction of the PS contained in Par. Coisl.
345 is likely to have resulted from the assembling of previously epitomised ex-
cerpts rather than from the direct epitomisation of the PS itself (however
abridged). The possibility of finding additional positive evidence in support of
this thesis is discussed in Section 6.

The quality of these excerpts may not always have been high, and we cannot
rule out the possibility that misunderstandings may have occurred. The entries
on the verb foABwpuyéw and the deverbal adjective BoABopukTikdg contained in
the epitome of the PS and in Photius offer an instructive example:

66 The discrepancy of olov vis-a-vis onuaivet has no true bearing on the interpretation of this
case.

67 De Borries (1911, xxi) (who considers the epitome fairly reliable regarding the arrangement of
the original PS) includes this case together with PS 22.5-7: dvaywpelv éni okélog vis-a-vis PS
127.2-4: xwpely €nt okéog (on which see Section 6 below) as evidence that Phrynichus provided
the simple and the prefixed expressions with a similar explanation.

68 Several other cases would be worth investigating, with varying degrees of plausibility (see
Table 5).
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PS 54.15: BoABwpuyelv: BoABolg 6pUTTELY.

BoABwpUYETV (com. adesp. fr. *582): [It means] to dig up onions.*

Phot. B 201: BoABOpUKTIKOV: yevvaiov. 00TWG APLOTOPAVNG.

BoABopuktikdv: [It means] forceful. Aristophanes (fr. 797) [uses it] thus.

Phot. B 202: BoABopUKTIKOV TOAUNUA- TO META Blag, yevvaiov.

BoABopuktikov ToAUNUa: An [action which is undertaken] with force, forceful.
Phot. B 203: BoABwpuyely: avti T0D TOL(WPULYELV.

BoABwpuyelv: [It is formed like] Totywpuyeiv.

These are the sole attestations of BoAPwpuvyxéw and BoABopukTikog in extant
Greek texts.”” As observed in many cases above, the entry in the epitome of the
PS and Phot. B 203 are most likely to be the product of independent epitomisation
and excerption of a common source text. As acknowledged by earlier scholarship,
BoAPwpuyéw must be a comic creation modelled after Totywpuyéw.” It follows
that BoAPopukTikdg too is in all likelihood an adjective coined for comic purposes.
It is quite possible that Photius preserves a sequence of entries that were origi-
nally part of a continuous entry of the PS.” It is indeed quite likely that the order in
which the three Photius entries follow each another reflects the organisation of the
original entry of the PS, namely: (i) lemma and exegesis (BoABopukTikog); (ii) quota-
tion of the locus classicus (BoABopuktikov téAunua, though Phrynichus may have
added téAunua to generalise the expression used by Aristophanes); (iii) discussion
of the morphology of this adjective (from BoABwpuvyéw, on the model of Tor-
XwpLYe) and its intended meaning (‘to dig up onions’). If this interpretation is cor-
rect, it may well be that BoABwpuyéw did not actually occur in Aristophanes and
was introduced by Phrynichus only to explain the derivation of foABopuktikdg.”

69 On the BoABdg, see in more detail Arnott (1996, 488).

70 For a discussion, see Bagordo (2017, 234-6).

71 See Kock (CAF vol. 3, 572); Kassel, Austin (PCG vol. 3.2, 385).

72 Theodoridis (1982-2013 vol. 1, 338) indicates with a question mark the possibility that Phot. B
202 and Phot. B 203 may derive from the PS, but one wonders why he does not consider this pos-
sibility for Phot. B 201 as well.

73 Notice that because BoApwpuyéw has regularly (but in my opinion questionably) been treated
as a comic adespoton, the verb is devoted an entry of its own in modern lexica as well (see LS] s.v.
and DGE s.v.).
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5 Other approaches to the ‘multiple’ entries
and their limits

This is, of course, not the first time that the presence of ‘multiple’ entries in the
epitome of the PS has been observed. Indeed, de Borries (1911, xxii—xxiii) dis-
cussed some cases (although not exactly like those examined above) and offered a
different interpretation from the one put forward in this contribution. Accord-
ingly, in this section we shall briefly discuss de Borries’ approach to show why
the main thesis of this contribution is preferable.

While discussing the arrangement of the entries of the epitome (which he
considers as generally indicative of the original arrangement of the PS), de Bor-
ries (1911, xxii-xxiii) mentions two categories that are particularly relevant to our
present purpose. First, de Borries notices that the same doctrine may occur in dif-
ferent entries of the PS and registers the following instances:

PS 41.8-42.3: dopdpayog and PS 67.16-68.2: ¢€oppeviCewv (0pueva is mentioned in both en-
tries).

PS 66.5-6: £0p0¢ peAloo®v Kat opfjvog peAtoo®v and PS 110.14: opfjvog kal €oudg (which dis-
cuss the same words and contain the same evaluative terminology).

PS 38.7-8: aApatav and PS 128.14-5: wpaiav (the same forms are quoted as a comparison in
the interpretamenta).

PS 72.4-5: ¢nételov and PS 114.9-10: TnTwvov (the two words are presented as synonyms, but
TNTWAC is more Attic and €mételog is more common).

Second, de Borries also points out that some entries seem to derive from the du-
plication of parts found in other entries. Although he does not make it explicit,
according to his general claims this duplication must be attributable to Phryni-
chus himself, not to the epitomiser. De Borries bases this conclusion on the fol-
lowing evidence:

PS 75.15: BwpnyBeig and PS 78.9: katowvog (which have katowvog in common).

PS 16.3-5: dplotog kAénTewv and PS 51.14-5: dpLotog KAENTEWY Kal (pLaTtog AwmoduTely (which
discuss the same construction).

PS 49.8-9: anopepunpioat and PS fr. *331 = Phot. p 287 (which have 1 €i¢ Umvov katagopd in
common).

PS 32.8-10: avoyattioar and PS 41.2-3: ano putiipog tpéxewv <édv> inmov (which have amno
putiipog in common).
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The explanation suggested by de Borries is that Phrynichus dealt with the same
words and expressions in multiple entries of the PS, in which he also used the
same wording. According to de Borries, however, it was the epitomiser who no-
ticed that some expressions had already been treated in the lexicon and deliber-
ately chose to avoid such repetitions.”*

At a general level, it is perfectly possible that the same words and expressions
were touched on in multiple entries by Phrynichus himself, and more examples
than those collected by de Borries could easily be found.”” However, this explana-
tion creates difficulties when faced with evidence like that of the ‘multiple’ en-
tries. Although two or more entries may well share the same doctrine and some-
times also include the mention of the same word or expression, the ‘multiple’
entries as we have them in the epitome of the PS cannot be accounted for follow-
ing de Borries’ approach; namely, by arguing that, because the same subjects
were discussed in different parts of the unabridged, or less abridged, version of
the PS, the epitomiser chose to intervene so as to reduce the repetition of the
same pieces of information, at least in some of the more noticeable cases.

As shown by the comparison with the indirect tradition in 4.2 dvaondv Bov-
Aevpa, avaomdv yvwuidiov, 4.4 dnovuyifw, éovuyilw, 6vuyilw, 4.6 amd oTopaTog,
amnod yAwtTng, arnootopatifw, 4.7 anod kaipod, anod tpémov, 4.8 veolalia, it is quite
clear that those we find as separate entries in the epitome were originally part of
a single entry in an unabridged, or less abridged, version of the PS. The pieces of
information to be found in many of the ‘multiple’ entries do not simply overlap,
but quite often the ‘multiple’ entries complement each other as shown by compar-
ison with the more detailed evidence from the indirect tradition (which, in turn,
proves their common derivation). Therefore, there remain cases that cannot be
explained by assuming that Phrynichus deliberately repeated the same pieces of
information in multiple entries unless we assume that the ‘multiple’ entries go
back to a common source text that was more extensive: this is also more in keep-
ing with the evidence for the relatively large scope that the entries in the PS ap-

74 See de Borries (1911, xxiii): ‘Quibus exemplis apparet sub diversis lemmatibus sophistam bis
terve easdem locutiones simillimis verbis tractasse. Verisillimum est grammaticum eodem tem-
pore excerpta ad diversas litteras pertinentes collegisse, quibus eundem vel similem addebat tex-
tum. Tum epitomator, cum reminisceretur hoc vel illud iam antea dictum esse, repetita verba
sub alio lemmate vel sub alia littera omisit’.

75 See axodoal 0py® and opyalw (PS 8.12-3: dkoGoat 6py® ~ Phot. a 808: dxoloal 6pyd, PS
93.2-6: 0pyadlewv mnA6v), ateviic and dtepdpwv (PS 33.9-11: dteviig kal dtepdpwv avBpwmog ~
Phot. a 3074: dtevig kal dtepduwv avBpwrog, PS 11.4-12: atepapwv &vBpwmog kal mpivivog kat
OTUTTOG Kal o@ev8auvivog), avayattifw and ano putijpog (PS 32.8-10: avayatticat, PS 41.2-3: amno
putipog Tpéyewv <éav> immov), and the words which are quoted to exemplify the nominal forma-
tions with -8pa (PS 5.3-10: dAwv8i{08pa, PS 19.9-11: dnopadpa).
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parently had.”® Of course, this is different from those cases in which Phrynichus
touches on the same doctrine in more than one entry, which, as already made
clear above, are unproblematic for the thesis put forward in this contribution.

In conclusion, to make sense of the textual evidence in the direct and the in-
direct tradition of the PS, the most advisable option remains to consider the ‘mul-
tiple’ entries in the epitome of the PS as resulting from the assembling of entries
that had previously and independently been epitomised and excerpted from the
unabridged, or less abridged, version of the PS.

6 The evidence from the scholia to Euripides

Despite the pre-eminence of the Synagoge tradition for studying the circulation of
the PS, other sources should be considered. Two Euripidean scholia are especially
noteworthy. Both are likely to belong to that set of Euripidean scholia that contain
materials taken from imperial and late antique scholarship and date between the
5th and the beginning of the 9th century CE.”” Further narrowing of the dating is
difficult owing to the lack of evidence.

We can begin by discussing yet another case of ‘multiple’ entries in the epit-
ome, namely, the entries on avaywpéw &nt okéAog and YwPEwW &ML GKEAOG:

PS 22.5-7: Qvaywpelv €Ml 0kEAOG: TO Wi} oTpEYavTa T vATA, GAN AVTITPOCWITOV TRV AVTUTA-
AWV QeVYeLY Kal LTIOXWPELY €ig ToVTIioW.

avaywpetv €nt okélog (‘To move back step by step’): [It means] to flee and withdraw back-
wards without turning the back, but rather facing the enemies.

PS 127.2-4: xwpelv énl okéAoG T0 OTiow Avaywpelv py 86vta Tolg Ymevavtiolg Ta vdTA.
‘Ounpog 8¢ Aéyet ‘OAlyov yovu youvog aueifwv’.

76 See Cavarzeran (this volume, Section 3). See also the eloquent remarks of Photius, who gives
an unflattering description in Bibl. cod. 158.101d.24-31: £oTL 8¢ 6 cLYypa@evg, €l TI¢ ToAVpa-
BéoTatog, GAAwG 8¢ AdAog Kal mepLTTodg: kat yap kai Tadtnv TRV mpayuateiav, petd Tod undév tdv
avayxaiwv TapaAutely, £vov uid eig méumtov pépog 100 HAov GUYYpPANUATOS AapTioal, avTog
axalporoy®dv eig mAijbog éEétetve SVoypnoTov, kal kadoD kai wpaiov Adyov VANV dANoLg GuVv-
abpoilwv, avTog oL Alav ToloVUTw TEPl aVT®V AayyéMwv éxproato (‘The author, despite being
highly learned, is also verbose and diffuse. This material could, without the loss of anything es-
sential, have been fitted into less than one fifth of the space it occupies. The author’s loquacity
expands it to an unhelpful length. Though he collects for others the material for a fine and ele-
gant style, his own description of that material fails to employ such a style’).

77 See Cavarzeran (this volume, Section 3).
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YWPEW €mi okéAog (‘To move step by step’): [It means] to retreat backwards without turning
the back to the enemies. Homer (Il. 11.547) says: ‘retreating slowly step by step (lit. slowly
changing one knee for another)’.

The first entry of the epitome (PS 22.5-7) deals with évaywpelv €ni okéAog ‘to re-
treat step by step’. This expression is unparalleled as such, save for this entry and
the scholia to Aristophanes and Euripides. Indeed, it stands out that the expres-
sion Gvay’ éml okélog occurs, with precisely the same meaning, in Ar. Av. 383 and
that avaywpéw is the verb used by the Aristophanic scholia ad loc. to gloss the
expression used by Aristophanes (see schol. Ar. Av. 383ba—f, on which see further
below).”® Indeed, avaywpelv is also used to gloss ywpéw in the second entry of the
epitome (PS 127.2-4). It does not require much speculation to suppose that the
passage in Aristophanes’ Birds may originally have been discussed in this entry
of the PS.

As regards the second entry of the epitome (PS 127.2-4), ywpelv €ni okélog is a
hapax expression in Eur. Ph. 1400-1: é¢ & dmopov fikwv Sopog Ml OKEAOG TIAALY |
¥wpel (Finding himself with no spear he retreats step by step’). This makes the
identification of the locus classicus virtually certain. Finally, Phrynichus adds a
comparison with the synonymic expression 0Aiyov yévu youvog dueipwv from
Hom. II. 11.547.

Both entries of the epitome deal with éni okélog ‘step by step’, an idiomatic
expression that probably functions as a convenient equivalent for use in poetic
texts of ént m68a, which is used only in prose (see Dunbar 1995, 284).7° Because
the two entries share an interest in the same rare expression, and considering
that the lemma of the first entry is more likely to have been introduced by Phry-
nichus as a more general and transparent equivalent of those of the loci classici,
it is tempting to suppose that the original entry of the PS may have already been
lemmatised under a generaliser such as dvaywpelv émt okéAog, and contained a
discussion of dvay’ éni okéAog in Aristophanes’ Birds and ywpelv €ni okéAog in
Euripides’ Phoenissae. At a later stage, then, these two parts would have been sep-
arated, but in the former the reference to Aristophanes also happened to be epi-
tomised during excerption and/or transmission of the epitome, to the effect that
all that remains is the otherwise unattested lemma avaywpetv émi okéAog.®

78 dvdyw is military vocabulary (see Dunbar 1995, 284).

79 1t is also commented on in Hsch. € 5174: *¢ni okéAog eig Ta 6miow AS®® (‘émi okéAog: [It
means] towards the back’).

80 Discussing this case together with PS 104.19-20: 1tpog tod Aéyovtog elval vis-a-vis PS 115.7-8:
100 Aéyovtog eival, de Borries (1911, xxi) comments only that Phrynichus provided the simplex
and the prefixed form with a similar explanation.
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The expressions used by Aristophanes and Euripides must have been well
known in Homeric criticism. This is demonstrated by three passages of Eustathius’
commentary on the Iliad where £ni okélog ywpelv, and in one case also £ml okélog
avéyetv, are compared with 6Atyov yévu youvog apeifwv of Hom. I1. 11.547.%* Com-
menting on this, de Borries (1911, 127) concludes that Eustathius and Phrynichus
rely on the same source.®? But even if they did not share a single common source,
this parallel must have been recognised by ancient scholarship at large.

And we can extend this comparison further. The Homeric expression is, in
fact, also mentioned in the scholia to the passage of the Birds as a comparison to
dvay’ émi okérog:®

schol. (vet.) Ar. Av. 383ba: Gvay’ ént okéAog I': avti 0D ‘dvaywpel OAtyov OO Toda’. mapd o
Yovu youvog dueifwv’. oTo §¢ wg tnomodlodvtwy avt®v Vo T00 §éovg. VMoI'M

81 See Eust. in Il 2.446.4-6: 10 8¢ ‘daxpd BLBAG, avtl 10D Stiotdv €ig ufKog TOAL T okéAN S
Bdpaoog, avamaAv £xel Tpog TO ‘OALyov yovu youvog dueiBetv’, 0 kail €nt oxélog Ywpelv Aéyetal.
(‘The [expression] pokpa BLpdg, meaning ‘setting the legs apart at great distance with courage’, is
opposite to ‘retreating slowly step by step (lit. slowly changing one knee for another) (Hom. Il
11.547), for which one also says ‘to retreat step by step”); Eust. in Il. 3.250.11-5: onueiwoat 8¢ kat
OTL TO pév mpoiévat péua ‘OAlyov yovu youvog aueipetv’ elev ‘Ounpog, 1o 8¢ oUTwg avarmosdilewy
¢ml okéAOG YWPEY | avdyew elmov ol per adTdv, fyouv fpépa omicw ywpelv. &v 8¢ KaTd oToL-
¥€lov Ae&x® kal omoappw edpntal i eig tovmiow avaywpnolg. (‘Notice that Homer said ‘to re-
treat slowly step by step (lit. slowly changing one knee for another)’ (Hom. Il. 11.547) meaning to
advance slowly, while for ‘to step back’ later writers said ‘to retreat step by step’, that is, to slowly
retreat backwards. In the alphabetic lexicon the action of retreating backwards is also called ‘a
going back”); Eust. in II. 4.22.19-23.2: ioTéov 8¢ OTL 1810TNG AéovTog Kal TO SLWKOUEVOV [} PEVYELY
TPOTPOTASNV, GAX €vtpomaAileabal, 6 0Tl oUYVA UETAOTPEPETOAL £V TR, WG AAAIY0D PNOLY, ‘OAL-
yov yovu youvog aueipety’, 6 petarafwv Tig €t okéAog Ywpelv Aéyel, ob @pdoag kdAAlov ToD
nonTod, 6¢ T0 YOVUL Youvog OAtyov dueifewv mpog o ‘uakpd BLBacBwy’ avtiSiéotethe. (‘One must
say that a peculiarity of lions [is that] they do not escape from the pursued [pray] moving front-
wards, but they retreat face to the enemy, that is, they often turn, as [Homer] says elsewhere,
‘retreating slowly step by step (lit. slowly changing one knee for another)’ (Hom. Il. 11.547). Based
on this, a poet says ‘to retreat step by step’, but using an expression [which is] not better than
[the one used by] Homer, who opposed ‘retreating slowly step by step (lit. slowly changing one
knee for another)’ to ‘making long steps”; on the parallel with the lions see LS] s.v. oxéAog 1.3,
with references to ancient sources).

82 Notice, however, that de Borries (1911, 127 ad loc.) considered only one passage of Eustathius
(in1l. 4.22.19-23.2).

83 Schol. (vet.) Ar. Av. 383c-d (both in I') comment respectively on &nay’, which is glossed by
énavépyov, and £mi oxélog, whose interpretamentum is missing. The Triclinian scholia offer little
more than schol. (vet.) Ar. Av. 383ba (see schol. (Tr.) Ar. Av. 383bp: dvay’ ént okélog] avaywpet
OAlyov €ml okélog avtl 10D ‘ei¢ Tovmiow’. Lh, ‘Gvay’ énl okélog: [It means] ‘retreat slowly back-
wards’. éntl okéAog [is] equivalent to ‘backwards”).



How did the epitomiser(s) work? =—— 121

Gvay’ ént okélog (‘Retreat step by step’): Meaning ‘retreat slowly backwards’. [It is] parallel
to ‘retreating slowly step by step (lit. slowly changing one knee for another)’. [Aristophanes
says] this as they are retreating because of fear.

Considering that the comparison between the Homeric expression and that of
Aristophanes is also in Eustathius (see the passages collected in n. 78), it is tempt-
ing to take these parallels as indirect evidence that the reference to the Homeric
expression, which we only find in the second entry of the epitome (PS 127.2-4),
was originally also employed by Phrynichus as a comparison for Aristophanes’
Gvay’ émt okélog (which, as I claimed above, is likely to have been the object of
the first entry of the epitome, PS 22.5-7). If this is so, we have two options to
choose from. The first is that the reference to Homer has simply been epitomised
in the first entry, which was originally an entry of its own and does not result
from the splitting up of one longer entry. The alternative is that the two entries in
the epitome originally belonged together in one longer entry and the Homeric
parallel was subsequently added towards the end of the entry and applicable to
both loci classici (i.e. Aristophanes’ dvay’ éni okélog and Euripides’ €mi okélog
XWPEW).

Whatever the case may be, an important aspect that has hitherto gone en-
tirely unnoticed is that the second entry of the epitome of the PS (PS 127.2-4)
shows significant overlap with the scholium to the passage of Euripides’ Phoenis-
sae that mentions &ni okéAog YwPELV (Ph. 1400-1):

schol. Eur. Ph. 1400 (.. 16-9) Schwartz: ywpelv €nl okéAog Aéyel 10 Omiow AvaywpPEV ui
86vTa T01¢ MoAepiolg T vdTar GUoLov T¢ ‘OAlyov yovu youvog dueiBwy’. TolTo & év Taig vav-
uaylawg mpupvav kpoveadat pacty oi suyypageig. MV

XWPEW €mt okéAog (‘To move step by step’): [It means] to retreat backwards without turning
the back to the enemies. [It is] the same as ‘retreating slowly step by step (lit. slowly changing
one knee for another)’ (Hom. II. 11.547). In naval battles, prose writers call this ‘to hit the stern’.

This scholium is attested in two of the three veteres containing the scholia (MV).
Another scholium on this passage (schol. Eur. Ph. 1400 (1l. 13-5) Schwartz), which
is present in all three veteres (B'MV), need not detain us here. The scholium in
MV adds a remark, which is not in the epitome of the PS, about the corresponding
expression used by ol cuyypa@eig, but the rest of the interpretamentum is almost
identical (save for the way in which the Homeric parallel is introduced).

84 The siglum A in Schwartz’ edition corresponds to V in more recent editions of Euripides and
his scholia (see https://euripidesscholia.org/EurSch2023_Manuscripts.html#ms005).
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We have no positive clues as to the time when this scholium entered the cor-
pus of the scholia to Euripides. The very least we can infer from this parallel is
that the text of the second entry of the epitome (PS 127.2-4) as we read it in Par.
Coisl. 345 must be older than the 9th century CE, that is, the time when the arche-
type of the scholia was compiled. This may have differing implications for the tex-
tual history of the PS. The fact that the scholium to Euripides overlaps with the
entry of the epitome may be proof that either the two entries of the epitome, the
one on Avaxwpely émi okélog (PS 22.5-7) and the one on ywpelv ént okéAog (PS
127.2-4), were never part of a single, longer entry or, alternatively, that the two
entries were split up before the 9th century CE, that is, during that phase of epito-
misation and excerption that ultimately brought the text of the PS to the state we
find it in the epitome and in the Synagoge tradition. The more important aspect
to emphasise here is that the sources used by the Euripidean scholia and the Syn-
agoge tradition were closely related.

A more complicated and more revealing case is that of PS fr. 6” = schol. BV
Eur. Med. 1027 Schwartz. Here, the evidence from the Euripidean scholia is strik-
ingly independent from that of the Synagoge tradition. This example, moreover,
can provide confirmation of the main thesis put forward in this contribution,
namely that there existed a varied corpus of epitomised excerpts from the PS to
which the epitome and the indirect tradition (as a whole) had access.

The evidence for Phrynichus’ treatment of ayfjAat in the PS is bipartite as re-
flected by de Borries printing two sub-fragments, i.e. PS fr. 6*; which is further
complicated by internal subdivision in PS fr. *6°. This is the text of PS fr. *6* as
preserved in £

PS fr. *6 = £ 145 (= Phot. o 163 = Su. a 217 (cf. Et.Gen. (B) a 41), ex X'; = Phot. a 164, ex L™):
ayfiar Tijoat Bedv, ayraioal (X7 | Eott 8& | AEELg TGOV TAVL ATTIKGV. Kal ayhjiw Kai aya-
AoDpev €pele, kal dyarie kal mpooayiAel TOV Bedv, avti Tol eb&etal Kal TIHRoEL Kal dyw
vt 700 T, T6 Te 00V dyewy Kal TO ayfiAat ATTIKE, GAAG TO UEV Gyewv TOATIKOY, TO 8¢ ayf-
AL KwuSIKOV Kal €yyug yAWTTNG. @EVYEWY UV 0DV Xpi TO T®V YAWTT®V, &i 8¢ yé oot gin
apyaia wvi Kat 6moudl) 6eUvOTNTOG AGYWV, XPHOALO TG TOLOUTW XUPAKTIPL TOV OVOUATWY,
onoly 6 ®puvviyos. (Z”) | EbmoAlg 8¢ @ ayfjlal &xprioato €v Afjpolg ‘avabduey viv xriuelg
T007T0LG TAG S1TTAG Elpediwvag kal mpoosayfiwuey éneAdoves. xaipete mavteg. deyxdueoda’.
Aploto@avng Eipjvn: ‘kai oe Bustaiowy iepaiot mpooddolg te peydAalg idia mavteg @ motvr
ayorolpev fuelg ael’. "Epuutnog ApTonwiolol ‘@épe viv dayfAw Toug Beolg olovg éyw Kal
Bupdow T00 Tékvou cecwopévor’. Oedmoprnog IinveAdnw: ‘kai oe Tf| vouunvig dyaipatiolg
ayaioUpev ael xal 8aevy’. (£)

This entry results from the combination of the entries in £" and X, the indirect
evidence of which is provided by the following sources:
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¥’ = Phot. a 163 = Su. a 217 (cf. Et.Gen. (B) a 41): ayfjiar Tiufjoat 0g6v, ayAaioat (: ayratatg
Su.). EOTTOALG Afjpolg: ‘avab®dpev viv xuelg Toutolg tag Stttag eipesiwvag | kal mpooayiiw-
uev EneAbovTeg. yaipete mavteg. dexdpeaba’. Aplotoedvng Eiprivn: ‘kai oe Busiaiow iepaiowv
TPOGHSOLG T peyaratg i8ig mavteg, O mOTVC, dyaroduev (: @ ToTvia, Kahoduev Phot.) fueig
ael. "Epuunmog AptonwAtot ‘@épe viv ayiiw tovg Beolg oioug £yw | kal Bupdow Tod Tékvou
0e0waopévoy’. Ogdmopmog IInveddmn- ‘kai oe Tfj vouunvia | ayoipatiolg dyaroBuev det kal
Sagvn’ (Ogdmoumnog — §devy om. Su.).

ayfjdau To revere the deity, to glorify. Eupolis in Demoi (fr. 131): ‘let us too now dedicate
twofold branches of laurel to these, and let us approach and revere. Greetings to all. (A) We
accept graciously’. Aristophanes in Peace (396-9): ‘we will always, flady, callf you with holy
sacrifices and great processions’. Hermippus in Bread-sellers (fr. 8): ‘come on now, let me
tgo andt revere the gods and burn incense, since my child has been saved’. Theopompus in
Penelope (fr. 48): ‘and at the first moon we will revere you with little images and laurel’.
(Transl. J. Cavarzeran this volume).

Phot. a 164 (ex £™): ayfAat Tijoat. v mavu 8¢ ATTKGV 0Ty N AEELG. kal ayfAw Kal aya-
AoDuev épels kal ‘GyadAe’ kal ‘Tpocsayodel oV 0edv’, avtl Tol edEeTal kal TIunoeL Kal dyw
vl To0 TG T6 Te 00V Gyewy Kai TO AyfAat ATTIKG, GAAA TO pév Gyewy TOMTIKOV, TO 82 ayij-
At KoUWSIKOY Kal £yyvg yADTTNG. @EVYeY uév odv Xpi| 0 TOV YAWTTOV. £i 8¢ yé ool &ln
apyaiag ewviig omovdN kai oepvoTNTOg Adywv, Xprioato <év> (&v om. etiam X, h.e. apud £
iam desiderabatur) T¢) ToL00TW XapaKTHpPL TAV OVOUdTWY, Pnoly 6 plviyog.

ayfjAat: To revere. The word is (one) of the most Attic ones. And you will say ayjiw and
ayaAodpev, and dyadAe (Ar. Th. 128) and mpooayadel Tov Bedv (‘he/she will revere the deity’)
instead of edetal (‘he/she will pray’) and twuroet (‘he/she will honour’). And éyw instead of
TWu®. Both dyewv and ayfjAat are Attic, but dyeuwv is urbane, ayfjlat has a comic colouring
and is somehow obsolete; and you must avoid obsolete words. Yet, if you are interested in
an archaic phrasing and in solemn discourses, you could use such a style of expression,
Phrynichus says. (Transl. . Cavarzeran this volume).

De Borries (1911) held that both entries went back to the PS and printed the text
of " as PS fr. *6°. I shall follow this approach, although some precautionary re-
marks are added below.

The fact that different materials from the PS seem to have entered the Syna-
goge tradition may result from the fact that, in the process of expansion from X’
to X, additional and new materials from the PS became available and were em-
ployed for expanding the Synagoge. The fact that Photius presents the entries be-
longing to the two expansions of the Synagoge as separate entries may indicate
that his text of £ presented the two entries separately. Hence, we cannot postu-
late a single source for the entries in £ and £, and it is rather £° which is respon-
sible for the assembling of the two entries, which perhaps originally adjoined one
another in ™.

Let us now compare the evidence for PS fr. 6° in the scholia to Euripides’
Medea:
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PS fr. 6° (schol. BV Eur. Med. 1027 Schwartz): evvag dyfdar @poviyog ayfidat avti 100 eb-
EaoBaL. kal mapi ApLoTo@avel ‘St Tavtog, @ | §éomowy’, ayaroduev HUELS del’. kal “Epuuriog
ApTonwALot ‘pépe vOv ayfiw tolg Beolg i000” £yw’. SnAol Kal T0 Twufoal dyew yap To TIHdv
@actv. BV ‘év mpwytolg dyw’. kal ‘Gydunv & avip | aotdv uéylotog v €kel. V

evvag ayfjAal (‘To honour the bed’): ayfjiat (‘to revere’) [is used] instead of e0&acbat (‘to
pray’), Phrynichus [says]. And in Aristophanes (Pax 398-9): ‘we will always, lord, revere
yow. And Hermippus in the Bread-sellers (fr. 8): ‘come on now, let me go and revere the
gods’. It means also ‘to honour’, since they say &yewv for tipdv (‘to honour’): ‘I honour
among the first’ (trag. adesp. fr. *445) and ‘I was honoured there as the greatest man
amongst the citizens’ (Soph. OT 775-6). (Transl. ]. Cavarzeran this volume).

This scholium seems to presuppose a text that contained the references to Aristo-
phanes and Hermippus as the loci classici, as is the case in Phot. a 163 = Su. a 217
(cf. Et.Gen. (B) a 41) (ex ¥), but which also contained e0&acBal as a gloss for ayfj-
Aat as well as a reference to dyw, for which we find parallels in Phot. a 164 (ex
™). In addition, MS V in schol. BV Eur. Med. 1027 Schwartz contains two loci clas-
sici taken from tragedy that are absent in both Phot. a 163 = Su. a 217 (cf. Et.Gen.
(B) @ 41) (ex L) and Phot. a 164 (ex £™). The presence of these loci classici is in
keeping with the fact that the scholium is about a tragic text. Thus, it does not
imply that the source of £’ did not have them, and their presence in the scholium
may reflect a choice made by its compiler (in theory, his source could have con-
tained more loci classici than those preserved in the scholium).®®

These partial comparisons with " and £ seem to me to indicate that the
source of schol. BV Eur. Med. 1027 Schwartz was an epitomised excerpt from the
PS resulting from a different epitomisation and excerption process than those
which have resulted in the materials contained in X' and X", in that the scholium
combines pieces of information that we find in either £’ or £”. Notice, too, that it
is not only the presence of the tragic quotations that demonstrate that the scho-
lium cannot possibly depend on £°; rather, closer attention should be given to the
quotation from Aristophanes’ Peace and from Hermippus’ Bread-sellers.

85 However, as suggested to me by Jacopo Cavarzeran (in private communication), it may also
be that these loci classici are a Byzantine addition in V. The popularity of OT, a play that features
in the Sophoclean triad, would have made it possible for a Byzantine scholar to add this example.
The line of OT is also quoted in Su. n 68: younv (an entry that is indeed about this use of &yw)
and in Lex.Vindob. mt 72: nplv (which is unrelated to the matter in question). However, if we claim
that the text of V is a later addition, the presence of trag. adesp. fr. *445 (which is otherwise un-
known) would remain more challenging to explain (unless one postulates derivation from a dif-
ferent, unknown and unidentifiable, source).
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Here is the text of the former as found in the sources which go back to ¥’
(which I present as they appear in the critical editions) and in the scholium to
Medea:

Phot. a 163: xai o Bucialow iepaioy mpocddolg Te tueydhaig idia mavteg, ¢ mOTVLA, KAAoD-
uevt uets ael.

Su. a 217: kai og Busiaiow iepaiol TpoadSolg Te peydialg i8ia mavreg, 6 TOTVU, dyaAoduev
UELg det.

Et.Gen. (B) a 41: xai o€ Buaiaig mpocodolg te peydiatg dyeholuev.

2P « 145: kai oe Buoialowy iepaiol Tpoabddolg T peydhalg i mavTeg 6 TOTVY dyaroDuev
NUELS det.

schol. BV Eur. Med. 1027 Schwartz: §1& tavtog, 6 Séomorv’, dyaroduev fuelg aet.

The differences between the text of £’ and the Euripidean scholium depend partly
on a faulty segmentation and understanding of the abbreviations (i.e. peydiatot
8Ll mavtog > peydAalg idig mdvteg in X', whereas the scholium has the correct
reading 81& mavtog, which is also in the MSS of Aristophanes),® partly on an adia-
phorous, but at the same time separative, variant reading (¢ métv in ', & 8éo-
motv’ in the scholium).®” This is likely to be a strong indication that the source of
the scholium was indeed a different epitomised excerpt from the PS than that
inX.

A similar case should be made with regard to the Hermippus quotation. The
(incorrect) variant reading oiovg in the fragment of Hermippus, which is a mis-
take caused by iotacism shared in all sources going back to X', corresponds to the
(correct) variant reading io0o’ in the scholium to Medea.®® The difficilior variant

86 The same mistake has caused @ moTvU, dyodoBpev > & TOTVLIA, KahoDyuev in Photius. The fact
the text of Suda shares with £° the correct text demonstrated that the reading in &' was & motvr,
ayaAodpev.

87 Aristophanes’ MSS have the vocative §éomot’ (which is certainly correct, since it refers to Try-
gaeus). According to Dindorf (whose interpretation is approved by Olson 1998, 155), the readings
8éomowv’ and motve’ in the indirect sources are caused by a confusion with the goddess Peace.
Alternatively, §éomorv’ in the scholium to Medea might result from a faulty reading of 8éomot’
(but this would leave motvt’ unexplained).

88 However, the MSS of Euripides’ scholia disagree on this reading: MS B has o000’ €ow, while
MS V has eiow io0c’. The correct text, 000’ ¢yw, has been reconstructed by Elmsley. The textual
issue is discussed by Kassel and Austin (PCG vol. 5, 567 ad loc.); Comentale (2017, 75-6). As ob-
served by Jacopo Cavarzeran (in private communication), the corruption €yw > éow in MS B is
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reading {000’ is most unlikely to be an emendation made by a Byzantine scholar
(as it would have required some knowledge of the context, which could not be
the case), and so this offers yet more proof that the source on which X" and the
scholium to Medea depend are different from one another.

A few precautionary remarks are now in order. As anticipated, this recon-
struction is based on the idea that the PS is the only source of all entries in £ and
in the scholium to Euripides Medea. The main argument in support of this view is
that the scholium indicates Phrynichus as its source. Still, one could also consider
the possibility that what goes back to Phrynichus in the scholium to Medea is only
®poviyog ayfral avtt tol eb&acBat and that the loci classici, in turn, are taken
from a different source, which must then be similar to that used in X". In such a
case, neither the entry in X' nor the loci classici in the scholium to Medea should
go back to the PS, but only the entry of £ and the very first sentence of the scho-
lium to Medea. Postulating the existence of additional, unknown sources is always
an option when dealing with ancient scholarly materials and, indeed, we cannot
simply rule out this possibility. Nevertheless, the explicit mention of Phrynichus
in the scholium to Medea and the focus on loci classici from comedy rather than
tragedy make it appealing to consider the whole of the scholium as ultimately de-
pending on the PS. That the entry of the PS discussed the evidence from comedy
is surely presupposed by the remark found in the entry in the entry of £ that
ayijAat is Attic and kwpw8wov. This makes it reasonable to infer that the rather
large array of loci classici from comedy quoted in £’ and (more selectively) in the
scholium to Medea do indeed go back to the PS.

7 Further evidence of the circulation
of independently epitomised excerpts from
the PS?

The cases examined in the previous section invite us to widen the range of com-
parison in an attempt to find other possible instances of the same kind. An inter-

likely to result from ETQ > ECQ (while eiow in MS V must be a later, maladroit attempt at an
emendation). The fact that this is a majuscule error pushes further back in time the dating of the
source employed by the scholium, which antedates the transliteration. For a significant parallel,
see Valente (2015, 18; 19; 21; 25), who concludes that the text of the Antiatticist that provided the
shared model of Par. Coisl. 345 and the Synagoge tradition was most likely in majuscule.
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esting test case is offered by the entries relating to a8dpn (‘porridge’) in the epit-
ome and in the Synagoge tradition:*

PS 14.11-3: dBapn- Slagépel £Tvoug, HTL <TO> HEV KLAPWY | TLO®V f| ATAGOG KATEPEKTDV
TW®V, N} 8¢ abdpn Tup®Y NYNUEVERY Kal Stakeyuuévwy Gomep €Tvog.

abapn: [1t] is different from €tvog (‘legume soup’), in that this [is made] of beans or peas or
generally of any bruised [pulse], while the a6dpn [is made] of boiled wheat and [then]
poured like an &tvog.

PS fr. 100 = £° a 463 (= Phot. a 471, ex £): aBdpn kal abépa kai adrpa (aBfpa kal aBépa
Phot.) xat a8dpa 10 adT6 acwv. €otv (-t Phot.) 8¢ 1} aBdpn n €k mupdv eYnuévwv kat Staxe-
YUUEVWY Gomep ETvog Tpo@r|. SLagépet 8¢ ToD £Tvoug §TL TO PeV ETVOG €K KLAUWY | TLIOGV i
AMA®G KaTePIKTAOV (KatepelkT®V Phot.) wvTtivwvodv okevaletal, N 8¢ abdpn Gomep eipntat
TUPAV EPNUEVLWV Kal Staxeyuuévwy. 0Tl 8¢ 1} XPRoLg Tiig AéEewg TTOAAN Tapd TOTG ATTIKOTG,
Katd UEv 10 TéAog 81d ToD n mpoayopévn, Katd 8¢ Tv péonv St Tol a. Katd 8¢ moAAolg
fAAovg katd puév 0 télog St oD a, Katd 8¢ v péonv St Tol n- obTwg 8¢ kal EAAavikog
kol Zoepwy gxproavro. éktetvouat 6¢ kal 0 a, kg anod ol abnpa tig AéEewg ueTain@Bei-
ong. lowg 8¢ aotv aBépa AV 1) AEELg 8Lt ToD & TO TPGOTOV, 1) €K TGOV ABEpwvy KekaBapuévn
TPOEN Kal EPnuévn €x TV TLPQV, DaTepov 8¢ TO € €ig TO N (€ig TO n T0 € Phot) €€etdOn,
(omep kal 0 £60¢ ig 100G TO pévrol ABEpa eig TO ABAPa AwPIK&G yéyovey. ol 8¢ abdpnv
Aéyovteg Tak®g eact Kal yap kat dArotg yxprioavto Taxolg Sta v dvwbev cuyyévelav, €on-
unvapnv Aéyovteg del xat onunvapevos. Gote 10 a8dpn mapd tolg ATTikolg Aeyouevov Tiv
uév mapaiyovoav katd v Awplov, Tiv 8¢ katdAngy xatd v Twvikiv éoxev (- Phot.)
StaAextov. Aplotopavng IAovtw: ‘@8dpng xVtpa Tig £EénAnTTe Kewwévn’. Kpatng "Hpwaotv:
‘o0KoDV €Tvoug xpn 8edpo TpuPAiov @épev | kai Tiig aBdpng (Apltotopavng IMAoVTw: — TG
@bdpng om. Phot.).

The [words] a6dapn, aBépa, a8rpa, and dBdpa mean the same thing. abdpn is a food made
from boiled wheat and [then] poured like an €tvog (‘legume soup’). But it is different from
the étvog, in that the étvog is made from beans or peas or generally whatever kind of
bruised [pulse], while the a0dpn, as [just] said, [is made from] boiled wheat which is [then]
poured. The use of this word is common in Attic writers, with -n- at the end, with -a- in the
middle [syllable]. Among many others, however, [it has] -a- at the end, -n- in the middle [syl-
lable]. Also Hellanicus (BNJ 4 F 192) and Sophron (fr. 141) used [the word] in this form. But
they say [the word] with a long -a- (i.e. *&08apn), as the word is changed from a0npa. Per-
haps, they say, the word was originally a6épa with -¢-, [meaning] the food purged from the
chaff and boiled with wheat, but then -&- was lengthened into -n-, as also in €80o¢ [changing]
to R80¢. But in Doric 48¢épa became a8dpa. Those who say abdpn use an Ionic form. For
they (i.e. Attic speakers) used other Ionic [forms] too due to their rooted kinship, [as shown
by the fact that] they always say éonunvdunv and onunvdapevog. Thus, the [form] a6apn as

89 In Atticist lexicography, a8dpn is also discussed by Philemo (Laur.) 355: abrjpnv: ovk
aBdpa<v>, Philemo (Laur.) 356: BAfxwv' Bpdua Std mupog kal ydAaxtog fnuévov map’ Atyur-
Tlog. pimote 8¢ Oele ypagijval addpn, wg mpociike. TNV abdpnv mepilypage. ij o0Tw MTLodvn
nopivn, v Kal a8apnv tivég kaAodoy.
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used in Attic had the penultimate syllable in conformity with Doric and the last one in con-
formity with Ionic. Aristophanes [used the word] in Plutus (673): ‘A pot of porridge lying
beguiled me’. Crates [used the word] in Heroes (fr. 11): ‘So it is necessary to bring here a
bowl of legume soup and porridge’.

Phot. a 452 (ex L”): aBdpnv, oUk taBapnvt v épewktv karodowv. Aploto@dvng IMAovTw:
‘afdpng YUTPa TIG EEEMANTTE KEWWEVN'. <Kal &v> Thipar ‘aBdpng davakaivpaca peaTtov TPL-
BAtov’. Kpatng "Hpwotv- ‘ovukodv €Tvoug xpr 8eUpo TpuPAov gépewy | kal Tig abapng.

They call a6apnv, not taBdapnvt, the barley-broth. Aristophanes [used the word] in Plutus
(673): ‘A pot of porridge lying beguiled me’. <Also in> Old Age (fr. 136): ‘Revealing a bowl full
of porridge’. Crates [used the word] in Heroes (fr. 11): ‘So it is necessary to bring here a howl
of legume soup and porridge’.

Su. 708 (ex £"): abapa- dAevpov nPnuévov. KAlvetat 8¢ mop uév Attikoig 81 1ol n a8dpng,
1 8¢ xown 8t Tod a dabdpag. Aptato@dvng MAoVTw: ‘@AAd pe dBdpng xOTpa TIg EEEMANTTE
Kewévn | oAlyov Gnwbev Tiig ke@aAiig o0 ypadiov’. dbdpnv, ok aBapnv TV EPELKTNY Ka-
AoTol. Kpdtng ‘Hpwaowv- ‘0vkolbv €Tvoug xpr| 8e0po TpuPALOV @épetv kal Tiig afdpng.

aBdpa: [1t is] boiled wheat. It is inflected in Attic with -n-, [that is,] &Bdpng. The common
[language has it] with -a-, [that is,] 46dpag. Aristophanes [used the word] in Plutus (673-4):
‘A pot of porridge, lying a little beside the old lady’s head, beguiled me’. [They] call a6dpn,
not d6apn, the barley-broth. Crates [used the word] in Heroes (fr. 11): ‘So it is necessary to
bring here a bowl of legume soup and porridge’.

We can identify two strands of transmission, which in one case are intercon-
nected. The first consists of the entry of the epitome of the PS and the entry in £”
(= £ 0 463 = Phot. a 471). The entry in the Synagoge tradition is much longer. It
contains a linguistic discussion of a8dpn, with a focus on dialectal and etymologi-
cal issues. This section may go back to the PS.°° Furthermore, at the end of the
entry in MS B of £” we have the quotation of two loci classici, which are absent in
Phot. a 471. I shall discuss this shortly.

The second strand of transmission is that of Phot. a 452 and Su. o 708. The
source of these entries is certainly X". Both Phot. a 452 and the Suda gloss @08dpn
with épewt and proscribe the incorrect variant form (however we try to recon-
struct it). The two entries also quote two of the same loci classici (Ar. Pl 673,
Crates Com. fr. 11). However, while Phot. a 452 also has Ar. fr. 136, the Suda entry
quotes a more extensive passage of Plutus. This may have to do with the fact, ob-
served by Adler (1928-1938 vol. 1, 67), that the first part of the Suda entry
(aBdpa — kepaAfig ToD ypadiov) depends on the Aristophanic scholia on the pas-

90 For an interest in disambiguating Attic forms from those of other dialects, also using etymo-
logical means, see, e.g., PS 11.1-3, 36.5-12, 43.17-9, 53.16-8, 81.18-9, 97.21-2, 98.13-99.7, 112.11.
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sage of Plutus (which in the Suda entry is quoted in a way that gives it its full
sense),” while the latter part of the Suda entry (40dpnv, oV aBapiv — Tfg
a0dpne) is in fact dependent on £”. Comparison between Phot. a 452 and the Suda
entry indicates that the loci classici were already in X”. Thus, their presence in
the entry of MS B of * — an entry that derives from £ as shown by agreement
with Phot. a 471 - is likely to be due to contamination with a manuscript of the
expansion X" (possibly also lacking the quotation of Ar. fr. 136, as in the Suda
entry), as shown by the absence in Phot. a 471 (also deriving from %) of the loci
classici quoted in MS B of = (see Cunningham 2003, 560: ‘duo igitur glossas con-
iunxit B’).

In light of the parallels with £, it is tempting to consider the entry in £” as
also going back to the PS. The Atticist derivation is probably a result of the pre-
scription of 48dpn and the proscription of a non-Attic equivalent.”* Furthermore,
the formulation @0dpnv [. . .] v épewtiv karodowv is compatible with an ex-
treme epitomisation of what we read in the entry of the PS and in the very first
part of the entry of £™. Certainly, the quotations of the loci classici are compatible
with a derivation from the PS (and indeed, their absence in the epitome of the PS
and in X" is compatible with being the result of an alternative process of drastic
epitomisation). If this suggestion is accepted, we could then postulate that two ex-
tracts from the PS were in circulation: one found its way into the epitome of the
PS and into ™, the other into X”. Of course, such attempts are bound to remain
hypothetical speculations, and one should not be too optimistic in tracing back
entries found in the Byzantine lexica to the PS. The main objection which can bhe
raised is that the similarities in the entry of £” may also be due to the use of an-
other Atticist source which was not terribly different from the entry in the epit-
ome of the PS and that in £

Another aspect that seriously complicates any attempts at identifying entries
that go back to the PS is that similarities in Phrynichus and the Synagoge may
also be attributable to the use of the same earlier sources, notably, Aelius Diony-
sius (and, to a lesser extent, Pausanias the Atticist).”® Consider the following en-
tries on aBrp (‘tip (i.e. of a weapon)’):

91 See schol. Ar. PL 673d: d8dpa €oTLv Aevpov éPnuévov. VMEBarb (‘d6dpa is a meal made from
boiled wheat’), schol. Ar. PL. 673aa: a0apng E@Ald yUtpa tig Ald: ol pév Attikol 8t To0 n ‘@bdpng,
1} 8¢ xown 81a o0 a ‘@4Bdpag’. VEONBarbRsAld (‘aBdpng xVtpa Tig: The Attic usage [is] with -n-,
[that is,] aBdpng, while the use of the koine [is] with -a-, [that is,] 48dpag’), schol. Ar. Pl 673ap:
abapag R: Attikol abdpag. R (‘dbapag: The Attic usage [is] aBdpag).

92 The reading of z*b in Phot. a 452 and of Su. a 708 is oUx a0dpnv. The reading of zP° in Phot. a
452 is o0k @6npnv. Reitzenstein (1907, 39) plausibly restored afdpav, the equivalent koine form.
93 On the difficult assessment of the sources of the PS, see Cavarzeran et al. (2024).
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PS 35.3-5: @0nip- 1 axpn o0 Rrovnuévou at8ripov, ano ol abépog, & €0TLv AaTAXVOG TO
{ikpov Kal AentdTatov, map’ 6 0 adnpniotydv kai <to> abepilewy.

a6np: [It is] the tip of a sharpened weapon, [it derives] from a6rp (‘awn’), which is the final
and most subtle [part] of the ear of corn. From it aBnpnAotyog (‘sieve’) and dBepilewv (‘to
make light’) [derive].

X" (= £ « 461 = Phot. a 469): aBrjp: 1} akpr TOG HKOVNUEVOL GLEPOV, KATA PETAPOPAV (IO
(=P ¢k Phot.) T0T abépocg, 6 (=P 6¢ Phot.) ¢o7L T00 dotdyvog > otdyvog Phot.) T0 dkpov kat
AenTéTaTov, ae’ ob o aBnpriattov kai abépilov (: aBnpniotyov kal aBepilewv Reitzenstein
in Phot. coll. Phryn.) nemointat. 00twg ®Awvisng.

abnp: [It is] the tip of a sharpened weapon, [it derives] from a8rjp (‘awn’), which is the final
and most subtle [part] of the ear of corn. From it aBnpnAotyog (‘sieve’) and a@epilewv (‘to
make light’) are formed. Philonides (fr. 12) [use it] thus.

I (= £° a 483 = Phot. a 475): aBrp- akpr T00 HKOVNUEVOL GLERPOV, KATA UETAPOPRY ATTO TOD
40Bépog, 6G £oTL TOD AOTAYVOG TO AKPOV Kal AemTOTATOV. AéyeTal uév odv Kal 1) émSoparig
adnp. Aéyetal 8¢ kal adbnp mupog, wg Evputidng Z6evePoiq: ‘maiw Xwpaipag eig opaydg, mupog
& adnp | el pe kai T008 aibalot (Phot.: aibdin ) mukvov mrépov’.

adnp: [It is] the tip of a sharpened weapon, [it derives] from a8rjp (‘awn’), which is the final
and most subtle [part] of the ear of corn. One says also énidopartig a8rp (‘tip of the spear’).
But one also says aonp mupog (‘tip of fire’), as [does] Euripides in Stheneboea (fr. 665a): ‘I
strike in the throat of the Chimaera, but a tip of fire hits me and burns the thick wing of this
here (i.e. Pegasus)’.

According to Erbse, the entry in £ (= £° a 483 = Phot. a 475) is likely to be the
blending of Ael.Dion. a 44 (46np- dxur — Aentdtatov) and Paus.Gr. a 36 (Aéyetal
u&v obv — mukvov répov).®* The main argument in support of this interpretation
comes from comparison with Eust. in Il. 4.400.15-7: 6TL 8¢ a6np kal i émdopartic
Aéyetal and peTapopds TOV dotayvwv, Sniolov ol maAawol (‘The ancients show
that a6np is called metaphorically also that of the spear’), where oi moAatoi are
taken by Erbse to indicate Aelius Dionysius and Pausanias the Atticist.”> Hence, as
regards PS 35.3-5 vis-a-vis £ (= £ a 461 = Phot. a 469), Erbse suggested that Phry-
nichus already depended on Ael.Dion. o 44, while in turn £ (= £ a 461 = Phot. a
469) depends on the entry of the PS. This means that the similarity between the

94 See Erbse (1950, 100 ad Ael.Dion. a 44, following Naber; Reitzenstein traced back the first part
to the PS, the latter to another unspecified Atticist source).

95 Eustathius’ use of oi maAatot is slippery (see Erbse 1950, 7; Pagani 2017, 92-3), but because the
Atticist origin of these materials is highly plausible, Aelius Dionysius and Pausanias the Atticist
make likely candidates. For some parallels (chosen purely exempli gratia) see the passages of Eu-
stathius collected by Erbse (1950, 100) concerning Ael.Dion. a 41 and a 43.
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two entries in £ does not depend on the use of two differently epitomised ex-
cerpts from the PS, but is rather attributable to Phrynichus going back to the
same source(s) as the first part of £ (= Z” a 483 = Phot. a 475), that is, Aelius Dio-
nysius.

Now, it is true that Eustathius attests that his (Atticist) sources discussed a8rjp
in similar terms to the entries in X", but because the reference in Eustathius is
very brief and not unlike other known sources discussing a0np, it is difficult to
say what his Atticist sources might have looked like.® Thus, because it may very
well be that this topic was of interest to Atticists and ancient scholarship more
generally, we do not necessarily have to posit that the exact text as we have it in
the entries of £ must ultimately go back to Aelius Dionysius and/or Pausanias
the Atticist. One could overturn the argument made by Erbse: precisely because
abnp was familiar in Atticist scholarship, the Atticist sources used by Eustathius
do not need to have the same text as the entries in the epitome of the PS and in
™. It also strikes me as a little odd to undermine the glaring similarities in the
wording of the entry in the epitome of the PS with the entries in £".*” Certainty
remains unattainable, but it seems to me that Erbse’s interpretation is by no
means ironclad.

Similar cases are legion. Another example to take into consideration is the
following:

PS 18.8-9: dyevatog Boivng kal Tpoiig kal TV Opolwv. KTl YevIKNY <tibetar>.

tiyevatog Boivng (‘Not tasting the feast’): [And] of food and the like. <It is construed> with
the genitive.

2 105 (= Phot. a 156 = Su. a 207, ex £): éygvatog Boivng doteing Biov xwv.

Gyevotog Boivng (‘Not tasting the feast’): [It indicates] one who politely abstains from fine
living.

Phot. a 157: dyevatog Boivng kal amAdg éyevotog Tol8e xpr AéyeLv.

One must say dyevotog Boivng (‘Not tasting the feast’) and generally dyevotog with genitive.

96 Other scholarly sources concerning d8rp are collected by Radt (TrGF vol. 3, 264 ad Aesch. fr.
154).

97 It is true that Eustathius granted himself a fair amount of freedom in quoting the text of Ae-
lius Dionysius and Pausanias the Atticist, as suggested by the comparison with the corresponding
entries in the Synagoge tradition that depend on these lexica (see Erbse 1950, 27). However, in
this case the comparison with the entry in the epitome of the PS is truly striking.
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The expression @yevotog Boivng is unparalleled: dysvatog is not unfamiliar
in ancient and Byzantine scholarship, but no direct parallel can be found.’® In all
likelihood, dygvatog Boivng is an unidentified locus classicus — one that looks
very much like other poignant syntagms found in the epitome of the PS.*® The
entry in the epitome collects some parallel formulations and prescribes the con-
struction of éyevotog with the genitive. The entry Phot. a 157 is likely to provide
an epitomised version of the prescription concerning the construction of dyevo-
7og with the genitive as found in the entry of the epitome. The entry in £’ makes a
different selection, in that it contains a (not entirely clear) explanation of the
meaning of &ysvotog Botvng.'®°

As usual, certainty is beyond our grasp, but it is worth pondering whether all
entries go back to the same entry in the PS. We could envisage an entry about the
locus classicus dysvatog Boivng, with an explanation of this expression, a list of
parallels, and a prescription that éyevotog be construed with the genitive.’! The
alternative option is, of course, to postulate that the three entries depend on dif-
ferent, but similar and possibly interconnected, sources, although we have no evi-
dence of them and dyevotog Boivng is otherwise unattested.

These matters are not easily settled. At any rate, if one accepts the idea that
independently epitomised excerpts from the PS circulated in scholarly circles,
similar cases may lead to explanations which do not require us to systematically
postulate the use of additional, unidentified sources. Finally, although attribu-
tions of erudite materials in Byzantine compilations may often prove problem-
atic, the fact that the Synagoge tradition famously resorted to the use of the same

98 The more relevant comparison for the present case is that with the Cyrillian entry in Hsch. a
464: *dyevotol dmetpol vgAn and I a 55: dyevotot detpot (on which £’ [= £° a 106 = Phot. a 158 =
Su. a 708] depends).

99 See, e.g., the entries discussed by Pellettieri (this volume).

100 Cunningham (2003, 53 n. 108) acknowledges a possible derivation from the PS and lists this
instance among the coincidences between X’ and the epitome of the PS.

101 If the entry in Photius really goes back to the PS, its absence in the Synagoge tradition may
simply be due to an omission (e.g. it may be an entry of £ that is omitted in £). This would not
be the sole instance of agreement between the epitome and Photius alone. Purely by way of ex-
ample, the entry on augapiotepog in the epitome (PS 2.7-8) is paralleled in Photius (a 1292,
where the derivation from Phrynichus is explicit), but it does not occur in the Synagoge tradition.
An alternative solution (which takes in the remarks made by Francesco Bossi, see above n. 8)
would be postulating that Photius, in addition to using the Synagoge, also had access to epitom-
ised excerpts from the PS which he included in his lexicon, or that such accretions may have
taken place during the transmission of the lexicon. See also Section 8 regarding the mention of
Tarasius in a marginale to the PS in Par. Coisl. 345.



How did the epitomiser(s) work? =—— 133

sources for its expansions should certainly be taken into consideration — in which
case, it lends credence to the thesis advanced in this contribution.'%?

8 How was the epitome assembled?

If we accept the idea that the aim of the compiler of Par. Coisl. 345 was to collect
materials from the PS that he found scattered in more than one collection of ex-
cerpts, some subsequent hypotheses come to light which may tentatively be ex-
plored.

Let us consider the surviving entries concerning étvrpuatg, (wurjpuatg, and
oivijpuolc:

PS 69.9-11: £tvijpuotg 1y T ETVoG €K THG XUTPaAg ApvTouoa, MoTEp Kal 0iviipuotg, fj TOV otvov
apvTopev, Kal {wurpuots, <fj Tov {wu6v>.

£tviipuols (Ar. Ach. 245): The [instrument] to draw the lentil soup from the pot, like oiviipug
(Ar. Ach. 1067) too [is the instrument] with which we draw wine, and {wurpuotg, [the instru-
ment] <with which [we draw] the soup>.

PS 72.14: wpripuotg <ayyeiov i, @ Tov {wudv apudpeda>.
{wuripuotg: <A vessel with which we draw the soup>.

PS 95.6-8: olvijpuolg ayyeidv i, @ oV olvov apuoueda, Hamep, @ TOV {wudv, {wuipuols,
Kai, @ T0 £Tvog, ETVIipLOLS.

oiviipuolg: A vessel with which we draw the wine, like the {wuripuotg [is the vessel] with
which [we draw] the soup.

These kitchen tools are frequently discussed in ancient scholarship (see, e.g., Poll.
6.88, 10.98). The first entry of the epitome (PS 69.9-11) shares some obvious simi-
larities with the third (PS 95.6-8), but these are more likely to be the result of the
similarity of the tools themselves rather than proof that the entries belong to-
gether.®

The case of the second entry of the epitome (PS 72.14) is more intriguing. The
lemma {wunpvaig is not followed by any interpretamentum. This is not unparal-
leled, as observed above in 4.2 d@vaomndv PovAevua, dvaomniy yvwuidiov and 4.3

102 See Reitzenstein (1907, lii); Cunningham (1986, 220); Cunningham (2003, 56).
103 De Borries (1911, xxi—xxii) reasonably discusses these entries among cases that show that
Phrynichus cross-referenced the entries concerning compound words.
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Gplotog kAémteLy, dplotog Awmodutelv. However, two aspects require comment.
First, (wuipvuotg is a lemma consisting of just one word, while in the parallel
cases the lemma consists of a couple of two-word syntagms that, in a way, explain
one another.'® Second, it is worth noticing that in Par. Coisl. 345 f. 56r the lemma
is followed by a 12-line blank space. To explain this, we might think that, beside
the lemma Jwunpuotg, the section with the entries beginning with letter zeta was
missing in the antigraph owing to material damage, and so the copyist left this
section unwritten in case any entries could be supplemented at a later stage. Al-
ternatively, it may be that the materials to which the compiler of the epitome had
access did not include any entries beginning with zeta, but he then reintroduced
(wunpuatg, which he had found mentioned in the entries about ¢tviipvoig and
oivijpuatg. The fact that some space was left blank — and it should be stressed that
Par. Coisl. 345 may well inherit this from its antigraph — indicates that the possi-
bility of additions was taken into consideration. This might suggest that the com-
piler of the epitome was working with multiple materials for which he left space
available.

In at least one case we might find evidence of a similar addition, that is, the
famous marginale at f. 50v commenting on PS 31.7-9:

PS 31.7-9: T TV axatiwv iotia. Kupiwg pév onpaivel Td uikpa iotia, Aéyetat 8¢ kai Emt Tdv
ueydAwv. TadTy Gpa Kal Tovg UkpoLg Td owpata akdTia Aéyovowy.

T T®V axatiwv iotia (‘The sails of the light boats’): [It] properly indicates the small sails,
but it is also used for the big ones. So, therefore, they call daxdria also those who are small
in body (com. adesp. fr. *568).

f. 50v: puikpol 8etv pe xai TolTo Mapédpauey akatia (sic) Tovg avBpwmovg dvopudlesdal @
o\wv dplote kal emekewva (sic) eiAwv Tapdale.

I almost forgot this too, that people are called axdrtia, o Tarasius, the best of friends and
more than a friend’. (Transl. J. Cavarzeran this volume).

104 See also PS 14.6-7: avaidég kal BpacV BAémet (Cratin. fr. 377), PS 30.15: atOpavvog TOALS Kat
8fjuog, PS 46.2: avnAéntog kal vnAeng, PS 46.7: avakoypat €k vooou, PS 51.20: dtepmeg €pyov, PS
90.8: veomAuvi] YAdlvav, veomAuveg tpdatiov, PS 100.9: mayet®8eg kal Yuypov, PS 128.16: hpuog
kat wpalog, where the lemma consists of a noteworthy turn of phrase or pair of synonyms (both
categories that, in some sense, are self-explanatory). Closer is the case of PS 23.8: dAéa, where the
entry consists only of this one-word lemma; but the important difference with the case of PS
72.14 is that the following entry, PS 23.9-10: dAeaivoit, concerns a form strictly related to é\éa.
This may indicate some kind of clumsy shortening on the epitomiser’s part.
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The origin of this marginale has been much debated. The question of the identity
of Tarasius — that is, whether he is Photius’ brother Tarasius or simply a name-
sake of his —, has especially attracted attention.®

It is likely that the marginale was present in an ancient manuscript and was
then simply preserved during transmission. How and why the marginale was
added, on the other hand, is less apparent, and various hypotheses may be con-
sidered. It should be emphasised at the outset that the marginale is likely to refer
to the final part of the corresponding entry of the epitome, where a reference is
made to the use of akdrtia to indicate small people (tavty dpa [. . .] Aéyovow). In
point of fact, this metaphorical use is not otherwise discussed in ancient and Byz-
antine scholarship (with one exception, discussed below), as the other sources
focus instead on the nautical use of the word and its use for indicating either a
female shoe or a vessel.' Thus, the information about the metaphorical use of
axdtia was clearly worthy of mention.

One possibility is that this final sentence had initially been omitted and was
subsequently integrated into the text (e.g. above the line); the compiler or the
copyist then added the marginale to bemoan his carelessness to his friend (and
perhaps addressee?) Tarasius. But what happened? Did the compiler or the copy-
ist simply overlook a line in the text? It would be striking, but not impossible, that
he went on to comment on this slip, even more so given that it was eventually
fixed. Or did this oversight happen because the compiler (rather than the copyist)
at some point had access to additional materials that contained the information
about the metaphorical use of dxdaria?

A possible starting point for further reflection is offered by the only other
known instance of the metaphorical use of axdtiov:'"’

schol. Luc. IConf. 20.16: KaAAiag*] AAkiBLadng Kiewiov, Zxapfwvidng tov Sijuov, Tpaviog
NV, OG ApLotoedvng ZenEL. [. . .J. 00T0g 82 AKATLOG £KAAETTO, FjTOL GTL TOUG PIKPOUG AKaTioug
gkdAovv R 6TL a1 Akatiov ywpiov Av. ~ V

Kallias: Alcibiades, son of Clinias, from the deme Scambonides, lisped, as Aristophanes
[says] in Wasps (44). [. . .]. This (i.e. Alcibiades) was called Akdriog, either because they
called small people axdtiot, or because he was from the place [called] Axdtiov.

105 See Cavarzeran (this volume, Section 5).

106 See, e.g., Poll. 1.82, 7.93, 10.166; Hsch. a 2301, a 2302, and a 3952; £ a 222 (= £° a 663 = Phot. a
720 = Su. a 819, ex X); £ a 785 (= Phot. o 721, ex £”) Phot. a 1299, Su. a 819, o 1697.

107 This important parallel has gone unnoticed. De Borries (1911, 31 ad loc.) makes no mention of
it. Kougeas (1913, 67-9) too did not consider this in his (unfounded) attempt to trace back to Are-
thas the marginale in the epitome of the PS (see Cavarzeran this volume, Section 5).
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The information that Alcibiades’ nickname Akdtiog was explained as a metaphor-
ical use of axdriov ‘small boat’ for short people offers a striking parallel for the
(otherwise vague) entry in the epitome of the PS. Both entries must go back to
some Classical source (comedy would be the obvious, but not the only, option).

This scholium on Iuppiter confutatus is contained only in MS V, that is, Vat. gr.
89.1%8 According to Rabe’s classification, V belongs to the third class of scholia to Lu-
cian and thus used both the older scholia contained in MS I' and the scholia of Are-
thas (but note that there are no scholia of Arethas on Iuppiter confutatus).'®® The
scholium is about the figure of Alcibiades. The central part of the scholium (omitted
above) is about Alcibiades’ relationship with his father-in-law Hipponicus, his wife
(Hipparetes), and his brother-in-law Callias. It may be that this section depends on
some biographical source about Alcibiades, as there are several remarkable points
of contact with sections of Andocides’ spurious oration Against Alcibiades (4.13-5)
and Plutarch’s Life of Alcibiades (Alc. 8). But as regards the final part of the scholium,
because neither of these sources provides elements for comparison, it may also be-
long to that sizable group of scholia to Lucian for which Winter (1908, 32-3) sug-
gested a derivation from ‘enchiridia grammatica’ containing similar materials to
those we find in lexica (e.g. Phrynichus, Aelius Dionysius and Pausanias, Pollux, the
expanded Synagoge, etc.) and scholiastic corpora (e.g. the scholia to Aristophanes).

Considering the (remarkable) lack of parallels for the metaphorical use of
axdtiov (particularly considering that this word is commonly discussed by lexico-
graphical sources), it may be that the compiler of the epitome of the PS at some
later point during the compilation of his selection had access to materials from
the PS that contained this rare piece of information, the importance of which he
acknowledged (and signalled to Tarasius) and which he eventually managed to
insert into the text of the epitome.

9 Conclusions

This contribution has aimed to investigate what the direct and indirect evidence
for the PS may tell us about its textual history in the latest phases before the sur-
viving evidence took shape. The main thesis I have advocated for is that the epit-

108 See Rabe (1902, esp. 724; 730; 735); Rabe (1906, iv); Winter (1908, 9). This manuscript dates to
the 14th century CE (see Marquis 2013, 15; Marquis 2017, 27-8), rather than to the 13th century CE
as indicated in Rabe (1902, 724); Rabe (1906, iv).

109 Because the scholium occurs in only one manuscript (and a late one at that), it might be a
later addition.
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ome contained in Par. Coisl. 345 is better understood as the result of assembling
previously epitomised excerpts. To further this point, I have had recourse to indi-
rect proofs. First, I have examined the evidence offered by the ‘multiple’ entries
in the epitome, often in light of the corresponding evidence from the indirect tra-
dition. Second, I have attempted to find indications in the indirect tradition that
would confirm the circulation of independently epitomised excerpts that were
used by the indirect witnesses, notably the Synagoge and, to a lesser extent but no
less significantly, the scholia to Euripides. Some of the interpretations put for-
ward in this contribution are bound to remain uncertain and open to debate. This
is inevitable when so much ancient and Byzantine scholarship is lost. Neverthe-
less, cases remain in which the evidence looks solid enough for us to offer more
confident suggestions.™°

This contribution does not intend to provide a general reconstruction of the
final stages of the textual transmission of the PS, but addresses certain questions
that seem worthy of further reflection. In the epitome, the entries beginning with
alpha are far more extensive and detailed than the entries for the rest of the alpha-
bet, which tend to be short and are more concerned with remote words and ex-
pressions. This corresponds, as repeatedly stressed earlier in this contribution, with
the fact that the contribution of the Synagoge as the main indirect source of the PS
is strikingly polarised: the entries in alpha of the epitome are often paralleled in
the Synagoge, while the entries that range from beta to omega find hardly any cor-
responding entries in the Synagoge. Considering that the expansions in alpha of the
Synagoge contain vast amounts of materials taken from the PS (among other Attic-
ist sources), the question remains whether the compilation of our epitome may
somehow be related to the process(es) of expansion of the Synagoge; that is,
whether the entries beginning in alpha that were eventually merged into the epit-
ome contained in Par. Coisl. 345 were related to similar collections of Atticist mate-
rials that were employed during the process(es) of expansion of the Synagoge.

This question can scarcely be addressed here. In light of the importance and
sheer size of the PS, it is not unreasonable to suppose that this lexicon, in the form

110 In the discussion following my presentation at the workshop in September 2022, I was
asked, ‘How likely is it that, at such a late date, there existed more than one collection of materi-
als from the PS?’ Besides referring to the positive evidence collected and discussed above, the
answer to this question is that the existence of multiple collections of materials from the PS
seems to me just as likely as is the widespread, and certainly reasonable, belief that there must
still have existed more and more extensive scholarly sources available to Byzantine scholars
than those we know today. In any case, my interpretation does not require us to postulate the
existence of many more collections, only that more materials from the PS were available to Byz-
antine scholars in the 9th and 10th centuries CE than we tend to take for granted.
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in which it reached Late Antiquity, was then epitomised and excerpted more than
once, with the result that collections of materials from it circulated in the learned
circles of Constantinople from the late 7th to the 9th century CE. This scenario is
perfectly in line with the nonchalance with which scholarly and, more generally,
paraliterary texts have been transmitted in antiquity and during the Middle Ages.
Much of these lexicographical materials must have been similar in form and con-
tent, although others would have been more diverse. What is hardly debatable is
that there must have existed a community of learned readers in 9th- and 10th-cen-
tury CE Constantinople who were interested in collecting materials from the PS.
The marginale in Par. Coisl. 345 f. 50v is a good indication of this, as it offers us a
glimpse into the dialogue between scholars who were collecting and assembling
materials from the PS. It should also be stressed that the PS is one of the main
scholarly sources employed for the compilation of a highly learned (if somewhat
clumsily written) text such as Leo Magister’s Chiliostichos Theologia."™ It does not
require excessive speculation to suppose that Leo Magister too may have been fa-
miliar with a collection (or, possibly, more collections) of excerpts from the PS simi-
lar, but perhaps not identical, to those that have been postulated as the sources of
the epitome contained in Par. Coisl. 345 and the indirect tradition.**

Appendix

This appendix contains four tables which exemplify the situation described in
Section 3, and a fifth table which refers to Section 4.10. These tables do not aim to
provide a collation of the epitome and the indirect tradition, so I have concen-
trated on providing a more general comparison of the text of the epitome with
the evidence from the Synagoge tradition. I have followed de Borries’ text, limit-
ing myself to make very little adjustments, correcting some typos, and adding a
few remarks in cases where the ascription of the entries in the indirect tradition
requires some commenting.

111 See Vassis (2002, 40-3); Favi (2022d); Gerbi (2023b).
112 The manuscript itself to which we owe the survival of the epitome, Par. Coisl. 345, is a prod-
uct of a similar intellectual environment (see Valente 2008, 177-8).
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Table 1: The epitome and the indirect tradition have (basically) the same text.

(1) PS 26.2-3: dveokiptnuévag EOTOAG éml tv  Phot. a 1877: aveokiptnpévat EGToALS €mtL Tiv
aiyQv elme v AéEwv. aiyGv ipnkev.

(2)  PS29.19-20: aUTOKEAEUDTOG: O €KWV TIPATTIWY  Phot. a 3225: aUTOKEAEVOTOG: O EKWV TL
Kal oUx U’ AWV KEAEUOEVOG,. TPATTWVY Kal pry UT GANOU KEAEUOpEVOG,.

(3)  PS31.16-7: avtoyvwpwv dvBpwog: 6 Tfi Phot. a 3210: attoyvwpwv dvBpwrog: 6 Tfj
¢autod yvwpn mavta Tpattwy Kat pr autol yvwun dravia mpattwy Kat pr
Tel@opeEvog ETépw. TELBOPEVOG ETEPW.

(4)  PS 32.15-6: AKpooaAéc TO AKpWS OPAAEPOV  2° a 739 (= Phot. a 867, ex X): AKpOOPaEC:
Kal pr Suvapevov (<maylwg> possis ex L) év onpaivel 10 GKpwg oaAePOV Kal pn
dopalei<g> (cod. aopalij: dopaieia Suvdpevoy Tayiwg év acpalet (2°: dopaheia
corrector: possis GoQaAel ex £°) ivaL. Phot.) elvat. oUtwg Pplviyog.

(5)  PS32.17-8: ayopdalewv- kai 1o wveloBal <tt> X a 83: ayopaletv: 1o v ayopd StatpiPetv.
Kal To év ayopd Statpifetv. 3° & 174 (Phot. a 227 = Su. a 300(+), ex ¥):

ayopddeLv- T0 wvelaBal L. Kal o év ayopd
SlatpiBetv (kal - Slatpifewv ex ).
(6)  PS 33.5-6: AvaykoSaKpuG: O TIPOG Avayknv Phot. a 1429: avayko5akpug: O TtpOg avayknv

SakpUwv Kai pn €k tdBoug Tvog i CUPPOPES.

AloxUhog (fr. 413).

SakpLwv Kat pr) €k TTaBoug TG fj CUPYOPEC.
AloxVhog zavtplaig (fr. 413).

@)

PS 33.18-20: dyswpyiou dwaleobar wg
Aewmotagiou. onpaivet 6¢ {to}, émeldav tig
Xwplov tapaAapuv, ayewpyntov Kat
avépyaaotov €dor, €Ml O SeomoTNG
Swkadntal T mapalaBovtt.

PS fr. 59 = 5° a 264 (= Phot. a 159, ex =)
ayswpyiou SikaleoBat elpntat pév wg
Aewnotagiou, ayapiou, dloyiou: onpaivel 8¢,
€MeLdAv TLg xwplov mapalaBwv dyswpyntov
Kal avépyaaotov €dan, émelta 6 SgomoTng
Sikagntat T mapaiaBovrL.

(8)  PS38.5: &Baroc 084¢- v oy ol6v Te Baivety  PS fr. 38 = £° a 56 (= Phot. a 32, ex £): éBatog
Kal 68oLopelv. 05066 fiv ouy 0LV Te Baivelv 0USE GSoLTOpELY.

(9) PS51.11: avtoprvutog: 6 AlTOG £QUTOV Phot. a 3233: aUtoprvutog: 6 auTtog £auTtOv
Katapgnvowv. Katapnvowv.

(10) PS 52.7: and mpwng: olov £€ apyfic. Phot. a 2611: antd Tpwtng: olov £€ apyiic.

(11) PS 120.6-8: Umokabelval TG 6@pi¢: olov Y u 141 (Phot. v 209 = Su. v 506, ex ¥'):

naboaoBal xalemaivovta <kat padtepov
yevéoBar>. T yap avateively <tag 6@pic>
0pyfic kal Bupod Kal avBadeiag <éotl
onuelov>.

UmtokaBelval Tag 69pdg: olov taloacBat
XaAemaivovta Kal ipaotepov yevéaat. T yap
avateivelv Tag 6@plg 6pyfig €0TL onpelov.
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Table 2: The epitome is more informative than the indirect tradition.

(1) PS 3.1-2: dvehktalg 0@ppuoL oepvov- ATTKGG  Phot. a 1834: avelktal 6@ppUctL oepvov:
auto Kal oepvg Kpartivog (fr. 348) elmev. elpntaL mapd Kpativy (fr. 348).

(Cf. Cunningham 2003, ad 3P 1349 = pS fr.
*184).

(2) PS3.5-7: amahot Beppolouaiatg, aBpol PS fr. 235 = 5" a 1616 (Phot. a 2227 = Su. a
poABakeuvialg (com. adesp. fr. *555)- éml tv 2883, ex X): amalol BeppoAovsialg, appol
Umo TpUPFig kal aBpdtntog Slappedvtwy. palBakeuvialg (com. adesp. fr. *555)- éni v
ABpoOV 6¢ onpaivel o TpUPEPOV. UTIO TPUPFG Kal ABPOTNTOG SLappedVTWy.

(3)  PS4.1-2: dmutov (GmAutov cod.: drihetov de  3° a 1794 (= Phot. a 2444 = Su. a 3241, ex &)
Borries) twywva (com. adesp. fr. *556)- &i dmutov wywva (com. adesp. fr. *556)-
BéhoLg avemaybig okGPal Tva mwywviav. oKWITTWVY (Xprion tfj AéeL add. Photius, glme

add. Suda).

(4) PS7.13-6: dxopipov Kal padiov (Eur. fr. PS fr. 119 =5° a 751 (ex £): cikopov kal
473.1)- olov kopiag kai tavoupyiag @adAov (Eur. fr. 473.1)- olov kopeiag kat
amnAaypévov kat amholv. kopov yap tov  mavoupyiag amtnAaypévov. oltwg dplvixog.
Tavodpyov, olov KOTTovTd tva Kal oxAnpov,  Phot. a 791 (ex £): dkopdov: andvoupyov
padov 8 Tov amolv. (=2° a 704 = Su. a 924, ex 3, from Cyril

lexicon). dkopov kat wadlov (Eur. fr. 473.1)
olov kopeiag kai mavoupyiag arnAhaypévov.
oUtw ®plviyos.

(5)  PS 8.6-9: vBpwriog TipoSoEoc: 6 TposoEalwy  PS fr. 187 = £° a 1409 (= Phot. a 1974 = Su. a
Tiepl Tvog oL TAANBI, Tiplv fj cae® Kal petd 2538, ex T = PS fr. 187): GvBpwog pddooc:
milotew é€etdoal té kat’ autd. xpl &¢ kat oU O Tiplv 1) oap®g Eetaocal SoEalwy.
éml v dotabpritwy kal dveu égetdoswg mept
Twwv sogadévtwy, Tipiv i Elpadijvat.

(6)  PS11.14-9: abtékakov €olke TQSE: Gkpwg Kal  PS fr. 279 = 3P 0 2438 (= Phot. a 3216 = Su. a
Ka®’ UrtepBoAnv éotke TQOSE. {WG € AéyoL TLg 4494, ex ¥'): aUTOKAKOV £0LKe TRSE: AKpwG Kal
auTl GKpwE EOLKe}. TO &¢ KaKOV TpOOKELTAL Ka®’ UrtepBoAnv éotke TQSE (e0voug add. Su.).
SnAodv v UmepBoArv Tfig dOpoLOTNTOG.

‘Opnpog ‘aiviig aBavdarnot Befg i Gma
€otkev’ (I1. 3.158). 10 yap aivig katl S T
Kak®¢ Tauto onpaivet.
(7)  PS13.8-10: dowog O pev ZowokAiig (0C 100) $° a 1575 (= Phot. & 2192 = Su. o 4403, ex £

émti 100 vrjpovtog amo oivou. Suvatto & dv tig
<AéyeLv> kal €Ml TV TEAEWG Pr) YEUOPEVWY
oivou kat mi TV pry xovtwv olvov.

dowog: €l TV pr| yeuopévwy oivou Kal €t
TGV pr} £XOVTWVY olvov.
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(8) PS17.15-8: dtpu- 6 oUK EVTpLPAG TLVL Phot. a 3119: dtpup- 6 oUK EvtpiPrg Tt
Tpaypatt Kal éotL tapd tov tpiPw péNovta,  mpdypatt.
w¢ apralw Gpmag, KAEYw KAEY Kal BoOKAEY,

Kal té€w Te€ kal émiteE. oltwg olv kal tpiyY
kat dtpud kat mopvotpLp. Aéyetal 6¢ kat
atpifuwv.

(9)  PS 19.12-3: AAoyvoelv kai iMoyvéouv- To pf 2 a 991 (= Phot. a 996, ex £): AAAOYVOETY TO
0ap®g T yvwplilew, we apgLyvoely kal ur oa@®g T yvwpllewy. Gpotov ¢ €0ty TO
AUELYVOOLV. APPLYVOETLV.

(10) PS 31.13: atnpov kakov- olov itapdv kal Phot. a 3090: atnpdv Kakov- olov itapov.
BAaPepov. (Cf. PS fr. *271).

(11) PS 36.5-12: adoheoyelv kal aSoAéaxnG: 3° a 366 (= Phot. a 372, ex I): (st I N=l) EAV
onpailvel pev o @NocoQElv Tiepl Te UOEWG  onpatvel pev to PLAOCOPELY TEPL TE PUOEWS
Kal <to0> mavtog Slaleoyaivovta. Asoyaively  kat tod avtog Slaeoyaivovta. ol Pévtot
& ¢oti 10 SlahéyeoBal, kal Aéoyal ol TOToL, €i¢  Apxalol KWHLKOL Aeoxaivelv Eeyov TO
00¢ oUVLOVTEG SLnpépeuoy <SLaleyopevoL>. SLahéyeaBat (com. adesp. fr. 572), kal Aéoxat
Aéyetal 8¢ O ASoAeoyelv fToL amod tol aénv ol tomoL €ig 0UG GLVLOVTEG AdyOLG SLpEPEUOV.
Kkat o0 Aeoxnvevetv. GAN €l pév amo tod
@6eLv, TpooypdPou To L £V TR ALdoAéoyng. €t
8¢ amo 1ol andolc, oitwg <dveu Tod L>. ol
yap "Twveg TV andiav cuvaleipovteg
TPLOUAGBWE ypaypouaoLy, 510 kal ¢Eetdon.

(12) PS 39.8-14: dktaw®oal: onpaivel pév to PS fr. 140 = 5° a 819 (= Phot. a 873, ex )

opGoat kal endpat kat petewptoat, eipntat &
anod tig Aktiig, Tl YuTod, Ay’ 00 Ta AKoVTLL
TEpPVETAL. Kal €mel Td akovtia gig UPog aipetal
AgLépeva, 51a TolTo Kal &Ml mavtog
UPoupévou kal TNEGVTOC £Té0N 1O
dktaw@oat. AloxUAog ‘00K €T dktaivw’ (Eu.
36) pnotl, Baputovwg, olov oK £TL 6pBolv
Suvapat épautrv. NMAdtwy <6&> év Q) PdwvL
(fr. 303) WG MO TMEPLOTIWEVOU.

axktaw®oat avtt tol bPp@oat kat &apat kat
petewptoat. menointat 6¢ oUtwg: éott
8évdpov, O kaleltal Akth, ag’ ol Ta akovTLa
Tépvetat. oUtwg Avakpéwv (fr. 466 PMG).
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Table 2 (continued)

(13)

PS 39.15-40.10: dxpaticacBat: 0 Pikpov
éupayelv pod 1ol dplotou. Aplotopévng (fr.
14.1) ‘dkpatiodpal PLkpov’. TETtapag Pevtol
TPOWAg oldev 6 ToNTAG, TV EwBwry, v Kai
dplotov KaAel (II. 24.124, Od. 16.2), <Seutépav
6¢ Setnvov kal> tpltnv trv Setehvniv. ‘€oostat
oUtwg dttar oL & €pyeo Setehjoag’ (Od.
17.599) - SelAnv yap kahoTotv {oi Attikoi} TO
Tepl TV €vatnv kal Sekdtnv wpav, mapd 1o
év8elv TV ny, 1jv kai Statpolvteg Sethny
KahoOotv. v 8¢ Tetdptnv 50pTiov KaAel. O &€
AioxOAog (fr. *182.3) Tpeig 0l8ev, APeAwV TV
Selehnv. ol & Attikol TV pev Ewbwviv
Akpdtiopa, v 8¢ Tepl peonuBplav dplatov,
TNV 8¢ <mepl> éomépav Selmvov, EEalpolvieg
TNV SeLeAvnv.

PS fr. 129 = 3° a 799 (= Phot. a 842, ex £™):
akpatioacBat o pkpov épgayelv pod 1ol
apiotou.

(14)

PS 45.20-2: darodUxet<v>- § ot moAhol
kataduxew Aéyouaty, dtav T kadpa Afjyn kat
€lg PUxog tpénntat. MAATwY év Paidpw
(242a.6) ‘¢meldav amouyn, arpev’.

Phot. a 2733: anoUxet- 6 ol moANoL
katauxet Aéyouaty, 6tav to kadpa Afyn Kat
elg {10} YUxog Tpénntat. oUtw MAATwv (Phdr.
242a.6).

(15)

PS 48.3-5: avripnkev- oUx wg ot viv avtl 1ol
ATEKTELVEY, AN’ AvTl TOU €KTTIOS WV TIETIOINKEV.
oUtw kal Anpocbévng év T mapanpeoPeiag
(19.2).

5° @ 1376 (= Phot. & 1929 = Su. @ 2432, ex ¥
Avripnkev- avtl To0 Ekmodwv £molioato.
Anpoacbévng (19.2).

(16)

PS 48.9-10: dvdxAntog (Soph. fr. 1008) kat
HETAKANTOG: O peTakAnBelg kal petameppBelc,
(WOTIEP Kal YETATIEPTITOG,

Phot. a 1517: dvakAntog: 6 petakAnBeic.
YookAf épn (fr. 1008).

(a7

PS 49.8-9: anopeppnpioat (Ar. V. 5)-
amovuotd&al. pépunpa yap 1 gig trvov
Katagopd. mallwv xph.

3° @ 1901 (= Phot. a 2567, ex ¥):
aropeppnpi&at amovuotdgal (perhaps from
Diogenianus, cf. Hsch. a 6482:
anopeppnploat drovuotdagat,
arokolpnBijvat. péppunpa yap <n €i¢> Umvov
Katagopad).

(18)

PS 63.19-23: StahaBelv- SU0 anpaivel. T©
ékatépwBEv Tvog AaBéabal, kal To €ig sVo
mAéova Staxwpioat fj SteAelv. Hpddotog ta
800. TO pev tp@Tov (1.114.3) ‘ékaleoey (:
€kéeve Hdt.) altol tolg GAAoug taidag
SLOAaBEV’. TO <6¢> Seltepov (1.202.2)
‘Slwpuyag StéaBev 6 Kbpog, avti ol
amétepe kat SLetev.

Phot. & 360: StaAaBelv- kal TO ékatépwBév
Twog érmhaBéoBal. kal T Slaywpioat eig Suo
pépn Kal €ig MAelova.
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Table 3: The indirect tradition is more informative than the epitome.

M

PS 2.1-3: dvBpwriog pLrompaypatiag (Cratin.
fr. 382)- 6nAol TOV YLAolvta kat oroudalovia
Tvta TpOToV Tpaypata petayelpileodad.

PS fr. 192 = Phot. a 1979: GvBpwog
@ompaypatiag: TemoinTaL Pev 1 wvn
opoiwg @ Anpatiag, SnAot 8¢ Tov eolvia
Kal orouddadovta mdvta Tpomov
petayelpileabal mpayparta. oltwg Kpativog
(fr. 382), Su. a 2539: dvBpwrog
@otpaypatiag: émi moAuTpdypovog.

PS 4.6-7: aveBonaev olpaviov 6oov (Ar. Ra.
781)- onpaivel to UepPePnkog kal péxpt ol
oUpavod fkov.

PS fr. 182 = 5° a 1347 (ex 5°): dveponoev
oUpaviov 6oov- ApLato@avng (Ra. 781).
onuaivel 8¢ TO UTEPPEPNKOG PeYEDEL, WG Kal
péxpL To0 obpavol fKew.

©)

PS 5.17-8: autokfpu§ (Aesch. fr. 420a) 6 pr
85U €Tépwy, AN 6U alTol KnpukeLwv. é0TL &
GpoLov TG aUToupydc, avTemAyyeATOG.

Phot. a 3226: autokfjpug: 6 pr 8L étépwv
ETILKNPUKELWY, AAAG 8L autod. éott &¢ dpotov
M avtoupyos, alTEMAYYEATOC. 0UTWG
AloxUhog gipnkev (fr. 420a).

4

PS 6.4-5: GvBpwtog ¢§ 6800 (Eup. fr. 408):
avti o0 dvBpwrtog Thv év 0601¢
KOALVEOUPEVWY.

PS fr. 191 = Phot. a 1978: vBpwog ¢§ 6600+
avti o0 GvBpwrog émtuxwv Katl TV oM@V
TV év Talg 6601¢ KaALVEOUpPEVWY. Aéyel &€
to0to EOmoALG (fr. 408).

(©)

PS 8.12-3: akoboat 6py® (Cratin. fr. 374)-
onpaivel T mavu énaipopal mpog to mpdal
T fj dkoloat.

Phot. a 808: akoloat 6py®- Kpativog pnolv
(fr. 374), A& Kal Ooukudidng (4.108.6)-
‘Aakedatpgoviwv opywvtwy’. onuaivel 6¢ 1o
Opydv <to> mavu émaipeoBat mpog To mpdtat
T ) dkodoat. KaBoAou &€ TotkiAwg xp&vtat
@ 6vopatt Kal yap émt 1ol Bpétal, wg
Apxihoxog (fr. 277 West). AloxUAog &¢ (fr.
435a) ¢mi 1ol maiovta éEehalvety Kal
HOAdTTELY TIBNOL. ZoWoKAfG 8¢ év Alyel
<@not> (fr. 25) Tov Onoéa otpépovta Kal
paAdtrova tag Alyoug motfioat Seopd T
Tavpw. Aéyel 6¢ 0UTWG ‘KAWOTAPOL XELPRV
Opydoag katjvuoe oelpaia Seopd’. Kal
‘Hpddotog &¢ év tetaptw (4.64.2) avti 1ol
HOAGEAG Td 6pydoag kéxpntat. oUkodv émel 1O
paAdgar kat Bpégat onuaivel i gwvr, 6pydv
Aéyetat t0 omapydv kal petewpifeoBal: kat
yap ta Bpexopeva uTtoLSel. Beatéov 6¢ kat
oUtw TV SUvapL Tiig YwViic: 6pyasdeg
KaAoOvtal dvta ta dvetpéva eig OAnv Kal
avnuépwta Kal apyd, wg kat ZoAwv enatv (fr.
91 Ruschenbusch). amod toUtou olv o 6pydv
elpntat ént to0 avelobat mpog 1o mpd&al T
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Table 3 (continued)

1} akooal. fj £met ai opyasdeg Gruntot oboat
av&ouatv ig Pog, Sta Todto kai 1o opydv
UodaoBal kal émaipeabat pog T akodoat T
fi pdgat onpaivel. Sokel 8¢ pot Kal TO
oplyvioBat kal ) 6pyr| évtedBev yeyovéval,
olov 6pekig Tig kai £peotg kal algnotg kat
HETEWPLOpOG 000a THG YUXTiG. OUYYPAPLKT
pévtol 1y gwvn 1 dkodoat 6py®.

(6)

PS 9.1: dimveloBat: to dimvov lvat.

Phot. a 3190: dunviav- Zo@okAfi¢ (fr. 1027a),
Aumvelv 8¢ Aplatopavng (fr. 785). kal almvwg
Zawvupiwv (fr. 13). kat aimvelobat Aéyouatyv.

@)

PS 13.11-2: dvBpuwrog Auttnathoyog (Cratin. fr.
381)- onpaivel Tov 8L Tod Aéyewv Aurolvta
ToUG TéAAC.

PS fr. 188 = 3° a 1410 (= Phot. a 1975 = Su. a
2537, ex ¥'): GvBpuwriog Auttnaihoyog: onpaivet
pév O Aumtdv 51a tod Aéyelv ToUg TéAag (Tov
510 100 Aéyewv Auttovta toug éAag Phot.).
Kpativog (<oUtwe> Kpativog Phot.) (fr. 381).

®)

PS 14.3: aipwdelv Attikwtepov. Aéyetal 8¢ Kal
aipwsLav.

Phot. a 629: atpwdelv- Kal ToUTw TIPOCEKTEOV
TOV volv- ol yap oMol atpwsidv Aéyouaty,
wotep kKuAoLSLdv, To0 Kpativou év
Alovuoahegavspu (fr. 41) amo tod alpwd®
KALlvovtog: ‘€0BUG yap NPWSEEL AKoUWV TV
¢nv | Tobg poaBioug 666vTag’. alpwselv &&
ol Attikol T0 Toug 0606vTag PeTd Kvnopod
oG AAyEv.

9)

PS 14.6-7: avaidég kat Bpacy PAmel (Cratin.
fr. 377).

Phot. a 1488: davatdeg kal Bpacy BAEMELY:
avatdng pev kai Bpactg kabwpiAntat. to 6¢
avaiség kat Bpacl PAETELY KavRG elpnke
Kpativog (fr. 377). i} Aé€Lg dpuviyou.

(10)

PS 14.10: avaywyn- émt mAolou.

Phot. a 1443: avaywyn- €t ho0. Kpativog
‘Npaug (fr. 286).

(am

PS 14.11-3: aBdpn- SLapépel £tvoug, OTL <T0>
PEV KUAPWV i TGV | ATARG KATEPELKTROV
WV, N 8¢ a8dpn up®v RPNpévwy Kal
SLakexupEvwy Kotep £Tvog.

PS fr. 100 = 5° a 463 (= Phot. a 471, ex £):
abdpn kal aBépa kai abripa (aBripa kal abépa
Phot.) kal a8dpa to autd gaotv. €0t (-TL
Phot.) 8¢ 1) aBdpn 1) €k up@v EYnuévwy Kat
SLakexUpPEVWY KoTep £Tvog TpoYn. SLapépel
6¢ 100 €tvoug OTL TO pPév ETVoG €K KUAPWVY R
TLO@V 1] AMAGG KATEPLKTRV (KATEPELKTRV
Phot.) @vtivwvolv okeudletal, 1 8¢ abapn
Womep elpnral mup®v EPnpévwy kat
SLaKeEXUPEVWVY. EOTL € 1) XphioLg TG Aéewg
TIOAN) Ttapdt TolG ATTLKOTG, KaTd PEV TO
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T€A0G 8La T00 N ipoayopévn, Katd &6¢ Tty
péonv 61d tod a. kata 6& oAAoUg GANOUG
Katd Pév 10 Téhog SLd 100 a, katd 8¢ TV
péanv 8Ld 100 N oUtwg 8¢ Kal EANavLkog (BN/
4 F 192) kal Zwppwv (fr. 141) éxpricavto.
€ktelvouot 8¢ kal To a, WG amo tod adnpa g
Aégewg petangBeiong. lowg &€ paotv dBépa
Av 1} A€ELg 8La Tod € TO TIpdTOV, N €K TWV
abépwv KekabBappévn Tpoer) Kal EPnuévn €k
v up &V, Uotepov 8¢ TO € €l TO N (€lg TO N
10 € Phot) ¢€etdBn, Worep kal o €006 €ig
B0o¢. To pévtol abépa eig o ABApa AwpPLKEG
yéyovev. ot &€ aBapnv Aéyovteg Tak®g paot:
Kal yap kal G\otg éxpricavto Takolg i tyv
GvwBev ouyyévelav, Eonunvapunv Aéyovteg det
Kal oNUNVApEVoG. Wote TO aBdpn Tapd Tolg
ATTLKOTG AeyOpevoV TV Pév TtapaAryouoay
Katd Thv Awptlov, TV &¢ katdAn§Lv kata Ty
Twvikiv €oxev (-€ Phot.) StdAektov.
ApLatopavng MAouty (673) “‘aBapng xUtpa Tig
£EEMANTTE KeLpévn'. Kpatng ‘Hpwouv (fr. 11)-
‘oUkoUv €tvoug xpr 6edpo TpuBAlov épew |
Kal T aBdpng.

Phot. a 452 (ex £): a@apnv, oUk T&Bdapnvt tv
€pelkTnv kahobotv. Aptatogavng Moutw
(673)- “‘aBapng xUtpa tig EEEMANTTE KELpéV'.
<kal év> Mpa (fr. 136)- ‘aBdpng avakaludaoa
peatov TpuPALov’. Kpdtng ‘Hpwov (fr. 11)-
‘oUkoUv €tvoug xpr) 6€0po TpUBALOV PEPELY |
Kal T aBapng.

Su. a 708 (ex £”): aBdapa: dAsupov fPnpévov.
KAlvetal 8¢ tapd pév Attikolg 51a ol n
abapnge, i &¢ kown 51a tod a addpac.
ApLotopavng MAoUTy (673-4)- ‘GNAG e
abapng xUtpa tig EEEmMAnTTe KeLpévn | OAlyov
GrwBev ¢ ke@ahfig Tol ypasiou’. aBdpnv,
oUK aBaprv TV épelktrv kaholal. Kpdtng
‘Hpwouw (fr. 11)- ‘oukolv €tvoug xpr 6ebpo
TPUPALOV PEpeLY Kal Tiig aBapng.
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Table 3 (continued)

(12)

PS 20.1-2: 46€tv GpoLov onpaivel o patnv
AéyeLv. 1O yap ddewv emi 1ol pdTnv AéyeLv.

Phot. a 551: d&¢ewv 6potov: kawvotdn f
ouvtadLg kat ATTk®G, i Kat TG GAAN,
elpnuévn. onpaivel 8¢ To pdtnv Aéyewy, wg el
Kal GMwg @5ewv €6€NoL TLG €v 0USEVL TTpaypatt
avuoipw. E0moALg év Aotpateutolg (fr. 39):
‘Buotov ddeLv- oU yap €0T GAWG EXwV’.
ApLotopavng &¢ év Mewpyolg €Enyolpevog To
@6¢eLq, Omep émi To0 pdtnv Aéyelg tibetal,
TIAPOLULWSES auTo oLl pnat yap (fr. 101):
“(A) Kal tag Sikag odv éAeyov dovteg TOTe; |
(B) vr) Ala, ppdow & éyw péya ool {Kal}
TekprpLov: | €t yap Aéyouaoty ot ipeaButepot
kaBrpevoy, | étav kak®g Tig anoloyftat Ty
Siknv, | @delg. <év> auvouaiq xpk Katd
dplviyov.

(13)

PS 21.8: Avrjvutog TdVog- O TTIOAUG Kal Gv ouy
oldv te Stavuoat.

Phot. a 1927: dvrjvutog tovog: 6 ToAUG, OV
oUy olov te Stavuoal, bmep £oti Stampdtat
dxpt téhoug.

(14)

PS 21.12: &vepog kal 6AeBpog dvBpwrog:
EUTOAL (fr. 406).

PS fr. 186 = 5 a 1351(= Phot. a 1801): Gvepog
Kal 6AeBpog AvBpwog: vy KaVGG elpntat Kat
évapy@c. éottv 6¢ EOTOALSOG (fr. 406). TO pév
yap dvepog SnAot to mavtayol pepopevov
Avépou Siknv kal dAwpevov kal apéRatov, To 6¢
6AeBpog 0AEBpou GELov kal dnwAetag. xprion &€
0 Aoyw, WG pnot Ppuvtyog, év cuvouatia.

(15)

PS 22.3-4: domaleoBat Kal mpooayopeUeLy €Tl
100 avtol tbéaatv.

s 02251 (= Phot. a 2990-2991 = Su. a 4196,
ex ¥): domddeabat- Kal TO TpocayopeVELY, WG
NUELS, Kal To xaipeL Twi amAdg kat dyardv
kal @loppoveloBal. domaldpeda, Kal olv @
0 ‘aomtafopeod’ épétpa kat okaApidia’ gnotv
0 KWHLKOG (Ar. fr. ¥965). kal tavta ta Gpota
SLTThg Aéyouaoty.

(16)

PS 22.10-1: dvakaA\OveLv: 1o oaipety, 6 kal
Avakopelv <Aéyetar>. €€ 00 Kal KAAMULVTPOV
Kal Kopnpa T oapov.

PS fr. 179 = Phot. a 1511: AvakaA\UVELY: TO
oaipety, dmep Kal avakopelv Aéyouat, Kal
elkOTWG KAMULVTPOV yap Kal kdpnua kahodot
10 adpov. Pplviyog Moaotplalg (fr. 39)- ‘ou &
elolo0oa S0UAKRG Evakevaaal | kat tdvéov
Avaka\uvov’.
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(17) PS 23.6-7: dmupov Tiivakiokov (Ar. fr. 547) Phot. a 2754: dmnupov Tiivakiokov ixBunpov:

Kawov, UATw Tupl TIPOCEVNVEYHEVOV. UNSETW TUPL TIPOCEVNVEYUEVOV. ApLOTOPAVNG
eilpnkev (fr. 547).
(18) PS 30.1-2: GkoopElv: TO PNdev év Téel Totely, PS fr. ¥121 = £° a 755 (= Phot. a 828, ex I):
AN dkoAaotatvetv. AKoopETV: TO PNdEV €V KOOPW Kal TAgeL TToLElY
@M dkoAaotaivelv. Zo@okAfg (Ant. 730, Ph.
387, fr. 1144).
(19) PS 30.15: atupavvog TOALG Kal SFpog. Phot. a 3140: dtvpavvog TOALG: 1 pr
TUPAVVOUREVN. AnunTpLog év tij ZikeAiq (fr. 3):
TOV Sfjpov avaskoat pév <***> katotkioat |
€\eUBepoV Atupavvov’. olTwg PpuvLYOG.

(20) PS 31.18: amapktiag: Petd 00 T, 0UK Phot. a 2265: anapktiag: o0twg xpr) Aéyewv

anapkiag. petd tod T kat oUy WG &vioL amapkiav: kai yap
Gpktov Aéyelc. Ztpartrig eipnkev (fr. 78).

(21) PS 33.9-11: dtevig kat dtepdpwy GvBpwmog  Phot. a 3074: dtevrg Kal dtepapwy GvBpwrog:
(Ar. V. 730): Ta0TOV 0 ATeVrg TR AtePGUWY. TO  0loV ATEPANWY 0TIV 6 OKANPOG Kai 0UK Ewv
pévToL dTepdpwy Kuplwg €l TV SucePntwy  tépev, 6 onpatvel amaldv. woaltwg Kat O
oomplwv TBéaotv. Atevng okANPOG Kal avtitumog. o péviol

atépapvov £t TV SuoePrtwv dompilwv
TBéaot, 10 &¢ tépapvov Emi TV Ppasdiwg
£Popévwy. oltw MAdtwy (Lg. 853d.2, 880e.2)
Kal Mévavspog (fr. 527) kal Aptatopavng (V.
730), W¢ pnot dplvixog.

(22) PS 34.6: adpUval (Soph. fr. 979)- aspov PS fr. 85 = 3° a 379 (= Phot. a 390, ex £™):
Totfjoat kat péya. adplvar adpov motfjoat kai péya. LoQokAfig

(fr. 979).
(23) PS 35.1-2: AvBpwritkdg pivog (Ar. fr. 35)- 6 PS fr. 196 = Phot. a 1983: avBpwrtikog pdbog:

Tiepl avBpwreiwv Tpaypdtwy.

0 mepl avBpwelwv TpaypdTwy EXwv TV
UnoBeav. Aplatopdvng Apgplapdaw (fr. 35).
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(24) PS 35.6-7: Gethoyiar S0Kov. TO & dshoyslv ¥ a 143 (= 2° 396 a): dethoyia moAudoyia,
Kal Ta Gpola adokiya. tautoloyia.

Phot. a 411: det\oyia- ToAuAoyia A
tautohoyia. €0t 8¢ 1) A£ELg Tapd AnpooBével
(19.2) kat Toaiw (fr. 141). 0 pévtol piipa, fitot
10 dethoyely, adokLpov. SnAot ¢ kat to
ékdotote SL66vaL Aoyov kai aroloyiav. kat
deoyia- T0 SLa mavtog &etval Aéyetv. kat
deoyia- TO Al Adyov Kal e0BUVAG UTIEXELY.
oUtw AnpoaBévng kat Toaiog.
Phot. a 423: dethoyia- o del Adyov kal
€0BVVag UTEEXELY. 0UTW AnpoaBévng (19.2) kal
Toatog (fr. 141).
Su. a 428: dgl\oyelG del AaAelc. kal dsthoyia,
moAuhoyia fj tautoAoyia fj T SLa avtog
¢Eelval Aéyewv. aghoyia- TO del Adyov Kal
€0BVVag UTEXELY. 0UTWG AnpoaBévng (19.2) kat
Toatog (fr. 141).

(25) PS 37.10-2: deilwv (Aesch. fr. 28): ‘téav PS fr. 92 = 5° a 405 (= Phot. a 409, ex £™);
agilwv’. Tololtov Kal to deivwy {kal} to aetwv €peilg TpLoUMABWG, wg ol Attikol, Kal
Aévvaov, We T 0wog okg Kal {wog g, Kal deifwov TetpacUMABWG. €oTL 8¢ GpoLov TR
{®v N attiatik. deivw<v> (: deivy Phot.), 6 onuaivel 0

Gévvaov. Qotep olv amod tfig okog evBeiag
SLoUNGBoU yivetal oG eUBela
povooUAAaBoG, Kal 1) altlatikr okv, odtwg Kat
amno ¢ &g €0Belag (: 6pbfig Phot.)
HovVooUAGBoU, 1) kéxpntat kal “Opnpog (1.
5.887), yivetal 1 aitiatikr {Gv kat katd
ouvBeowv dellwv, wg AloxUAog Malkw Tovtiw
(fr. 28)- ‘0 v dellwv dyBiLtov ToOAV Paywv.’
To@okAfiG (fr. 740) 8¢ trv ebBelav elmev (: £pn
Phot.) ‘aellwg yeved'. amo &¢ tiig {wog
SLoUNGBROU £bBelag EINGTWOg elTtey 6
KWHLKOG MAAtwy (fr. 290), g 1} yevikn {wod, v
AloxVAog (fr. 29) katd oUVOeoLY TIpOAYEL,
elnwv- ‘kat yevopat mwg thg de{wou moag’.
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(26)

PS 37.13: axpripwv- 6 pr €Xwv xpApata.

Phot. a 3459: dxprpwv: 6 pn éxwv xprpata, 6
TtévnG. kat dyprjparol kal axpnpatwtépwy. Kat
aypnuatia Ooukudidng sipnkev (1.11.1,
1.11.2).

(Theodoridis attributes 6 prj €xwv - Tévng to
Phrynichus, kat axprjpatot - ©oukudidng
elpnkev to an unspecified source, but we
cannot rule out the derivation from the PS also
for the final part of the entry).

@7

PS 38.1-2: aptomomelv (Phryn.Com. fr. 28)-
oUtwg Attikoi, 51a Tol .

PS fr. 261 = 2° @ 2166 (= Phot. a 2906, ex £”):
aptomdmov kat Attikol kal “Twveg tov
aptomomov. €0tV 8¢ TO APTOTIOTELY €V
Movotpomw Ppuvixou (fr. 28).

(28)

PS 44.1-2: G8ouhog Blog: 6 pr) Soulelovta
EXwv.

PS fr. 81 = £° a 374 (= Phot. a 375, ex 5):
50uhog Blog épElg, ToutéaTy 6 P So0Aov
Exwv. €pelg 6¢ kal adLalektog Blog kal
ayéhaotog Biog kat dyapog Biog. dplviyog év
Movotponw (fr. 19)- ‘Gvopa 6¢ pobott
Movétporog, | {® 6¢ Tipwvog Biov | dyapov,
&uyov, 6E0BUNOV, Atpocodov, | dyéhaatov,
adLaextov, iSloyvwpova'.

(29

PS 45.3-5: avtamomnailewv (Menecr. fr. 1): 6tav
11§ mat{wv dotpaydhols i Yrigols i kapuotg,
fi kKuBeVWV £ Apyupiw vikrar, £lC alBLg
vikdrat, a éviknoev.

PS fr. 205 = Phot. a 2057: avtamomnailewv- 6tav
¢ atwv dotpaydAotg fi Yrigolg <q> Kal
KapLoLg i kal KuPBebwv €T dpyupiw viknon,
elta adfLg vikdrat 6 eviknoe. Mevekpdrng
Mavéktopt (fr. 1) ‘@A worep Talg 6tav
aotpaydloug ékkoyag avtarnomnailn’.

(30)

PS 45.18-9: A6wpog xapts (Eur. fr. 869): fj pn
émt téhoug éABolioa Swped.

PS fr. 89 = 3" a 391(= Phot. a 403, ex £”):
awpog xapLg 1y pn £t téhog éNBoloa Swpéa.
oUtwg Evpunidng (fr. 869).

)

PS 46.2: avnAéntog kat avnAeng: <apepw
SOKLa>.

Phot. a 1921: avnAéntog, ou pdvov {6}
avnAeng. EGBoulog Aavan (fr. 22)- ‘€kelvog &
v loxupdg 0@ospa | Kal atepdpwvy, 8¢ pe
KAdouoav TOT | oUK AAENDE’. kal NLKOPaXOG
(TrGF 127 F 16)- ‘Saipwv avnAéntog.
avnAeritwg 6¢ Aplotopavng £on (fr. 776).
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(32) PS 46.8-9: dAinaota- ot pév oMol amAGG td  PS fr. 147 = 3P 0 975 (= Phot. a 953, ex £™):

tapixn, ot & apyaiol td GAol MEMaopeva. aAinaota: olovtal oi moAAol dAinacta tad
TapLynpa, ov xpvrat 8¢ oiTwg ATTikol, GAN
¢TL TGV GAOL eMaopévwy Kpe®v OTTdv
TPOCPATWV.

(33) PS49.1-3: el ta otpatevpata damavdv (X.  Phot. a 1377: dugl td otpatevpata damavév:
An. 1.1.8)- lrolg & Gv kal mept dBANnTag Kawog 6 Adyog Kai Sleoynuatiopevos: RV yap
Samavav kal mept {nnoug. TO Katd pUOLY €imely €i¢ T@ otpatelpata

Sarmavadv. inolg & dv kal oUtwg: Tepl AOANTAG
Samavdv, nepl étaipag <kat> mév 6 T duotov.
oUtwg Zevop®v (An. 1.1.8) kal ®puvLYOG.

(34) PS 49.4-5: aueefdviwv (X. An. 1.5.11)- dvtl  Su. a 1741: appiegaviwv- avtl ol
100 ApeLofnTnodviwy. AapLoBntnodviwy kat StevexBéviwy. odTwg

Zevo®v (An. 1.5.11) ‘Gueegdviwy &€ T
évtaldba tdv te 100 Mévwvog oTpatlwt@v Kat
100 K\edpyou’.

(35) PS 49.7: Gvoiow- avti tod Aoyodpa, mt PS fr. 204 = Phot. a 2024: dvoiow- avti 00

Pripou. AoytoOpay, £l Prigou. €0t &€, WG Sokel,
SLwTLKOV. PLAwvidng KoBopvolg (fr. 4)- ‘Tepl
& Wv oL AéyeLg, AOyog £oTiv ol Tipog
ABnvaioug katd xeLpog, | 6v éyw Aoylobuat €§
dtehelag, T SNpw & oudEv dvoiow’.

(36) PS50.11: dKpaTNG YAPWV: ETTL YUVALKOG PS fr. 125 = 3° a 767 (= Phot. a 838, ex £):
AKOAAOTOU Kal PHOLXLKFG. AKPATNG YAUWV- oepvoG Kal e0Tpeng 6 Adyog

€Ml yuvatkog tiBépevog akoAdatou Kal
HOLXLKFiG. 0UTwg PpUVLYOG.

(37) PS51.1: dkpatng XELPOG: O KAETTNG. PS fr. 126 = 3° a 768 (= Phot. a 839, ex ”):
AKPATAG XELPOG O KAETTTNG. POLOV TO AKPATAG
yapwv.

(38) PS51.5-6: akwdwviatov (Ar. Lys. 485)- 3 0 825 (= Phot. a 883, I™): GKWSWVLOTOV:

apacaviotov, adokipactov. apacaviotov, ASokipactov. oUtwg
ApLoto@avng (Lys. 485).
(39) PS59.20: dtepmég Epyov. Phot. a 3082: dtepmég €pyov: TO i) Ka®’

S0VV TPaATTIOpEVOV.
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(40) PS 85.5-6: KUVOKEPAANOG (Ar. Eq. 416) SLa
@V Suolv A\ ol Attikol.

PS fr. 319 = Phot. k 1216: KUVOKEQAA<A>OV- v
101G 6U0 AN Aéyouatv. oUtwg ApLotopavng (Ar.
Eq. 416).

(While Theodoridis suggested derivation from
the PS, Alpers 1981 prints the Photius entry as
Orus fr. B 86 on the ground that év toig 800
M\ be Orus’ characteristic use of év twt. This
same use is attested in the Eclogue, but never
in the epitome and the fragments of the PS).

Table 4: The epitome and the indirect tradition result from independent processes of epitomisation

and excerption.

(1) PS2.11: dvopyol- {oov €oti TR AvopyntoL.

PS fr. 203 = 3° & 1450 (Phot. a 2035 = Su. a
2563, ex ¥'): Gvopyol: avti tod dveu opyiig.
Kpativog (fr. 413).

(2)  PS4.11-3: AvwéAntog GvBpwrtog EVTIOALG
(fr. 409) pev 18lwg €l Tod pr) Suvapévou 1y pn

Boulopévou wpeAnBijvat. ol 8¢ oMol £l
100 pr) WEeAELY BENoVTOG ) Suvapévou.

Phot. a 2169: avwpéAntog GvBpwrog:
Yrpdrrig (fr. 68)- ‘AvwpéAntog Kal Beolg
€xBp0g.

(3)  PS4.14-5.2: dpatpelv kpokLuSag: Alav
fAttikiotal kai tibetat émt thv mavta
TIOLOUVTWVY SLA KOAGKELaY, WOTE Kal
TIAPEMOpEVOUG APaLpely KpokUSAg Tfg
¢06fTog 1} KApYOE TL TAG KEQYAARG 1} ToD
yevelou. 0 8¢ Aplatopdvng <kal> aatpel
Tpixag gnotv éni T1vog KOAaKeVEW
énxelpolvrog (fr. 689).

27 2491 (= Phot. a 3291 = Su. @ 4570, ex T'):
agpatpelv kpokUSag: ml iV AvTa ToLOUVTWY
€vekev koAakelag. dAol te xplvtal Kal
Aptatopavng (fr. 689)- ‘el TLg koAakeUeL TTapwv
Kal Tag kpoKLSaG APaLPGV’.

(4)  PS5.11-4: AvBpwTiog AMoWpag: AMoPPASES

nuépat, kad’ ag AmnyopeuTo TL IPATTELY.

onpaivel odv tov olov amaiotov Kal éEespov
Kal émapatov GvBpwTiov ‘CUVETUYEV EELOVTL

pot | GvBpwrog drowpdg kal PAETIWY
arotiav’ (Eup. fr. 332).

PS fr. 190 = Phot. a 1977: dvBpwrtog amoppag:
olov anaiolog kal £Ee5pog Kal £mdparoc,
Kéxpntat T ovopatt EGmoAwg (Eup. fr. 332.2).
€v ouvouotiq xpnotéov tfj cuvtatel, enotv 6
dplviyog.

(5)  PS5.19-20: avepeotwdn (Ar. Ra. 1084)- kal
avepéotwoey: avtl to0 <émAnpwbn> (de
Borries ex 5° a 1348) kal £émAfipwoey.

PS fr. 183 = 5° a 1348 (ex 5°): Avepeotwen (Ar.
Ra. 1084)- &vemAnpwon.
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(6)

PS 6.1-3: avBpwroeldég Bnpiov, K8att cul@v-
£miL To0 Mavkou <tod> avaavévtog €k Tiig
Baldoonc. Aioxuhog (fr. *26).

PS fr. 194 = Phot. a 1981: GvBpwMoeL8£C
Onpiov- ént tod Mavkou 00 dvagavévtog €k
tfi¢ Baldoong AtoyUAog elpnkev (fr. *26).
xpron navayod.

@)

PS 6.13-7: akOpwv {BAlatta} E0pLmisdng
(Andr. 158) émi to0 pr) yewdv téBeikev, woavel
<¢mi 100> aydvou. woaltwg Kal Aplatopdvng
(fr. 765). <kal akOpwv B&Aacoa ry pr) avépolg
Tapaccopévn Kat kupawopévn> (add. de
Borries ex £). Aéyetal 8¢ kat akUparog (trag.
adesp. fr. 336)- ‘akVpatog &6¢ TopOPOC év
Ppikn YA

7 @ 821 (= Phot. a 881, ex £): AKUpWV- PR
YEWQOQ, WG EyKUPWY 1) ouvelneula (= £ a
283, from Cyril lexicon). Aéyetat kat (Phot.: 8¢
3°, quod Bekker corr.) akOpwv 8dhacaoa f pr
AVELOLG TAPACCOPEVN Kal KUPOLVOPEVN.

)]

PS 7.7-9: Gteyktog mapnyoprjpacty- AtoyUAog
50Tk vl yevikiig ATtk éxprioato €BeL (fr.
348). MAdtwv <6¢> yevikij kéxpntad (R. 361¢.7):
‘un téyyeoBal U kakodoflag’.

2° 0 2328 (= Phot. a 3064 = Su. a 4329, ex 2'):
dteyktog dvBpwrog Tapnyoprpacty (Phot.
om. TIapnyopnHacLy)- 6 pn PPeEXOUEVOG PrTE
TpoaLéPeVog tapapubiav, GAAA okANpPOG Wy
wWe 1) METpa 1}” GO TL TGV OKANPGV, WG Pndé
(2° et Su.: g pry) UTo G8atog Ppéxeadal.

9)

PS 9.3-5: amrvBiotal (cod. C: amnvBicBat
Bekker): 16 dnoPeBAnkévat 1o évBog. kat
EVEPYNTLIKGG €TtL ToD SpGivtog (<AlayUAoG (Ag.
1662)> de Borries) tibnat (<triv @wvrv> de
Borries) amavbioal (de Borries: danavBioag
cod. Q).

PS fr. *234 = Phot. a 2249 (b, S%) (ex £"?):
amavBilewv: MwAiwv (Reitzenstein: AoAiwy’ b
[littera A rubra]: MoAiwv S?) elpnkev-
‘arnavBidewv éneyelpel Tolg PpUyag AXIAEUG .
Phot. a 2416: amrvBlotat: drnoBERANKe TO
GvBog Kal olov amokekdounTaL. 0UTwg
AloxVAog (fr. 415a, oUtwg AloyUAog in marg.
cod. z; cf. Aesch. fr. 100 [= Stob. 4.10.24]: A\’
ApNG @UAEL | del td A@ota mdvt anaveilewv
[Porson: mavta tavBpwrnwv] otpatod).

(10

PS 11.13: dmapvog: oepvotepov tol €Eapvog
Kal TIOALTLKWTEPOV.

Phot. a 2263: dnapvog avti to0 éapvog 10
yap dmapvog oepvoTEPOV.

(1

PS 12.1-3: A0TELOV <TL> Kal KATEPPLVNHEVOV
elmelv (Ar. Ra. 901-2)- onpaivel 1o
Kateppvnpévoy T0 oUTw AEMTRG Kal Akpw
Slelpyaopévov, Go<te> pnde Slatpelobat
émtriSetov elvat.

° @ 2260 (= Phot. & 2993 = Su. a 4234, ex I'):
AOTELOV TL KAl KATEPPLVNUEVOV ELTIETV: KWHILKT
(Ar. Ra. 901-2) fj CUPTIAOKY. onpaivel 8¢ T
KaTeEPPLVNPEVOV TO BKPWG SLELPYaoUEVOY. €V
(év om. Phot.) cuvouoiq xpG.
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(12)

PS 12.14-5: autr) vov 1) copta {fj- émt twvog
€uSokLpodvtog xp®. <épotov> Kal To autn
avoel rj podoa.

3P @ 2427 (= Phot. a 3200 = Su. a 4478, ex ¥'):
autn vov i copia fj- €mi tvog
guSoKLpolvTOG.

3° 02428 (= Su. 0 4478, ex ') aUTH ViV QBT
1 yodoa- dpoLov TR TPoTEPW Kal
TIOALTLKWTEPOV.

(13)

PS 15.3-5: amrjptnos kal anaptdv- avtl tod
AMéoTacé TVOG Kal AmeXWPLOE. Kal
AnpooBévng év @ Umep otepavou (18.59) ‘kai
pE pndelg UToAdPn dmaptdv tov Adyov Thg
ypagfic.

Phot. a 2271: anaptdv- avti tod pakpav
andyet<v>. AnpocBévng (18.59).

(Derivation from the PS is indicated tentatively
by Theodoridis).

(14)

PS 15.6-7: aventep®obat tryv Yuxnv (Cratin.
fr. 379)- olov dvacecoBijoBat, kmrotov elvat.

3?0 1305 (= Phot. a 1617 = Su. a 2305, ex ¥'):
averntep®oBat trv Puxrv- olov
avaceooiiobat. Kpativog (fr. 379) kal
EUTOAL (fr. 407).

(15)

PS 17.13-4: avépoyuvov GBuppa (Eup. fr. 46)-
el B€NoLg yOvvy Tva ok®@at, xprioato Gv.

Phot. a 1764: avSpoyUvwy dBuppa- EUTIOALG
év AotpateUtolg (fr. 46). avdpoyuvoug 8¢
&\eyov ToUG Avdpag PV TO oWpa puvTag, €ig
yuvalkag 8¢ opdg autoug apévtag kat tag
ToUTWV émTtnSevoELg émtnSebovtag,

(16)

PS 18.6-7: ATOAEPOG XPOVOC: TO ELPNVLIKOV
katebvopov Ti¢ Staitng onpaivet.

Phot. a 2554: dmOAEP0G XpOVOG: Gnpaivel ToV
elpnvikov kai tnv npepiav tod §6parog.

(17

PS 18.8-9: dyeuotog Bolvng Kkat tpo@fig kat
TV Opolwv. Katd yeviknyv <tibetar>.

° @105 (= Phot. a 156 = Su. a 207, ex ¥):
@yeuaotog Boivng: dotelwg Blou Exwv.
Phot. a 157: dyguotog Boivng Kal amAig
Gyguotog To06¢€ xpr AEyeLy.

(18)

PS 19.14-6: amalog eiomAoug tol Apévoc:
(Wotep ‘Opnpog (0d. 5.425) ToUg SUGdPPOUG
Apévag Tpayelg Aéyel, oUtwg Kpativog (fr. 383)
Ml TRV ELOPPWVY TO ATaAGVY €K T00 évavtiou
elmev.

Phot. a 2234: amahog elomAoug {tod} Alpévoc:
avti to0 tpayéog Aapwv 6 Kpartivog to amalog
ouvtagLy fdlotnv énoinoev ‘amalog elomAoug
Awpévog eimwv (fr. 383).

(19

PS 21.1-2: aGeoBal lp Kal évavecbal:
Aptatogavng (fr. 784) abopevog, Kpativog (fr.
450) évaveoBal.

Phot. a 3155: absoBat mlp kat évaveoBat
‘Ounpog elmev (0d. 5.490) kai Aptotopavng (fr.
784) kai Kpativog (fr. 450).
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(20) PS 22.8-9: dpayov T Kakov: UTEpPOALKEG, Phot. a 1152: dpayov <kakov>: 10 kad’

Tpog 6 oUK Qv TLg payxéoatto. UmepBoAnv Kakov, Tipog 6 oude payéoacbat
évL.
(The supplement is unnecessary if we
postulate independent manipulation of the
source text).

(21) PS 26.11-3: dkog meplartov: ATTk®G elpnTat 2° @ 758 (= Phot. a 830, ex £): G0
Katd oUVBeoLY <petd> Tod dKog. TO 8¢ nieplamtov- ATTKOG elpnrat. kéxpnrat Tij
meplamtov Katd povov <émi tod meplappatog>  ouvlnkn Kpativog (fr. 373).
kaBwpiAntat.

(22) PS 26.16-7: dypoBoag avrip- 6 dypoikwg 7" @301 (Phot. a 267, ex I™): dypoBoag avrip:
@OeyyOHEVOG Kal OUK EPPEADG. Xp® £TTL TV 0 dypoikwg pBeyyopevog kal oUK doTelwg
and®v Kal peyahopuvwy. 006¢ ¢upehiG. oUtwg Kpativog (fr. 371).

(23) PS 27.20-1: avnypeto €€ bmvou (Soph. fr. 824)  Phot. a 1911: avrjypeto ¢§ Urvou: ATTK&G
Kal €€rypeto- ATtk®g <elpnrat>. dyav to0to ¢0TL Tapa Zo@oKAEL (fr. 824).

(24) PS 30.10-4: dpyupookOTog Kal Apyupoyvwpwy Phot. a 2791: dpyupookomog: o pév
Kal dpyupapoLBog: elpntat 8¢ apyupoyvwpwy  dpyupoyvwpwy Kal dpyupapoLBog tétpurtal
pév Tapd to yvival suvacBal SOKLOY Te kal — Tapd Tolg ATTLKLOTALG, TO 6& ApyupOoOoKOTIOG
KiB&nAov apylpLov. ApyupookoTog 6¢ tapa  oUKETL. elpntat 8¢ mapd TO OKOTEW TO
10 OKOTIELY, apyupapolBog &¢ 6 apelfwv avtt  dpyuplov kai Stakpively amo tol adokipou T
100 Apyupiou képuarta. SOKLpOV.

(25) PS 32.12-4: GAnApévov- AvasLmAoDvTeg 2 @ 971 (= Phot. a 939, ex X'): GAnAtpévov:
Aéyouatv avti tod AAELppévov. oUTw Kal TO 14 tolaldta ot Attikol dvadimholvieg Aéyouoty
KOATOPWPUKTO Kal TO KATOpwPUyHEVOV, Kal avti to0 AAelppévov. oltwg Ooukudidng
beravtat avtl tod Hyavrat. (4.68.6).

(26) PS 35.3-5: aBnp (Philon. fr. 12)- 1 akpr| To0 s 0 461 (ex £7): aBAp- 1) Ak To0

rjkovnuévou aldripou, amo tol aBépog, 6 éotv
AoTayvocg o (kpov Kal Aemtétatov, ap’ 6 o
abnpnAotydv kat <td> abepileLv.

KOVNUEVOU GLENPOU, KATA UETAPOPAV Ao
100 ABépog, 6 ot ToU AoTdyuog TO Gkpov Kal
Aerttotartov, ag’ ol to abnpridattov Kai
a6épLlov memointat. odtwg PAwvidng (fr. 12)
~ Phot. a 469 (ex I™): &Brjp- 1} akpr) tol
KOVNUEVOU GLEAPOU KATA HETAPOPAV €K TOT
abépoc, 6¢ €0t T00 oTdYVOG TO GKPOV Kal
Aerttotatov, ag’ o o abnpnAolydv Kal
@Bepilewv memointat. oUtwg PLAwVISN (fr.
12).
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(27) PS 36.1-4: aikaMovteg onpatvel To Phot. a 583: aik@A\ewv- avti tol oatvely, érep
oaivovteg, 6mep ot kUveG ToLoTotv. 6 pévot ol KUveg ToLoUov. oUtwg MAdtwy (fr. 248).
T0@oKAfG (fr. 1082) kal poooaivetv. xp@® odv,
el pev PLoTIPWG, T aikdMewy, €l 8¢
TIOALTLKGG, TH) TTPOCOALVELY.

(28) PS 37.14-6: ywyeUc: O LPAC TEV KUVNYETIKGY  2° a 313 (= Phot. a 305, ex £): ywyelc: O
KUV@V, () £mdyovtal UTto TGV KUVNYETGV. LHAGg TWV KUVNYETIKGOV KUV@V. 0UTWE
Ttpartig 8¢ (fr. 55.2) tov immou tpdvra, To@okAR¢ (fr. 974).

EpENKETAL Kal Emayetal, aywyéa AéyeL.

(29) PS 40.13-4: avtuBolia- &L Kkai oepvov. Phot. a 2083: avtiBoAia- EGmoAlg KoAaguy (fr.
onpatvet 8¢ kat iketetav. 168). onpatvet 8¢ iketelav.

(30) PS 41.8-42.3: dopdpayog: 81a1 tod ¢. Botdvng " a 2306 (= Phot. a 3038 = Su. a 4297, ex ¥'):
€180¢ ao@apayog mpog Tag KabApoELg acpdpayov- gapuyya (= £ a 1026). oTOPaXOV,
¢ritiSetov. ol 8¢ ool ta Oppeva Thv Aatpov. Aéyetal &¢ kal o dkavBav
Aaydvwv 81d tod T domapdayoug kahodaoly, anoguopevov BAAoTna. éott &€ TL kal
Suot mepurtintovieg auaptipaocty, 6t te Std  Botdvng £80g Aopapayog, Tpdg Tag
100 Tt AéyouatLy, &éov 51d Tod @, Kal 6TL TO KaBdapoeLg £mLtridelov. oUtw pév ol Attikol SLa
15lwg kahoUpevov émi Tvog Toag €mt maviwy o0 @ TV AEELY tpopépouaty, ol 6¢ ToAol pry
TV €Eoppeviloviwy <Aéyovte> tiBevtat v dxptBolvteg SLd tod Tt Aéyouaty, kal AmARG @
Qwvnv. TV Aayavwy Gppeva aoTtapayous KaodoLy.

(31) PS 43.3-4: dperuepog Tupetdg (Soph. fr. Su. a 1695: AUPAUEPOV: TOV APENUEPLVOV
507.2)- 6v apgnuepvov ot tatpot. TIUPETOV. Zo@okAR¢ Motuéat (fr. 507.2):

‘KPUPOV PEPWVY yvdBoLowy EE appnuépou’.

(32) PS 43.5-8: apagiaia pripata- peydAa, & épol  Phot. a 1118: dpagiaia pripata- peydAa, @
av duata, ok AvBpwttog fj UolUytov. kat 6  PépeL duaga, oUk AvBpwTtog fj UTtolUyLov.
montA (1. 20.247) ‘008’ &v vnig ékatdluyog  MoAlTnAog év Atovioou yovaig (fr. 7) ‘priuad’
(xBog GpoLto’. ouk £ott Talta TOALTIKA, TH apadiaia’. 6 6¢ KavBapog év Tnpel (fr. 8)
pévtol ot Sidotat Aéyetv. ‘apadlatla kopmdopata’ lpnkev. ou &¢ ol

Xprion tfj toLavtn PpAaceL KwUKA yap, GAN
o0 TOALTIKA Ta Totadta.
(33) PS43.17-9: amAg, SLAG, TPLIAd Kal T dpoLa 3P @ 1799 (= Phot. a 2436 = Su. a 3221, ex ¥):

TEPLOTIMOLY, <0U> yap UTTOTTiTTEL Tf TWVLKI
Slatpéoe, olov SumAda SUMAG Kal Té épota.

AmAd kal SUMAG Kal TTOAamAd kal Tavta
TepLoT®oL Td Totadta, apyupd, xpuod,
Kepaped amo tod kepapeolv, Kal Yowvikid amo
100 PowikLodv.

(Cf. Su. 6 1258: SunAat, Su. T 1871: TTOAATAG,
Su. @ 783: dowvikd, Su. X 553: xpuod).
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Table 4 (continued)

(34) PS44.7-10: avidopay, é@’ oig fjoBnv: avti tod  Phot. a 1913: avidopat ¢’ oig fjoBnv moté:
oUkED’ fidopat. ‘Eppurmog (fr. 28) ‘G <yap> 100’ oukétL dopat, AN’ EkBAMw TV dovrv.
fja0nv, tadta viv avidopar’. avti tod {kat} Katvn 1 v Kal ToALTIKWTEPOV TL Exouaa.
TNV €1 ékelvolg yeyevnuévny amoppimw kat  “Eppunmog ©¢€oig (fr. 28).
amotiBepat ndovnv.

(35) PS 45.15: avtaipewy- dvtaviotacBat. Phot. a 2052: dvtaipetv- avravictaoBa,
Anpoabévng (2.24, 6.5). avtaywvifeobat.

(36) PS 47.16-7: avtavayv@val (Cratin. fr. 289) s 01528 (= Phot. a 2046, ex £):

XPNotpov. oUK AvtiBalelv o8’ avegetdoat. avtavayv@val oUK QuTtBAAELY. oUTw
Kpativog "Qpatg (fr. 289).

(37) PS 48.14: dkeloBat Kal éEakelobat Kal £ml tod 5P a 668 (= Phot. a 730(+) = Su. a 856, ex &):
BepameveLy Kal €ml To0 andyewy émaywydg ek axelobar Aéyely Bepamelely KWHWSEODVTEC (:
yontelag kat payyaveiag énnypévag. o0tw Kwpwdodvta Su.).

NMAdtwv év MoAtteiag Seutépw (364c.1). Phot. a 730: akeloBat Aéyelv, BeparmeveLv.
mapattelobat, idobat. kat amayetv Emaywyag
¢k yontelag Kal payyavelag mnypévag Tot.
MAdtwy év Seutépw MoAteiag (364c.1).
Zo@OKARG 8¢ €v AvtLyovn (1027) ékhapBavel
10 dkeloBa émi o0 apaptiav émavopBolobat
KaTa JETAQOPAv.

(38) PS50.9-10: AvaBeppaivelv Tag @pévag (Soph.  Phot. a 1473: dvaBeppaively tag ppévag, Ty
fr. 822) kal tv Stavolav, TV yvwunv- olov yvwuny, tov volv- olov Gvakively, auidv,
<Ava>KLELY, QUaTapdatteLy. Avatapatrelv. To@okAfg (fr. 822).

(39) PS 52.4: qumeAoupyel- SOKLUOV. Phot. a 1245: dumehoupyodg (Ar. Pax 190) Kal

apmehoupyelv (Ar. fr. 768)- ApLotopdvng €@n.

(40) PS 81.12-3: kupéhaL @povnudtwv (com. adesp. Phot. K 1278: KuéAat gpovnuatwy (com.
fr. 612) olov BfikaL PPoVAcEWE. KUPEAN yap adesp. fr. 612)- <***> dyyela- i kevol
ayyelov elg amodeoLv TUpGV. Tavtdnaoty.

(41) PS 85.3-4: kuvodeopat alg ta aidola ot Phot. K 1215: KuvoS£opn: SeppdAtLov () TAG
Attikol ameokoAuppévol amododvtal. kOva 8¢ dkporooBiag droSodoty ot mept Tdg
10 aidolov ékdAouv. anodUoeLg AoxnUOVoDVTES.

(42) PS90.9-13: vealéc: tapa TO GAEG, O onpaivel  Phot. v 66: vealic: éktelvetal To a.

10 ABpoOV, TO VEWOTL yeyevnpévov Kal
GUVEVNVEYHEVOV. TO Yap OUVEABETY Kal
ouvaAoBfjvat tautov. <6 6&> Aplotopavng
<¢v Anpviacg (fr. 378) &1a pakpod ol o> T
VeaAng <téBetkev i tol véou kal
Akpagovtog>.

ApLato@avng Anpviatg (fr. 378) ‘€wg veahng
€0TLV QUTAV TV akpnv’. Mévavspog (fr. 559).
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(43) PS91.1-2: veolaia (Ar. fr. 73)- €éotL véog Aadg  Phot. v 138: veoAaia: véog Aaog katl ou TtaAat
1 vedtng, Ttap’ 6 yéyovev 1 veoAaia. €l¢ Avdpag eyyeypappévog.
PS 113.3-4: tijg vOv veoAaiag (cod.: Tfg {vOv}  Phot. v 139: veohaiav- T veotnta
veoAaiag possis coll. Ar. fr. 73)- Tfig vOv TETPacUMGBWG ol Attikol. BaBulwviolg (Ar.
VEOTNTOG, TO0 VOV YEVoUg. €K ToD véog kal tod  fr. 73) ‘@ ZeD, T Xpfipa T veohaiag wg
Aaoc,. KaAOV’.

(44) PS 117.14-8: (roula yovarta kai UrtouAov Phot. u 272 = Su. u 622: bouAa ydvata- Kal

X€lpa Kal moda, owua (Cratin. fr. 498): 0
@Aeypalvov 8Ld tvag MAnydg. T §6Eav pev
éxov LyLelag, évoBev 6¢ caBpov kat
PAeypaivov. 60ev PETaPépPouaty Tl TRV
eUmpen®g pév SLakeyopévuwy, Evéobev <5e>
EMLBOUAEUOVTWV.

Umoulov TtoSa kat Utouhov Xelpa kal odpa-
10 PAgypaivov SLd tvag Anyag kat €yyug tod
agiotaocBal 6v. Kpartivog (fr. 498).

(45)

PS 120.6-8: X0MA&eg (Pherecr. fr. 280)- a
Suotv A\, at tfig yaotpog Sa ayutnta
éruntUgeLs. ‘Opnpog (I1. 4.526, 21.181) &L €vog
<\> 1d évtepa.

Y x 151 (B) (= Phot. [z, ined., apud Pherecr. fr.
280], ex £): xoAAdag: 51a tol 5Vo A\, Tag év
1alg Aayoot odpkag. oUtwg PepeKpATnG

(fr. 280).

Table 5: Further, possible cases of ‘multiple’ entries (?).

(1) ayplow PS 24.12-3: dypwwBelg, PS 73.13-4: yplwvtat Kal oecrnpacty €’
AaMrAoug
(2)  &Tug and mepique PS 18.11-2: &QUE, PS 100.3-4: TepiuE kal aqug
(3) avaléw PS 24.10-1: valéoat kal avadeoov, PS 48.8: avéleoev alpa, Phot.
a 1795: avéleoev alpa
(4) anavbilw PS 9.3-5: amfvBiotat, Phot. a 2416: amiveiotay, PS fr. *221 = 5°
1407 (= Phot. a 1963 = Su. a 2515, ex ¥'), PS fr. *234 = Phot. a
2249 (ex £™)
(5) amotia and dmiotog PS 5.15-6: arwotiav BAETeL, PS 41.7: amiotely, PS 43.9: Gmiotov e
Tong
(6) autokepag and PS 1.9-11: altokepag, PS 29.13-5: altokpatov (see Kaibel 1899, 19;
autokpatov Favi 2022b)
(7)  &wpog, dwpla and PS 4.8-10: dwplav fikeLv, PS 33.17-8: dwpa TpdtreLy, PS 42.12-3:
derivatives awpobavarog, 3P 1 2640 (= Phot. a 3497 = Su. a 2855, ex ¥') (= PS
fr. 1295 = Ael.Dion. a 205): AwpdAelog
(8) Baldvtia and PS 53.11-2: BouAwpLd ta BaAdvtia, PS 53.14-5: BaAaVTLOTOPETY

Balavtiotopéw
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Table 5 (continued)

(9) 8wopntpa and SKoAUUNG  PS 62.9-10: StkopnTpa, PS 63.11-2: SLkoAUpNG EvBpwTIog

(10)  &koAUuNg and ixBuoAlpng PS 63.11-2: SLkoAUPNG GvBpwtog, PS 76.3-4: ixBUuoAUuNg

AvBpwrog
(11) émételog and tOWoC PS 72.4-5: émételov, PS 114.9-10
(12) ¢éouog and opijvog PS 66.5-6: £€0p0C PEALOO@V Kal opfjvog peALoo@v, PS 110.14:

opfjvog kat €apog

(13) kviookOAa§/kuookoAag PS 81.6-7: KuookoOAag, PS 84.20-1: kviootnpntig (see Pellettieri

and kvLootnpenTAg 2023)
(14) pnpokautelv and PS 88.11: ynpokautely, PS 97.2-5: dAokautelv
OAOKQUTELV

(15) 8CeL kviong and 6lewv €TV PS 92.18: el kviong, PS 92.3-4: 6LV €TV

(16) Oppat and oppakiag PS 92.1-2: Spgakag BAEmeLy, PS 94.9-10: opgpakiag Bupog, PS
96.24: dppakag
(17) @dhavtog and PS 26.14-5: avapahavtiag, PS 124.1-4: @dhavtog (and perhaps PS
avagaiavtiag 84.18-9: kpavLOAsLog as suggested by Kaibel 1899, 28)
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Olga Tribulato
Stylistic terminology in the Praeparatio
sophistica

1 Introduction: Types of evaluative terminology
in the PS

Despite its heavily abbreviated state, the PS as transmitted by cod. Par. Coisl. 345
still preserves a sufficiently varied range of evaluative terminology to allow it to
be classified not simply as an Atticist lexicon, but more specifically as one focused
on stylistic theorisation and aimed at providing its readers with a rich selection
of notable Classical expressions with which to nuance their stylistic palette. The
existence of indirect witnesses to the PS — chiefly the Synagoge, Photius’ lexicon,
and the Suda — which bear traces of states of the text that in part differ from that
preserved in the Coislinianus (see Favi, this volume), is of paramount importance
for the appreciation of the evaluative side of Phrynichus’ work. Not only do these
indirect witnesses often repeat the evaluative terminology found in the epitome
of cod. Par. Coisl. 345, thus confirming the likelihood that such judgements go
back to Phrynichus himself, but they also contain further evaluative comments
that the epitome lacks. Although it is impossible to be certain that these com-
ments were part of the original PS (for they may have been added by those who
extracted these entries from whatever earlier version of the PS they had at their
disposal), a certain amount of overlap between the terminology used in cod. Par.
Coisl. 345 and that used by the indirect witnesses suggests that much of this termi-
nology can be approached with reasonable confidence that it belongs to the origi-
nal PS.

In the following sections, I collect and discuss the range of evaluative termi-
nology that can be reconstructed for the PS on the basis of both the Coislinianus
and the entries in the indirect witnesses that certainly date back to the PS or that
have been attributed to the PS on the basis of the doctrine they express. I have
divided the evidence into three subgroups: (1) Atticist (i.e. prescriptive) terminol-
ogy (Section 2); (2) general stylistic terminology (e.g. judgements on the beauty or
vividness of certain expressions: Section 3); (3) terminology that refers to a spe-
cific literary genre (e.g. comedy or encomium), style (e.g. solemn style), or linguis-
tic register (e.g. contempt, irony, etc.: for a definition of these separate but over-
lapping categories, see Section 4). In addressing the second and third groups, I
shall attempt to situate Phrynichus’ terminology within Greek stylistic thought,
paying particular attention to the contemporary theorisation of Hermogenes’ On

3 Open Access. © 2025 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111580319-005
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Types of Style. Equipped with these comparative insights, in the final part of this
contribution I shall focus on the elusive category of T0 moAttikév in the PS and
assess to what extent we can see in Phrynichus’ use of this category an adherence
to the extensive theoretical discussion of the moAttikog Adyog in Greek manuals of
style.

Each section is accompanied by a list of all the entries of the PS (including
the indirect witnesses) in which a given type of terminology is attested. In order
to keep the data to a manageable size, I have confined the analysis to the entries
in a, which are usually longer and for which the indirect tradition is especially
rich. I have, however, highlighted the occurrence of the more significant evalua-
tive labels outside of a (see especially Sections 3 and 4). The comparison of the
material in the epitome of the Coislinianus with that of the indirect witnesses
clearly shows that whatever text of the PS these two stages of the tradition attest
to, they excerpted it in different ways (see also Favi, this volume for the same
conclusion). Whether these differences are accidental or reflect precise choices
on the part of the excerptors is very difficult to prove. In the discussion, however,
I will pay closer attention to those cases where one branch of the tradition (I use
this term for lack of a better one) manifests a sharp difference from the other.

2 Atticist (prescriptive) terminology

The Atticist orientation of the PS is evident in the variety of prescriptive (and,
partly, also proscriptive) instructions that it preserves. Not only is the adjective
Attkog, with its related group of speakers — the Attikoil — by far the most com-
mon item in this terminological group, but it also outnumbers those in the other
two groups. This orientation notwithstanding, the typically Atticist positive labels
dpyxaiog ‘ancient’, §6xiuo¢ ‘approved, reputable’, and adoxiuog ‘disapproved, dis-
reputable’ are less present in the extant material of the PS as a whole than in the
Eclogue (the following counts consider both lexica in their entirety). §6xiuog ap-
pears a total of 14 times in the PS, but some 50 times in the Eclogue, where ot
Sokupol ‘the approved authors’ is especially frequent — a concept that is curiously
absent in the PS. Conversely, throughout the PS dpyaiog is represented only by
instances of oi apyaiol ‘the ancient authors’ (10x), while in the Eclogue it also fre-
quently classifies words. 456xiuog has three extant attestations in the PS, but al-
most 40 in the Eclogue. While these comparisons should not be taken too rigidly —
too different is the breadth of Phrynichus’ two lexica and the nature of the
abridgements that they underwent, not to mention the fact that the mere count-
ing of tokens does not amount to a statistical study - they do fit nicely with the
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idea that the PS, while broadly Atticist in scope, was less focused on militant pre-
scriptivism than on information on how to competently use the ancient and Attic
expressions it collected.

This orientation is confirmed by the fact that the general Atticist terminology
(below, List 1) includes references to groups of speakers with which Phrynichus
nuances his description of the registers and sociolects that are variously opposed
to that of the Attikol: the ayopatot (‘vulgar’), the auabeic (‘uneducated’), the i6t-
@tat (laymen’), the moAdol (‘the many, the mass’), and finally the contemporary
speakers (ot viiv), who use certain words differently from the ancients. All these
labels also have numerous parallels in the Eclogue, and here too we see some
common trends between the two lexica: the label oi &yopalol is as rare in the PS
(only one attestation in the indirect tradition) as it is in the Eclogue (it appears
only in Ecl. 176, on which see Favi 2022a); apabrc and duabeig are well represented
in both lexica (12x in the PS, 8x in the Eclogue); the total instances of i8twtng/i8t-
®tal and iSlwTikog are similar (4x in the PS, of which 1x in the indirect witnesses
and 3x in the Eclogue), and so are those of oi viv (4x in the PS, 5x in the Eclogue, of
which 1x about ot viv pritopeg) and of oi moAAol (25x in the PS and 20x in the Ec-
logue). Given their sheer frequency, the categories of Attikoi and moAloi seem to
represent the opposite ends of Phrynichus’ prescriptive spectrum in the PS.

The comparison between the direct and the indirect witnesses confirms that
the latter — whether represented by the Synagoge or solely by Photius — preserve
evaluations that the compiler(s) behind the epitome of the Coislinianus did not
deem worth preserving. A particularly telling example (the full analysis of all
these entries is provided in List 1) is the case of oi ayopalol, a label preserved
only once in Phot. a 2019 (= PS fr. 199). In the case of the moA)oi, too, the indirect
witnesses provide more information than the epitome: consider Phot. a 629 on
atpwselv ‘to have teeth set on edge’ (cf. PS 14.3), which preserves the attribution
of the alternative form aipwS8idw to the moAloi, while the epitome lacks it; Phot. a
2548 on damnolomiCelv ‘to skin’ (an entry not present in the Synagoge tradition; cf.
PS 44.13-4), which marks the alternative form of the verb (amoAenifw) as typical
of the moAAoi, with a broader approach that PS 44.13 lacks; and Phot. a 2019 (= PS
fr. 199, see above) on the construction avonta ei tolto émitdgelg ‘it is foolish if
you order this to me’, with its rich evaluations which find no parallel in the partly
similar entry of PS 3.8-10 (see List 1 under éyopaiog, Attikéc, and oi moA)oi).!
As a further example, take PS 49.7 on avoiow ‘I will consider [the issue]: com-
pared to PS 49.7, Phot. a 2024 has a fuller lemma which evaluates the expression
with i8lwtikog and provides a full quotation from Philonid. fr. 4 (see List 1 under

1 See Favi (2022h).
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i6uwTkdg for an analysis). There is no doubt that in all these cases the Synagoge
or Photius had access to information that they must have derived from a more
complete version of the PS than that preserved in the Coislinianus.

From this overview, one might be tempted to conclude that the indirect wit-
nesses had access to and preserved a text richer in prescriptive terminology than
that testified to in the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345. That this is not the whole
story, however, is proven by the cases where the indirect tradition omits terminol-
ogy that the epitome instead preserves. Take the example of PS 4.11-3 (dvw@éAntog
vBpwmog ‘a helpless man’). The epitome attributes the alternative meaning ‘useless
man’ to the moAlo(, while Phot. a 2169 simply illustrates this alternative meaning
with a quotation from Strattis (fr. 68). PS 35.14-5 (45etv dAekTpLOVOG ‘Toosters sing’)
attributes kokkU{w ‘to cry cuckoo’ to the kwukoi, while Phot. a 549 — who depends
on Hsch. a 1763 — lacks this generic reference and instead comments that kKokkO{w
is not used by Attic authors except when they are mocking someone (00 @aouv,
AV pwkopevol Tva Eévov).? Such cases of omitted terminology are particularly
numerous in the indirect witnesses as concerns the label Attikdg: see, for example,
the parallels for PS 3.1-2 aveAktaig 0¢@pUaoL oepuvov ‘haughty with raised up eye-
brows’, PS 4.14-5.2 d@aipelv kpokvdag ‘to pick flocks of woal’, PS 7.7-9 dteyktog
mapnyopruacty ‘not softened by consolation’, and many others in this category. Ev-
idently, those who were responsible for the material that ended up in the Synagoge
tradition did not deem it as important to repeat the indication that certain expres-
sions were Attic as the compiler(s) of the material behind the epitome in the Coisli-
nianus. The indirect tradition also lacks the simple use of the imperative xp® (‘use
[this form]’), which is relatively common in the epitome without further specifica-
tion (see List 1 under yp®).

To complicate matters further, the two strands of tradition may also have dif-
ferent evaluative terminologies for the same lemmas. In such cases, the possibil-
ity of reconstructing Phrynichus’ original words is nil. Take the example of PS
46.8-9 (dAinaota ‘food preserved in salt’), where the epitome discusses the an-
cient meaning by attributing it to the apyaiot, while the indirect tradition (Z° a
975 = Phot. a 953, ex ™) attributes it to the Attwkoi. As we will see in the next
sections, similar discrepancies between the text preserved in the epitome and
that preserved by the indirect witnesses also affect other kinds of evaluative cate-
gories. From this we can anticipate the general conclusion that no branch of the
PS tradition seems to have privileged the preservation of evaluative terms more
than the others. There seems to be no overall pattern that explains why the epit-
ome lacks terminology preserved by the indirect witnesses, and vice versa.

2 Cf. Gerbi (2023a).
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List 1: Prescriptive (Atticist) terminology in alphabetical order

ayopaiog (oi dyopaior)
It is never attested in the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345.

Indirect witnesses

- Phot. a 2019 (= Phryn. PS fr. 199) re. avénta &i toto émtdels ‘it is foolish if you order this
to me’: this kind of syntactic construction is deemed typical of the dyopatot and the moArot
(see below), while the expression avonta <y’ et To0T> RABeg émtd€wv poi, ‘it is foolish if
you came to order this to me’, addressed in PS 3.8-10, is considered to be Attic (see below
under Attikdg and Favi 2022b).

ayopaiog is not used elsewhere as an evaluative label in Photius and the Synagoge tradition.

adoxipog

- deloylia ‘continual enquiry’ (PS 35.6-7), where a80kipog characterises detAoyetv ‘to speak
constantly’, while dethoyia is judged to be 86xpog (see below). Cf. Phot. a 411, a more exten-
sive entry that also classifies detAoyelv with a8dkiuog.

adoxipog is found two other times outside a in the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345. It is not usually
found in the indirect witnesses.

apyaiog (oi apyaion)

- agpniwéotepol ‘the elderly’ (PS 1.1-6). The dpyaiot applied the noun HAia also to the young
age. Other entries on this term in later lexica (on which see Favi 2022c) do not depend on
the PS and do not preserve any evaluative terminology.

- dpty, apting just now’ (PS 17.3-9). This entry makes an interesting distinction between the
Attikol (see under Attikdg) and the dpyatol, implying that Attic authors are subsumed
under the latter category, whereas the former also comprises Atticising authors: see the
analysis in Favi (2023a).

- avtpladeg ‘[nymphs] of the grots’ (PS 27.3-8, on which see also Cavarzeran, this volume): in
a digression on the epithets of nymphs, which include émunAi8eg ‘protectors of flocks’, Phry-
nichus adds that the apyaiot used pijAa ‘flocks’ for all quadrupeds.

- avbéxaota <Aéyewv> ‘to call things by their name’ (PS 28.4-8), where the expression is
deemed typical of the apyaot. Cf. £ o 1083, T a 1084, ° a 2396, = a 2397, Phot. a 3158, Phot.
a 3159, and Su. a 4425 (all without evaluative terminology).

- @Ainaota ‘preserved in salt’ (PS 46.8-9): while the moAAoi apply this word to fish, the apyatot
apply it to all food preserved in salt. Cf. £* a 975 (= Phot. a 953, ex £™), with the same doctrine
but the mention of the Attiko{ instead of the apyaiot.

Outside a, apyaiog occurs four more times in the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345. It is not pre-
served in any of the fragments attributed to the PS. It is sometimes found in lemmas in the Syna-
goge tradition and in Photius that show no connection with Phrynichus and seem to depend on
other Atticist lexica.
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apadng

apnAwkéotepol ‘the elderly’ (PS 1.1-6), where the superlative apabéotatol qualifies AQRALE
and agiwkeg (see above, under apyaiog, with bibliography).

Gyvpog ‘chaff-heap’ (PS 9.18-10.2), where its synonymity with éayvpwv ‘storehouse for chaff
is deemed typical of the apabeig; cf. below under Attik6g and the loose parallels of Phot. a
3466, Phot. a 3469, and Phot. a 3470 (all without evaluative terminology).

avamnpia lameness’ (PS 13.4-6), where the pronunciation of the noun with €t is condemned
as typical of the apadeis.

Gvaxtd Tovse ‘you regain him’ (PS 29.8-12): the 2nd-person form édvaktdoat is attributed to
the auaBeis. Cf. the loose parallels of Phot. a 1532, Phot. a 1831, Su. a 1922, and Su. a 2243 (all
without evaluative terminology).

Outside the lemmas in o, dpadig is found eight times in the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345.

Indirect witnesses

Phot. a 1401 re. avaBacpoi ‘steps’ (= PS fr. *176) says that the variant avaBaduot is typical of
the duaBeig and the Ionians, and that no poet, prose writer, or historian has ever used it (cf.
under TOWNTLKOG).

ATTk0¢ (and related terms)
The following are the attestations in a:

avedktals 6@pvol oepvov ‘haughty with raised up eyebrows’ (PS 3.1-2): the expression is
used in an Attic and solemn manner (Attik®d¢ and oepvig; see also under oepvag). Cf. Phot.
a 1834, =" @ 1349 (= PS fr. *184), all without evaluative terminology. On the entry, see Favi
(2022d).

avonTd y’ el To0T RABeg mtdEwy éuol ‘it is foolish if you came to order this to me’ (PS 3.8-
10). The alternative syntax avonta i to0to émtdels ‘it is foolish if you order this to me’ is
deemed Attic. Phot. a 2019 (= PS fr. 199) instead marks the latter as being typical of the ayo-
paiot and moA)ot (see under these terms). For the relationship between these entries, see
Favi (2022b).

avtooyedLalev ov, fkewv ov ‘improvise! Come!” (PS 3.11-6). The use of the jussive infinitive
is defined as an Attikov oyfjua. See Favi (2022e).

aoatpelv kpokvdag ‘to pick flocks of wool’ (PS 4.14-7): the expression (used metaphorically
for flatterers in Ar. fr. 689 and Thphr. Char. 2.3) is defined as ‘being said in a very Attic manner’
(i fyrtixiotan). I a 2491 (= Phot. a 3291, Su. a 4570, ex X) lacks the evaluative terminology.
ayaBov étL To0T amoleinetal, el kal TodT dpa ‘it is the only good act that is left, if it really is
one’ (PS 6.10-2, cf. Ar. Ra. 73): the expression is marked with méavv ATtikdg.

Gpyew 0 matnp oe Tapnyyovnaé oy, ij Sfuog, ij Bacilevg ‘the father or the people or the king
has placed you under my command’ (PS 7.1-3): Attik®g eipnrad.

Greyxtog mapnyopruacty ‘not softened by consolation’ (PS 7.7-9, cf. Aesch. fr. 348): the con-
struction of the adjective with the dative is Atti® [. . .] €8¢t ‘according to the Attic custom”:
see Favi (2022f). Cf. Z° « 2328 (= Phot. a 3064, Su. a 4329, ex ¥'), without evaluative termi-
nology.

apyfBev ‘from the beginning’ (PS 9.9-11): this adverb is not ‘loved by Attic authors’ (Attikoig
[. . .] o0 @idov), but occurs in all the other dialects. Z° a 2201 depends on the same doctrine,
but extends it by specifying that the adverb is found in Aeschylus, while it is typical of the
Ionians and Herodotus. See Favi (2023b).
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amodlomoumneiobat kai Stomopuneiodal ‘to escort out and to send away’ (PS 9.12-7): the entry
comments on the specific meaning of these two verbs, which denote ‘to free from pollution’.
The form with éuro- is Attik@ratov. Cf. £ a 828 (= Z° a 1824, Phot. o 2483, Su. a 3927, ex L), all
without evaluative terminology.

ayvpdc ‘chaff-heap’ (PS 9.18-10.2): the word is Attikov Atav. Cf. above under auadnig. No
evaluative terminology in Phot. a 3466, Phot. a 3469, and Phot. a 3470.

amoMvaoty ‘they kill’ (PS 10.22-3): the 3rd-person endings in -aowv of verbs in -vout are de-
fined as the Attic counterpart of forms in -ovot (see Batisti, Benuzzi 2024). Cf. ° o 1887 (=
Phot. a 2552, Su. a 3427, ex ¥'), which deals instead with the thematic conjugation of -vupt
verbs in the infinitive (without evaluative terminology).

apyélogol ‘offal’ (PS 11.1-3): the form (attested in Ar. V. 672) is judged to be in the Attic man-
ner (ATTik®q). Cf. £° a 2103 (without evaluative terms) and the fuller entry in Phot. a 2774,
which does not have Attik®g but mentions Aristophanes and Eupolis instead. Phot. a 2774
preserves a more informative text, compressed in both the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345
and in the Synagoge.

apduevov eépewy ‘to pick up and carry’ (PS 14.1-2): the syntax with the middle-passive parti-
ciple (cf. Ar. Ra. 32) instead of the active participle is considered to be Attic.

aipw8elv ‘to have the teeth set on edge’ (PS 14.3): the verb is defined as Attikotepov. Cf. the
more detailed entry in Phot. a 629, where aipw8elv is considered typical of the Attikof,
while the form aipwdidw (which PS 14.3 gives only as an alternative: Aéyetat 8¢ kai aipw-
81av) is attributed to the moAAol.

apty, aptiwg (PS 17.3-9): see above under apyaiog.

anwpooa ur ov mpdgat todto ‘I denied on oath to do something’ (PS 17.11-2): the redundant
un before ov is defined as i8iwg ATtikov.

avaBorotobat ‘to trouble’ (PS 19.1-2): in discussing the etymology of the verb from 6oAdg
‘ink of the cuttlefish’, the entry says that the Attikol pronounce this word also without the
0 (6A6¢).

anovuyiCeoBal ol ovuyilesbal Attikdg Slaépel ‘anovuyiopal (‘to trim the nails’) and 6vv-
¥tCouat (‘to examine [something] accurately’) differ in Attic’ (PS 20.6-10): the entry deals
with the semantic difference between the two verbs in Attic; cf. Favi, this volume.

avoew ‘to accomplish, to make’ (PS 23.1-2): the Attiko{ aspirate the initial vowel. Comments
on the initial aspiration also in £° 0 1541 (= Phot. a 2164, ex £”) and £° a 1544 (= Phot. a 2151,
Su. a 2799, ex '), which however do not seem to depend on Phrynichus.

aypuwwbeig ‘turned savage’ (participle; PS 24.13-4): the entry classifies the forms ayptlaivopat
‘to become savage’, ayplaivesBat (‘id.), and é¢ayplaivesbat ‘to be made savage’ as ATTIKA.
amalodv ‘to thresh out’ (PS 25.10-5): since the Attikoi write the prefix with m, this shows
that the initial vowel of dAodw is not aspirated.

avtd Kat T idtata ‘even the very dearest of things’ (PS 26.6-8): this is an Attic expression
(ppdoig Attikn); the locus classicus is not extant.

Gikog meplamtov ‘a hanging down remedy; an amulet’ (PS 26.11-3): the expression is said in
an Attic manner (Attik®g). Cf. ¥° o 758 (= Phot. a 830, ex X') with the same evaluative termi-
nology.

avnypeto €€ bmvou kal €€qypeto ‘s/he rose from sleep and woke up’ (PS 27.20-1): the entry
comments that the expression is ‘said in an Attic manner’ (Attik®g eipntad). Phot. a 1911,
which depends on the PS, has Attik®d¢ dyav to0t6 ¢otl ‘this too is very Attic’ and quotes
Sophocles (fr. 824).
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avilew BLBAiov ‘to roll up a book’ (PS 31.10-2): the Attikoi put the accent on the penulti-
mate syllable of the verb and write it with AA.

avaptydcbat ‘to climb up with hands and feet’ (PS 32.1-4): the expression is mévv Attiky.
Phot. a 1641 (~ Su. a 2049, ex L") does not seem to depend on Phrynichus and has a direct
quotation from Aristophanes. Cf. Benuzzi (2022).

avekag ‘upwards’ (PS 32.11): the adverb is marked with Attik®g alone. Cf. the entries P a
1254 (= Phot. a 1797, ex ™), and Z” o 1276: both deal with the initial aspiration and their
Atticist inclination is evident in the use of Aéyovat (i.e. Attic speakers).

@8ewv dextpuovag ‘roosters sing’ (PS 35.14-5): the use of the verb in relation to roosters is
marked with the simple Attik@c. The alternative koxkU{w is attributed to the kwuwot. Cf.
the same theory in Phot. a 549, who uses Attwol instead, and cf. Gerbi (2023a) on these
verbs.

aptomonely ‘to be a baker’ (PS 38.1-2): the Attikoi use the verb with . Cf. the more detailed
entry of £° a 2166 (= Phot. a 2906, ex £™), which also mentions the Ionians.

axpaticacBal ‘to breakfast’ (PS 39.15-40.10): the entry seems to merge two different texts.
The first defines the meaning of the verb (0 uwkpov éugayetv mpo 100 dplotou ‘to eat a little
before the main meal’): this is also the text of =° a 799 (= Phot. a 842, ex ). The second, and
longer part, deals with the various names for meals in Greek, focusing on those used by the
Attwol.

Gpywv ‘archon’ (PS 47.15): the Attikoi pronounce the vocative with w.

avapBarat ‘he will cause to mount’ (PS 50.12): the future is marked with Attikég mévv. Cf.
Phot. a 1407 (= Su. a 1805, ex L"), on the same topic, without evaluative terminology but with
a reference to Ameipsias (fr. 29). On these verbs, see Benuzzi (2024b).

avaxpdyotte ‘you would shout aloud’ (PS 52.1-2): the verb is judged to be an ATtk ewvy.
On the many lexicographical entries dealing with dvakpdlw, see Benuzzi (2024a).

Indirect witnesses

Phot. a 2791 re. apyvpockonog, apyvpoyvwuwv (both ‘assayer of silver’) and dpyvpauolpog
‘money-changer’ (cf. PS 30.10-4): the epitome of the PS preserves a simply explicative gloss,
without any evaluative terminology (eipntat 8¢ apyvpoyvopwv pév mapd o yvivat §0-
vaoBat §6kév e xat kiBdniov dpyvplov. dpyvpookonog 8¢ mapi TO OKOTELY, ApyvpapoL-
Bog 8¢ 6 apeipwv avti 100 dpyvplov képuata, ‘apyvpoyvwpwy is used in reference to the
ability to tell genuine and counterfeit coinage; dpyvpookdmnog [is used] in reference to exam-
ining [coinage], while the apyvpapolfog is the person who exchanges coins for silver
[coins]). Photius, instead, focuses on the attestations of the three words (70 pév dpyvpoyvw-
UV Kal apyvpauotfog TETpuTTal Tapd ol ATTIKLETAIG, T0 8¢ APYUPOTKOTOG OUKETL, ‘Ap-
yvpoyvouwv and dpyvpauotpdc are frequent in Atticising [authors], but dpyvpookdnog is
not’) and continues with a semantic explanation of the latter which clearly depends on Phry-
nichus (eipntat 8¢ mapa 10 oKOMEWV TO ApyvPLOV Kal Slakpively and Tod aSokipov 10 SoKL-
pov, ‘it is used in reference to examining coinage and selecting authentic from counterfeit
[coinage]’. Photius’ Attikiotalg is remarkable in that it is never found in Phrynichus (and
other Atticist lexicographers): it may well be a modification of an original Attikoig, since
Photius is wont to use Attikiotg (only 1x in the Lexicon, but a total of 5x in his work); or it
may be a more precise reference to the fact that both apyvpoyvopwv and dpyvpapotpog are
indeed used not only by Classical Attic authors but also by Atticising imperial authors, while
apyvpookomnog has no literary attestations (it is found only once in IG 5,1.1390 [Andania, 92/
91 BCE]).
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72 o 971 (= Phot. a 939, ex £™) re. dAnAuuévov ‘anointed’ (PS 32.12—4; see Merisio 2023): the
entry in the PS is devoted to Attic reduplication, which it simply qualifies with Aéyovouv,
while =" a 971 (= Phot. a 939, ex £) makes the subject explicit (oi Attikoi) and adds otiTwg
©oukvsidng (Thuc. 4.68.6). The compiler of the entry in cod. Par. Coisl. 345 probably disposed
of the redundant Attikot but instead preserved another sentence illustrating Attic redupli-
cation (00Tw Kal TO KATOPWPUKTO Kal TO KaTopwpLYpEVov), which is absent in £° a 971 (=
Phot. a 939, ex £).

£ 0 405 (= Phot. a 409, ex £™) re. deifwv living forever’ (cf. PS 37.10-2): the entry of the PS
compares the compound ¢eifwv, found in Aesch. fr. 28, and its synonyms deivwv and aév-
vaog with pairs such as o®og/o®g ‘safe’ and {wdg/(d¢ living’, remarking that the second
member (®v is a participle. In ¥® « 405 (= Phot. a 409, ex L") the focus is similar, but the
entry is longer and much more informative. First, it shows that the original entry compared
contracted and uncontracted forms (deifwv épelg TPLOLAABWE, w¢ ot ATTikoi, kal deilwov
TETPACLAAGBWG, ‘you will say deifwv with three syllables, like the users of Attic, and deilwov
with four syllables’). Z” a 405 (= Phot. a 409, ex &™) also extends the comparison with other
compounds: it draws attention to the different syllabic structure of contracted and uncon-
tracted forms, clarifies that some of them may contain participles, and provides explicit
references and quotations that are absent in PS 37.10-2. The overall impression is that £° a
405 (= Phot. a 409, ex L") preserves a much richer entry, which the epitome of cod. Par.
Coisl. 345 clumsily abbreviated (see also the abbreviated way in which Aesch. fr. 128 is
quoted).

80kLuog

deioyia ‘continual enquiry’ (PS 35.6-7): the noun is deemed to be 8§6kipog, while the verb
aehoyéw ‘to speak constantly’ adokipog: for an analysis, see above under a80xipog.
apwpaton®dAat ‘spice-sellers’ (PS 42.11): there is no interpretamentum, but only the label §6-
KLpov.

aumeAovpyel ‘he prunes vines’ (PS 52.4): the verb is approved (8§6kipov). A similar entry is
Phot. a 1245 (apmeAovpyog kal dumedovpyetv, with a reference to Aristophanes). It is open to
speculation whether Phrynichus’ original interest in this verb may have been in the meta-
phorical meaning ‘to plunder a city’, as attested in Aeschines’ report of Demosthenes’ words
(Aeschin. 3.166).

aueoyia xai auelopimnotg ‘dispute and controversy’ (PS 49.6): both words are judged to
be 86xiua. The entry has no parallel in the indirect tradition.

80kLuog occurs 11 other times in the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345 (I have not counted the in-
stances of §0kiuov/86xiua that de Borries restores in entries without an interpretamentum); it
does not occur in the fragments attributed to the PS.

iStwTkog (and oi iSieTal)

avoiow ‘I will consider [the issue]’ (PS 49.7): the entry in cod. Par. Coisl. 345 simply glosses
the verb (&vti T00 AoyloBual, €nt Yrjgov, (it is used] instead of Aoytodpat (‘I will account
for’) in reference to a vote’). Phot. a 2024 instead has a fuller lemma, with the comment that
the expression is i8twtikdg, and a full quotation from Philonid. fr. 4 (see the commentary in
Bagordo 2014a, 158-9). There is no doubt that here Photius is accessing information that he
must have derived from a more complete version of the entry of PS, which is not preserved
in either cod. Par. Coisl. 345 or =",
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References to the i8tétat only occur in lemmas outside a in the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345:
see PS 62.1-3 (Statovyelv ‘to move to the other side of the ship’, where it marks the synonym éva-
Tolyelv: see the analysis in Tribulato 2022a); PS 104.14-6 (mapewypévng Tig 60pag ‘the door being
oper’, where it marks the cognate form napavewypévng); and PS 116.4-7 (Optoyog ‘a kind of bas-
ket’, where it marks the pronunciation Bpicyoc).

Indirect witnesses
- 2P a 980 (= Phot. a 969, ex £™) re. dAiomaptov ‘a place sown with salt’: the i§iétat use the
compound to refer to a place that has become useless.

viv (ot)

- avipnkev ‘he enslaved’ (PS 48.3): the entry contrasts the different meanings of the verb
avatpéw in its post-Classical usage (‘to kill’), which is marked with oi viv and condemned,
and in its Classical meaning (‘to take someone [as a] slave, to enslave’). The entry in I° a
1376 (= Phot. a 1929, Su. a 2432, ex ) omits the reference to contemporary usage and its
evaluative terminology and simply gives the Classical meaning; it also mentions Demos-
thenes. The locus classicus is lost in PS 48.3-5.

oi vOv also occurs in PS 95.13-5, PS 103.10-1, and PS 110.3-6. Interestingly, it is not common ter-
minology in Photius, the Synagoge, and the Suda. For some exceptions, see Phot. a 1337, Phot. v
39, Su. a 259, Su. 7 2869, etc.

moAAoi (oi)

- avweéntog GvBpwnog ‘a helpless man’ (PS 4.11-3): the evaluative terminology is absent
from Phot. a 2169, which instead preserves a quotation from Strattis (fr. 68) that illustrates
the meaning that the PS attributes to the moAAol. The reference preserved in Photius allows
us to interpret this mention of the moAlot here as disparaging Atticist terminology: Strattis is
not an author of whom Phrynichus approves (see Tribulato 2024a, 88-9).

- avaGéoat kat avaleoov ‘to boil (pres. inf.) and boil! (aor. imper.)’ (PS 24.10-1): here Phrynichus
contrasts the (Attic) prefixed forms of the verb with the simple forms used by the moAhot.

- avtékpatov ‘unmixed’ (PS 29.13-5): Phrynichus notes that the meaning ‘proportionately
mixed’ is typical of the moA\oi (a meaning that PS 1.9-10 instead attributes to avtékepag). £°
a 2468 (= Phot. a 3217, Su. a 4496, ex L) preserves a single entry in which avtékepag is
glossed with avtékpatov and no evaluative terminology is present.

- auuyai ‘scratches’ (PS 34.16-7): the moA)oi use kviopata in this sense.

- Gopdpayog ‘asparagus’ (PS 41.9-42.4): the moAdoi pronounce the word with . Cf. 2* a 2306
(= Phot. a 3038, Su. a 4297, ex ¥): different wording but preserved evaluative terminology.

- anopvyel<v> ‘to grow cold’ (PS 45.20-2): Phrynichus says that the moAAoi instead use
Kataypvyw in this meaning. This entry is repeated verbatim in Phot. a 2733 (but not in the
Synagoge).

- O\inaota ‘salted’ (PS 46.8-9): the moAlol apply this word to fish, but the apyatot to all kinds
of food preserved in salt. See above under apyaiog. The reference to the moAAot is preserved
in 2° @ 975 (= Phot. a 953, ex £”).

In the entries outside q, the label oi moAAot is found in PS 54.1-2, PS 60.14-8, PS 61.1-4, PS 67.16—
68.2, PS 68.6-8, PS 74.7-8, PS 83.9, PS 87.9-11, PS 88.4-7, PS 93.7, PS 105.25-106.2, PS 106.3—4, PS
108.18-109.2, PS 125.3—-4, PS 125.11, and PS 126.15-6.
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Indirect witnesses

- Phot. a 629 re. aipwdelv ‘to have the teeth set on edge’ (cf. PS 14.3). The informative entry
that Photius devotes to aipwdéw (see above under Attikdg) preserves the attribution of the
alternative form aipwdidw to the moAAoi and a quotation from Cratinus (fr. 41) illustrating
the correct form. For an analysis of the meaning of the verb in this fragment, see Bianchi
(2017, 256-7). No parallels in the Synagoge tradition.

- Phot. a 2019 (= PS fr. 199) re. avonta ei Todto €mitdgels ‘it is foolish if you order this to me’.
As noted above (see under ayopaiog and AtTik6g), Photius preserves evaluative terminol-
ogy that probably goes back to Phrynichus; the moAio{ together with the ayopatot character-
ise the syntactic structure rejected by the entry. No parallels in the Synagoge tradition.

- Phot. a 2548 re. amolomiCewv ‘to skin’ (cf. PS 44.13-4), like the PS, prescribes the pronuncia-
tion of the verb with o and not with & (amoAeni{w). Photius attributes the latter to the moA\oi
and points out that Pherecrates (fr. 226) and others used the verb with o. This attribution is
contained in a marginal comment in the codex Zavordensis, so it was not known to de Bor-
ries, who identified Ar. fr. 138 as the locus classicus (on the text of the latter, see Bagordo
2022, 63-4). The entry is not preserved in the Synagoge tradition.

TAAALOG
2P @ 822 (= Phot. a 879, ex £”) re. tikvAog ‘acorn’: while PS 36.13 simply glosses the term, the
Synagoge tradition adds a longer explanation, equating ékvAog with BdAavog and attributing
the word to the maatoi with a quotation from Pherecrates (fr. 13).

xpw

- apvnot®v xai duvnotog (both meaning ‘forgetful’, PS 20.5): the imperative yp® occurs with-
out further specification for both forms.

- aipoppung ‘dripping blood’ (PS 26.5): xp® occurs without further specification.

- aypofoag avrp ‘a rudely shouting man’ (PS 26.16-7): xp® is followed by the specification of
its range of application (énti T®v and®V Kal ueyakopwvwv, ‘in relation to unpleasant and
loud-voiced persons’). *° a 301 (= Phot. a 267, ex &) has a different text, no prescriptive ter-
minology, and a reference to Cratinus (fr. 371).

- aromiag mAéwg dvOpwmog ‘a man full of absurdity’ (PS 35.13, cf. fr. *273 = Su. a 4374): xp®
occurs with no further specification.

3 General stylistic terminology

We now come to an analysis of the evaluative terminology that praises certain
expressions not for their being Attic (although this is usually implied), but for
their stylistic value. Many of these stylistic markers are general rather than spe-
cific to a particular genre or register. By and large, Phrynichus’ judgements are
vague: his classifications are rarely explained, and so the reader does not always
understand why Phrynichus considers an expression to be ‘beautiful’ or ‘solemn’.
At the same time, we should not infer from this that Phrynichus applied evalua-
tive labels haphazardly. Rather, through the progression from what I have here
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called the ‘general stylistic terminology’ to the ‘terminology that refers to a liter-
ary genre, style, or linguistic register’ (analysed in Section 4), Phrynichus may be
expressing the same process that in the ancient rhetorical theory leads from cate-
gories (or virtues) of style (dpetal Tiig Aé€ewg, genera dicendi) to their concrete
application in types of style (i6¢at or yapaktijpeg), themselves embodied by liter-
ary genres (poetry, prose, etc.) and individual authors.® In order to capture this
important aspect of Phrynichus’ work, we shall first focus on these more general
labels (collected in List 2) and then move on to more specific literary and generic
labels (see Section 4).

Phrynichus usually marks words and expressions with a positive adjective
(e.g. KaAd¢ ‘beautiful’, @iAdTInog ‘ambitious’, 160 ‘sweet’, oeuvag ‘noble, solemn’,
etc.). Negative labels are almost absent (two exceptions may be ondviog ‘rare’ and
KaBwUAnpévog ‘in common use’ which — despite being antonyms — both identify
register characteristics that are better avoided by the aspiring Atticist writer and
rhetor: see Section 4 with List 3). Many of these categories occur in Greek theories
of style at least since Isocrates, who already speaks of 8ovr} ‘pleasurableness’,
kdAXog ‘beauty’, oepuvoTng ‘solemnity, nobility’, and xéapig ‘grace’,* all concepts
that we also find in the PS as evaluative labels. However, it is difficult to deter-
mine whether Phrynichus subscribes to a particular theory of style in using these
categories, since they remain unspecific in the current abbreviated state of the PS.

Take the example of PS 40.13—-4, which marks avtifoAia ‘supplication” with
60¢ and oeuvog. The word is attested in Thuc. 7.75.4: mpog yap &vtifoAiav kai
0AoQuUpuOV Tpanduevol £¢ anopiav kabiotacav ‘for having turned to supplica-
tions and lamentations they (i.e. the wounded Athenian soldiers who did not
want to be left behind in Sicily) put them (i.e. the departing Athenians) to a
stand’. avtiBoAia is one of the words that Thucydides uses only once in his work
and that abound in chapters 75-7 of Book 7, which describe the aftermath of the
Athenian naval defeat at Syracuse, a famous piece of Thucydidean prose full of
rhetorical devices and some poetic vocabulary.’ If Thucydides is the locus classi-
cus behind this lemma of the PS (which is likely, given the parallel of Antiatt. a
33, where Thucydides is explicitly mentioned), then Phrynichus’ marking of avti-
BoAla with oepvog makes sense: indeed, the tone in these Thucydidean chapters
is solemn and heightened.® However, it is less clear why avtiBoAia is also judged

3 For the distinction between categories and types of style, see e.g. Patillon (1988, 111), who deals
with Hermogenes’ literary theory.

4 See Patillon (1988, 108).

5 See Hornblower (2008, 694); on this particular sentence, see Hornblower (2008, 709).

6 A less likely explanation for the use of oepvdg might be the deverbal nature of avtifolia: see
below on cepvotng and its connection, in Hermogenes, with deverbal nouns.
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to be n8V¢: despite its rarity, this noun is not particularly associated with a poetic
or lofty style. The word is also used by Eupolis, fr. 168 (xat’ avtiforiav Séka td-
AavT ametioduny, ‘by supplication/entreaty, I obtained ten talents’), but the un-
clear context makes it difficult to define its specific meaning and hence also its
register.” Although other lexica quote Eupolis in relation to évtiBoAia (see Phot. a
2083, Eust. in Od. 1.43.5, cf. Ael.Dion. a 146), it remains doubtful whether Phryni-
chus also had the Eupolis line in mind when he compiled the entry of the PS.2
Faced with these problems, we must take Phrynichus’ 180¢ as an unspecific
judgement, intended to show his appreciation of the word, but apparently with-
out a theoretical stance to support it.

A further complication is that the imperial-age theorisation of stylistic catego-
ries is not necessarily clearer than its reflexes in the PS. Take, for example, the
broad categories of beauty (kdAAog) and pleasurableness/sweetness (f8ovrj/yAv-
KUTNG), both key concepts in Greek stylistic thought. Already Aristotle (Rh. 3.2,
1404b) attempts to define the ndeta A¢€ig (‘pleasurable style’) in a discussion that
marks the beginning of the theory of stylistic qualities in Greek rhetoric.’ Aristo-
tle identifies metaphor, rhythm, the use of connectives, and popular sayings as
elements that make style (in fact, prose style) pleasurable (Rh. 3.8-10,
1408b-1411b), but his treatment is far from providing the taxonomic lists of com-
ponents of later theorists. Dionysius of Halicarnassus also addresses 1j6ovr] and
¥apig (or kaAAog) several times, identifying good rhythm (evpuBuia) and symme-
try (ouppetpia) as their constituent elements in the composition of style. In Comp.
10 he openly identifies 16ov} and 0 xaA6v as the two most important effects that
those who write poetry and prose must pursue (yevik@tata, ®v £€@icobat Sel Tovg
ouvTiBévTag pétpa e kai Adyoug).’® Pseudo-Longinus (5) too pairs stylistic beauty
(Ta KGAAN Tig épueveiacg) and pleasurableness (j6ovai) among the positive quali-
ties of speech; Hermogenes also speaks of kdAlog (treated in Id. 1.12, 295-311
Rabe) and replaces Dionysius’ j8ovi] with yAvkvtng (treated in Id. 2.4, 330-9

7 The context of Eupolis’ line is that of Alcibiades’ marriage to Hipparete, the arrangements for
which are known from Andocides and Plutarch. Napolitano (2012, 242) argues that the ten talents
are a reference to the bride’s dowry; Olson (2016, 75-6) instead thinks that they refer to the addi-
tional sum which Alcibiades received after Hipparete bore him a son. In both cases, however,
amotivopat is semantically difficult, as Olson himself notes, since it ‘ought to refer to recompense
paid for a wrong that has been done one’.

8 Theodoridis (1982-2013 vol. 1, 200) doubts that Phot. a 2083 depends on the PS.

9 See Patillon (2002, xxxii—xxxiii).

10 According to Russell (1981, 134), in Dionysius the contrast kdAAog vs ndovi embodies the con-
trast between ‘the dignified and the charming’.
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Rabe)."! Beauty and pleasurableness share some elements (pure words and pure
oyfuara),” but the sweet style is more poetic and rich in epithets. However, Her-
mogenes’ distinction between these two qualities of style is not always straight-
forward. Thus, when we note that Phrynichus’ use of /180¢ is unspecific (see
above), we must also recognise that those theorists who give much thought to
these very categories do not provide us with quick and easy rules for defining
what makes a word {8U¢ and what does not."

A prominent category in both Phrynichus and Greek rhetorical thought is
that of cepvotng ‘solemnity’, which has a long tradition in Greek theories of
style.!* In Hermogenes, oepvotng belongs to the type of style defined by grandeur
(uéyeBog), a type which is opposed to other two, defined by clarity (cagnveta) and
character (§00c) respectively.” Like the other qualities of style, cepvéTng is not
exclusive to one type of literary genre, but can be found in many authors and
genres (Hermog. Id. 1.1, 221-2 Rabe). However, unlike other qualities, which are
always combined, cepvotng can also stand on its own (Hermog. Id. 1.5, 242 Rabe).
In Hermogenes oepvotng is the opposite of tpayvtng (‘roughness’) and meptfoin
(‘complication’), but also of a@éAela (‘simplicity’): in this last characterisation, it
identifies something that is ‘out of the ordinary’ because it is neither vulgar nor
ludicrous (an idea already present in Arist. Rh. 3.2, 1404b). Hermogenes devotes a
great deal of attention to the kind of thoughts and approaches (ué6o8ol) that are
appropriate for solemnity (/d. 1.5, 242-7 Rabe) before moving on to diction (A£€Lg,
Id. 1.5, 247-54 Rabe).’ The linguistic elements that make diction solemn can be
phonetic (the broad sounds @ and w, and words with o ending in a long syllable),
rhetorical (metaphors; the use of tropes, but not in excess; certain oyfjuara), and
morpho-syntactic (the use of the nominal style).

Does Phrynichus have a similar idea of oeyvdtng? This is difficult to deter-
mine. Quite apart from phonetic features (such as long vowels, etc.) which are
ambiguous and not easy to identify in the words that Phrynichus marks with oep-
va¢, some expressions are indeed metaphorical: see d&pogpov €xelv otopa ‘to have
a silent mouth’ (PS 11.22-3); &6npog Huépa ‘a day without hunting’ (=° a 462 =

11 For a comparison of these categories in Dionysius and Hermogenes, see Hagedorn (1964, 50-2;
77). Hagedorn suggests that some of the virtutes dicendi (apetal T00 Adyov) derive from the vir-
tutes narrationis: cf. Patillon (1988, 108-10) for a critique.

12 See Patillon (1997, 436 n. 1).

13 See also, for instance, the vagueness of 180¢ in Pseudo-Demetrius’ On Style which, although
identified as a separate character, is not further defined in relation to the means with which to
achieve it: Chiron (2001, 274).

14 See Patillon (1988, 224-5). Aristotle’s concept of oepvdtng is addressed in Section 5 below.

15 Russell (1981, 561).

16 For the peculiarities of Hermogenes’ theory of solemnity, see Patillon (1988, 224-7).



Stylistic terminology in the Praeparatio sophistica = 175

Phot. a 470, PS fr. *9); akpatig yduwv ‘sexually intemperate’ (£ o 767 = Phot. a
868, PS fr. 125); anmaykwvicapevog ‘bearing the elbows’ (Phot. a 2203 = PS fr. *243),
i.e. ‘elbowing all aside, with no shame’. Moreover, there is no lack of deverbal for-
mations, which are characteristic of the nominal style (see dxpOTTWG VS KEKPLY-
pévwg in PS 11.20-1; avdppnua in PS 39.7; avtifoiia in PS 40.13-4, on which see
also above; amoppor] in PS 50.3; dxpatr|g in the just mentioned axpatng yduwv).
However, it is difficult to identify an overarching quality that characterises Phry-
nichus’ view of expressions belonging to the spectrum of oepuvoTng.

Four other terms in this group confirm that Phrynichus participates in the
wider literary debates of his time without being tied to any particular strand of
technical theorisation. The first term is avenayBr¢ ‘without offence’. In the extant
evidence, its use in the PS seems to be connected to the harsher practices of
ok®upa and Poyog (see the notes on PS 4.1-2 in List 2). In the rhetorical tradition,
avemay6ng is instead most often associated with the issue of praising oneself with-
out annoying one’s audience, an issue that was debated at length by Greek writers
of the imperial age.'” For example, [D.H.] Rh. 5.6 states that at the end of his
speech a respected and accomplished orator should mention his own achieve-
ments only in passing and dvenay0®¢, while [Hermog.] Meth. 25, 441-2 Rabe indi-
cates three ways of praising oneself without offence. avenay6rg therefore broadly
identifies modes of expression that employ euphemisms or hedging strategies to
make one’s discourse less harsh or unpleasant, and Phrynichus borrows the term
to apply it to the types of style in which he is most interested.

The second term — indeed, a rare term in the extant text of the PS — is @uAdTLpoG.
The adjective etymologically denotes a ‘fond of honour person’ and hence is gener-
ally applied, from Aristotle’s ethical discussion onwards (Rh. 1.6-26 passim, 1361b,
1363b, 1371, etc.), to people who wish to distinguish themselves in various ways.
(@U\OTIHOG is not a common term in rhetorical theorisation and Phrynichus’ use of
this label in PS 36.1-4 (re. aixdAovteg ‘fawning’) may seem baffling at first. In Sec-
tion 5, I argue that the distinctiveness associated with aixéAAw as opposed to its
more common synonym npoccaivw depends on the literary pedigree of the two
verbs. But apart from the contextual interpretation of the entry, what is interesting is
that by recommending aikdA\w as a means of achieving otwia, Phrynichus fully
participates in the contemporary sophistic climate where the struggle for distinction
and recognition, and the reputable and disreputable means of achieving it, were mat-
ters of debate.”®

17 On this issue in imperial rhetorical thought, see Plu. IIepl 100 €auTov Enavely avempdovwg
(Mor. 539a—547f), Aristid. Or. 28, and Miletti (2011, 29-48).

18 On @uoTwuia ‘rivalry’ as an essential element in many sophistic careers, see Schmitz (1997,
97-136) and cf. Philostr. VS 1.490-1 (on Favorinus’ dispute with Polemon); for its meaning as ‘am-
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With the only extant use of oOvtopog ‘concise’, Phrynichus shows himself to be
aware of the categorisation of cuvtopia ‘conciseness’ as one of the virtutes narratio-
nis."® The term is extremely common in Greek discussions of style, and especially in
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who uses it several times in his De Thucydide, while in
Imit. fr. 31.3.1 he contrasts Herodotus’ 10 ouvtopov ‘conciseness’ with Thucydides’ 70
évapyég ‘vividness’. Phrynichus applies gUvtopog to the compound verb dnpaktéw
‘to gain nothing’ (PS 12.16-7), a coinage of Xenophon which in Cyr. 1.6.6 comes at the
end of a series of negatives, the last of which are all privative compounds (&8¢pttog,
atuyéw, and anpaktéw).”® In expressing his judgement, therefore, Phrynichus may
also have intended to underline the broader rhetorical construction of Xenophon’s
passage, where the long initial sentence, balanced on the series of negations, ends
with the concise and sententious final statement constructed on the three com-
pounds.

My fourth example is the evaluative family of xawvdtng ‘novelty’ (with kawég
and kaw®g), discussed in more detail by Giulia Gerbi in this volume. This is the
most frequent stylistic label within this group, a concept that, as Photius remarks,
was central to the PS.*! References to kavétng are not lacking in Greek rhetorical
theory, although it is not a category of style and not even an unambiguously posi-
tive label. In the Rhetoric (3.6, 1412a), Aristotle discusses the saying of new things

bitious ostentation’, see VS 1.492 (on Favorinus’ way of ending his speeches), and VS 2.585 (on
Aristides’ style).

19 See Patillon (1988, 108) and cf. [Longin.] 42, [Hermog.] Meth. 33, 450.17 Rabe.

20 xal yap oi8d oe Aéyovta del wg 008 Béuig ein aitelobal mapd TV Bedv olTe INMMEVEWY Wi pa-
BovTag tmmopayoivtag VK, oUTE Wi EMLOTAPEVOUG TOEEVELY TOEEVOVTAG KPATELY TOV EMIOTAWE-
VWV, 00TE Ui EMLOTAUEVOLS KLBEpVEY owlewv elxeabal valg kuBepv®dvTag, o08e W omelpovtdg ye
ottov ebyeabal KaAOv avTtolg Ueadal, 008E Ui GUAATTOUEVOUG Ye €V TTOAEUW cwTnplav aitelobat:
napd yap tovg Tdv Beiv Beopovg dvta ta totadta eivat Tovg 88 aféuita euxouévoug opoiwg
gpnoba eixog elvat mapd Bedv dTuyelv Gomep Kal Tapd AvOpOTWY ATpaKTely ToLg Tapavopa
Seopévoue. (‘For I know that you always used to say that those who had not learned to ride had
no right to ask the gods to give them victory in a cavalry battle; and those who did not know how
to shoot had no right to ask to excel in marksmanship those who did know how; and those who
did not know how to steer had no right to pray that they might save ships by taking the helm;
neither had those who did not sow at all any right to pray for a fine crop, nor those who were
not watchful in war to ask for preservation; for all that is contrary to the ordinances of the gods.
You said, moreover, that it was quite as likely that those who prayed for what was not right
should fail of success with the gods as that those who asked for what was contrary to human law
should be disappointed at the hands of men’. Transl. Miller 1914, 89-91).

21 Not only does Photius speak of the ‘innovative way’ (kawvonpeng) in which the words se-
lected by Phrynichus are arranged (Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.100a.36), but he also informs us that in
dedicating the fifth book to Menodorus, Phrynichus promised to attend to ‘any other work which
requires learning, literary taste, and originality’ (xawvdtntog éyouevov, Phot. Bibl. cod.
158.100b.42).
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(kawa Aéyewv) as an example of clever jokes and riddles (dotela) that surprise the
audience by being paradoxical. Dionysius of Halicarnassus uses kaivdg to denote
innovative orators and writers (Lys. 17.41; Dem. 8.8; Thuc. 9.19), who use innovative
figures of speech (Din. 8.25), and the kind of variety that keeps images fresh (kawd:
Comp. 19.8). However, Dionysius does not give us a theory of kawvdtng, nor do later
rhetoricians (a discussion of xawdtng is lacking in Hermogenes and Pseudo-
Aristides, for instance). Hence, Phrynichus’ brief notes on the subject are the closest
thing we have to a full treatment of this category in Greek technical sources from
the post-Classical period.

By choosing kawvog as one of the evaluative labels in his lexica, Phrynichus
also follows the literary trends of his time. kawvég is a common term of metaliterary
and artistic criticism in Lucian (see e.g. Zeux. 7.8), but particularly informative is
the famous passage in Rh.Pr. 17, in which the enterprising teacher — the protago-
nist — after advising his pupil to dig up outlandish and foreign words seldom used
by the ancients (amdppnta kal Eéva PrpaATa, oTAVIAKLS VIO TOV TdAAL eipnuéva),
also advises him to occasionally invent new and strange terms (éviote 8¢ kai avTog
nolel kawva kat dAAdxota ovopata) to impress his audience. Lucian’s pairing of xat-
vo¢ with dAAdkotog places kawvdg in a less flattering light (see the similarly famous
tirade against T dAA6kota in Luc. Lex. 20); this ambiguity of kawvdtng is also pres-
ent in Phrynichus. While in the PS Phrynichus commends innovative expressions
(some of them hapax legomena) with which one can elegantly achieve a surprise
effect, in the Eclogue (330) he also warns his reader against using a kind of syntacti-
cal construction that is ‘foreign’ (£¢vog) on top of being novel.”

Regarding the way in which the general stylistic terminology of the PS has
been preserved by the tradition, it is not possible to draw sharp distinctions be-
tween the selection made by the compiler(s) of the materials preserved in the Coi-
slinianus and those that have ended up in the Synagoge and Photius. avemay8ng,
KaAGG, avvtopog, and @AOTLpOG are found only in the epitome (see List 2). In two
cases (&vemay0ig and @udTipog), these terms occur in entries which have paral-
lels in the indirect tradition, but lack the evaluative terminology; in the other two
cases, the indirect tradition preserves no entry at all. By contrast, the labels nouwxi-
Aog and yapielg are found only in the indirect tradition. In Phot. a 808, now{Aog is
used to introduce an unusually long list of examples illustrating the various
meanings and uses of 0pydw ‘to be eager; to moisten, to soften; to swell’ (see also
Cavarzeran, this volume). One may wonder whether this long text reproduces the
average length of an entry in the original PS, or whether it is a compilation of
disparate materials: in the latter scenario, mowiiog may well not go back to Phry-

22 For a comparison between the two lexica, see further Gerbi, this volume.
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nichus himself. Be that as it may, the conclusion of Phot. a 808, with its reference
to the conciseness of the expression axodoat 6py® ‘I am eager to listen’, which is
judged appropriate to prose (see also Section 4), is very likely to belong to Phryni-
chus. As for yapielg in 2P 0192 (= Phot. « 248, Su. « 317, ex ¥” = PS fr. *75) it marks,
in the superlative, the expression éyovstv €optiv oi kAéntal ‘the thieves are hav-
ing a feast’, while also being defined as a construction ‘said with sufficient comic
grace’ (ikav@®g mematopévn katd TV KwUwSukiv xdpwv). Again, as with the entry
on axoloal 6py®, the main evaluative terminology pertains to literary genre,
with yapielg as an additional stylistic marker that echoes the reference to the kw-
HWSLKN XAPLG.

Apart from these exceptions, most of the general stylistic terminology col-
lected in List 2 is shared by the epitome and the indirect tradition. This is further
evidence that this kind of evaluation was central to the original PS. One term,
évapyng ‘vivid’, deserves further discussion. It is found only once in the epitome
(see entry aipesBat tipaig ‘to be puffed up with honours’, PS 12.9-10), but three
times in the indirect tradition. In one case, the entry in the indirect witnesses
marked by évapyig — namely " a 1351 (= Phot. o 1801, ex £), re. évepog kal
6AeBpog tvBpwmog ‘a person [who is] wind and ruin’ — has a sure parallel in the
epitome (PS 21.12), where, however, no evaluative terminology is preserved. In
the other two cases, the presence of évapyng led de Borries (1911, xxxi—xxxii) to
identify the PS as the source of Phot. a 2058 (= PS fr. *23) and " a 1350 (= Phot. a
1784, ex T = PS fr. *185). De Borries may well have been right, although the pres-
ence of évapyng alone is not sufficient proof that these two lemmas go back to the
PS, or that the evaluative terminology is original. I have expressed elsewhere my
reservations about this methodology, which runs the risk of circularity.” To what
I have already argued, it may now be added that in Photius’ lexicon évapyrg oc-
curs only in lemmas in q, as is also the case in the Synagoge: this may strengthen
de Borries’ idea that évapyng is authentic Phrynichean terminology.

List 2: General stylistic terminology in alphabetical order

avemayong

- dmiutov nwywva (Grietov de Borries) ‘unwashed beard’ (PS 4.1-2): in the extant terminol-
ogy of the epitome in cod. Par. Coisl. 345, this expression is recommended &ei 6éAolg
avenayBamg ox@pat ‘if you wish to tease [a bearded man] without being offensive’ (transl
Favi 2022g; see also List 3 under okwntikdg and Pellettieri, this volume). The adverb there-

23 Tribulato (2022b, 920).
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fore expresses a gradation in ok@ppa. It is absent in £ o 1794 (= Phot. a 2444, Su. a 3241, ex
%), which has only cxontwv (‘teasing).

Outside the lemmas in a, avenayx8&¢ is found in PS 94.19-20 6 Adyog 68 0Ok €0 @povel (‘this
speech does not think well’), where dvenay0ag is used similarly to PS 4.1-2, that is to mark poten-
tially offensive expressions that are said without offence. This terminology has no parallel in the
indirect witnesses.

évapyng

- aipecbat Tpaic ‘to be puffed up with honours’ (PS 12.9-10): the expression is évapyng ‘vivid’
and ovyypagukn ‘suitable for prose’ (see List 3, under cvyypa@wkog). The entry has no par-
allels.

évapyng does not occur in any other entry preserved in the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345.

Indirect witnesses

- $P 1351 (= Phot. a 1801, ex £”) re. éivepog kal dAeBpog vBpwmog ‘a person [who is] wind
and ruin’ (PS 21.12): while the entry in PS 21.12 simply attributes the expression to Eupolis,
the Synagoge tradition preserves a longer lemma in which the expression is characterised
with kaw®g and évapy@g. See Gerbi (2023b) and Gerbi, this volume.

- Phot. a 2058 re. avtavyg kaAlog ‘sparkling beauty’ (PS fr. *23, PS fr. 206): the expression is
évapyng and this gloss is attributed to Phrynichus. The entry survives only in Photius’ MSS b
and S$* and has no parallel in the Synagoge tradition.

- 2201350 (= Phot. o 1784, ex £™) re. dveyeipel kol putiCel Tov dyAov, i THY TOAW ‘he kindles
and fires the mob or the city’ (PS fr. *185): the combination (cupmiokn) of these words is
characterised as being ¢vapyns. There is no unequivocal evidence for attributing this entry
to Phrynichus’ lexicon, although cuumoki is used once in PS 16.3-5 (see List 3, under cap-
KAGUOG).

180

- avtiBolia ‘prayer’ (PS 40.13-4): the word is judged to be 180¢ and oepvdc. The entry in Phot.
a 2083, whose dependence on Phrynichus is doubtful according to Theodoridis (1982—
2013 vol. 1, 200), has the same interpretamentum but does not preserve any evaluative termi-
nology, while it attributes the expression to Eupolis’ Flatterers. The entry has no parallel in
the Synagoge tradition.

80¢ does not occur in any other entry preserved in the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345.

Indirect witnesses

- Phot. a 2234 re. anaAog elomAovg To0 Alpévog ‘a gentle entry into the port’ (cf. PS 19.14-6):
while the entry preserved in cod. Par. Coisl. 345 contrasts this expression of Cratinus (fT.
383) with the use of TpayVg in Od. 5.425 (tpnyelav &m’ axtnv ‘against the rugged shore’), Pho-
tius instead omits the reference to Homer and classifies the expression as a gOvta€ig ndiotn.
The entry has no parallel in the Synagoge tradition.
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- 2P« 303 (= Phot. a 256, ex £"") re. aypevutiki] 6ToAf ‘hunting instrument’ (PS fr. *65): the ex-
pression is Rd¢ela and dotela (see List 3 under dotelog). There is no clear evidence that the
entry should be attributed to the PS.

Kawog

All preserved traces of this evaluative terminology in the epitome of the PS belong to letters
other than a (see £€¢npog ‘past his youth’, PS 65.20—1; icfAL§ ‘equal in age’, PS 75.19; moAlTokoméw
‘to court the mob’, PS 99.14-9; OmepbepiotokAig ‘a super-Themistocles’, PS 116.9-13; UmacBevéw
‘to feel unwell’, PS 120.1-2. On all these entries and their parallels, see Gerbi, this volume).

Indirect witnesses (this is only a list: for an analysis, see Gerbi, this volume)

- 2P 304 (= Phot. a 273, ex £”) re. dypukta kai dhekta mémovea ‘I have suffered unspeakable
and indescribable things’ (PS fr. *66).

- 2 1404 (= Phot. a 414, ex £") re. deivwg yADoow Kal deivig puwvi kal opyR kail émbupia
‘ever-flowing tongue, and ever-flowing voice, and anger, and desire (PS fr. *91).

- Phot. a 551 re. @8ewv 6potov ‘to sing the same song’ (cf. PS 20.1-2, without evaluative termi-
nology); cf. Gerbi (2023g).

- Phot. a 1377 re. auot @ otpatedpata Samavéy ‘to spend money on the troops’ (cf. PS 49.1-2,
without evaluative terminology).

- Phot. a 1488 re. avat8ég kal Opacv PAénewv ‘to look shamelessly and boldly’ (cf. PS 14.6, con-
sisting of the lemma alone).

- 2P 1351 (= Phot. a 180, ex £ re. &vepog kai 6AeBpog dvBpwog ‘a man [who is] wind and
ruin’. See above under évapyng and the discussion in Section 3.

- Phot. a 1913 re. avriSopat £¢’ oig fjoBnv moté ‘I no longer enjoy the things I once enjoyed’ (cf.
PS 44.7-10): the two entries have different wordings of the interpretamenta. Both preserve a
reference to Hermippus (fr. 28), but only the indirect tradition uses the evaluative terminol-
ogy (kawog and moAttikdg, on which see List 3).

- Phot. a 1980 re. GvOpwmog ov aeuvdg ‘a not reverend man’ (PS fr. *193).

KOAOG
- anpaxtelv ‘to gain nothing’ (PS 12.16-7): the verb is defined as a koAr xat cOvTouog @wvi.

KaA0g occurs only one other time, in PS 67.7-8 re. ¢Zeyyujoacbat ‘to free someone by giving bail
for him’. It does not occur in any other entry of the epitome in cod. Par. Coisl. 345 and is also
absent from the indirect tradition.

TOLKIAOG
There is no trace of this evaluative term in the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345.

Indirect witnesses

- Phot. a 808 re. dxoUoat 6py® ‘I am eager to listen’ (cf. PS 8.12-3): after mentioning Eupolis
and Thucydides and providing the same interpretamentum as PS 8.12-3, Photius further
adds xaBdorov 8¢ mokidwg xpdvtal @ d6vopatt (‘in general, they [i.e. Attic authors] use this
verb in various ways’). The long discussion ends with another evaluative comment: cuyypa-
QKN pévtol i ewvi 1 akoboat 6py® (‘indeed, the expression akodoal 0py® is suited to
prose’; see also List 3 under cvyypa@ukdg). Although there is no clear indication that this
entry is dependent on Phrynichus, both the initial wording and the terminology smack of
the PS.
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oEUVOG

AveAkTaig 6ppvaot oepvov ‘haughty with raised eyebrows’ (PS 3.1-2): the expression is said to
be used in an ‘Attic and solemn way’ (ATTIK®G, oeuv®g). See List 1 under ATTiko¢ and,
above, under ceuvag.

amapvog ‘utterly denying’ (PS 11.13): the adjective is said to be oepvotepog and TMOALTIKY-
Tepog (see List 3) than its synonym £Eapvog. The parallel entry in Phot. a 2263 (absent in the
Synagoge tradition) preserves only oeuvog. On this entry, see Tribulato (2023a) and Section 5.
axkpUMTWG ‘not secretly’ (PS 11.20-1): as a synonym of ur KEKPUUUEVWLG, it is VL ceUVRG.
opov éyewv otopa ‘to have a silent mouth’ (PS 11.22-3): this expression is marked as both
oepvog and moALTikog (see List 3 and Section 5 and Tribulato 2023b). The entry has no paral-
lel in the indirect witnesses.

avéppnua ‘proclamation’ (PS 39.7): marked with oepvov mév. £ a 525 (= P o 1182, Phot. a
1636, Su. a 2045, ex £') lacks the evaluative terminology.

avtiBoria ‘prayer’ (PS 40.13-4): the word is judged to be 160¢ and oepvdc. See above under
\80¢ for more details, and the discussion in Section 3.

amoppon ‘stream’ (PS 50.3): the word is oepvotepog than its cognate andppota. The entry has
no parallel in the indirect witnesses.

oepvog does not occur elsewhere in the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345.

Indirect witnesses

2P o 145 (= PS fr. *6% ~ Phot. a 164) re. ayfjAal ‘to venerate’: the verb is recommended for a
style that aspires to oeuvotng. See List 3 under kwuwdikog for an analysis.

I a 462 (= Phot. a 470, ex L) re. d6npog nuépa ‘a day without hunting’ (PS fr. *9): the ex-
pression is defined as a gepvi mavu cuumioky. For an analysis, see Tribulato (2023b) and
Section 5.

2 o 767 (= Phot. a 868, ex I) re. dxpatig yauwv ‘sexually intemperate’ (PS fr. 125; cf. PS
50.11): the Synagoge tradition preserves the evaluative terminology oepvog kal e0mpenig
A6yog, which is absent in PS 50.11.

Phot. a 2203 re. anaykwvisdpevog ‘baring the elbows’: the expression is marked with cepvisg
nédvu. The entry is attributed to the PS by Reitzenstein (1907) and edited as fr. *243 by de
Borries. The attribution to the PS is likely: not only because of the evaluative terminology,
but also because the lemma contrasts the prefixed verb dnayxkwvifouat with the simplex
aykwvifw, and this kind of contrast is of interest to Phrynichus in the PS (see Monaco, this
volume).

oUVTOouOG

AnmpakTelv ‘to gain nothing’ (PS 12.16-7): see above under KaAdg.

QUAOTLHOG

aikdArovteg ‘fawning’ (PS 36.1-4): Phrynichus recommends the use of aixd\w for a distinc-
tive style and the synonym mpoocaivw for a moAitikog style. Cf. Phot. a 583 and the parallel
sources discussed in Tribulato (2023c), all without evaluative terminology; see Section 5.

xapieg
This evaluative terminology is not preserved in the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345.
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Indirect witnesses

- £ 0192 (= Phot. a 248, Su. a 317, ex ¥) re. &yovoty £0pTiv ot kKAémTal ‘the thieves are having
a feast’ (PS fr. *75): the expression is defined as yapteotatn j oOvTagl§ Kal ikavig menato-
HEVN KaTd TV KwUwSIKNV xapwv (‘a most graceful construction and said with sufficient
comic grace’).

XpiioLpog

- apnaypaiog ‘stolen; invisible’ (PS 6.6-9): the epitome comments T®v xpnolpwv €otl Kat
onaviwv 1| ewv ‘this expression belongs [to the group] of those which are useful and rare’
(see also List 3 under omdviog). The entry has no parallel in the indirect tradition.

- avtavayvdval ‘to read and compare’ (PS 47.16-7): the verb is marked as ypfowov ‘useful’.
The parallel and fuller entries in " 1 1528 (= Phot. a 2046, ex "), while preserving a refer-
ence to Cratinus (fr. 289), have no evaluative terminology. See Gerbi (2023c) for an analysis.

Indirect witnesses
- Phot. a 1250 re. aunpevtig ‘hauling’ (PS fr. *170): the entry marks the form as a yprowuog
owvN and quotes Sophocles (fr. 820). It is attributed to Phrynichus by Reitzenstein (1907).

4 Stylistic terminology denoting a literary genre,
a style, or a linguistic register

This section discusses the bulk of Phrynichus’ evaluative terminology in the PS:
the terminology devoted to a literary genre, style, or register. As these three
terms show, this is a composite group, combining terminology typical of descrip-
tions of style with terminology more typical of grammatical or linguistic theory.
The boundaries between these categories are not always clear, and a certain de-
gree of ambiguity also affects the classification that I propose, especially as re-
gards the category of register.”* I will discuss each of these categories in turn.
While the definition of genre in modern stylistics is far from settled, if we
turn to ancient Greek literary theory, ‘genre’ is the most straightforward member

24 Following Bybee, Conrad (2019, 2), we can think of genre as ‘the conventional structures used
to construct a complete text’ (because a genre is not defined by linguistic features alone, but by
features such as theme, form, etc.). Style, on the other hand, consists of those ‘linguistic features
that are common in texts’ (Bybee, Conrad 2019, 2). For Bybee and Conrad, style concerns only
written texts; a broader notion is provided by Crystal, Davy (1969, 10-1), for whom style identifies
the ‘language habits’ of a person or social group. In this latter understanding, style essentially
overlaps with what other sociolinguists would call ‘register’, namely the linguistic features com-
mon to a text from the perspective of the communicative situation in which they are used (for
Crystal and Davy’s criticism of current uses of ‘register’, see Crystal, Davy 1969, 61-2). On the
overlap between genre, style, and register in linguistic literature, see Ferguson (1994, 16-7).
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of this group. In judging Attic expressions, Phrynichus sometimes further classi-
fies them according to their suitability for the macro-categories of poetry and
prose, thus following the main principle of Greek generic classification, namely
what Donald Russell has called ‘the differentia of poetry’.® In the PS, poetry is
additionally subdivided into comedy and tragedy: while the former is indicated
by the use of two synonymous labels (kwpkog and kwpwdikag), the latter is often
present in disguise: for possible reasons for this, see below. There is also a refer-
ence to encomium, which is generically ambiguous: it may simply denote an ex-
pressive mode that neither belongs to prose nor is exclusively poetic.?® As for
prose, ouyypa@kog is a clear label for written prose (history, treatises). Oratory
is the great absentee in the PS: only one label (the elusive moAtTikdg: see below
and Section 5) can be associated with it, but the very fact that it is a puzzling label
and not even a very common one in the PS highlights that Phrynichus’ intention
was not to provide a minute description of the various oratorical modes. We will
return to this point below.

Given this framework, the question naturally arises: does Phrynichus follow
a theoretical model in his approach to literary genres? Before attempting to an-
swer this question, three general points need to be emphasised. First, all ancient
exegetes are in some way aware of the concept of genre, which they apply in
their explanations of their source texts.”’ In this sense, we can say that Phryni-
chus must have consciously used terms denoting genres, because he was part of a
long rhetorical tradition that had shaped ancient theories of style and their con-
nection with literary genres.?® Second, it is evident that Phrynichus’ aim is not to
define existing literary works and their characteristic elements, let alone to un-

25 Russell (1981, 149). On the importance of poetry in Greek rhetorical thought, see Russell (1981,
275).

26 In PS 101.11-2 re. méAayog 1 TOALS €oTiv ‘the city is a sea’, Phrynichus deals with the enco-
mium of a city, a very common type of encomium in oratory: see the long treatment of Men.Rh.
Aaipeotg TV EMSEIKTIK@Y 347-67.

27 See Sluiter (2000, 184). I should emphasise that I am interested here in the ancient theory of
genre as expounded in paraliterary texts (rhetorical treatises, lexica, scholia, etc.), which sought
general classificatory principles (see Russell 1981, 152), and not in actual literary practice. The
former assumes ‘unproblematic, clear boundaries between genres’ (Foster, Kurke, Weiss 2020, 13,
following Farrell 2003, 386), while the latter was far more complex, experimental, and fluid, as
scholarship is increasingly recognising: see e.g. Farrell (2003); Ford (2020). Nor am I here discus-
sing the development of genre criticism in modern scholarship on Graeco-Roman antiquity: for a
recent overview, see Foster, Kurke, Weiss (2020).

28 ‘Ancient theories of style grew up almost entirely in the context of a certain kind of rhetorical
instruction’ (Russell 1981, 129).
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derstand literary production and audience expectations.”® He is not interested in
generic boundaries but in A¢€1g (‘expression, style’): it would therefore be wrong
to expect from him a neat theory of genres. We may say that for Phrynichus
genre is primarily a question of langue:*® he sees genre through the exclusive lens
of diction (and, at best, of oyuata: see below on capkaouog), neglecting other
aspects of discourse strategies (such as didactic content). Finally, Greek theories
of stylistic i8¢at are so varied and sometimes confusing that it is difficult to sum-
marise them in a single overview,” against which we can then assess Phrynichus’
position on the style associated with each genre.

With these general caveats in mind, let us return to the question of whether
Phrynichus’ approach to literary genres can be compared to an existing theory of
style. One clear aspect is that he does not follow the structurally more sophisti-
cated prose subdivisions of his contemporary Hermogenes (who distinguishes be-
tween the moATikdg and the mavnyvpukog style, the latter encompassing prose
and poetry: see Hermog. Id. 2.10-2, 380-403 Rabe).** Phrynichus does not use any
of the typical Hermogenian terms, except for moAttucog, which however is not pe-
culiar to Hermogenes and requires further discussion in order to be understood
(see Section 5). Instead, Phrynichus’ classification is both simpler and more tradi-
tional. We may see the shadow of Aristotle behind the broad subdivision of litera-
ture into poetry and prose (see Arist. Rh. 3.1, 1404a), an impression reinforced by
the attention that the PS gives to dramatic poetry, the total neglect of lyric poetry,
and the lack of a detailed subdivision of prose, unlike the later views of Hermo-
genes or Menander Rhetor, with his piecemeal sub-classification of types of
speech.®

29 For these two sides of the ancient reflection on genre, see Most, Conte (2012, 609), who argue,
however, that ancient critics are hardly interested ‘in understanding the mechanism of literary
production and reception and are directed to the needs of the school and the library, not the
critics’.

30 I borrow this expression from Most (2000, 17).

31 See Russell (2006, 276). Patillon (2002, xxiv) rightly recalls that the comparison between the
different theories of style can only be fruitful at a very general level.

32 See Patillon (1988, 111; 277-8). On the meaning of ‘panegyric’, which includes prose authors
like Plato and poetry as a whole, see Patillon (1988, 283); Rutherford (1998, 37; 44-7).

33 On the lack of a systematic genre classification in Aristotle, see Rosenmeyer (2006, 428-30);
on Aristotle’s subdivision of prose and poetry, see Rosenmeyer (2006, 429); on the Poetics’ mar-
ginal interest in lyric poetry, see Rosenmeyer (2006, 430). In Rh. 3.12, 1413b, Aristotle divides
prose into written composition (ypaguwn) and prose for debate (dywviotikn), i.e. oratory; within
the latter, he distinguishes between political (6nunyopwn), judicial (§ucavikn), and epideictic ora-
tory (this last one is added in Rh. 3.12, 1414a, but the three types are already theorised in Rh. 1.3,
1358b).
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The likely reason why Phrynichus does not present oratory as a separate cat-
egory is that the entire PS is addressed to sophists: we must assume that all of its
content is by default scrutinised by Phrynichus insofar as it is suitable for ora-
tory, though sometimes with some provisos, which take the form of further speci-
fications that Phrynichus gives when he addresses expressions taken from non-
oratorical genres. When he carefully notes that an expression is poetic, or comic,
he is implicitly alerting his reader to its degree of suitability for oratory. Consider
the example of xokkU{w ‘to cry cuckoo’, the alternative to 8w (said of roosters)
that PS 35.14-5 attributes to the xwukoi. With this label, Phrynichus seems to be
tacitly advising his reader that xokk0{w, though perfectly Attic, should not be
used in prose and oratory. This interpretation of the entry is confirmed by the
absence of the verb in Classical prose and the general avoidance of it in post-
Classical prose as well. An even clearer example is PS 43.5-8 on dua&laia pripata
‘big words’, where this poetic expression (which Photius instead marks as comic)
is flagged as inappropriate for a moAltikdg style (see Section 5). In the same direc-
tion seems to go the opposite marking of some expressions, usually taken from
comedy, as suitable for conversation (see List 3 under cuvoucia). This, again,
seems to be an implicit indication that while Attic poetry may be a good linguistic
model, some of its lexicon should only be used in certain circumstances: cuvovasia
would then mark a colloquial register that, while appropriate for a learned man,
is perhaps not suited for the higher style of oratory.

Tragedy requires a somewhat different treatment because overt references
to it are almost non-existent in the epitome, although tragic quotations and tragic
language must have been well represented in the PS, as confirmed both by the
number of loci classici that can be identified and by the explicit mentions of trag-
edy in the indirect witnesses. The only extant reference to tragedy, in PS 128.11-3,
is made in order to contrast the tragic meaning of Yuyoppopéw (‘to drain some-
body’s soul’, trag. adesp. fr. *602) with that found in Plato Comicus (fr. 292), ‘to
drink cold wine’. However, the entry is problematic and it is not unlikely that the
text we read in the epitome confuses two different forms (Yvyoppogéw and
Yuyxpoppoéw: see Gerbi 2023d). The three instances of tpaywdg in the indirect
tradition show that tragic language is signalled as somehow special: see =* a 259
(= Phot. a 116, ex £™”), where the tragic meaning of ayai ‘wounds’ is contrasted
with the standard meaning ‘fragments, splinters’; and the two uses of the compar-
ative tpaytwtepog in Phot. a 33 and " a 248 (= Phot. a 108, ex ™), which implic-
itly distinguish tragic expressions from standard language.

As already noted, however, ‘hidden’ tragic quotations are common in the PS.
Does this mean that the original version of the lexicon contained more terminol-
ogy warning readers against the indiscriminate use of this kind of language? The
loss of much original material is almost certain, but I think that it would be
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wrong to conclude that Phrynichus’ approach to tragedy was mainly one of cau-
tion. That the opposite is the case is proven by the curious association of cuyypa-
@6 (‘suited to prose’) with quotations from tragedy. Consider the entry £” a 462
(= Phot. a 470, ex ') re. GOnpog fuépa ‘a day without hunting’ (PS fr. *9). Accord-
ing to the wording in the indirect tradition, Phrynichus marked this tragic expres-
sion (used by Aesch. fr. 241) with both cepvog and moAttikdg (see Section 5 on
this), and further recommended it for prose (cuyypdowv xp®). Similar cases are
Phot. a 1238 re. apoybi ‘without toil’ (PS fr. *15), attested in [Aesch.] Pr. 208 and
recommended for prose (uyypaguxn 1 pwvi, G enov 6 dpvviyos), and I a 254
(= Phot. a 112, ex £, cf. Phryn. PS fr. *51) where the tragic tyav teivewv ‘to strive
too much’ (Soph. Ant. 710-1) is defined as a ovyypa@kn @wvy. Thus, reading be-
tween the lines, we see that tragedy is an important stylistic model for Phryni-
chus: apparently swept under the carpet of silence, it has a remarkable presence
in the lexicon.

As discussed in Section 3, Phrynichus, like theorists of rhetoric, contrasts gen-
res and authors on the practical basis of the types of style (i6¢ay): that is, those
forms of expression that may be associated with a literary genre, but not neces-
sarily and not always unambiguously. In this section, I consider types of style that
complement Phrynichus’ more general stylistic terminology (already discussed in
Section 3) and characterise linguistic features that can be manipulated by authors
for aesthetic purposes. These are labels such as dotelog ‘witty’, mailwv ‘said in
jest’, okwnTkog jokingly offensive’, and moAitikdg (I deliberately do not translate
this last term because its interpretation requires a careful analysis of the entries
where it is used in order to settle the question of whether or not Phrynichus uses
moALTkdg as a reference to a specific type of oratory: this will be the aim of Sec-
tion 5). I have included these terms here rather than in Section 3 because Phryni-
chus’ use of them shows that he takes these categories as further definitions of
genre rather than as abstract qualities of style (apetai). Similarly, I classify ao-
1elog, maifwv, and okwnTIKAG not as registers — as they might be seen from a mod-
ern perspective — but as categories of style characterising genre, because ancient
thought treats them as features of A¢Z1g (‘style’).>*

By marking some expressions with dotelog, Phrynichus recognises an impor-
tant part of diction, the possibility of saying witticisms (dotela) that make one’s
speech both pleasant and elegantly clever. As we have seen in Section 3, Aristotle
(Rh. 3.10-1, 1410b-1413a) devotes some illuminating pages to datela, which he de-
fines as expressive refinements arising from humour. By contrast, the Rhetorica

34 On the nuances of witticism in Greek rhetorical thought, seen through the lens of Pseudo-
Demetrius’ On Style, see Chiron (2001, 273-83).
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ad Alexandrum (22, 1434a.17-8) emphasises their formal composition (the length
of sentences, the use of yvpat) without commenting on their humorous effect.®
Phrynichus seems to agree with Aristotle’s view, since the expressions he marks
with dotelog are either of certain comic origin (e.g. PS 101.3-6, with a quotation
from Aristophanes) or likely to be comic. For the latter category, see especially
Gplotog kAémtewv ‘the best at stealing’ (PS 16.3-5), where Phrynichus further re-
marks that this combination is used for sarcasm, and 6{elv étév ‘to smell like
years’ (PS 92.3-4), the topic of which is humoristic.*® Phrynichus’ use of mat{w ‘to
joke, to say in jest’ shares the same stylistic nuance, but without the emphasis on
the formal components of witticism. Expressions such as @plotog kAéntetv, 6Cewv
€T@V, or aypevTiki otoAl ‘hunting equipment’ invite the listener to unpack their
metaphorical or allusive elements, the very same elements that ignite witticism,
as Aristotle clearly explains (Rh. 3.10, 1410b; 3.11, 1412a). The best witticism in-
volves an utterance that initially deceives the listeners, who only at the end —
after recognising its metaphorical components — realise that they have missed
something and that the meaning of the saying is not what it first appeared to be.*’
Real dotela, therefore, produce a surprise effect in the audience. According to
Aristotle, part of the surprise depends on the presence of an antithesis in the met-
aphor (Rh. 3.11, 1412b). Antithesis is precisely the characterising element of both
aplotog kAéntew (in which the positive value of ‘best’ is applied to the negative
act of stealing) and 6Cewv ¢t®v (in which I believe that 8{w should be taken in its
positive nuance ‘to smell nice’, a connotation immediately overturned by the neg-
ative association of ¢t®v with a kind of musty old smell).

35 dotelotng is not a category discussed by either Dionysius of Halicarnassus or Hermogenes;
[Longin.] 34.2 mentions the Gpatol dcteiopol ‘superb witticisms’ and oxwppata jokes’ as distinc-
tive qualities of Hyperides’ style: see Halliwell (2022, 361) for a commentary.

36 Phrynichus’ understanding and use of dotelog is therefore very different from the theorisa-
tion of doteiopdg in the treatises mept tpdmwv, which deal with various kinds of linguistic varia-
tion from the norm of ‘proper’ language (see Sandri 2023, 19-20). In these treatises, the doteioudg
is understood as a polite expression that speaks of a positive thing by its opposite, a kind of dis-
simulative self-belittling (cf. the definitions in Concordius § 8, Trypho II § 17, and Trypho I § 36,
all edited in Sandri 2023; cf. also Sandri 2023, 46).

37 Arist. Rh. 3.11, 1412a: €01t 8¢ al T AoTela TA MAEToTA SLd peTapopd Kal ék 100 mpoaegamatdiv:
udAov yap ylyvetal SijAov 8Tt épabe mapd o evavtiwg Exely, Kal £otke Aéyewv 1| Yuxn WG aAnO&C,
¢yw & fjuaptov (‘Most smart sayings are derived from metaphor with the addition of some de-
ception. For it becomes more evident to the listener that he has learned something when the con-
clusion turns out contrary to his expectation, and the mind seems to say, ‘Yes indeed, but I
missed it”; transl. Freese 2020, 409). This Aristotelian idea comes back in Pseudo-Demetrius’ On
Style (159): see Chiron (2007) ad loc. and Chiron (2004, 37).
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The expressions marked by Phrynichus with mai{w are not metaphorical but
literal. They do not involve the association of terms from different semantic do-
mains, but consist of a single word, the humour of which lies in its immediate
meaning, conveyed by the word’s morphological structure. Thus, dnouepunpifw
‘to forget one’s cares (in sleep)’ (PS 49.8-9) is simply a nuance of puepunpilw ‘to be
anxious’, in which the prefix dmo- conveys the idea of ending a certain state, a
kind of verbal formation that would have been clear to speakers. Similarly, the
prepositional compound IIpdBntug ‘[born] before Thetys’ (PS 102.19-21) is mor-
phologically transparent, relying as it does on other kinship terms in mpo- such as
npouRTwp ‘maternal grandfather’, mpomanmnog ‘great-grandfather’, and npdBetog
‘great-uncle’: IIpddntug does not require the listener to carefully scrutinise its
constituent elements. Finally, with okwntikég, Phrynichus touches on a further —
and stronger — nuance of jest, one that may offend (see Pellettieri, this volume,
for a thorough analysis).

With dotelog, mailwv, and okwntikog, Phrynichus pays careful attention to a
central device of sophistic (and generally oratorical) style: wordplay, which -
when directed against one’s opponents — can turn into insult, contempt, or sar-
casm. Not by chance, kata@pdvnolg ‘contempt’ (PS 22.14-6) and capkacpdg ‘sar-
casm’ (PS 16.3-5) are another two categories with which Phrynichus further nuan-
ces his approach to derision. In using capkacudc, he seems to be appropriating a
term that in Greek texts is used exclusively by the treatises mepl TpémWwV, where
this trope is defined as a falsely praising discourse that, for mockery, conveys the
opposite of what is being said.*® Such attention to mocking language reflects the
importance of Pdyog and ératvog in imperial literature (unfortunately, only one
reference to the latter survives in the PS: see under éykwutd{w).® Abuse was cen-
tral to invective and satire, but also to any kind of personal and literary dispute.
These controversies were not only entrusted to the written medium, but also had
an oral dimension, which in Byzantine culture was later captured by the so-called
Aoykog aymv (‘contest in eloquence’).*” The notes on the nuances of mocking and
offensive language that Phrynichus provides were certainly valuable to writers

38 See the definitions in Concordius § 8, Trypho II § 16, Trypho I § 32, all edited in Sandri (2023).
39 Yoyoc and émawvog are recognised as two kinds of epideictic oratory in the Rhetorica ad Alex-
andrum (3, 1425b; 35, 1440b) and have a rich tradition down to Menander Rhetor (Ataipeotg tdv
émiSewktik®v 331.15): see Russell, Wilson (1981, xxii—xxxi). The history of invective in Graeco-
Roman literature by Koster (1980) treats invective as a mode of expression and not merely as a
rhetorical genre. The study does not deal with the role of invective in the Second Sophistic. For
Byzantium, see van Opstall (2015, 789-90), with bibliography, and many of the chapters in Marci-
niak, Nilsson (2021).

40 See Bernard (2014, 252-90).
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and speakers of his and later times who needed guidance on how to appropriately
reuse abusive expressions taken from ancient models. The stylistic subtleties of
insults — from scathing mockery to friendly jokes — were probably more impor-
tant to Phrynichus’ audience than knowing whether a particular expression was
prosaic or poetic. This may further explain the prominence of terminology re-
lated to ox®ppa/Pdyog and the paucity of references to oratory, which we have
already noted.

While the attention to the derisive style has a likely oratorical dimension, as
just argued, it also reveals Phrynichus’ frequent perusal of Attic comedy as a priv-
ileged source for the imperial sophist. This, I believe, is the key to understanding
the disproportionate number of comic lemmas preserved in the PS. Of course,
comedy - along with oratory, Thucydides, and Plato — was the thesaurus of best
Attic usage, an essential linguistic benchmark for the Atticists.*! But in the PS, this
linguistic interest in comedy is also coupled with a practical aim: to provide
would-be orators with a rich expressive palette in which jest, allusion, metaphor,
and innovation abound. This explains not only the sheer number of comic glosses
in the lexicon, but also Phrynichus’ meticulous consideration of their composi-
tion, semantic nuances, and overall effect on the audience. Understandably, trag-
edy does not receive the same attention. As already noted, tragic expressions are
more often commended for their general effect than overtly for their belonging
to tragedy, and there is an implicit interest in their suitability to prose style (see
above). All of this is only normal in a lexicon designed to give the aspiring orator
an all-round training in all modes of expression and their literary sources.

This consideration brings us to the last category in List 3, register. Some
terms in the evaluative terminology of the PS do not concern literary style, but
rather modes of expression belonging to a particular variety of language, seen —
broadly speaking - in its social dimension: what contemporary sociolinguistics
calls register. We can define register as ‘a linguistic repertoire that is associated,
culture-internally, with particular social practices and with persons who engage
in such practices’ (Agha 2008, 24). In assigning some of Phrynichus’ evaluative ter-
minology to register, I have therefore sought to highlight this social dimension
which, I will argue, is present in Phrynichus’ approach to language. A clear indi-
cation of this is his massive use of the social labels dyopatol, auabeic, iSihTal,
noAol, and ol vv: those ‘groups of speakers’ which, in Atticist theory, define the
various diastratic variants opposed to the ideal and abstract benchmark repre-

41 On the influence of comedy on writers contemporary with Phrynichus, see, in general, Peter-
son (2019) and Marshall, Hawkins (2015); Marshall (2015) on Plutarch; Rosen (2015) and Stifler
(2023) on Lucian. On comedy in Phrynichus’ lexica, see Tribulato (2024a).
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sented by the Attikol (these terms are all collected in List 1 and discussed in Sec-
tion 2). In sociolinguistic terms, these labels denote social registers (which some
sociolinguists might also call ‘social dialects’): I have discussed them in Section 2
because I wanted to first address the typical evaluative Atticist terminology that
Phrynichus shares with other Atticists, before moving on to terminology that re-
fers more broadly to other registers. In List 3, I have thus further included terms
that, while perhaps originating in spoken registers, find a special application in
written registers, which are governed by distinctive characteristics (two of them
being the planning of linguistic forms and the lack of immediacy). These terms
are KaBwpAnuévog ‘in common use’, povatkdg ‘belonging to musical theory’, mav-
TayoD ‘on any occasion’, omdviog ‘rare’, ouvifela ‘ordinary language’, cuvouaia
‘conversation’, and the terms identifying professional groups: oi iatpot ‘the doc-
tors’ and oi pritopeg ‘the rhetors’.

An example of how Phrynichus handles the use of spoken registers in written
texts is the relatively straightforward group of markers that generally identify in-
formal speech and occasions of use: mavtayod ‘on any occasion’ (implying the
prescriptive imperative xp®), cuviiBela ‘ordinary language’, and kaBwwAnuévog
‘in common use’.*” This classification does not always entail that the expressions
marked with these labels are considered unsuitable for literary production, but
only that their register is more informal than the formal and specialised registers
of literature. Take the example of PS 2.5-6. The expression axpdyolov kal SUoko-
A6V <t1> @BEyyetal ‘s/he says something ill-tempered and unpleasant’, which has
an iambic pattern and is therefore probably of comic origin (cf. com. adesp. fr.
553), is deemed suitable for any situation of use. Indeed, this expression contains
straightforward vocabulary. We get a similar impression from PS 3.3—4 (4pyVpLov
&xw o0&’ doov ‘I have no money at all’, no locus classicus preserved); from PS
13.1-3 (amoyngot éyévovto tol amoktelvat ‘they voted against the killing’, no
locus classicus preserved); and from Phot. a 1981 (avBpwmoeldeg Onpiov ‘a beast
with human formv’, Aesch. fr. 26): notwithstanding the literary origin of these ex-
pressions, their vocabulary is common. A contrast between standard language
and literary register is implied in PS 47.8-11, which compares Plato’s particular
use of amoppnoig ‘withdrawal, giving up’ with the standard meaning of the word
(‘prohibition’).

Something of a middle ground between the notions of informal and formal
registers is provided by the label cuvouoia (always in the dative, singular or plu-

42 The type mavtayoD xpd is of course essentially prescriptive; but since it is a kind of prescrip-
tion that emphasises register nuances, it seemed more appropriate to treat it here than in Sec-
tion 2.
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ral) with which Phrynichus signals expressions suitable for conversation. That
the kind of conversation Phrynichus has in mind is one forged by literature is
obvious from the typology of expressions that he recommends in this category, all
of them certainly comic (see Phot. a 1666 with PS 47.19-20; ¥P o 2260 = Phot. a
2993, Su. a 4234, ex ¥” with PS 12.1-3), or probably taken from comedy (see PS 2.9—
10). Yet, in using this label, he is also thinking, like a modern linguist, in terms of
register and communicative situation: as Ferguson (1994) shows, conversation is
characterised by certain dialect and register variations (e.g. switching from for-
mal to informal registers, or even code-switching).

The appraisal of omdéviog ‘rare’ and kabwuknuévog ‘in common use’ — labels
that may denote the formal and casual registers respectively - is less straightfor-
ward. Since these labels are merely descriptive, it is difficult to decide whether
they also carry evaluative (prescriptive or proscriptive) meanings. Take the case
of PS 13.4-6. The entry is devoted to the noun davamnnpia lameness’ and its correct
pronunciation. It ends with the statement that the word is ondvioc, but first indi-
cates that the adjective avdmnpog is in common use (kabwuiAntay). Should Phry-
nichus’ reader infer that it is good to use avamnpia to make one’s speech more
distinctive, or that the noun should instead be avoided? Indeed, in 5th-century
BCE texts, avamnpia has only one attestation in a comic fragment (Ar. fr. 460, pre-
viously edited as Cratin. fr. 168 CAF). It also occurs several times in Aristotle, but
later dies out. As for kaBwuAnuévog: does it indicate terms that can also safely be
used in the formal register, or instead words that make one’s register too infor-
mal? A hint in favour of the latter interpretation might be the pairing of xa-
BwuAnuévog with moAdol in PS 29.13-5 apropos the understanding of avtdkparog
as ‘proportionately mixed’ (wine). Other entries, however, remain ambiguous.
Perhaps, as with kawvdtng (see Section 3), rarity and commonness should be han-
dled with care and only by the experienced speaker. Be that as it may, with ondv-
1o¢ and kabwpAnuévog Phrynichus marks the two extremes of the register spec-
trum, identifying usages that are too rare even in literary language (so that those
who use them may perhaps verge on the frozen register and sound incomprehen-
sible to other speakers) and, conversely, usages that are so frequent in the casual
register that they may border on the vulgar.

Since Phrynichus aims to train the average sophist, technical registers are
largely off his radar. However, the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345 still preserves
three labels with which Phrynichus warned his readers that certain expressions
attested in literary texts belonged to specialist language and should be used with
care. These are povokdg ‘musical, belonging to musical theory’, which marks ap-
poyn ‘tuning’ in PS 24.16-25.9; oi iatpol, which marks medical language in PS
43.3-4 on apenuepog mupetog ‘quotidian fever’; and, finally, oi pritopec, which al-
ways denotes misuse, a label probably applied to the lesser orators of Phrynichus’
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time (the same orientation is visible in the }I—?clogue).43 Thus, in the PS, as in Pol-
lux’s Onomasticon, we glimpse a burgeoning theory of ancient sociolinguistic var-
iation, expressed through the terminology of ‘groups of speakers’ (as defined by
Matthaios 2013). Through this terminology, Phrynichus addresses diastratic var-
iants and sociolects: the essential difference between the groups in List 1 (the dyo-
patol, apadels, iSi@tal, moAol, and the ot viv, but also the Attikoi, a sociolectal
marker that later acquired ideological connotations) and those in List 3 (doctors,
music experts, and rhetors) is that the latter identify formal registers belonging to
a professional group and find an embodiment in a specific written register or lit-
erary genre. From Phrynichus’ perspective, these registers concern literature, not
just language, whereas the idioms of the dyopatot, duaBelg, etc. are exclusively
diastratic varieties which enter literature only accidentally, if at all.

List 3: Specific terms for genre, style, and register
in alphabetical order

aoteiog

- dplotog kAémtewv ‘the best at stealing’ (PS 16.3-5): concerning expressions with dplotog
paired with a negative action (kAéntewv, potyevewv), Phrynichus comments that such a com-
bination is doteia and that [someone] is praised by the trope of sarcasm in order to empha-
sise his [bad] nature’ (capxacuod tpénw enfvntal eig UriepBoAnv o0 kakod; see also below
under capkacpdg). This entry has no parallel in the indirect witnesses.

In the rest of the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345, aotelog further occurs in PS 92.3-4 (re. 8Cewv
étdv ‘to smell like years’, see Pellettieri, this volume) and PS 101.3-6 (mAfov 1j éviavt® Tpeafu-
TePOG LTO Tiig andiag yivopat I grow a year older because of disgust’). Neither entry is present in
the indirect witnesses.

Indirect witnesses
- 2" 0303 (= Phot. a 256, ex ™) re. aypevtiki] 6T0Af ‘hunting equipment’ (PS fr. *65). See List
2, under |8%¢.

£YKOULAlw

While no reference to the encomiastic genre survives in the lemmas in a, there is a use of éykw-
uadw in PS 101.11-2 re. méAayog 1) mOAL €otiv ‘the city is a sea’, an expression recommended ‘if
you wish to praise a city’ (ei 8éAolg éykwpidlewv moAw). There are no further references in the
indirect witnesses.

43 See Ecl. 220, 247, and 289.
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kaBwuiAntay, kabwuAnuévog

- avamnpia ‘lameness’ (PS 13.4-6): see below under gmaviog.

- (xog nepiantov ‘a hanging down remedy; an amulet’ (PS 26.11-3): cf. List 1, under ATtik6¢
for the lemmatised expression. The entry goes on to say that mepiantog is commonly used
alone (kaBwuiAntar). This further evaluation is missing in the indirect witnesses (£° a 758 =
Phot. a 830, ex ™).

- avtoéxparov ‘unmixed’ (PS 29.13-5): Phrynichus notes that the meaning ‘proportionately
mixed’ is instead typical of the moA)oi (see List 1) and in common use (kabwpiAntay); in PS
1.9-10 he instead attributes this meaning to avtékepag. Z° a 2468 (= Phot. a 3217, Su. o 4496,
ex L) preserves a single entry in which avtékepag is glossed with avtéxpatov and no evalu-
ative terminology is present.

- anaddywyog ‘uneducated’ (PS 29.16-7): kaBwuiAntat marks the more common synonym
anasaywyntog.

Outside of the lemmas in a, the labels ka@wpiAntat and ka®wuAnuévog also occur in PS 65.20—
1 (8¢nPov ‘past his youth’, where it marks the synonym &wpov: see Gerbi 2023e and Gerbi, this
volume); PS 72.4-5 (re. énételog ‘annual’); and PS 90.6-7 (re. vedmAovtog ‘newly rich’). This termi-
nology is not found elsewhere in lexica dealing with the same expressions.

Indirect witnesses

- 2P 0 243 (= Phot. a 101, ex £) re. ayovakt®d cov ‘I am angry with youw (PS fr. *5): xa-
OwuiAntat marks the fact that the verba affectuum 6avpdlw and dyapat (both ‘I admire
you’) govern the genitive (cov) in contrast to the novel syntax of the lemmatised expression
ayavaxt@® oov. See Gerbi (2024) and Gerbi, this volume.

- Phot. a 1488 (~ Su. a 2198, ex £”) re. avaideg kat Bpacy PAémel ‘he looks shameless and bold’
(cf. PS 14.6-7): the entry contrasts the two adjectives, marked with kaBwpiAntat, with the
lemmatised idiom, marked with kawv@g (see Gerbi, this volume).

Katagpovnolg
- avBpwmniokog padlog ‘a simple little man’ (PS 22.14-6): the use of the diminutive is said to be
£TTL KATAQPOVIOEWG, ‘in contempt’.

Kwpuikég (oi kwpkoi)*

- @dSew dhektpudvag ‘roosters sing’ (PS 35.14-5): the use of ddw for roosters is simply marked
with Attikdg; the synonym koxkU{w is attributed to the kwpkot (cf. e.g. Diph. fr. 66, Cratin.
fr. 344). Cf. Phot. a 549 and Gerbi (2023a) for an analysis.

- amoAéabat yed@vta ‘to die of laughter’ (PS 51.2-4): the entry compares similar expressions
denoting the idea of dying of laughter. After Homer’s yéAw éxBavov ‘they laughed them-
selves to death’ (Od. 18.100), the entry attributes the expression dnokvaledijvat 7@ yéAwTL ‘to
be worn out by laughter’ to the xwpiko( (com. adesp. fr. 580).

Kwukég and ot kwukot do not occur elsewhere in the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345.

44 The list excludes the use of kwukog as an epithet for a personal name: cf. PS fr. *102.
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Indirect witnesses

Phot. a 82 (= Su. a 123, ex Z") re. ayaB&v ayabideg ‘heaps of goods’ (cf. PS 13.13-8): while the
longer entry in cod. Par. Coisl. 345 simply states yp@vtat ént ToAA®Y ayab®v, ‘they use [it] in
reference to many goods’, Photius further explains that this use is proverbial and found in
comic authors (tdttetat fj mapotpia Tapd Tolg Kwikolg, com. adesp. fr. 796).

¥° 0 366 (= Phot. a 372, ex ') re. 8oAeayeiv ‘to chatter’ (cf. PS 36.5-12): the long entry in PS
36.5-12 preserves no evaluative terminology except for a reference to the Ionians concern-
ing the pronunciation of andia (‘unpleasantness’). In discussing the etymology of d8oleayéw
from Aeoyaivw, which is also present in PS 36.5-12, the parallel entry from the Synagoge tra-
dition adds that the use of Aeayaivw for StaAéyopau is typical of the dpyaiot kwuikoi. For all
these sources, see Gerbi (2023f).

Phot. a 1118 re. apa&laia pripata ‘big words’ (cf. PS 43.5-8): this and similar expressions are
Kwpka; the entry in cod. Par. Coisl. 345 instead has moutikd (see the analysis in Section 5
and Tribulato 2023d).

2P 01 2260 (= Phot. o 2993, Su. o 4234, ex ¥') re. A0TEIGV <TL> Kal KATEPPLVNUEVOV ELMETY ‘to say
something witty and polished’ (cf. PS 12.1-3): while the entry preserved in cod. Par. Coisl. 345
simply explains the expression, the other sources comment that the combination of words is
comic (kwpwn N ovpmAoki) and can be used in conversation (v guvouaia xp®).

Schol. Ar. Nu. 756a (= PS fr. *25) re. dpyvpiwv (gen. plur.) ‘money’: commenting on the plural
form apyvpla, the scholia state that this form is found in Phrynichus (o0twg i ypaen apyv-
plwv mapa ®puviyw) and that the plural is typical of the kwpwkol, while the singular is typi-
cal of the prjtopec.

Phot. a 1414 (= Su. a 1808, ex X°) re. avaBivadBwvijoat ‘to be spouted out’ (PS fr. *207): the
entry quotes Eupolis’ Demes (fr. 119) and states that such expressions (i.e. natural images
applied to the civic sphere) are typical of the kwuixot.

P o 2372 (= Phot. a 3126, ex ™) re. the pronouns &tta and érta (PS fr. *274): after a long
explanation of the different meanings of this pronominal plural form, the entry states that
some of the kwykol use it for number, while others for time.

KOUWSLKOG

dvaomndv yvwuidlov ‘to draw forth a little thought’ (cf. PS 6.18-9): the expression ‘is said in the
manner of comedy’ (kwpwdk&g eipntar). Phot. a 1666, avasnéiv BovAevpa kat avaomdv yvwul-
8lov, ‘to draw forth a decision and to draw forth little thought’, probably reflects a more an-
cient state of the text (see Favi, this volume), in which an entry was probably devoted to the
metaphorical use of dvaondw with nouns meaning ‘thought’. There is also a trace of this origi-
nal text in PS 47.19-20, which repeats Photius’ avaondv BovAevpa kal dvaomdv yvwuisiov
without further interpretation. The evaluation in Phot. a 1666 follows PS 6.18-9 (kwpwSK&Gg
elpntaw) but also adds 1} cuumAokn appdlet ouvouatatg ‘this combination [of words] is well
suited to conversations’.

KwUdkog does not occur elsewhere in the entries preserved in cod. Par. Coisl. 345.

Indirect witnesses

22 1192 (= Phot. a 248, Su. a 317, ex X) re. dyovotv £0pTiv oi kKAéntat ‘the thieves are having
a feast’ (PS fr. *75). See List 2 under yapietg.
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- 1P 0145 (= PS fr. *6a ~ Phot. o 164) re. ayfjAat ‘to venerate’ (see also Cavarzeran, this volume):
the entries in = and Photius partly diverge, but agree in the part that Cunningham (2003, 535)
attributes to the £ expansion. Here, dyd\w is first defined as an Attic word, and then as xwu-
SOV kal £yyvg yAwttng ‘in the manner of comedy and close to [being] a gloss’. This is followed
by a general statement urging the reader to avoid glosses (pevyewv v odv xpi 70 TOV YAWTTIOV).
This general rule is overturned by another statement, explicitly attributed to Phrynichus, accord-
ing to which ‘indeed, if you are after the ancient language and solemnity of expression, you may
use this type of words’ (el 8¢ y¢ ool €l dpyaiag ewviig omovdn kal oeuvoTNTOg Adywv, Xprioalo
<Qv> T¢) TOLOVTW XUPAKTAPL TOV Gvopdtwv). See further under moAttik6g below.

tatpoi (oi)
- auonuepog mupetdc ‘quotidian fever’ (PS 43.3—4): the synonym duonuepvog is said to be typ-
ical of the tatpot. Cf. Su. a 1695 (without evaluative terminology).

In the entries after a, the same reference to the iatpoti appears in PS 86.5-6 concerning the
meaning of Aéx10o¢ ‘egg yolk’. There are also several references to the iatpoi in Photius and the
Synagoge tradition, but none of them has been explicitly linked to the PS.

povekog
- apuoyn ‘tuning’ (PS 24.16-25.9): it is defined as a povoikov dvopua.

nailw

- amopepunpioal ‘to forget one’s cares (in sleep)’ (PS 49.8-9): the expression is accompanied
by the suggestion maifwv xpd ‘use [it] in jest’. Z” a 1901 (= Phot. a 2567, ex =) does not pre-
serve the evaluative terminology.

A further reference to mailw and the jesting register is found in PS 102.19-21 re. IIp66nTug
‘[born] before Thetys’, which is said to have been used by Cratinus (fr. 483) in jest.

TavVTa}00

- axpayolov xal SUokoAGv <T1> EBEyyetal ‘sthe says something ill-tempered and unpleasant’
(PS 2.5-6): the phrase is accompanied by the suggestion mavtayoU xprion, ‘use [it] on any
occasion’.

- apyvplov €xw ovd’ doov ‘T have no money at all’ (PS 3.3-4): marked by navtayod xpd.

- amoynool éyévovto 1ol amoxtelval ‘they voted against the killing’ (PS 13.1-3): marked by
¥p® mavtayoD. Cf. Phot. a 2731, which quotes Phrynichus but does not preserve any evalua-
tive terminology.

Indirect witnesses
- Phot. a 1981 re. avBpwmoel8eg Onpiov ‘a beast with human form’ (cf. PS 6.1-3): marked by
xpnon mavtayod.

moumTikdg (with mownTig and oi mowrai)

- auagula piuata ‘cart-sized words’ (PS 43.5-8): the expression is not moALTikog (see below),
but permissible for a poet. Cf. Phot. a 1118, where instead of mountik6g we have kwukdg. For
an analysis, see Section 5 and Tribulato (2023d).
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Outside of the lemmas in a, a reference to the mowrai appears in PS 122.15-7 (re. gotv(E, a kind
of staff carried by the pap8odyot ‘staff-bearers’ which the poets call pd8i€ instead).

Indirect witnesses

Phot. a 1401 re. avapacpoi ‘steps’ (cf. PS fr. *176) says that the variant avaBaByoi is typical
of the apabeig and Ionians, and that no poet, prose writer, or historian has ever used it. The
entry was attributed to the PS by Reitzenstein (1907) and edited as PS fr. *176 by de Borries;
cf. Phryn. Ecl. 295 with the same teaching.

TOALTIKOG

dapvog ‘utterly denying’ (PS 11.13): the adjective is said to be cepvdtepog (see List 2) and
TOAMTIKWTEPOS than its synonym &€apvog. The parallel entry in Phot. a 2263 (absent in the
Synagoge tradition) preserves only ceuvog. On this entry, see Tribulato (2023a) and Section 5.
apopov €xev otopa ‘to have a silent mouth’ (PS 11.22-3): this phrase is marked with both
oepvog (see List 2) and moAltikdg (see Section 5). On this entry, see Tribulato (2023d) and
Section 5. The entry has no parallels in the indirect witnesses.

avbévtng ‘murderer’ (PS 24.5-9): the entry comments that av0€vtng is moAttikwtepov than
the form avtoéving used by Sophocles (EL 264, OT 107). The entry has no parallel in the indi-
rect witnesses; on the meaning of the word, cf. also Phryn. Ecl. 89 and see the analysis in
Section 5.

aikaAhovteg fawning’ (PS 36.1-4): Phrynichus recommends the use of aikéMw for a distinc-
tive style (see List 2 under @uAdtinog and Section 3) and the synonym npoccaivw for a mo-
ATkog style. Cf. Phot. a 583 and the parallel sources discussed in Tribulato (2023c), all with-
out evaluative terminology; see Section 5.

auolaia pripata ‘cart-sized words’ (PS 43.5-8): the expression is not moAttikdg but is permis-
sible for a poet (see List 2 under mowntikog). Cf. Phot. a 1118, where instead of mowntik6g we
have xwpwdg. For an analysis, see Tribulato (2023d) and Section 5.

Kataxopng otvy ‘saturated with wine’ (PS 83.3): commenting on the expression, Phrynichus
points out that the synonym Stakopg is moAltikwtepov (see Section 5 and Tribulato 2024b).

Indirect witnesses

*® « 145 (= PS fr. *6a ~ Phot. a 164) re. dyfAaL ‘to venerate’ (see also Cavarzeran, this vol-
ume): after some quotations illustrating the meaning of dydA\w, the second part of the entry
compares Gyw (as a synonym of Tipdw ‘to honour’) and dydA\w, stating that both are Attic,
but the former is moAttikév, while the latter is typical of comedy (see above under kKwpwdt-
k6¢6) and close to being a gloss (¢yyvg yAwttng), although it can be used, according to Phryni-
chus, if one is after ‘the ancient language and solemnity of expression’ (et 8¢ yé oot €in
apyaiag ewviig omovdn Kai oepvoTNTOg AGYywV, XpRoato <av> ¢ ToLoVTW YAPAKTHPL TMV
ovopdtwv).

£ a 462 (= Phot. a 470, ex ™) re. &Onpog quépa ‘a day without hunting’ (PS fr. *9): see List 2
under ceuvadg, Section 3, and the analysis in Section 5.

Phot. a 817 (= £ a 812 + 813, ex L) re. axovaipn ‘fit to be heard’ (PS fr. *13): apropos the
adjective axovotyog, both £° a 813 and Photius state that according to Phrynichus the syno-
nym AaKovaTog is TOALTIKOTEPOV.

Phot. a 1654 re. avacepvivew ‘to extol’ (PS fr. *211): this entry in Photius, which has no par-
allel, has been attributed to the PS by Reitzenstein (1907). The attribution is likely, because
the entry contrasts two synonyms, avacepvivw and dnooeuvivw, formed with two different
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prefixes (a common interest of Phrynichus): both are judged moAitikd, but avaceuvivw (at-
tested only here and not lemmatised in LS]) is moAitikytepov and vpnAdtepov ‘higher’.

Phot. a 1913 re. avidopat £’ oig joBnv moté ‘I no longer enjoy the things I once enjoyed’ (cf.
PS 44.7-10): the two entries have different wordings of the interpretamenta. Both preserve a
reference to Hermippus (fr. 28), but only the indirect tradition uses the evaluative terminol-
ogy: the expression is regarded as innovative (katvj) and as ‘possessing something rather
TOALTIKOG (TOALTIKWTEPOV TL Exovoa). Cf. Gerbi, this volume.

prtopeg (oi)

anédpapev ‘we ran away’ (PS 16.6-12): the alternative sigmatic aorist form aneSpaoaueyv is
attributed to the pfitopeg and proscribed. The same label is applied to the first-person singu-
lar root aorist anéspwv for anédpav. I o 1661 (= Phot. a 2309, ex L) deals with anédpav
but does not preserve any evaluative terminology.

Indirect witnesses

Schol. Ar. Nu. 756a (= PS fr. *25) re. apyvpiwv (gen. plur.) ‘money’: see above under kwukog.
Su. v 618 re. UmotpoyLadijvar (PS fr. *363): the current meaning of the verb Umotpoyilw in
the passive (‘to be run over by a wheel’) is associated with the use of the pritopeg, while the
meaning ‘to be tortured on the wheel’ is associated with ancient authors (implied by Aé-
youaou). The entry is attributed to the PS on the basis of PS 114.17-9 (tpoxtafijvar).

CapPKAOUOG

Gplotog kAEmTeLy ‘the best at stealing’ (PS 16.3-5). See above under aoteilog. Phrynichus com-
ments that with this combination of words is ‘[someone] is praised through the trope of sar-
casm in order to emphasise his [bad] nature’ (capkaouod Tponw énfvnral eig VepPoAnV
700 kako?). This entry has no parallel in the indirect witnesses.

No other references to sapkacpog are preserved in either cod. Par. Coisl. 345 or the indirect wit-
nesses.

OKWTTIKOG (With okTTw and anookwntw): for all of these, see further the analysis of Pellet-
tieri, this volume.

apgapiotepog ‘with two left hands’ (PS 2.7-8): it is defined as a okwnTikdV TdvL dvopa. The
evaluative terminology (okwntiki @wv) is repeated in Phot. a 1292, with direct attribution
to Phrynichus. The entry is not present in the Synagoge tradition. Cf. Favi (2022h).

amutov Twywva (AmAetov de Borries) ‘unwashed beard’ (PS 4.1-2). Phrynichus comments:
el BédoLg avenayb®dg ok@ay, ‘if you want to tease (a bearded man) without being offensive’
(transl. Favi 2022g); cf. avemayOng in List 2. 2P 0 1794 (= Phot. o 2444, Su. a 3241, ex X) pre-
serves the shorter ckonTwv ‘teasing’.

av8pdyvvov @bvppa ‘androgynous plaything’ (PS 17.13-4): an expression recommended et
6€Ao1g yuvvv Tiva ok@pau (‘if you wish to tease an effeminate man’). The entry has no parallel.
Afrvn dvBpwmog ‘a man [who is] an Etna’ (PS 39.1-4): the expression is recommended &t
0éMo1g amook®yal Tva eig moAveayia KTA, ‘if you wish to tease someone for his gluttony’.
The entry has no parallel.
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This evaluative terminology is not preserved elsewhere in the PS or its indirect witnesses.

OTAVLOG

apmayuaiog ‘stolen’ (PS 6.6-9): the entry comments t&v ypnoipwv €0t Kat onaviwv 1 ewvy,
‘this expression belongs [to the group] of those which are useful and rare’ (cf. also List 1
under xpfiotuog). The entry has no parallel in the indirect tradition.

avamnpia ‘lameness’ (PS 13.4-6): for the first part of this entry, see List 1 under aua®qg.
The second part classifies the word as omdviog in contrast to the adjective avannpog, which
is marked with xaBwuiAntat (‘it is in common use’: see above).

In the rest of the epitome, omdviog occurs only in PS 90.6-7 (vedmAoutog ‘newly rich’) to charac-
terise the antonym veomévng ‘newly poor’.

Indirect witnesses

2P 0 243 (= Phot. a 101, ex £ = PS fr. *5) re. dyavaktd cov ‘I am angry with you’: the syntax,
with the genitive instead of the dative, is defined as kawvov kat onaviov; see Gerbi (2024),
Gerbi this volume.

Phot. a 554 (= PS fr. *111) re. ai8wg ‘respect’: while the noun is frequent in Homer, it is rare
(oméviov) among the other authors. The entry, attributed to Phrynichus by Reitzenstein
(1907), is absent in the extant redactions of the Synagoge. Theodoridis (1982-2013 vol. 1, 249)
identifies Phrynichus as the source of Phot. a 2711 (re. andpuéLc ‘acquittal’), where the use of
the cognate dmoguyn in this sense is characterised as mavu omdviog. There are other entries
where Photius uses omaviog, but the source is not Phrynichus: see Phot. a 2110 and Phot.
€702.

P a 2576 (= Phot. a 3407, ex ) re. apun and aguat, both meaning ‘small fried fish’ (PS
17.10): the singular form is marked with onaviwtata ‘very rare’.

GUYYPAPLKOG

aipeaBat Tipaig ‘to be puffed up with honours’ (PS 12.9-10): the expression is évapynig ‘vivid’
and ovyypa@xi ‘suitable for prose’ (see List 2, under évapyng).

Indirect witnesses

P o 462 (= Phot. a 470, ex £) re. 0npog fuépa ‘a day without hunting’ (PS fr. *9): while
commenting on the suitability of the expression for the oepvdg and moAttikdg style (see Trib-
ulato 2023b and Section 5), the entry adds: cuyypagwv xp®d, enotv 6 ®puviyog (‘use it when
writing prose, says Phrynichus’). The locus classicus cited is Aesch. fr. 241.

Phot. a 1238 re. apoyx6i ‘without toil’ (PS fr. *15): Photius comments ouyypa@wn 1 9wvi, g
enow 6 ®puviyog (‘the expression is suited to prose, as Phrynichus says’); the locus classicus
cited is [Aesch.] Pr. 208. This entry has no parallel in the rest of the indirect tradition.

= « 254 (= Phot. a 112, ex £"") re. dyav Teively ‘to strive too much’ (PS fr. *51): the entry com-
ments oLyypa@i | wvr. The implicit locus classicus is Soph. Ant. 7101, see Theodoridis
(1982-2013 vol. 1, 19).

¥° o 748 (= Phot. a 782, ex &) re. GkOAQOTOV Kal UBplotov mpdyua ‘an unbridled and inso-
lent thing’ (PS fr. *116): this long entry ends with the evaluative comment cuyypagai 8¢ at
ouvlijkay, ‘[these] combinations are suited to prose’. The two loci classici cited in the entry
are comic (PL.Com. fr. 105 and Pherecr. fr. 173).
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- Phot. a 1100 re. auaBiag Uog ‘the height of ignorance’ (PS fr. *164): the expression is defined
as a Aaumpa kal cuyypa@kn @paoct ‘a brilliant expression, suitable for prose’ (the locus
classicus is Pl. Ep. 7.351e.8).

- Phot. a 808 re. akodoat 6py® ‘I am eager to listen’ (PS 8.12-3): in a long entry devoted to
opydw ‘T am eager’ and its combinations and derivations (see also Cavarzeran, this volume),
Photius concludes: ovyypagwn pévtol | ewvy 1} akodoat 6py® (in general, they [i.e. Attic
authors] use this verb in various ways; indeed, the expression dxofoaL 6py® is suited to
prose’).

ouvifela
- anoppnolg ‘prohibition’ (PS 47.8-11): this meaning of the noun is that of common language
(ouvriBela), while Plato (R. 357a.4) uses it as a synonym of pijoig.

Indirect witnesses
- Phot. a 2252 re. andvtnolg ‘meeting’ (PS fr. *245): the meaning, illustrated by Soph. fr. 828, is
said to be wg v Tfj ouvnbeia papév, ‘as we say in common language’.

ouvvovaia

- ailoyvvopevog TePUTAEKEL TV cuueopav ‘ashamed, he wraps up the misfortune [in words]’
(PS 2.9-10): the expression is marked by év cuvousia xp@® (‘use it in conversation’), while £°
a 578 (= Phot. a 670, Su. at 362, ex £") has only év cuvouaiq.

Indirect witnesses

- Phot. a 1666 re. avaomdv BovAevpa kat dvaomdv yvwpidlov ‘to draw forth a decision and to
draw forth little thought’ (cf. PS 47.19): the entry, also discussed above under kwutk6g, adds
1} GLUTAOKT Appdlel cuvouaialg, ‘this combination is well suited to conversations’.

- 222260 (= Phot. a 2993, Su. o 4234, ex £) re. AoTEI6V <T1> Kal KATEPPLVNUEVOV ELMETY ‘to say
something witty and polished’ (PS 12.1-3): the entry notes that this is a kwuwi cvunioky
(see above under kwuwkog) and adds év ovvovoia xp®. This terminology is absent in the
epitome of the PS.

Tpaywkog (including oi Tpaywkoi and Tpaywdia)

No reference to tragic language survives in the evaluative terminology of the epitome, except for

a mention of tpaywsia in PS 128.11-3 re. Yuyoppoelv ‘to drain the soul’ (the indirect witnesses,

consisting in Phot. { 656 [= Su. { 171, ex £'], do not preserve the terminology: on these entries, see

Gerbi 2023d).

- Phot. a 33 re. apdéivkta ‘not to be abominated’ (PS fr. *40): the expression is marked as
Tpaywtépa and a quotation from Aeschylus (fr. 137) follows. There are no parallels in the
rest of the tradition.

- 220248 (= Phot. 0 108, ex I re. éyavov ‘broken’ (PS fr. *48): the entry comments kai o070
TPayKOTEPOV TO Gvopa. The attribution to Phrynichus is doubtful (cf. Paus.Gr. a 9).

- 2P 0259 (= Phot. a 116, ex £, where the first part of the entry is from a different source) re.
ayat ‘wounds’ (PS fr. *55): the entry notes that the use of ayai ‘fragments, splinters’ in the
sense of ‘wounds’ is typical of the tpaywot (trag. adesp. fr. 583a).

- 1P 393 (= Phot. a 419, Su. a 546, ex &) re. AeA\G8eg immot ‘storm-swift horses’ (PS fr. *96):
the expression is marked with kal TodTo TpayKov.
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- Phot. a 1270 (= Su. a 1681, ex ") re. audvng kal aAknotig ‘defender and courageous’ (PS fr.
*175): the text in Photius marks the two words with fotpatnywdt kat AioxvAnpd. The first is
a corruption of Tpaywd, correctly transmitted by Su. a 1681, which also has Aioyuinpd;
okAnpa is Reitzenstein’s (1907, 96) correction, accepted by de Borries ad loc. Reitzenstein
was probably prompted to propose this correction by the fact that neither apvvtiig nor dA-
knotig occur in Aeschylus, although the adjective AioyvAnpd, if original, may simply have
been intended to highlight that these were the kinds of words typical of an ‘Aeschylean’
style (magniloquent?, bombastic?) and hence to be avoided. Reitzenstein’s okAnpd obviously
attempts to bypass the problem of the lack of attestations while retaining the idea that Phry-
nichus rejected these words. However, the corruption of oxAnpd into AioyvAnpd is unlikely
and, moreover, okAnpog is nowhere else used as an evaluative term in either Phrynichus or
the Synagoge tradition. In Pollux, it marks forms considered ‘difficult’ (e.g. Poll. 6.125 re.
aueilktog ‘unsoftened’ or Poll. 6.156 re. opoepki|g ‘within the same precinct’), though not
always for clear reasons: some of the condemned terms are hapax legomena or rare, and so
may be ad hoc formations, to be avoided; others may have entailed an unpleasant combina-
tion of sounds.*® Be that as it may, the problem remains that 6xAnpdg is not typical Phryni-
chus’ terminology and Reitzenstein’s correction must be taken with caution.

5 A case study: The stylistic category of TTOALTLKOG

In the previous section I avoided commenting on the label moAttikog: although it
certainly denotes a linguistic and stylistic mode of expression, this label can be
interpreted as a general reference to a register or, conversely, as a specific desig-
nation for the literary genre of the moAttikog Adyog, i.e. oratory. This ambiguity is
inherent in the polysemy of moAitukég as both a general and a stylistic term. mo-
ATikdg can denote that which, insofar as it belongs to the life of the moAig and its
citizens (moAitau), is common and in everyday use. It may also refer more specifi-
cally to activities related to the administration of the city, to politics in the etymo-
logical sense: moAlTikog can therefore be used to denote a ‘political’, i.e. practical
oratorical style, appropriate to statesmen and politicians, and it is in this sense
that it is used, for instance, by Hermogenes and other rhetoricians, albeit with
significant differences.*® But moAitikég could also refer to the ideal moAitng, a

45 See Busses (2011, 65-6).

46 The history of moAitikdg is traced by Brandstatter (1893). As a reference to oratory, it can be
used as an unspecific label for oratory tout court, as in Dionysius of Halicarnassus (see Ruther-
ford 1998, 45 n. 31). Or it may more narrowly identify a type of oratory, as in Hermogenes: ac-
cording to Russell (1981, 196) ‘the rhetoric of policy recommendations’; according to Rutherford
(1998, 44), instead, ‘a synthesis of forensic and deliberative’. An entire treatise, transmitted under
the name of Aristides ([Aristid.] Rh. 1), and probably originally written at the end of the 2nd cen-
tury CE or the beginning of the 3rd century CE, is devoted to the moALTik0g Adyog: see the edition
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member of a community who had access to a good education and thus spoke in a
civil and urbane manner. In this latter sense, ToALTikd¢ may more generally iden-
tify a cultivated register.*’

Deciding which of these possible interpretations apply to Phrynichus’ use of
the term is difficult because the PS confronts us with some possibly contradictory
usages of moAtTikdg. To avoid orienting the reader’s interpretation, in my analysis
of these entries I will not translate moAttikdg, reserving my proposal for its trans-
lation for the end of this section. In discussing the value of moAitikdc, I will also
pay attention to the interplay of this category with that described by oepvoc,
which is associated with it in three entries.

In the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345, there are six entries marked with moAL-
TIKAG; five other entries in the indirect witnesses use moAlTikoc and are attributed
by scholars to the PS (for both, see List 3). I will begin with the clearer entries and
gradually move to more obscure ones. The first quality of moAttikdg is that it is
opposed to poetry. The Eclogue expresses this contrast in unequivocal terms:

Phryn. Ecl. 42: ¢pevyeaBat 6 moTig ‘0 8 épevyeto oivoBapeiwy’, GAX & TOATIKOG épuyyd-
VELY AEYETW.

The poet (i.e. Homer) [uses] ¢pevyopat (‘to belch’): ‘and he (Polyphemus) belched, heavy
with wine’ (Od. 9.374). But the moAttukcdg man should use épuyyavw.

Phryn. Ecl. 294: x01{0v amoBAntéov OTL momTIKOV, Avti 8¢ ToT 8oV épolpev xOeavov, Tpog
TO TOALTIKOV AITOTOPVEVOVTEG TOV AGY0V, KG Kal APLOTOQAVNG.

One must reject x6106g (‘of yesterday’) because it is poetic: instead of x81{dg, we will use
x0eowog polishing the language towards the moAttikov, as Aristophanes also [does] (cf.
V. 281; Ra. 987).

Phryn. Ecl. 32: geoovUKTLOV TTOUNTLKOV, 0V TIOALTIKOV.
uecovoktiov (‘in the middle of the night’) is poetic, not moAttikdg.

In Ecl. 42, ¢pvyydvw is recommended against ¢peUyopat. The same opposition is
expressed by Moer. € 50, who contrasts two participial forms from épuyydvw and
¢pevyopal, both meaning ‘to burp, to belch, to erupt’ (épuyyavwv <ATTiko(>* ¢pev-
youevog <EAAnveg>). épevyopal (to be distinguished from the homophonous verb

and commentary in Patillon (2002). Patillon (2005) edits another treatise, the Té€xvn 00 moALTIK0D
A6you by the so-called Anonymus Seguerianus, which goes back to an original redaction that can
be dated to the 3rd—4th century CE and was modelled on the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum.

47 On the connection between educated speaking and moAtTikog, see Whitmarsh (2001, 97 with
n. 26).
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meaning ‘to bellow’) is by no means an exclusively poetic verb: it occurs, for in-
stance, in Aristotle, Theophrastus, and the Septuagint, a distribution which may
explain why Moeris possibly attributed the form to the "EAAnveg. However, the
fact that épeUyopat occurs in Homer (and in many later poets as well), but not in
Attic literature, where the common form is the cognate synonym €puyydvw (with
attestations in Cratinus, Eupolis, Diphilus, and Euripides’ Cyclops), is sufficient for
Phrynichus to condemn it in favour of the Attic form, although the latter verb is
also found in non-Attic prose.*® Ecl. 42 thus confirms that Phrynichus’ categorisa-
tions are black and white: he marks épevyopat as a poetic term when the form is
also found in prose, though not in authors he approves, while épuyydvw, a much
rarer form, is deemed more appropriate to the speech of a ToAtTik6¢ man.

In Ecl. 294, moAtikdg qualifies the approved adjective x8ecivdg against the
poetic xB1loc. In our extant texts, xBeowog is a very rare form, first attested in
Lucian (earlier attestations are only in lexica). Phrynichus’ preference for this ad-
jective is based on two problematic occurrences in Ar. V. 281 and Ra. 987, where
the manuscripts transmit xBeowvdg, but this is unmetrical and must be corrected
to xBW(wvdg in order to fit the verse.*® Phrynichus probably read an already cor-
rupted text, since the variant yBecwvdq is also transmitted by the Suda (x 325), sug-
gesting that this is an ancient reading. Be that as it may, Phrynichus rejected
¥01l6¢ on account of its being a Homeric word, inappropriate to a mOALTIKOG
style.”° It is noteworthy that in commenting on Aristophanes’ choice, Phrynichus
implies that the Attic poet shaped his style in a more common - that is, less
markedly poetic — form.

In Ecl. 32, Phrynichus rejects the synthetic form pecoviktiov because it is po-
etic. It is unclear whether Phrynichus is here referring to the noun 0 yecovok-
Tlov ‘midnight’ or to the adjective from which it derives, pesovoktiog ‘in the mid-
dle of the night’.>! The latter interpretation is supported by the attestation of

48 See especially its technical use in Hippocrates and Galen to denote ‘to belch’ as opposed to
¢Uéw ‘to vomit’; these verbs are discussed in Batisti (2024).

49 ¥0BLwog is also approved by Photius (e 2492: £x08e¢ kal uovooLAANGBwG XBEC pew EAAvIKA:
Kal xBLvov xat €x0lvov, ‘¢x0eg (‘yesterday’) and, with a monosyllable, x8é¢: Both are approved;
and [so are?] xB1{wvdg and £x61{vdc’). The entry is attributed to Orus, fr. B 73, by Alpers (1981); cf.
Moer. ¥ 6.

50 The occurrence in Hdt. 1.126.5, in Cyrus’ speech to the Persians, is one of those instances
where Herodotus agrees more with Homer than with contemporary prose, and may be due to
register heightening.

51 The rejection of uesovukriog is in line with Phrynichus’ dislike of Ableitungskomposita (‘deri-
vational compounds’) based on phrases, on which see also Ecl. 167 (uego8axtula). On Ableitungs-
komposita, see Risch (1945).
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pecovukTiog in Pindar (1. 7[6].5), while the noun is first attested in post-Classical
prose.

To sum up, the three entries of the Eclogue marked by moAttikog clearly show
that this category is opposed to the poetic register. Given the contrastive structure
of these entries, one might be tempted to translate moAttiko6g loosely as ‘suited to
prose’. But against this interpretation militates the use in Phryn. Ecl. 42, where
TOATIKOG — in symmetry with 6 TowTrg — seems to refer to a person (4AX’ 6 TOAL-
TIKOG EPUYYAVELY Aey€Tw), not to a style. In this last entry, moAitikdg may there-
fore identify the kind of polished language used by the educated citizen.

Equipped with the background of the Eclogue, let us now turn to the PS. Two
of its entries show the same opposition between moAltikd¢ and mowntikog. A
straightforward case is the entry for the compounds av6¢vtng and avtoévng:

PS 24.5-9: a0BEvVTNG 6 aOTOXELP. oUYKELTaL 8¢ Tapd TO elval, 6mep £0Tlv a@elval Kai Tapd o
avTdg, olov O agelg Eipog i GAA0 TL TPOG TO ArtoKTeIval Tva. Zo@oKARG 8¢ AUcag Tovopa
aOTOEVTNG ElTeV. £0TL 8¢ TOATIKOTEPOV TO AVBEVTNG.

avBévtng: The murderer (by his own hand). It derives from &ivay, that is ‘to let loose’, and
from avtdg, indicating the one who [materially] draws the sword or another thing to kill
someone. And Sophocles (EL 264; OT 107), resolving the noun (i.e. into its components), used
avtoévTng. But avBévtng is more TOALTIKAG.

avBévtng is attested in tragedy (Aeschylus, Sophocles) and prose (Antipho, Thucy-
dides). Phrynichus remarks that Sophocles uses the analytical form avtoévtng,
with the first element not elided, and selects the more frequent a06évtng as the
noAlTikwTepog form, implicitly rejecting Sophocles’ avtoévtng as one only used
for poetic (i.e. metrical) convenience. The appreciation of avBévtng as moALTikog
must also be due to the relationship between the Attic use of the word and its
common post-Classical meaning. Outside Attic literature, av8évtng identifies
someone who is responsible for an action because he performs it with his own
hands. Hence, in the koine avB8évtng becomes a synonym for ‘master of himself,
‘free person’. This synonymity with §eomotng is openly condemned by Phrynichus
in Ecl. 89. In this entry of the PS, moAttikdg allows Phrynichus to reconcile himself
with the compound: it is fine for the aspiring sophist to use a06¢vtng in the speci-
alised Attic sense of ‘murderer’ and not — as the lesser rhetors in imperial courts
do, as Phrynichus says in the Eclogue — to mean ‘master’. moAttikog is therefore a
positive label through which Phrynichus negotiates the admissibility of avBévtng
in the speech of the properly trained sophist: here, we can translate it as ‘culti-
vated’, but the word may well carry the further nuance of ‘political’, that is ‘typi-
cal of the kind of language used by orators in Classical Athens’.



204 —— Olga Tribulato

The other entry in which moAttikog is openly contrasted with the language of
poetry is PS 43.5-8, which I have analysed in Tribulato (2023d):

PS 43.5-8: auaglata prjuata (pripata Reitzenstein ad Phot. a 1118, de Borries: ypfuata cod.)-
ueydAa, & épot &v duaga, ovk AvBpwmog 1j LofuYLoV. Kal 0 ToNTHS ‘008’ &v vnlg Ekatdlu-
yog xBog GipolTo’. 0Ok €Tt TadTa TOALTIKG, T¢) HEVTOL ToNT Si8oTat Aéyelv.

Cart-sized words: big [words, of the kind] that a cart would carry, but not a man or a beast.
And the poet [says] ‘(many reproaches of which] not even a ship with a hundred benches
would bear the load’ (Hom. Il. 20.247). These [expressions] are not moAttikd, though the poet
may use them.

No locus classicus is preserved for this metaphorical expression (the reference to
the Iliad merely explains the image behind it), but the parallel entry in Photius (a
111) quotes the comic poet Polyzelus (fr. 7), followed by another quotation from
Cantharus concerning the synonymic expression apa€laio koumdoyata ‘cart-sized
boasts’. Phrynichus proscribes these expressions because they are mowntika and
not moAltikd; Photius adduces a different reason: they are kwuikd. In fact, these
statements may not contradict each other. One possibility is that both Phrynichus
and Photius contrast the quality of moAtikdg with that of moutikog, but the text
in Photius, which preserves the direct reference to Polyzelus and Cantharus, clari-
fies the context in which comedy uses these expressions. Rather than being a ref-
erence to comic language tout court, Photius’ kwpika would thus draw attention
to the fact that Polyzelus and Cantharus used poetic vocabulary for comic pur-
poses. Both Andreas Bagordo and Christian Orth suggest that these two comic
fragments may have been paratragic.>* This would confirm why Phrynichus
deems the expression unsuitable for a moAiTikdg style that is elegant but avoids
bizarre expressions.

The opposition of ToALTIKOG to poetic style is also present in the indirect wit-
nesses. An entry in Photius (a 817), condensing two different entries in Z° (a 812
and a 813, ex '), deals with the adjective dxovoiuog “fit to be heard’, selecting
the synonym dxovotog as the moAtikwrtepog form. Indeed, axovoluog appears to
be a Sophoclean hapax (fr. 745), while dxovotdg — which, as the entry notes, was
also used by Sophocles (fr. **357; cf. also OT 1312) — is the common form. Again,
noAttikog marks a kind of style that uses everyday vocabulary, avoiding glosses
and rare terms.

So far I have dealt with entries where moAttikog characterises a usage that is
not poetic or, conversely, where poetic usages are deemed inappropriate for o

52 Orth (2015, 341); Bagordo (2014b, 242); see also Tribulato (2023d) for an interpretation of the
paratragic character of the two fragments.
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noAltikov. However, the example of Phot. a 817, which we have just discussed,
shows that in Phrynichus’ view, the kind of language marked with moAtTik6¢ can
also find a place in serious poetry. In two other entries of the PS, Phrynichus
pairs moAltikog with cepvog to address vocabulary that, as we can reconstruct,
was used by both prose writers and poets (including the tragedians):

PS 11.13: amapvog oepvdtepov 10D EEapvog Kal TOATIKOTEPOV.
Gmapvog (‘utterly denying’): It is more solemn than €€apvog (‘denying’) and more TOALTIKOG.

PS 11.22-3: dpo@ov Exetv aToua: 0lov APwvov Kai §ouyov. 6epvov Kal TOALTIKOV.

opov Exely otopa (‘to have a noiseless mouth’): Le. ‘voiceless’ and ‘quiet’. [The expression]
is solemn and TOALTIKAG.

In the first entry, the adjective énapvog is chosen as the more ‘solemn’ and moAL-
TIKOG variant against the cognate synonym £Eapvog (the same preference is ex-
pressed by Phot. a 2263, while Poll. 5.104 mentions both adjectives in a list of syn-
onyms). Indeed, drapvog is the rarer form, with only nine occurrences in
Classical literature, beginning with Aeschylus. While &apvog is equally attested
in Attic, it was also widespread in Post-Classical Greek. The ‘solemnity’ attributed
to dnapvog probably derives from its use by Sophocles (Ant. 435), while its moAL-
Tikd¢ character may depend on the attestation in Antipho 1.9 (both texts are dis-
cussed in Tribulato 2023a). The Attic models behind the entry rule out moALTikog
always being opposed to poetry: in PS 11.13 it signals a rarer synonym which is
not exclusively poetic and is appropriate to cultivated register, whether in prose
or poetry.

PS 11.22-3 focuses on the antithetic expression dyogov €xewv otoua ‘to have a
noiseless mouth’, for which we have no locus classicus. The attribution to a comic
fragment proposed by Kock (CAF vol. 3, 626, approved by de Borries) is probably
wrong: it is more likely to be a tragic expression, on account of Phrynichus’ oep-
vdg and the overtones of the image itself (see the analysis in Tribulato 2023b, with
a discussion of tragic images involving otéua or yA®ooa). The question remains
as to why dogpov éyev otoua, if it was a tragic expression, is also marked by
TOALTIKOC. One possibility is that Phrynichus is describing the expression in terms
of both pwvn and @pdotg. GPogog alone — that is, as a wvy — is not an exclu-
sively poetic adjective, and so it can be appropriate for a moAttikog register. The
antithetical expression dyogov €xelv atopa (a @pdotg), instead, implies a higher
register, marked by oepvdg.

The same structure, with oepvog referring to the @pdoig as a whole and one
of its components being marked by moAitikdg, characterises an entry in the indi-
rect tradition of the PS:
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£ 462 (= Phot. a 470, ex £ = PS fr. *9): d0npog Quépa 6LV TEvL 1} GLUTAOKT Kal GEiwpa
0V UKpOV éyovoa. kal yap 6 xpnoduevog Tij ewvij kat tij epdoel AioyOAog éotiv év To&dTL-
oL. TpOoeaTL 8¢ TQ) oeUVR TG AéEewg Kal TO TOALTIKOV. Aéyetal 8¢ énl AKTaiwvog ‘00mw TIg
Axtaiwva ddnpog uépa kevov, mévov mAovtodvra, Enepev eig S6UOVG. GLYYPAPWY Xp®,
onotv 6 ®puviyoc.

afnpog Nuépa (‘a day without hunting’): The combination [is] solemn and possesses no
small dignity. Indeed, it is Aeschylus who uses the word and the expression in the Archer-
esses (fr. 241). The moAitikdv also belongs to the solemnity of style. It is said of Actaeon:
‘never a day without hunting sent Actaeon home with much toil but empty [hands]’. Use it
when writing prose, says Phrynichus.

Phrynichus immediately remarks that the combination (cuunAokn) of &8npog and
nuépa is ‘solemn and dignified’. He proves this judgement by the fact (ydp) that it
is Aeschylus who uses both the form &0npog (a pwvrj) and the expression 8npog
nuépa (a ppdoig). For, he adds, that which is moAiTikdg also belongs to the oepvog.
One must thus infer from this statement that d6npog per se (i.e. as a pwvn) is mo-
Atikog (probably because it is not exclusively poetic: see Tribulato 2023b), and
that its metaphorical association with fuépa makes it also oeuvog.

The three entries we have just discussed show that Phrynichus’ judgements
in the PS, unlike in the Eclogue, are not rigid: he sometimes combines different
stylistic categories to provide his reader with a nuanced expressive palette. It
seems that for Phrynichus the moAitukég style includes language ranging from
standard usage to a more dignified mode of expression, in turn marked by oep-
vd¢. The moAltikog register (i.e. the selection of moAttikd 6vouata) may thus be
characterised by oepvotng, but this is not one of its defining features. Conversely,
a MOALTIKOG register may occasionally aim at oeuvdtng, but oeuvétng is not re-
quired of all expressions that are moALTIKA.

Other ancient discussions of style similarly present moAttikog and cepvog as
stages in an increasingly careful and cultivated style. Consider Photius’ account of
Themistius’ style:

Phot. Bibl. cod. 74.52a.6-8: €atL 8¢ TV QpAcLy cang kal armépLrtog kal avenpdc, kai Aégeat
TOALTIKATG Kal i§ TO GeUVOV TL EMKALVOVOALS XPWUEVOS.

[Themistius’] style is clear, sober, and flowery, and uses moAtTikd expressions that tend
somewhat towards solemnity.

Photius clearly shows that solemnity, as a category of style, can be composed of
moALTIKal A€gelg (a synonym of moAlTikd 6vopata): together they form the tone of
the style. The most extensive treatment of this kind of association is that of Her-
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mogenes’ On Types of Style.>* As we have seen, Hermogenes uses ToALTiko¢ mostly
for ‘practical’ oratory, but occasionally also for a kind of prose style that tends
towards this type of rhetoric (for instance, that of Thucydides).>* In Book 2 of his
treatise (Id. 2.10-12, 380-403 Rabe), Hermogenes discusses at length how the ten
Attic orators practised the moAttikog Adyog, noting that some of them also attained
oeuvotng. He shows that oepvdtng, like other categories of style (virtutes dicendi),
may play a role in oratory, but not a prominent one.>> Hermogenes has already
dealt with oepvotng in Book 1 (see Section 3), where an opposition emerges be-
tween the oepvog Adyog and the moAlTikog Adyog. This is because aepvotng is pro-
duced by four orders of thought, but not all topics in these kinds of thought are
also appropriate to the moAttikog Adyog. For example, inquiries into the nature of
divine beings which focus on their causes can only be solemn, but are not appro-
priate to a ‘practical’ (moAttikdg) speech.>® However, the same topic (the nature of
divine beings), when used in a descriptive passage (ékgpaactg) without any ambi-
tion to investigate the causes, can be useful for a ‘practical’ speech.”’ Later on in
the text, when dealing with the péBodot (‘approaches’) typical of gepuvotng, Her-
mogenes shows how a solemn expression, such as a direct statement, can be at-
tuned to practical oratory by turning it into a doubting remark.>®

The best example of the gradation that I have supposed also governs Phryni-
chus’ pairing of oeuvog with moAttikdg comes from Hermogenes® discussion of

53 On oepvoTng as a category of style in Hermogenes, see Patillon (1988, 223-7); on its role in
oratory, see Patillon (1988, 285-6). A similar view of the thoughts, approaches, and language of
oeuvotng is expressed in Pseudo-Aristides’ treatise on the Adyog moAitikdg: [Aristid.] Rh. 1.3-34.
54 According to Hermogenes (Id. 2.12, 167-9 Rabe), Thucydides’ thoughts are typical of practical
oratory, but are at the same time solemn.

55 Hermog. Id. 2.10, 381.16-8 Rabe: TIv ceuvoTnTa Kol SLOKOTTELY €V TH TOATIKD XN AdYw Kal
koBalpelv anod tod peyéboug (‘One should break up solemnity in practical speeches and make it
less grand’; transl. Wooten 1987, 109).

56 Hermog. Id. 1.6, 243 Rabe: tafita 8¢ ei pév obTwg £€eTdloLTo KATA TAG aiTiag, GEUVOV HoVoV, 00
unv Kai moAtikov Svvatat motely Tov Adyov (‘Now, if these subjects are handled only with re-
spect to causes, they have power only to make the writing solemn, not to give it practical value
as oratory’; transl. Russell, Winterbottom 1972, 567).

57 Hermog. Id. 1.6, 244 Rabe: i pévtol Katd EKppacty avT@v T®V yevouEvwy AEyoL TG avTd, dAAL
un Tag aitiag {ntdv, kab’ &g yiverat, ToALTIKOV OU0D Kal oePvov TTOLEL TOV Adyov, 1G O ApLoTeidng
kTA. (‘If, however, one handles such topics not with a view to enquiry into causes but as a de-
scription, the result will be both solemn and practical (moAlTiko6g)’; transl. Russell, Winterbottom
1972, 568).

58 Hermog. Id. 1.6, 246 Rabe: 10 yap ‘cite fjpweg foav eite B0’ oepuvov 6v mALov &xel 10D TOAL
ko0 te kat mbavol katd v évdoiaowv (‘The thought ‘whether they were heroes or gods’ is
solemn as far as the content is concerned, but the expression of hesitation makes it more charac-
teristic of practical oratory, which aims at persuasion’, transl. Wooten 1987, 21).
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phrases with and without parenthetical expressions (Umootpo@ai), a discussion
that belongs to his treatment of the figures (oyfuata) of cepvdTng. A sentence
that is interrupted by a parenthesis may be oepvog, but it also has a hint of the
TOAMTIKOC, and so is not entirely solemn. Only a sentence without parentheses is
truly oepvog:

Hermog. Id. 1.6, 251 Rabe: o0 yap dpotov v [{] obtwg einely, K¢ mposipntat, fj Katd v v1o-
otpoPiv Staxdyavta, olov ‘@mag 6 Tiv avlpinwy Biog, K&y peydAnv TOALY 0IKHGL K&V -
Kpav, evoel Kal vopolg Sotkeltar dAAd tolto Uev yopyov dua @ TOALTIKG Kal oepvov
£0TLY, £KEVO 8¢ KaBap®G oeUvVOV &v AV Kal apLyég.

For example, if we put the phrase ‘whether they live in a large or a small city’ in the middle
of the sentence ‘The life of all men is governed by nature and by laws’ (D. 25.15), you would
not get the same effect as you would if you did not interrupt the sentence with a parenthe-
sis. To say ‘The life of all men, whether they live in a large or a small city, is governed by
nature and by laws’ is vigorous and rapid, while it is also typical of practical oratory and
solemn. The sentence without the parenthesis would be purely solemn, without the mixture
of any other characteristic’ (transl. Wooten 1987, 24, adapted).

Hermogenes’ theorisation allows us to confirm that in mentioning the stylistic
quality of oepuvdtng Phrynichus is providing a further reflection on moAttikdc, per-
haps implicitly distinguishing between at least two gradations of this stylistic cat-
egory: one which is simply moAttikdg, and one which may also be oeuvdg in some
of its traits. In conceding that it is possible for the moAttikog to be oeuvag, Phryni-
chus is also saying that a ToALTikdg style or language can aspire to oeuvotng, but
that this elevation must be carefully mastered lest one’s speech become too grand
and out-of-the-ordinary. This view of language seems reminiscent of Aristotle
when he states that a kind of ‘departure from the ordinary’ makes prose style
more dignified (10 yap ¢€arra€at molel paivesbal oepvotépav [i.e. AEEWv], Arist.
Rh. 3.2, 1404Db). However, Aristotle warns that when applied to prose, the extraor-
dinary means of oeuvatng must be kept to a minimum, because one must give the
impression of being natural, not artificial.>® Thus, standard words and metaphors
are the only rhetorical devices appropriate to speeches (10 6¢ kUplov kai 70 oi-
Kelov Kal petapopa poval xpnouol Tpog Ty eV PGV Adywv AEEW). Aristotle’s
70 xUplov echoes his discussion of kUpla 6vopata in Po. 1458b, the ‘ordinary’

59 Arist. Rh. 3.2, 1404b: év 6¢ T01g YIAOTG AGYOLG TTOAAD EAATTOOLY: 1) Yap UTOBeOLS EAATTWV. 81O BEl
AavBdvelv moloBvtag, kal ury Sokelv Aéyelv MEMAAGUEVWG AANY TEPLKOTWG: TOTTO Yap mBavov,
éketvo 8¢ Tovvavtiov (‘But in mere speech such methods are needed in many fewer instances, for
the subject is less elevated; and so those who practice this artifice must conceal it and avoid the
appearance of speaking artificially instead of naturally; for what is natural persuades, but the arti-
ficial does the opposite’, transl. Freese 2020, 355). On this passage, see Dover (1997, 97).
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words that make language clear and that poets often shun in favour of the un-
usual (Eevikd). In a similar vein, Isocrates (9.10) identifies the moAlTika T@v Ovo-
udtwv (‘citizens’ words’, i.e. ‘words in circulation among ordinary citizens’ in the
definition of Dover 1997, 96) as one of the main differences between oratory and
poetry. Galen, too, when discussing Hippocrates’ language, remarks on the lat-
ter’s — and Xenophon’s — mixture of ordinary vocabulary (marked by moAitik@®g),
dialectal glosses (ovépata yAwoonuatikd), and figurative expressions (ovépata
tpomikd).®® We see here that Phrynichus shares a view of moAitikdég that is pri-
marily a quality of a dignified ordinary language, separate from poetry, which
occasionally aspires to ceyvotng, but not in an excessive or extraordinary way.

The same notion seems to be present in the PS entry on verbs for ‘to wag the
tail’, which can also be used metaphorically to mean ‘to flatter someone’:

PS 36.1-4: aikaAhovteg onpaivel 10 caivovteg, 6mep oi kUveg moloTotv. 6 pévtol ZoQoKAfig
Kal Tpoacaivewv. xp& ovv, el uév PoTipWG, T® aikdAAew, gl 8 TOMTIKDC, TG TPOCTALVELY.

aikdAovteg: It means ‘fawning’, which [is] what dogs do. Sophocles (fr. 1082) also [uses]
npoocaivw. Therefore, use aixdAw if [you wish to use language] in a recherché way, but if
[you wish to use language] in a moATik6g way, [use] mposoaivw.

Phrynichus recommends aik@Aw for a style aspiring to distinction (@Lotipwg:
an ideologically loaded term, as we saw in Section 3). Indeed, aikdMw is a rare
verb in Classical sources: it is used once by Euripides, while one of its occurrences
in Aristophanes, in the mouth of Euripides’ Relative in Women at the Thesmopho-
ria, is probably paratragic.®* In Post-Classical Greek, aikéM\w is almost always
used by Atticising authors. Phrynichus instead marks the other synonym, npoo-
oaivw, with moAitikdg. In Attic literature, mpoooaivw is an exclusively tragic
word, but in post-Classical sources it has a few more occurrences than aikaAiw,
and not always in Atticising Greek (e.g. Philo of Alexandria, Eusebius, and various
hagiographers). In conclusion, it seems that moAltik6¢ marks mpoosaivw as a
more ‘ordinary’ word than aikdAAw, but one that the careful Atticist could still
safely use in elegant language to avoid the common caivw.

This interpretative hypothesis may allow us to make sense of the sixth entry
of the PS to use moAttikog and where Phrynichus’ preference is not clear:

PS 83.3: xataxopng olvw: Kai Stakopig TOATIKOTEPOV (ToATIKWTEPA Bekker).

katakopng otvw (‘saturated with wine’). And Staxopnig (‘filled’) [is] more moALTiko.

60 Gal. In Hipp. De artic. comm. 18a.414.16-415.3 Kiihn, on which see Manetti (2009, 169).
61 See the sources and analysis in Tribulato (2023c).
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Both xataxoprig and Staxoprig can be used in the same contexts to refer to people
saturated with drink or things soaked in a liquid, and both have their first attesta-
tions in Plato.®* The only slight difference that can be perceived in their occur-
rences is that while xataxoprg is widely attested in technical authors such as
Aristotle, Theophrastus, Hippocrates, and medical writers, but generally not in
high-register prose, Staxoprig is also used by Plutarch, Dio Chrysostom, and Aris-
tides. The PS entry thus concerns a word, Stakopr|g, which perfectly embodies an
ordinary language suited to prose and which has a good enough Attic pedigree
behind it.

Equipped with these insights, let us return to the initial question: does Phry-
nichus use moAttikdg to refer specifically to oratory? And, if so, is moALTikog sim-
Ply a marker for oratory in the broad sense, or a narrower marker for ‘practical
oratory’? The nature of the lemmas from the PS we have just discussed, and the
complex interplay of moAlrtikdg with oepuvog, make it unlikely that Phrynichus sub-
scribed to a theory of the moAlTikdg Adyog as a separate genre of oratory. Instead,
it is more likely that he used moAttikog in its Classical sense, as in Isocrates (see
above), to denote a kind of civil and educated language that is more suited to
prose than poetry (but perhaps not exclusively prosaic), and therefore occasion-
ally associated with political oratory stricto sensu. Thus, while Phrynichus’ use of
TOALTIKOC may be coloured by various nuances, including the evocation of the
practical qualities of politicians (oi moAlTikol), citizens, and civil men (oAltav), it
does not unequivocally identify an oratorical genre, at least not in the entries of
the PS as they have come down to us. This is clearest, I think, in Phrynichus’ selec-
tion of expressions that are both oepvog and moAitikdg: in discussing these ex-
pressions, Phrynichus is not narrowly thinking of a speaker engaged in practical
rhetoric, but of a sophist in the broad sense, i.e. both an orator and a prose writer,
and one who may write very high-register pieces such as encomia of the gods.
For instance, when Phrynichus recommends dmapvog against €€apvog to his
reader, he is recommending a kind of civil vocabulary that, while not outlandish
(and thus suitable for public speeches), is intended to make the speaker or writer
stand out.

To summarise, Phrynichus seems to reserve moAitikog for expressions that he
approves as suitable for a sufficiently cultivated mode of expression, character-
ised by the following features:

(D) it avoids vocabulary associated with poetry (as in the case of the rejected
forms avtoéving and dpaglaia pripata, as well as aikdA\w, considered to be
more poetic than mpocoaivw);

62 See the analysis in Tribulato (2024b).



Stylistic terminology in the Praeparatio sophistica =—— 211

(2) it selects rarer synonyms of common words (as in the case of dnapvog, which
is preferred to €€apvog, and of mpoocaivw, which is preferred to caivw);

(3) it selects forms which, however, always have an application in literary prose
(as in the case of avBévTng, dmapvog, dhoeog, and Tpocoaivw);

(4) at its higher end, the moAiTik6g mode of expression may even be characterised
by solemnity, especially when unexpected word combinations are involved, as
in dpopov &yewv otdpa: in this case, one could argue that the cepvdg and moAt-
TIkdg style privileges expressions that Phrynichus might otherwise have
assigned to the category of kawvotng.

In conclusion, moAlTikog in the PS can be translated as ‘urbane’ or ‘civil’, which
includes both its semantic nuances: ‘related to ordinary citizens and their con-
cerns’ and ‘courteous, polite’. All these features make it likely that moAitikdg was
a central category in Phrynichus’ stylistic thought, perhaps the very quality that
the language of the aspiring skilled rhetorician should possess. It remains an
open question, of course, whether Phrynichus provided a fuller and more coher-
ent treatment of the moAttikog register in the original PS than is attested in the
surviving fragments of his work.

6 Conclusions

This survey of the many facets of Phrynichus’ stylistic terminology has shown
that the PS views Atticist linguistic correctness through the prism of stylistic and
rhetorical theory. In the gradation of prescriptive expressions and the terminol-
ogy of stylistic categories, literary genres, and linguistic registers we see the so-
phistication of the lexical training that Phrynichus wished to offer to the aspiring
rhetors of his time. Although erased by shortening and transmission problems,
the complexity of the rhetorical structure created by Phrynichus in the PS still
shines through and speaks to us of a world in which A¢€1g — understood as both
language and style — represented the verbal expression of thought, a necessary
tool for those who wished to speak in public and become famous for their
speeches.

That this rich stylistic dimension was central to the original PS is also con-
firmed by the amount of evaluative terminology preserved in the indirect tradi-
tion. In this paper, I have attempted to show that the indirect tradition is as im-
portant as the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345 for a thorough reconstruction of
Phrynichus’ theoretical stance. By considering both strands of tradition side by
side, it is possible to catch more than a mere glimpse of the multi-layered struc-
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ture of the PS. Speculatively, if the original PS was arranged according to an ono-
mastic or thematic criterion (see Cavarzeran, this volume), then the individual en-
tries probably progressed from the general level (the definition of meanings,
basic grammatical information on gender and syntax, the Attic pedigree of cer-
tain words, etc.), to the collection of more peculiar elements (idioms, metaphori-
cal expressions, idiosyncratic usages of certain authors, novel coinages in com-
pounds, hapax legomena, etc.). It is at this more specialised level that annotations
on style and register would have been inserted, informing readers of the literary
provenance of certain expressions and the correct way to reuse them in one’s
own writing and speaking. A sharp attention to stylistic and sociolinguistic catego-
ries may thus have been Phrynichus’ response to a debate about the usefulness of
lexica, traces of which can still be detected in the prefatory letters of Pollux’s Ono-
masticon.%®
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Giulia Gerbi
Kawvwg eipntat: The concept of novelty
(kawvotng) in the Praeparatio sophistica

1 Introduction: Novelty in literature
and erudition between criticism
and appreciation

To provide readers with a useful guide to correct Attic was a major but not
unique aim of Phrynichus’ Praeparatio sophistica. With his imposing work, Phry-
nichus wished to offer his intended readers — aspiring rhetoricians — a well-
rounded linguistic and stylistic education, in order to make them capable not
only to acquire proficiency in correct Attic Greek, but also to master different
registers depending on genre and context on a case-by-case basis. As proof of
such purpose, the epitome still preserves the traces of an articulate evaluative vo-
cabulary meant to inform the readers on the genre, register, and communicative
occasion for which a form is suitable, or else on the group of speakers from
whom a certain usage is expected.! The evaluation of style is given room too: cri-
teria such as pleasantness, elegance, efficacy, visual power, conciseness, and orig-
inality (expressed by the adjectives kaAdg, @AOTIHOG, XPOLUOG, EVapPYIG, GUVTO-
nog, and kawvog) now and then surface in the PS. Among these, the category of
KawoTng (‘novelty’, ‘originality’), stands out for recurring more frequently than
the others in the PS, in both the epitome and in the indirect tradition. Phrynichus’
interest in kawvdtng that emerges from the PS is also openly borne out by Photius,
who remarks that the PS collects expressions ‘which are formulated and struc-
tured in an elegant and original manner’ in his Bibliotheca.”

The concept of novelty plays an important role in Greek culture as a whole,
which experiences and remarks it in various areas since its beginnings. D’Angour
(2011, 13) notes that the relevance attributed to novelty is peculiar to Greek civili-
sation:

These different kinds of novelty are remarked on by Greek poets, artists and thinkers in a
more direct, ample and self-conscious manner than can be found in the surviving docu-

1 For an exhaustive list of the evaluative terminology featuring in the PS, see Tribulato (this vol-
ume).

2 Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.100a.36-7: T®V YapLEVTWE T KAl KALVOTIPENRG EiPNUEVWY TE KAl GUVTETAYUE-
Vv.

3 Open Access. © 2025 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111580319-006
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ments of any other ancient culture; and the notion of innovation (kainotomia, to kainon) is
more regularly and explicitly raised by Greek authors than in any earlier corpus of ancient
texts.

As far as the vocabulary denoting novelty is concerned, D’Angour (2011, 66-73)
discusses the differences between the two Greek words for ‘new’ — véog and xat-
vdg, with their respective cognates — highlighting that, although in many cases
they eventually overlap, they originally express different semantic aspects of the
concept of ‘new’. The already Mycenaean véoc, which is attested, together with its
cognates, since Homeric Greek, refers to chronological novelty, meaning ‘recent’
or ‘young’. kavog, which spreads through Classical Greek from the early 5th cen-
tury BCE onwards,® represents instead an intentional and subjective novelty,
meaning ‘innovative’, ‘original’: kawvdtng thus denotes a concept of novelty con-
nected to the productive originality of the craftsman and of the author. As
pointed out in D’Angour’s reconstruction of the semantic spectrum of novelty (22,
fig. 1), whereas véog is purely descriptive, kawvog implies an evaluation.

When it touches the sphere of society and religion, novelty is often perceived
as a threat, for in these areas the Greeks tend to be conservative and to resist
change; this is for instance illustrated by the fact that one of the charges levelled
against Socrates was the accusation of xawvotopeilv ‘to innovate’: see e.g. Pl
Euthphr. 3b.6-7: (EY®.) ®¢ oDV Kawvotouodvtog cov mept T Bgia yéyparmrat
TNV TV ypaenv, (Euthyphro) So, he has brought the indictment against you
for making innovations in religion’.* When innovation concerns literature, lan-
guage, and style, by contrast, it is often viewed with interest, and xatvdg often ex-
presses a positive evaluation. Novelty is presented as a desirable feature for po-
etic invention since Homer: see Od. 1.351-2: v ydp Goldiv udiiov eénkieiova’
avBpwmol, | ij TIg aidvTeool vewtdtn aueutéintal, ‘for men praise that song the
most that comes the newest to their ears™ and is more than once referred to in

3 D’Angour (2011, 71-2) identifies the first certain literary occurrence of kawvog in Bacchylides
(19.31), but the word could already feature in Archilochus (fr. 91.31 West. The text is uncertain:
West 1998, 34 prints kawv@®v but foresees the possibility of reading kAivwv in the apparatus).

4 Transl. North Fowler (1914, 11). See also the phrasing kduua kawov, ‘new coinage [Gods]’ in Ar.
Ra. 890, expressing Dionysus’ disdain for the new deities invoked by Euripides (cf. Del Corno
1985, 210).

5 Transl. Murray (1919, 39). According to West (in Heubeck, West, Hainsworth 1988, 119), by ‘new-
est song’ Telemachus means poetic originality (see also D’Angour 2011, 184-8), but the passage is
open to different interpretations and touches on many issues, notably the modes of poetic inspi-
ration, and the poet’s standing in respect of his audience and of the dominant social group (in
this case, Penelope’s suitors). Telemachus’ words on Phemius’ song have been the subject of a
rich harvest of studies; the passage has recently been discussed in detail by Borsoni Ciccolungo
(2016, 21-43, with bibliography). According to Borsoni Ciccolungo (2016, 43), Telemachus, being
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lyric, when poets ask the Muses for inspiration of innovative verses or claim the
novelty of their poetry (see e.g. Pi. 0. 3.4: pot veooiyaiov evpovtL TpéTov ‘When I
found out a sparkling new mode’).% Pindar plays a decisive role in shaping the
concept of poetic novelty and, accordingly, a specific vocabulary that describes it,
anticipating, even if at a very early stage, ideas that will be developed by Hellenis-
tic literary criticism.” In Classical literature there is abundance of references to
novelty as a desirable quality:® Aristophanes provides some famous examples, as
it is the case in Nu. 545-8,° where the poet praises his innovations:

KAyw uév 0108706 avijp OV TToNTNg 0V Kou®

008’ Vudg InTd® *Eamatdv 8ig kal Tpig TalT eiodywv,
AN aiel kawag i8éag eiopépwv aoeilopa,

008&v dAAAaLSLY dpoiag kal mdoag SegLds.

And I myself, being a poet of the same kind, do not act like a bigwig, nor try to fool you by
presenting the same material two or three times; rather I have the skill to present novel
ideas every time out, none of them like the others and all of them ingenious.

Innovative formulations are also commended in Frogs since the prologue, where
Dionysus warns Xanthias against telling the same joke on the weight of his bur-
den.’® A positive assessment of literary novelty is also made by Aristotle, who
includes 10 xawvotopov, ‘novelty’, among the qualities of the Platonic dialogues,
for which he expresses admiration: Pol. 1265a.10-2: T0 uév o0v mepLrTov £xoval

informed from Athena about Odysseus’ vicissitudes, perceives Phemius’ performance on the Nos-
toi as a ‘newest song’, for it tells contemporary and ongoing events. In this reconstruction, véog
would refer to the Odyssey’s materials and underline the exceptionality of Odysseus’ return.

6 On the novelty to which Pindar refers, see Catenacci in Gentili et al. (2013, 417-8).

7 See Borsoni Ciccolungo (2016, 116-30) (in particular 130), discussing Pi. N. 8.19-23, in which the
novelty of poetic inventio is put in relation to a rupture with the tradition which is likely to at-
tract envy and disparagement (986vog). On the concept of novelty in poetry and its evolution
from Pindar to the Hellenistic age, see Borsoni Ciccolungo (2011).

8 The examples here provided are by no means an exhaustive review of the many texts that
deal with, or refer to, literary innovation. A more complete picture is found in D’Angour (2011),
Borsoni Ciccolungo (2016), where these and many other passages are discussed.

9 Novelty, which often features in Aristophanes’ comedies, is a recurrent theme in Clouds,
where the conflict between old and new is crucial and the notion of xawvétng is repeatedly asso-
ciated to discourse: note, for instance, that the chorus tells the Wrong argument that he must
come up with an original discourse if he wants to stand a chance to defeat his rival (Nu. 1031: 8€t
oe Aéyewv TL kawov, ‘you need to say something new’) and that Pheidippides is called the cham-
pion of new discourses (Nu. 1397: kawv@v €ndv).

10 See Ar. Ra. 1-18. The reference is to a repertory joke in Comedy: the comic poets Phrynichus,
Lycis, and Ameipsias are called into question for their resorting to such trivial humour (on the
passage, see Del Corno 1985, 155-7; Dover 1993, 191-2).
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ndvteg ol T00 Lwkpdtoug Adyol kal 70 kouov Kal T0 KavoTtouov kal 0 {nTnTkdv
‘Now, all Socrates’ discourses (i.e. by Plato) have brilliance, cleverness, novelty
and are keen to inquiry’."* Finally, novelty in language and style is usually valued
by ancient erudition; scholia often express appreciation for innovation inasmuch
as it represents a variation (mowtAia) which avoids monotony and attracts the
reader’s attention (see Niinlist 2009, 198-201). In rhetoric too, the criterion of nov-
elty is employed for evaluating style; Hermogenes, for instance, uses Kawvompemni|g
(‘novel’) for oyfuata in Id. 1.12, 248 Rabe. Novelty encompasses various traits and
focuses on various aspects of style, grammar, and vocabulary: it may consist, de-
pending on the genre, in the variation of epithets and formulae and in the avoid-
ance of homoioteleuton (all related to poetry), in the change of the grammatical
case, in the choice of rare words, or of uncommon figures of speech (all related to
prose: see D’Angour 2011, 207-9; Niinlist 2009, 199). These devices, carefully mea-
sured, contribute to create stylistic originality and to make the reader attentive
and pleased, increasing the text’s communicative efficiency.

Nevertheless, innovation can breed discontent also when it concerns litera-
ture and art: a prime and well known example is the contempt of some comic
authors — among which Aristophanes and Pherecrates — for the musical innova-
tions which took place in the last decades of the 5th century.'? There is no short-
age of cases in which innovation in language and style is perceived and presented
as a disliked trait, in particular when it results in artificiality and obscureness.
Comedy offers some examples of mockery of people using abstruse language: see,
for instance, the comic fragment attributed to Strato (fr. 1), where a cook is called
Lolyy(a) dppev(a) (‘a male Sphinx’) for his puzzling use of xawa pRuata (‘new
words’) that his employer cannot understand.” It is possibly also the case of Ar.
fr. 719 (cf. Phryn. PS fr. *236): puatd e koppa kal maiyve émbekvoval | mave
i akpouoiwv kamod kavapevpdtwy (‘To display refined expressions and jokes
all [fresh] from bellows and frameworks’); the distich, which metaphorically al-
ludes to innovation in language, could be originally part of an invective discredit-

11 But note that according to Halliwell (2006, 197-9) the vocabulary’s choice leaves some room
for ambiguity. Although recognising Aristotle’s appreciation for Plato’s dialogues, Halliwell high-
lights the ambivalence of koppdg and kawvotopog, this latter in particular being often ‘associated
with negative judgements on change and instability’ (Halliwell 2006, 199).

12 On Aristophanes’ criticism toward the new dithyramb, see Zimmermann (2008, 117-28). On
Pherecrates, fr. 155, see Napolitano in Franchini (2020, 242-94), with a rich bibliography.

13 See De Martin (2025, 323—-402, in particular 354-61, on the fragment’s interpretation; 364-5, on
the expression kawd prjpata).
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ing someone for his abstruse use of language.** xawoloyia (‘novel language’, per-
ceived as a ‘strange language’, see LS], s.v.) features among the flaws that Diony-
sius of Halicarnassus — who, in Lys. 3, advocates for a ‘natural’ style and does not
welcome deviations from it" — reproaches to Lysias’ predecessors:

701G 8¢ TpoTépolg oy adTn 1) §65a fv, GAAA BOVAGPEVOL KOGUOV TIVA TTPOGETVAL TOTG AGYOLg
EENAAATTOV TOV 8LOTNV KAl KATEPEVYOV €IG TNV TONTIKNY QPACLY, LETAPYOPATS TE TOAAATG
XpwuevoL Kat VTepPoAiS Kal Talg GANALSG TPOTIKATS I8EaLG, OVOUATWY TE YAWTTNUATIKGY Kal
ZEvwV YproeL Kal TV oUK elwBOTWV oxnuatiop®v Tij StadAayi] kai tij GAAN kawvoloyig kata-
TANTTOUEVOL TOV ISLWTNV.

[Lysias’] predecessors did not have the same opinion. Whenever they wished to add colour
to their speeches, they abandoned ordinary language and resorted to artificial expression.
They used a plethora of metaphors, exaggerations, and other forms of figurative language,
and further confused the ordinary members of their audiences by using recondite and ex-
otic words, and by resorting to unfamiliar figures of speech and other novel modes of ex-
pression (transl. Wiater 2011, 322, adapted).

The framework I have described above is by no means exhaustive: it has the sole
purpose of emphasising the crucial role that the concept of novelty had in Greek
literary and erudite production in its multiple perspectives, at times positive (inas-
much as it concerns narratological or linguistic innovation, differentiation from an
established tradition, or it is a useful rhetorical device), at times negative (inas-
much as potentially abstruse, and a hindrance to communicative effectiveness).'®

14 Bagordo (2018, 472-6). A disparaging sense was already imagined by Mattusch (1975, 316).
However, several critics understand the passage oppositely, as a praise of linguistic and stylistic
innovation; for more detail see Gerbi (2023a), with bibliography.

15 On Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ theory on language and style, see De Jonge (2008). Note that
Dionysius also uses kawvotopéw meaning that a theory does not rest on solid foundation in Comp.
25.67: xal 8T 6ANOf TadT €otl Kal 0v8EV €yw Kawvotoud, ‘And that this is true and that I am not
inventing anything’.

16 An interesting passage in this respect occurs in the description of an anepigraphic historical
writing by Agatharchides contained in Photius’ Bibliotheca (cod. 213.171a.6-b.17 = BNJ 86 T 2).
While presenting the style of this text, Photius comments that ‘it is the case that this man, judging
by what we have learned by going through his work, is distinguished and sententious, delighting
more than other writers in the grandeur and dignity of his style, but not at all employing un-
known words (Aé€eat uévtol Aoydov ov mdvu mpootebeluévog), and not employing common
words throughout the whole of his narrative, and not making up new words himself (yevviv 8¢
avtog oL A€EeLq). But, a craftsman in the use of words, if ever there was one, by creating a kind of
novel appearance but not with novel words, he perfects his style (kawvijv Twva prn kawaig
kexpnuévog Aéeat pavtaciav méunovoav anote)el v @pdotv). He so ably creates his work that
his innovation does not seem to be an innovation (0§ TV te Kawotouiav pr Sokely elvat Kawvo-
topiav) and he furnishes clarity not less than that provided by usual words (xai 10 cagég ok
éhattov TV €€ €0oug Aé€ewy mapéyewv) (cod. 213.171a.27-38; transl. Burstein 2012, adapted).
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In what follows, I will examine how and to what extent the idea of novelty is devel-
oped within the framework of Atticist lexicography (section 2), and by Phrynichus
in particular, focusing on some glosses of the PS (section 3) and of its indirect tradi-
tion (section 4) that usefully illustrate how this concept is treated in the lexicon and
help us reconstructing Phrynichus’ theory of style, also in the light of the epitomis-
ing process that the lexicon underwent (section 5).

2 Novelty in Atticist lexica: A peculiar trait
of Phrynichus’ theory of style

Although the concept of novelty was very much present in both literature and
erudition, it is extremely rare in Atticist lexicography. The one notable exception
is represented by Phrynichus, who develops this concept more frequently in his
PS, so much so that the interest in novelty can be considered a distinctiveness of
his with respect to the rest of Atticist scholarship.

Considering indeed Moeris’ lexicon, Pollux’s Onomasticon and the Antiatticist
as a control group for the treatment of the terminology of xawvotng by Atticist
lexicographers,"” it emerges that the occurrences of katvdg and kawvdtng as evalu-
ative terms are, in comparison, very scarce. Only two parallels are to be found:
one in Moeris and one in Pollux. In Moeris, kawvog qualifies the adverbs dAray 66,
GAAay60ev, and dAlayod, with the expansion -ay- between the stem and the end-
ing, which are compared to the series dAAo0t, 6AA0Bev, and GAAoaE:

Moer. o 18: dAXoBL GAA0BeV AAoce ATTiKOL AAAa0BL dAAay60ev dAAayoD Kavotepov ATTL-
kol kat "EAAnveg.

GAAo0OL (‘elsewhere’), dAAoBev (‘from another place’), dAAooe (‘elsewhither’) [are used by]
Attic-speakers; dA\ay60L (‘elsewhere’), aAAax60ev (‘from another place’), aAAayoT (‘else-
where’) [are] recently [used by] both Attic-speakers and Greek-speakers’.

This entry poses some problems. Along with being the only occurrence of this use
of kawvdg, otherwise unparalleled in Moeris’ lexicon, the gloss as we read it,'® with
the pericope ‘kawvdtepov Attikol kal "‘EAAnvec’, is found only in cod. Par. Coisl. 345
(C), which belongs to the Parisian recension, whereas the manuscripts of the Vati-

17 On a possible occurrence of kawvdtng in Pausanias’ lexicon see below (note 300).

18 Hansen (1998, 72). Note that the actual distribution of the readings in the manuscript tradition
differs from what is recorded in Hansen’s apparatus. I thank Maria Giovanna Sandri and Andrea
Pellettieri for their valuable advice on the manuscript transmission of this gloss.
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can recension, cod. Laur. Plut. 91. sup. 10 (F), cod. Vat. gr. 1882 (V), and cod. Darm-
stadt 2773 (D), actually transmit a different text. Indeed, D, whose text is abridged,
omits the pericope, F has kowo6v (‘common’), while V has kowvdtepov (‘more com-
mon’). The forms of kowdc transmitted by the Vatican recension would perfectly fit
Moeris’ schema Attikol vs. "EAAnveg, often rendered as Attukol vs. kKowag, and it
would be plausible that Moeris discourages the use of dAAaxd01, dAAayd0ev, and
aMaxod for their being typical of common language. However, notwithstanding
the disagreement between the two recensions and the isolation of kawvdtepov, this
reading is perhaps worth defending as being difficilior. The confusion between xat-
vog and kowdg is of course paleographically common, but in this context, it seems
more likely for kawvotepov to have been corrupted into a form of kowvdg rather
than the other way around, if only because a scribe could easily be led to favour
kowog for its consistency with the lexicon’s structure. In Moeris’ passage, in any
case, kawdc is unlikely to be referred to stylistic evaluation, as it is in Phrynichus,
and it is rather intended in a chronological sense, in order to assign the two series
of words to two different chronological phases of Attic."®

The passage of the Onomasticon, in which kawvég is applied to the use of Tpa-
nefo@dpov (‘table-stand’) in place of tpamela (‘table’), is a rather different case:

Poll. 10.69: £€gott 8¢ TV Tpamelay, £@’ [ TA EKTOUATA KATAKELTAL, TETPATTOuY Te Tpdmelav
elmelv xal povomovy, kat el TLg fovAolto EAOTLPETGOAL TPOG THY KAWVOTNTA THG XPHOEWS,
Tpanefo@OpOV. <0UK> £MTL TOUTOL WiV yap ebpov Todvopa &v Tolg AploTo@avoug Fewpyois:
¢nel & odv elpnrat 6 Tpamefoeopog, 0Tt kataypfiobal T¢ dvopatt £Kel pnoévTL émi Tod TV
Tpanelav gépovtog, i Enfjoav Toig dpxovoty ai puppivat.

It is possible to call the table on which the drinking-cups lie, tetpdnovg tpamnela (‘four-
footed table’) and povomoug tpdmela (‘one-footed table’), and, if one wants to aspire to the
novelty of use, Tpanefopopov (‘table-stand’). Indeed, I <do not> find the word used with this
meaning in Aristophanes’ Farmers (fr. 127): since it is said 6 Tpanefo@opog, it is possible that
the word here said [i.e. in the passage] applies to [the person] who carries the table on
which laid the myrtle-wreath for the magistrates.?

19 Since ¢AA00L, GAA0Bev, and GAAooe are already Homeric forms, Moeris is likely to consider
them as being representative of an old phase of Attic. On Moeris accepting Homeric forms as
being proto-Attic see Swain (1996, 56). Whereas dA\ay661 is attested later, GAAax66ev and dAlayod
are both attested in Attic authors of the 5th century (among others: Antiphon, Lysias, Aeschylus,
and Sophocles); they thus stand a good chance of being accepted by Moeris, not proscribed for
being ‘common’ as in the reading of cod. F. Note, however, that according to the LSJ (s.v. &AAayod)
A6t dAay66ev, dAlayod would be discouraged by Moeris’ as being less Attic.

20 Blaydes (1885, 56) suggested emending Gpyovatv into dSovatv (‘those who sing’). On this frag-
ment see Bagordo (2022, 45-6); Ceccarelli (2019, 256-8); Pellegrino (2015, 96).
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Here kawdtng refers to the use of tpameo@dépov®! as a synonym of tpamnela
(‘table’). Since tpameo@opov is likely to be a recent word (see Valente 2013, 156,
n. 69), unattested in Classical Greek, Pollux may simply link novelty to the use of
recent vocabulary. Nevertheless, here xatvotg is presented as a trait which one
can value and aspire to — arguably in order to impress one’s audience, readers, or
interlocutors — and may also denote an innovative, not only modern, linguistic
use. Pollux’s use of kawvdtng as a criterion pertaining to style in this passage
nears the conception of novelty that we find in Phrynichus, who frequently devel-
ops it within the framework of his theory of style.

3 Phrynichus on style: kawvotng as evaluative
category in the PS

As the comparison with Atticist lexica demonstrates, the attention to novelty is a
distinctive interest of Phrynichus. A further distinction must be drawn between
his works, for in the Eclogue the notion of xawvétng is anything but frequent:
here, the unique occurrence of an evaluative xavog is in Phryn. Ecl. 330 (on
which see below). On the contrary, kawdtng is well represented in the PS, to the
point that this evaluative category still survives despite the heavy epitomisation
that the work suffered. The text of the PS that we read in cod. Par. Coisl. 345 pre-
serves six entries where xawvdg is used to underline the novelty of a form:

Phryn. PS 65.20-1: €&npov- T0070 Kavov. KabwuAnuévov 10 £Ewpov.

&&tnpPov (‘past his youth’) (Aesch. Th. 11): This word is original. €&&wpov (‘too old’) is used cur-
rently.

Phryn. PS 75.19: iofiAE kawdTepov T00 NAKLOTNG.

ofiA& (‘equal in age’): It is more original than AAKLOTNG.

Phryn. PS 94.21-95.4: 008¢ ndttarov &v doing ‘Opnpog 0 dyplov kat dgevov SnA&v ‘008" dAa
av Soin’ mepi Tvog £@n. AploTo@avng petaBarmv £mi T KawvoTePov 08¢ TATTaAOV, ElTe,

‘8i8war’. matTaiov yap kav Taig 6801¢ EppLuévov €0ty eVpely. Suvatal GLUPOAKEG lmelv
TOV 810 Bpdyov Bavatov.

21 Pollux here attests to the use of the neuter 0 tpanefo@dopov (see LS] and GE, s.v. tpane(o-
@06p0g), as it is arguable from the following disambiguation with the masculine (6 tpanelogdpoc)
occurring in Ar. fr. 127. Latin borrowed this form as trapezophorum (neuter, see Cic. Fam. 7.23.3).
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You would not even give a spike: Homer (Od. 17.455) says of someone ‘You would not even
give some salt’, to signify that he is harsh and unwelcoming. Aristophanes (fr. 939), trans-
forming [it] into a more original [expression] said: ‘They do not even give a spike’. For a
spike [is something so worthless that it] can even be found thrown down in the streets. It
can be said, symbolically, of death by hanging.

Phryn. PS 99.14-9: moAttokomelv: kawotepov 1ol Snpoxonely, Kal €otke TavTOV onpaivetv.
KOTTEWY 8¢ VOV €0TL TO Autap®g éykelabal kal TelBey Tapd Yvwuny. Kal ToALToKOTog Kat 8n-
poko6Tog. IMdtwv 8¢ £v Melodvspw T0 TOATOKOTEY avTi T0T AoLS0pelv Kai KwUSEL elnev.

moAltokomely: ‘[It is] more original than Snuokomnely, and it seems to have the same meaning
(‘to court the mob’). Here, k6ntelv means ‘to urge insistently’ and ‘to persuade contrary to
[someone’s] opinion’. [From kémtw one] also has moAitokénog and Snuoxdmnog (‘who courts
the mob’, ‘demagogue’). Yet Plato (Comicus), in [his] Pisander [fr. 113], used moAttokomnelv
with the meanings ‘to reproach’ and ‘to ridicule’.

Phryn. PS 116.9-13: ‘YrepOeuoToKARG KavoTdTn 1| @wvi|. onuaivel olov UmEp OeUloToKAE
Ti} 6oQiQ. GpoLov YepmepIkAlg Kal 'YepowkpaTng Kai &l Tt TotodTov. aAAL KAt TovvavTiov
‘Yrepevpupatog 6 UniepBdiiwv EbpuBatov movnpiq.

‘YnepBepiotokAiig (‘a super-Themistocles’): This form is very original. It means that someone
exceeds Themistocles in wisdom. In like manner, [one could say] ‘YnepmepwAiig (‘a super-
Pericles’), Ynepowkpdatng (‘a super-Socrates’) or the like. But, on the contrary, YnepevpiBa-
706 (‘a super-Eurybatus’) is someone who exceeds Eurybatus in wickedness.

Phryn. PS 120.1-2: vmacBevelv: kawv®dg t0 dndpyeobal aobevelv kal pimw katéxeobal
@avep®g V1O Tijg vooou.

unacBevelv (‘to feel unwell’): [It is used for saying], in an original way, that one is starting to
feel sick and has still not been visibly seized by illness.

An initial analysis reveals that most of the forms commented on are hapax lego-
mena (as ‘'YnepBepiotokAfi¢ and similar compounds and vmacBevéw) or extremely
rare words (as it is the case for £€&npog and moAttoxomnéw). It is also remarkable
that the criterion of kawdtng often applies to a comparison between two forms:
this is confirmed by the fact that xawvdg is mostly used in the comparative (three
times: PS 75.19, 94.21-95.4, 99.14-9; note also the superlative in PS 116.9-13).

The entries concerning &¢npog (PS 65.20-1), iofiA (PS 75.19), and moALToko-
néw (PS 99.14-9) offer an interesting case study for the use of kawog in the PS.
The three glosses, displaying the same use of kavog and sharing the same struc-
ture (A xawvotepov ol B), present the respective lemma as being rarer and more
original than a concurring synonym. When, in PS 65.20-1, Phrynichus underlines
the novelty of the adjective €€nfog (‘past his youth’), he is not likely to be thinking
about a chronological newness, especially since the word is already used by Ae-
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schylus (Th. 11), but he intends rather to highlight the originality and rarity of the
form compared to €€wpog: the latter must have been common in his time, since
its use peaks precisely in the 2nd century CE. This interpretation of kawvotng is
confirmed by both the fact that &npog is nearly a hapax in Ancient Greek (its
only other extant occurrence is found, centuries later, in Libanius, Or. 64.59) and
that xawog is opposed to another evaluative term undoubtedly referring to the
frequency of use: kaBwpAnuévog ‘current’.’ Incidentally, this is the only extant
case in the PS in which xawvotng is opposed to another evaluative criterion offer-
ing a benchmark for its understamding,23 whereas the fact that in all other entries
it stands alone makes it more challenging to appreciate its meaning.

PS 99.14-9 compares TOALTOKOTEW ‘to court the mob’ to its synonym 8npoko-
méw (note that Phrynichus states this synonymy cautiously, by using &owke). Here
too, xawog is unlikely to have a chronological meaning. After dealing with the
semantics and etymology of moAttoxonéw, Phrynichus gives a stylistic evaluation
highlighting the originality of the verb compared to the morphologically similar
and more common synonym 8nuokonéw. The two verbs are mainly distinguish-
able for their frequency of use: whereas moAttokonéw and its cognates mostly
occur in the lexicographical tradition, 8nuoxoénog and compounds are more
widely attested.”* The case of iofiAlg, which PS 75.19 defines as more original than
NAKLWTNG, is similar: its only classical occurrence is in Xenophon (Smp. 8.1),
whereas its synonym fAwwwtng occurs dozens of times in authors belonging to
the Attic canon (among others, Aristophanes, Plato, and Demosthenes).

One can infer from these entries that Phrynichus presents as original forms
which he finds in classical authors but are infrequently, if not uniquely, attested.”
Having ascertained that in these entries katvog has no chronological references but
is rather part of the vocabulary of Phrynichus’ theories on style, it is worth asking
what role these rare expressions had in his linguistic and stylistic theory. If, on the
one hand, they could be considered as a valuable resource to attain linguistic dis-
tinction, on the other hand, they could also be seen as peculiar features to use with
caution: the text of the entries as we have it prevents us from reaching ultimate
conclusions. As regards PS 75.19, since Xenophon’s status is not firm in the Atticist
canon, one may wonder if the fact that iofjAl§ only occurs in Xenophon is, in itself,

22 On &¢nPog, see Gerbi (2023b), with bibliography.

23 The same opposition occurs once in the PS’s indirect tradition, in £° a 243 (= Phot. a 101), see
below; this may suggest that, originally, the contrast between kawvég and kaBwpAnpévog, or else
other evaluative vocabulary, could be more often found in the PS.

24 On moArtokoméw see Gerbi (2024d), with bibliography.

25 On Phrynichus’ interest in rare expressions and hapax legomena, a concern which peculiarly
features in the PS, see Monaco, this volume.
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a good reason to discourage the form in Phrynichus’ eyes. Nevertheless, a negative
sense of kawotng, although possible, would collide with what we can infer from
the indirect tradition of the PS, where kawdtng is acknowledged as a value.

4 The category of kawvotng in the indirect
tradition of the PS

The Synagoge and Photius’ Lexicon, central to the indirect tradition of the PS, pre-
serve items which confirm the relevance of xawvétng in Phrynichus’ lexicon. In
Photius’ lexicon, ten entries display the kawvétng terminology®® and provide us
with further precious information on how Phrynichus employed this criterion:*’

7P o 243 (= Phot. a 101, ex ), cf. Phryn. PS fr. *5: dyavokté 6oL kKavdv T oyfuc o ugv
yap Bavpalw cov kal Gyaual cov kabwuiAntat, 0 8¢ dyavakt® cov kavov kal omaviov.
xpnotéov 8¢ Td oxnuatt SLa Ty Kawotnta, not Ppovviyog.

ayavakt® oov (I am angry with yow): The construction is innovative; avudalw cov and
Gyapal oov (‘I admire you’) are in fact current, but dyavaxt® oov is innovative and infre-
quent. One should use this construction because of its novelty, Phrynichus says.

7° « 304 (= Phot. a 273, ex L), cf. Phryn. PS fr. *66: dypukta kai dAekta mémovla: TO ugv
QypukTd ¢oTv Mote unde ypugal St v LTEPPOANY TOV Kak®V: ypugal 8¢ 0Tt TO Bpa-
xutatov eBEyZacbat, O xal avapBpdv €0Tt, ULYUR 1} OTEVAYUR TAPATAGLOV. KExpnTaL 8¢
avT® kawvotata depexpdtng ‘(A) ti & énabeg; | (B) dypukta xal dAektar dAAd BovAouat

uévn | adtr gpdoat cor.?

I have suffered unspeakable and indescribable things: dypuxta (‘unspeakable’) is [when
someone] cannot even speak (yp0lw) out of the enormity of the evils; yp0{w means to utter
a very brief sound, which is unarticulated, nearly resembling moaning or sighing. Phere-
crates (fr. 168) uses this expression in a very original manner: ‘(A) What did you suffer? (B)
Unspeakable and indescribable things, but I wish to speak only with you’.

26 All entries belong to a: this is not surprising, since the section of entries in a is often the wid-
est in lexica and since these glosses come from an expansion in a of the Synagoge, see below.

27 From the following list is excluded Z” a 834 (= Phot. a 899), on éAdoTwp: the entry has been
ascribed to Phrynichus by Cronert (1907, 62), but it has not been included among the fragments
of the PS; on the other hand, the entry, alongside Phot. a 896, 897, and 898, is acknowledged as
belonging to Pausanias’ fragments (a 61). For further information on these glosses see Theodori-
dis (1982-2013 vol. 1, 95-7); Erbse (1950, 157).

28 The text is here presented as it is transmitted by the Synagoge’s tradition. Pherecrates’ text
(fr. 168) reads: ‘i & €nabeg; | dypukTa KAAEKT, GAAA BovAopaL uovy | avtii epdoat col'.
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2P o 404 (= Phot. a 414, ex &), cf. Phryn. PS fr. *91: deivwg yAdooa kal deivwg guwvi kal
opyn xai émbupia, kal énl TOV opoiwvy xpd. Kpativog ‘yAdoodv € ool | §idwoy év 8w
QOPEV | KAAGV Adywv Gelvwy, | | Tavta Kwioelg Aéywy’. £peig 82 kal T deivwg ToTaudg
kal aelvwg kprvn, St to éykelobat i) AéEeL T0 vaew, 6mep ot petv. (8lov 8¢ 18aTog TO Pelv-
70 8¢ yA®TTA detvwg Tdvu kavoy Kal évapy®g eipntal €nl tig Sewvijg elmely.

Ever-flowing tongue, and ever-flowing voice, and anger, and desire. Use (‘ever-flowing’)
with expressions of the same kind. Cratinus (fr. 327): ‘he/she/it offers you a tongue to wield
in public, ever-flowing with persuasive words, with which you will accomplish everything
when you speak’.*® You will also say ‘ever-flowing river’ and ‘ever-flowing source’, for in the
word (detvwe) is embedded vdw, that is to flow.*® Flowing is a distinctive feature of water,
but ‘ever-flowing tongue’ is said in a very original and vivid manner of the tongue which is
clever at speaking’.

Phot. a 551 (cf. Phryn. PS 20.1-2): d8ewv dpolov: kawvotdtn 1 ouvtalg kal ATTik®g, el Kal Tig
GAAN, eipnuévn. onuaivet 8¢ 10 uaTny Aéyewy, wg el kal GAAwG ddetv €6€AoL Tig év o8Vl
npdypatt avuoipw. EbmoAg év Actpatevtolg ‘Guotov ddetv: ov yap €07 GAAWG ExwV’. ApLaTo-
@avng 8¢ év Tewpyolg €Enyovuevog 10 (8eLg, 6mep €mi ToD UATNV AEyeLg TiOeTaL, TapoLuLiSEg
auTod TOLET ot yap “(A) kal tag Sikag ovv EAeyov 8ovteg ToTe; | (B) i) Ala, ppdow & £ym
uéya ool {kai} tekpiplov: |€TL yap Aéyovowv oi mpeafuTepol kabrpevol, |§Tav Kak®S TIg
amoloyfjtal v 8iknv, |‘@8elg”. <é€v> cuvovoig xpd katd @puvLYOV.

@8ew duotov (‘to sing the same song’): The construction is very original and expressed in
the Attic-way like no other. It means ‘to speak in vain’, as if one wanted [to say] to sing pur-
poselessly, to no useful purpose. Eupolis in his Draft-dodgers (fr. 39) [says]: dpolov @8etv- o0
yap €07 GG Exwv (‘to sing the same song, for it cannot be otherwise’). Aristophanes, in
his Farmers (fr. 101), explaining ¢5etg, which is intended as ‘you speak in vain’, presents it
as proverbial. He says: ‘(A) At that time, did they use to sing their pleas? (B) Yes, by Zeus,
and I am going to give you great evidence: the elder judges, when someone defends himself
poorly against an accusation, still say: ‘You are singing”. It can be used in conversation, ac-
cording to Phrynichus.

Phot. a 1377 (cf. Phryn. PS 49.1-2): 4uoi T@ oTpatedpata Samaviv: kawvog 6 Adyog kai Ste-
oXNUATLOPEVOC RV yap TO Kath U eimnelv eig Td oTpatevpata Samavav. ginolg § av kal
o0Twg mepl aOANTag Samaviv, mepl étaipag <kal> mdv 6 Tt duolov. obTwWG Eevoe®dv Kal
dpuviyog.

To spend money auet ta otpatevuata (‘on the troops’): The expression is novel and [innova-
tively] shaped. The natural way for saying it would be ‘to spend money &ig T@ oTpatevpard’.
You could also say so: mept aBAnTag Samavdv (‘to spend money on champions’), [to spend] mept
¢taipag (‘on courtesans’) and anything alike. So [say] Xenophon (An. 1.1.8) and Phrynichus.

29 Transl. Olson, Seaberg (2018, 78).

30 I propose here a change in punctuation which underlines the opposition between flowing
being a typical image for water and the innovative use on the part of Cratinus. The text in Theo-
doridis (1982-2013 vol. 1, 49) reads: ‘6mep éoti pev- (8lov 8¢ H8aTog TO Pelv. T0 8¢ yA@TTa [. . .J".
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Phot. o 1488 (cf. Phryn. PS 14.6): avaidég kat Bpact BAEmelV: avaidng wev kal 6paoic ka-
BwpiinTat. 10 8¢ dvaidéc kal Bpact PAémely kawv®g eipnke Kpativog. i) AéEig dpuviyov.

‘To look shamelessly and boldly’: Both shameless and bold are current, but Cratinus said, in
an original way, ‘to look shamelessly and boldly’. This gloss is from Phrynichus.

72 @ 1351 (= Phot. a 1801, ex £), cf. Phryn. PS 21.12: dvepog kai dAeBpog dvBpwmog: mévy
Kaw@®g eipntat kal évapy®c. €ott 8¢ EVTOALS0G TO uev yap dvepog dnAol 10 mavtayol
@epopevov avépou diknv kat dAwpevov kal apépatov, o 8¢ GAebpog 6AEBpOL dElov Kal amw-
Aetag. xprion 8¢ @ Adyw, O enaot Ppoviyog, é€v cuvovaialg.

A person [who is] wind and ruin: It is said in quite a novel and vivid manner. [The expres-
sion] belongs to Eupolis (fr. 406); for the word ‘wind’ indicates something that goes in every
direction, as the wind does, and that wanders about and is unfixed, while [the word] ‘ruin’

[indicates something] worthy of ruin and destruction. You should use the phrase, says Phry-
» 31

nichus, in conversation’.
Phot. a 1913 (cf. Phryn. PS 44.7-10): aviiSouat ¢¢’ ol ijaBnv moté: ovKETL fiSopat, AN £k-
BéAAw TNV NSoviAv. Kavi 1} @wvi} kal TOALTIKOTEPOVY TL EYovaa. “Epuunmnog Oeois.

I renounce my enjoyment of the things I once enjoyed: I do not enjoy [something] anymore,
I reject the pleasure. The expression is original, and it has something particularly urban.
Hermippus in Gods (fr. 28).

Phot. a 1980 (Phryn. PS fr. *193): dvBpwmog o aepvog: avti o0 0 EMITUYWV Kal EVTEARG. Kal-
v@¢ mdvu eipnTal Tapd ApLoTOPAVEL.

‘A not reverend man’: Meaning the first one passing by and a worthless person. It is found,
in a novel manner, in Aristophanes (fr. 729).

All these entries are related to Phrynichus’ PS. In five entries (Z a 243 = Phot. a
101 = Phryn. PS fr. *5; Phot. a 551 = Phryn. PS 20.1-2; Phot. a 1377 = Phryn. PS 49.1-
2; Phot. a 1488 = Phryn. PS 14.6; ¥? o 1351 = Phot. a 1801 = Phryn. PS 21.12), Phryni-
chus is openly mentioned as the source of the doctrine (®pvviyog, in Phot. a 1377,
@not ®puvixog [‘Phrynichus says’] in £° a 243 = Phot. a 101 and £” a 1351 = Phot. a
1801; katd ®pvviyov [‘according to Phrynichus’] in Phot. a 551; 1} Aé€&ig ®puviyou
[‘the gloss goes back to Phrynichus’], in Phot. a 1488). In Phot. a 1913, although
Phrynichus is not mentioned, a parallel with the PS is identifiable with certainty:
the gloss derives in fact from PS 44.7-10. Moreover, three entries (Phot. a 273 =
Phryn. PS fr. *66; Phot. a 414 = Phryn. PS fr. *91; Phot. a 1980 = Phryn. PS fr. *193)
have been included among the fragments of the PS precisely on the basis of the

31 Transl. Olson (2014, 173).
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employment of the evaluative terminology of xawvdtng, that de Borries has recog-
nised as a peculiar feature of this work.**

The above-mentioned items concern two broad linguistic areas. Two entries
focus on syntactic constructions: £° a 243 (= Phot. a 101) and Phot. a 1377 (note
that in Phot. a 551, instead, cOvta&lg does not necessarily imply that the gloss com-
ments upon a syntactic structure®®), while the others deal with expressions which
Phrynichus considered to be callidae iuncturae, whose efficacy and elegance he
praised. Z° a 243 (= Phot. a 101) deals with the syntactic construction of dyavaktd
+ genitive, of which it states the admissibility. Its topic, alongside the evaluative
vocabulary it employs, suggests a comparison with Phryn. Ecl. 330,>* where Phry-
nichus condemns the construction of akoAovBéw (and verba sequendi in general)
with the prepositional phrase with the genitive in place of the standard construc-
tion with the plain dative. On this matter, the Eclogue has a strict view: the con-
struction with the prepositional phrase is presented as not admissible in good
Attic and rejected as being alien to Attic (§¢vog) and deplorable (mapattntéog), to
the point that Phrynichus speculates whether the use of such construction on the
part of Lysias may not be spurious.® Interestingly, in Ecl. 330 the prepositional
construction of verba sequendi with the genitive is identified as a kawvov oxfiua, a
‘novel construction’, the same label that in £ a 243 (= Phot. a 101) is applied to the

32 See de Borries (1911, 141, 145, and 157): ‘Phrynichi more dicta’; ‘verba deivig mdvu kawvov kat
évapy®g elpntat Phryn. indicant’; ‘verba xawvdg mévu Phryn. indicant’. The provenance of these
entries from the PS, although bound to remain unprovable, appears plausible.

33 ouvtaéig can simply indicate a phrasing as a ‘combination’ of words, in this case dpotov with
the verb 8w, which can be metaphorically used meaning ‘to repeat’, ‘to speak in vain’ alone. It is
hard to identify to what syntactical construction Phrynichus would refer. ¢Sewv has sometimes
been interpreted as a jussive infinitive (Olson 2017, 164), but this appears slightly strained in Eup-
olis’ text (fr. 39); the infinite could be exclamatory as well, but @8ewv is not necessarily an inde-
pendent infinitive and could easily depend upon a not transmitted clause. A further possibility is
that the syntactical construction which is commented upon is the cognate object, but this would
be a quite weak example. See Gerbi (2024bh).

34 Phryn. Ecl. 330: T0v maida tov dkoArovbobvta uet avtod- Avciag év 1@ Kat AUTokpdToug
obtw Tij ouvtagel xphital, £xpiv 8¢ obTwg eimelv: TOV dkoAovBoTvTa avTd. T &v 00V eain TLg,
auopTelv Tov Avatav, ij vobevev kawvod oyuatog xpiiov; GAX €nel &évn i cOVTAgLS, TdvTn mop-
altnTéa, pnTéov 8¢ akoAovBelv avT® (‘Tov maida tov dkolovbolvta uet avtod: Lysias in his
Against Autocrates [fr. 61 Carey] uses the syntax in this way; but he should have said it like this:
70V dkoAovBodvta avt® (‘[the boy] following him’). What should one say, that Lysias is wrong, or
that this use of an uncommon construction is spurious? But since the syntax is unusual, to be
rejected in every way, one must say axoAovBelv avt® instead’).

35 See Gerbi (2023c). Phrynichus does not suggest that Lysias’ oration is spurious, but that its
text is corrupted, as proven by the use of such non-Attic construction. On the use of vofebw (‘to
render spurious’, ‘to consider spurious’) in this passage and its potential ambiguity see Kim (2023,
132-3).
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construction of dyavaktéw with the genitive. In this entry of the Eclogue, the rar-
ity of such syntax — which is in fact very scarcely attested in Classical Greek® — is
rightly stressed: kawvdg is matched by omaviog (‘rare’) and opposed to ka-
qu\nmt.” The most remarkable thing, however, is that in ¥? o 243 (= Phot. a 101)
Phrynichus is said to have recommended the use of such construction precisely
for its originality and rarity: the gloss leaves no room for doubt about the positive
connotation of kawdtng. The fact that xawvov oxfjua applies to two constructions
whose status ends up being diametrically opposed — the former, in Ecl. 330, is pro-
scribed, while the other, in Z° a 243 (= Phot. a 101), is recommended® — shows
that xawdtng does not have a predetermined sense, but can be intended posi-
tively or negatively depending on each case. If many times kavog positively de-
scribes words or phrases that have some potential and are worthy of praise for
their being refined and effective, it might instead also criticise abstruse and inef-
ficient phrasings that would be better avoided. The criterion of kawdtng, which is
applicable per se to words and expressions whose novelty is remarkable, is thus
useful for enforcing the stylistic evaluation of words, expressions, and construc-
tions. For this reason, the presence of other evaluative terms complementing the
KawoTng terminology proves to be particularly advantageous for understanding
this category. Whereas in the PS kawvotng stands almost always alone, in its indi-
rect tradition it is often accompanied by further evaluative terminology which
clarifies its sense. From this, it is reasonable to infer that some complementing
evaluative vocabulary originally in the PS was suppressed during the epitomisa-
tion, maybe because novelty was considered the most prominent feature of such
expressions (see below, Section 5). In the entries of the Synagoge and Photius’ lex-
icon, novelty takes on a positive value, as it is confirmed by the cases in which
kawotng is reinforced by other praising terms as Attik®g (‘in the Attic way’) and
évapy®g (‘vividly’); the category of moAttikog too, with which novelty is matched

36 In Classical Greek, the only occurrence of ayavaktéw constructed with the genitive appears
to be in Lys. 14.39: t®v Tety®v kabnpnuévwv ayavaktel (‘lany of you] is outraged about the walls
that were destroyed’).

37 The rarity of the construction of dyavaktéw with the genitive is contrasted with the more
common construction with the genitive of Bavudlw and dyapat (‘to admire’). As we have seen,
the same opposition (kawvov vs. kabwulnuévov) occurs in Phryn. PS 65.20.

38 Possibly, Phrynichus judged the replacement of the dative with the plain genitive less se-
verely than the replacement of the dative with the prepositional phrase. Moreover, the fact that
the construction with the genitive of both Bavualw and éyapat was accepted and even recom-
mended by Atticist scholarship (Moer. 8 17; Moer. a 1) could easily have played a part in leading
Phrynichus to extend the acceptance of the same construction for dyavaktéw by means of anal-
ogy (see further in Gerbi 2024a, with bibliography).
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in Phot. a 1913, has a positive connotation, being a desirable quality for a well-
trained rhetor.*

In Phot. a 551, the phrase d8ewv Opotov is said to be ‘very original and ex-
pressed in an Attic fashion like no other’: the statement of the Attic pedigree en-
sures that kawvoTng is seen as a value.*® That Phrynichus, explicitly mentioned as
the source of the doctrine, is said to recommend its use in conversation (¢v guvov-
olq), is further proof of the positive sense of kawvdg: Phrynichus considered in-
deed the expression to be brilliant and particularly suitable in a conversation be-
tween learned people.*! According to I® a 1351 (= Phot. o 1801), another
expression which Phrynichus viewed as suitable for conversation is dvepog kat
0AeBpog dvBpwmog,** a phrasing that is said to be innovative and vivid (évapy@g).
évdpyela (‘vividness’), denoting expressive means having a strong visual impact,
is a key-concept of ancient rhetoric.*® Its use as an evaluative criterion is notewor-
thy as proof that Phrynichus’ interest was not limited to linguistic purism but ex-
tended to stylistic efficacy and rhetorical strength. To some extent, some consider-
ations made for kawvdtng can also be applied to the criterion of évdpyeia. This
category is employed once by Phrynichus in PS 12.9-10 (where the expression
alpeaBat TIais, ‘being lifted by honours’, is described as évapyng, ‘vivid’) and fea-
tures more widely in the indirect tradition of the lexicon. It is found in three en-
tries which have been attributed to the PS by de Borries and Theodoridis: Phot. a
2058 (= Phryn. PS fr. *23), on dvtavyég kdAog (‘sparkling beauty’);** £ a 1350 (=
Phot. a 1784 = Phryn. PS fr. 185), on aveyeipel kai putiet Tov 6xAov i TV TOAW (‘s/
he rouses and blows up the mob or the city’); and =” a 404 (= Phot. a 414 = Phryn.

39 On moAwtikdg as ‘the very quality that the language of the aspiring skilled rhetor should pos-
sess’, see the article of O. Tribulato in this volume.

40 Scholia provide some parallel for the match of kawvdg and Attikdg: see schol. [Aesch.] Pr.
118.3 Herington; schol. Aesch. Th. 400-400b Smith. As Jacopo Cavarzeran kindly informs me, the
same match is also to be found in an unpublished scholium by Thomas Magister (schol. rec. Eur.
Hec. 38 [cod. Vat. gr. 51]), where a oyfjua is said to be ‘kKawvompeneg kai ATTIKOG <AeyOUEVOVY
(‘novel and shaped in an Attic fashion’).

41 On the expression @i8ewv duolov, its semantics and its ties with a metaphorical meaning of
@8w (standing for ‘to speak in vain’) see Gerbi (2024b), with bibliography.

42 On this expression, which plays on the abusing sense of 6AeBpog, see Gerbi (2024c), with bibli-
ography. On Phrynichus’ interest in collecting abusing expressions see Pellettieri, in this volume.
43 On the notion of évapyeta and its importance in the rhetorical tradition, see at least Niinlist
(2009, 194-8); Togni (2013-2014); Berardi (2017, 143-7).

44 Whereas I" a 1350 (= Phot. a 1784) and =" « 404 (= Phot. a 414) are attributed to the PS based
on the evaluative terminology they show, Phot. a 2058 openly mentions Phrynichus as the source
of the doctrine.
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PS fr. *91), on deivwg yAdooa (‘everlasting tongue’) and analogous expressions.*
As it is the case for kawvotng, évapyela appears otherwise to be absent in Atticist
lexica.*® Vividness thus seems to be another criterion that was given value in
Phrynichus’ PS in the frame of a stylistic theory which promoted, among other
rhetorical strategies, potential callidae iuncturae.

5 The evaluative terminology of kawvatng in the
frame of the epitomising process

Arguing on the basis of a comparison between the extant text of the PS in cod.
Par. Coisl. 345 and the entries of its indirect tradition, one can reasonably con-
clude that, originally, the PS was very much likely characterised by a more sub-
stantial presence of evaluative terminology than what is now extant. If some eval-
uative vocabulary does surface in the lexicon, many times it is scarcely visible,
while the indirect tradition is rich in evaluative terminology and preserves infor-
mation on register, style, and rhetorical efficacy which would be otherwise lost.*’
Indeed, as we have seen, whereas Phryn. PS 20.1-2 only provides information on
the semantics of the phrase ¢8ewv 6upotov, Phot. a 551 preserves an extended ver-
sion of the doctrine, including the citation of two loci*® and the evaluation of the
expression with regard to register and style. Analogously, Phryn. PS 21.12 consists
only in the ascription to Eupolis of the use of both &vepog and 6AeBpog in an abu-
sive sense, whereas the Synagoge and Photius’ lexicon (£° a 1351 = Phot. a 1801)
also include the explanation of the metaphors’ meaning and a stylistic evaluation.
The same applies to PS 49.1-2, which limits itself to citing analogous phrasings,
whereas Phot. a 1377 preserves the evaluative vocabulary and makes the original
focus on syntax clear.*’

45 Note that this entry combines both the criteria of xawétng and évépyela, like * a 1351 (=
Phot. a 1801, on dvepog kal 6AeBpog GvOpwmoc) does, and, remarkably, it adopts a quasi-identical
formulation.

46 Moeris’ lexicon, Pollux’s Onomasticon, the Antiatticist, and the Philetaerus do not bear traces
neither of é&vapyela nor of évapyng or £vapyag.

47 Some examples are in de Borries (1911, xxxi—xxxii).

48 Eup. fr. 39 and Ar. fr. 101 (on which see Bagordo 2022, 11-2). Note that this entry is the only
source for both fragments.

49 According to Phot. a 1377, Phrynichus’ entry notes as remarkable the use of auoi instead of
€ig in a passage by Xenophon (An. 1.1.8): auol t& otpatevpata Samaviv (‘to spend money on the
troops’).
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It is remarkable that, conversely, the entries of the PS which still preserve the
Kawvotng terminology are not paralleled in the Synagoge nor in Photius’ lexicon
and, when a parallel can be found, the evaluative vocabulary is not preserved.
For instance, the entry of the PS on moAttokomelv (99.14-9) is quite ample and in-
cludes remarks on style, while the tradition of the Synagoge confines itself to the
information that the verb occurs in Diphilus.*® The third expansion of the Syna-
goge, substantially confined to a,> played a major role in the transmission of doc-
trines of the PS commenting on style. It follows from this that the indirect tradi-
tion preserves the kawotg terminology otherwise lost in the epitome only in
glosses in a, whereas for entries in letters other than a the text in cod. Par. Coisl.
345 stands alone, as regards the evaluative terminology.

The relationship between the PS and its indirect tradition is not of immediate
understanding; moreover, this case study has the limit of being based on a very
small group of items. Nevertheless, some observations can be made. As we have
seen, while four items, ascribable to the third expansion of the Synagoge, are
shared by both the Synagoge B and Photius’ lexicon — £ a 243 (= Phot. a 101); Z” a
304 (= Phot. a 273); Z” a 404 (= Phot. a 414); =" a 1351 (= Phot. « 1801), the remain-
ing ones — Phot. a 551; Phot. a 1377; Phot. a 1488; Phot. a 1913; Phot. a 1980 - only
occur in Photius.

The items occurring only in Photius’ lexicon and those it shares with the Syn-
agoge B are analogously structured and treated: this may suggest their common
origin from the third expansion of the Synagoge. On the other hand, several en-
tries in Photius’ lexicon are absent from the Synagoge B: this can be explained by
a different choice of the items on the lexicographers’ part or by the fact that Pho-
tius could have access, compared to the compiler of the Synagoge B, to a more
expanded text of Phrynichus’ materials, perhaps through a more complete redac-
tion of the third expansion of the Synagoge. In any case, back then a version of
the PS was available which, whether it was non-epitomised or, most likely, less
epitomised, was significantly more extensive than the epitome we possess. This
reconstruction, although limited, is in line with what we know on the transmis-
sion of such material.*

50 Phot. m 1022 = Su. m 1919: moAttokonelv- Algirog. (‘toAttokonelv: Diphilus [used it] [fr. 132]").
Note that Diphilus’ mention does not occur in the doctrine of the PS, where the locus classicus
which is adduced is P1. Com. fr. 113.

51 The expansions of the Synagoge as we can reconstruct them are mainly limited to a: on them,
see Cunningham (2003, 49-57; 57-8). Nevertheless, expansions of the Synagoge were made for all
letters: on expansions after a, see Cunningham (2003, 57-8).

52 On the textual vicissitudes of the PS, see Cavarzeran (this volume), with two proposals of its
stemma, and Favi (this volume).
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Given the uncertainty on the dynamics of its transmission, a staple can be
found in the role played by the indirect tradition in the understanding of the
aims of the PS as a work meant for an all-round linguistic and rhetorical educa-
tion, sensible to stylistic issues, to register, and to context. With respect to the the-
ory of style, the diffuse employment of the criterion of kawvdtng has proven to be
an interesting and — you will pardon the pun - original feature of the PS, which
distinguishes it from other Atticist lexica and the Eclogue itself for the attention it
pays to style. As we have seen, moreover, the meaning of kavag is not predeter-
mined, but nuanced and tailored case by case: this suggests that the theory of
style of the PS was much more articulated and multifaceted than what we can
gather from the materials preserved in the epitome.
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Andrea Pellettieri
Learned rudeness: Abusive expressions
in Phrynichus’ Praeparatio sophistica

1 Introduction

Competition, rivalry, and personal attack were prominent in the world of the Sec-
ond Sophistic, dominated as it was by the ‘ideal of ambition’.! Prospective rhetors
and sophists were expected to develop a suitable apparatus of rhetorical tools: as
early as their apprenticeships, they could familiarise themselves with the practice
of Péyog (‘abuse’), an element of the progymnasmata (preliminary rhetorical ex-
ercises) that was considered to be the exact counterpart of énawog (‘praise’).2

Against this background, it is unsurprising that abusive language occupies a
significant place in the erudite works of the imperial era. For instance, many
word lists in Pollux’s Onomasticon are based on a distinction between &naivog
and aoyog (see, e.g., Poll. 9.21: i 6¢ Péyolg Vv peilw néAw, Ekpetpov DEPUETPOV,
kTA — ‘If you abuse a bigger city, [you can say] ‘out of measure’, ‘beyond all mea-
sure’, etc.’). Such a distinction surely also played a part in Phrynichus’ PS,® with
several entries featuring metalinguistic evaluations of abusive language:

PS 2.7-8: dupapiotepog. oKWMTIKOV TTAVL TO Gvopa.

apgapiotepog (‘with two left hands’). The expression is highly offensive.

PS 17.13-4: av8pdyuvov dBupua el BEAOLG yOVVLIY TLVa oxdat, Xprioato v.

av8pdyvvov dBupua (‘androgynous plaything’): You may use it if you want to abuse an ef-
fete man.

PS 22.14-6: avBpwmiokog @adlog [. . .] T0 pévtol avBpwmiokog ént katagpovioews Tibetal.

1 Whitmarsh (2005, 12; 37-40). On the agonistic culture and the competition that characterise
sophistry, see also Bowersock (1969, 89-100); Pernot (1993 vol. 1, 487); Gleason (1995, 26-8; 47-8;
72-3; 123-4; 128; 133; 144 n. 48; 166); Schmitz (1997, 101-35); Eshleman (2012, 136-8).

2 Both Yoyog and énawvog hark back to a long literary tradition. On the subject as a whole, see
Koster (1983); Rosen (1988); Pernot (1993 vol. 1, 481-90); Serafim (2017, 61-6); Polemis (2021); Quir-
oga Puertas (2022, 170-5). On the progymnasmata, see Berardi (2017), with additional bibliogra-
phy.

3 See the chapter by Olga Tribulato in this volume.

3 Open Access. © 2025 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111580319-007
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avBpwniokog eavtrog (‘a manikin who is worth nothing’): [. . .] ‘Manikin’ is said in con-
tempt.

PS 39.1: Aitvn avBpwmog &l Tig BovAotto anookdyat Tva [. . ..

Aftvn avBpwrmog (‘a man who is an Etna’): [You can use it] if you want to jeer at someone

[..1

Moreover, in his summary of the PS, Photius (Bibl. cod. 158.101b.3) says that some
of the expressions that Phrynichus collected may be used for ‘scoptic talks’ (eig
TAG OKWTTIKAG [. . .] Aaddg). Although it is impossible to ascertain whether these
words can be traced back to Phrynichus, AaAwd here probably refers to those in-
formal rhetorical performances described, for instance, by Menander Rhetor,*
suggesting that Phrynichus’ PS was at least partly concerned with the rhetorical
practice of Ydyoc.” This is further corroborated by Phrynichus’ engagement with
the counterpart of Poyog: see PS 101.12-3: méAayog | oA EaTiv el BEAOLG EYyKW-
utadewv moAw (“This city is a sea’: [You can say that] if you want to praise a city’).
The aim of this paper is to offer an overview of scoptic expressions in the PS and
their possible applications. In this regard, it is necessary to address several premises.
First, a definition of ‘scoptic’ is required. Admittedly, it is not a technical term, but in
the discussion that follows, I shall adopt it as a loan translation that recalls the termi-
nology found in the PS, as the aforementioned passages show.® From a pragmatic
perspective, a scoptic expression may be a speech act that emphasises one or more
of the addressee’s characteristics (whether at an individual level or as a particular
category of human beings) that are partially or wholly contrary to the speakers’ val-

4 See Russell, Wilson (1981, 295); Pernot (1993 vol. 2, 546; 558-9).

5 On the role of Yoyog in the AaAtal, see Men.Rh. 391.6-10 Spengel: anookwelg & TOAAAKLS Kal
Pé€elg avuviung HTTOYPAEKV TO TPOCKWTOV, i BovAoLo, Kal T0 RB0¢ SLaBdAlwy, Kal GoTep v ¢
EMAUVETY €€V €K TTAONG APETIC AauBAavely Ta EykwuLa, oUTwg £€eati ool amo mdong kakiag Slapda-
Aew kal Péyewy, 6tav €0erfong (‘You should often ridicule and find fault, but without mentioning
names, sketching the personality, if you so wish, and criticizing the character. Just as in praising
it proved possible to ground encomia on any virtue, so it is possible here to criticize and find
fault on the ground of any vice, as desired’; transl. Russell, Wilson 1981, 119).

6 On oxwnTw, SLACKWTNTW, etc., as ‘verbal forms which are used to introduce the comments on
personal jokes’ in the extant scholia on Aristophanes, see the remarks in Chronopoulos (2011,
212-3). The definition of ‘scoptic expression’ as a speech act that I give in the following lines, al-
though based on some generally accepted points (see already Brown, Levinson 1987), is tailored
to a specific corpus - that is, the abridged version of Phrynichus’ PS. In such cases, a certain de-
gree of ‘methodological eclecticism seems [. . .] unavoidable’ (Berger, Unceta Gémez 2022, 20).
For a treatment of verbal and non-verbal behaviour in Greek and Latin from the perspective of
politeness theory, see ultimately Berger, Unceta Gomez (2022), with additional bibliography.
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ues and attitudes. Scoptic speech acts may vary in intensity and, most importantly
for our purposes, are not necessarily derogatory — the context and the relationships
between speakers are fundamental to understanding their true pragmatic intent.” A
further preliminary consideration is necessary: although comedy was undoubtedly a
major source for Phrynichus, we should refrain from regarding every scoptic expres-
sion in the PS as a comic fragment, given that personal attack, abuse, and mockery
are often found in oratory as well as in other literary genres, as we shall see.

In the discussion that follows, I shall draw up a first — albeit tentative — list of
scoptic expressions in the PS, offering hypotheses on their classification and what
this might tell us about the work’s original structure. Subsequently, I shall focus on
the evaluative terminology used by Phrynichus to better understand several of the
labels frequently applied to scoptic expressions. In particular, I shall deal with ao-
1elog and its cognates to argue that the PS includes diverse scoptic speech acts based
on different ‘degrees of coarseness’. In addition to severely abusive expressions, the
work includes many witty sayings, some of which were likely (even if not exclu-
sively) to have been suited to non-derogatory use in the context of erudite conversa-
tion. Several verbal puns probably remain undetected among such witty sayings, as I
shall argue in the paper’s final section.

2 Searching for scoptic expressions in the PS

The abovementioned entries in the PS suggest that the work contained instances
of evaluative terminology applied to scoptic language. Given the scant evidence at
our disposal, it is difficult to determine how consistently this terminology was
used. This notwithstanding, we may devise a tentative first list of scoptic expres-
sions in the PS, which, although bound to remain partial, will offer a bird’s-eye
view that will allow us to make some preliminary assessments (in what follows,
bold Arabic numerals refer to the list in the Appendix). First, many of the entries
allow further classifications on semantic grounds: we find abusive expressions re-
ferring to age, appearance, social behaviour, and lifestyle. This recalls such classi-
fications as those found in the chapter concerning éykwutov and Péyog in Theon’s
Progymnasmata (109.29-110.1): tdv 82 ayaBdv a pév mepi Yuyv Te kai Roog, T

7 I have intentionally avoided technicalities such as ‘negative face’, ‘facework’, etc. The present
paper focuses on a particular kind of ‘face-threatening acts’, as Brown, Levinson (1987) would
call them — namely, those speech acts ‘that show that S[peaker] has a negative evaluation of
some aspect of H[earer]’s positive face’ (Berger, Unceta Gomez 2022, 8; cf. Brown, Levinson 1987,
65-7).
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8¢ mepl odpa, Ta 8¢ EEwbev ulv LTdpyel (‘Some good things relate to the mind
and character, others to the body, and some are external to us’; note that the
same classifications apply to Poyog, see Theo Prog. 112.20-1). These categories are
very well represented in our corpus. In particular, lemmas referring to old age
are the most frequent (1, 22, 24, 26, 45, 49, 51, 63, 66, 70, 73, 79, 91, 92, 98), fol-
lowed by terms relating to gluttony (10, 12, 17, 23, 25, 44, 57, 67, 81), and appear-
ance (15, 18, 56, 60, 71, 85, 101, 102).

This emphasis on specific human characteristics warrants further investiga-
tion in light of Jacopo Cavarzeran’s argument in favour of the presence of ono-
mastic structures in the PS.® Some scoptic lemmas appear to be arranged in accor-
dance with onomastic criteria, as exemplified by the following:

PS 114.3-9: Toppoyépwy &ml THV TAVL yepatdv, olov 6 SLi pakpov yiipag Tdgog v kal ovk-
£TL GvBpwmog. Téooapd elowv ovopata o0 yépovtog, wUoyépwv O mpd 10D MPOsHKOVTOG
katpo¥ ynpdoag. elta 6 yépwv, OHwVOHWG T¢ Tavtl yépovTl. Tpitov 8¢ adeap — £oTL 8¢
oUQap Katd YAOTTAV T0 évduua To0 6Qe0g — TETAPTOS TUUBOYEPWY, O TOUROL XpElav EXwV.

Toupoyépwv is said of very old men, meaning something like ‘one who, due to his seniority,
is a tomb and no longer a man’. There are four names for an old man: @uoyépwv, i.e. ‘one
who grew old before his time’. Then there is yépwv, a noun that fits any old man. [The
name] of the third [type (?) is] a0¢@ap: cO@ap is a dialectal word indicating a snake’s slough.
Fourth comes tupfoyépwv, ‘one who deserves a tomb’.

This lemma raises a series of questions. First, it partially overlaps with other, sim-
ilar lists in erudite works such as those by Herennius Philo, Alexion, Ammonius,
and Pollux (see further discussion in Pellettieri 2023b): one should perhaps ac-
count for the possibility that they all share a common source — namely, Aristo-
phanes of Byzantium’s ‘Ovépata RAKLOV (see Ar.Byz. frr. 60-6 and cf. Benuzzi
2022). Kaibel (1899, 11), for his part, thought that ‘non aetatum nomina conquire-
bat Phrynichus sed quae Pollux (II 16) vocat in senes kKwuikd okwupata’ (‘Phryni-
chus did not search for nouns referring to age, but for those which Pollux calls
Kwukd okoupata referring to old men’).” However, not all expressions referring

8 See Cavarzeran in this volume, and cf. also Cavarzeran et al. (2024).

9 Kaibel here refers to Poll. 2.12-6: opoyépwv, mpeaputng [. . .] yépwv, mpoyfipwg, ynpatog, wg
®ovkL8idng kal AvTip®v, éoxatoynpws, Babuynpwe. [. . .1 épelg 8¢ molvetig, pakpdBlog, mo-
Auxpoviog, pakpoPioTog Kal pakpoyxpoviog [. . .. Emetal 8¢ ToUTOLG Kal TA KWUKA okOupata, Kpd-
V0G, KpovIKAG, kKpovoAnpog, tpeafitepog Kpovou, vndoyépwv, TUUROYEPWY, HAKKODY, TApAVORV,
TAPAYEYN PAKWE, TAPAPPOVHDV, TAPAAAATTWY, EEEGTNKWGS VIO YPWG, TapaKeKYNKWG VY’ HAkiag,
UMEp TAG EAAQOUG BefLwKwg, LTIEP TAG Kopwvag, Talg VOUaLg oAl (‘prematurely old’ [wuo-
yépwv], ‘elder’ [mpeaping] [. . .] ‘old man’ [yépwv], ‘untimely old’, ‘aged’, as Thucydides and An-
tiphon [say], ‘in extreme old age’, ‘in great old age’. [. . .] You will say ‘full of years’, long-lived’
[uaxpdprogl, ‘of olden time’, long-lived’ [pakpoBiotoc], and also ‘lasting a long time’ [pa-
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to old age in Phrynichus’ entry are scoptic (and the same holds true for other lem-
mas referring to age, such as PS 1.1-6 on dgnAwéotepol, on which, see Favi
2022a). Be that as it may, Pollux’s list separates purely denotative nouns from
comic terms, such as tuoppoyépwv (see the statement éretal 8¢ ToUTOLG KAl TA Kw-
UKd oxwpparta, ‘in addition to those, there are also the comic insults’), while in
Phrynichus’ epitome denotative and connotative terms apparently go together
without any further distinction, except that cGeap is signalled as a gloss. This sug-
gests that a less epitomised version of the PS that (also) included tupBoyépwv was
structured differently, perhaps separating ‘neutral’ expressions from comic and
poetic usages.

The latter hypothesis would be consistent with Phrynichus’ organisation cri-
teria, as reported by Photius, who asserts that Phrynichus subdivides the expres-
sions he has collected into several categories, which include ‘scoptic talks’, as
noted above. Generally speaking, we may conjecture that — in some instances, at
least — scoptic terms were grouped together as a special subcategory pertaining to
a certain subject — old age, in the present case. Another entry (PS 76.10) may illus-
trate this point:

Tanetdg avti Tol yépwv. <Aéyetal 6&> kal TBwvog kat Kpdvog Ent Tdv yepdvTwy.

Iapetus: It stands for ‘old man’. Tithonus and Cronus are also used in relation to old men.

This lemma demonstrates some comic ways of addressing old men by means of
mythical antonomasia. The name Cronus is also included in Pollux’s aforemen-
tioned list (2.12-6).

3 Contextualising scoptic expressions

One of the major questions that surrounds scoptic expressions in the PS is that of
their possible contexts of use: were they all meant to be used in serious invec-
tives? Or were they also suited to playful exchanges? The following entries pro-
vide important information on this point:

kpoypoéviog] [. . .]. In addition to these, there are also several comic insults (com. adesp. fr. 751)
‘Cronus’, ‘old-fashioned’, ‘old twaddler’, ‘older than Cronus’, ‘toothless old man’, ‘old tomb’ [tup-
Boyépwv], ‘one who is stupid’, ‘one who has lost his wits’, ‘one who is superannuated’, ‘one who
is deranged’, ‘delirious’, ‘one who is out of his senses due to old age’, ‘one who is disturbed due to
his age’, ‘one who has lived longer than the deer, longer than the crows’, ‘one who is the same
age as the nymphs’).
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PS 4.1-2: amlutov twywva: el 0€AoLg avenayxb®dg oxdal Tva Twywviav.

amvtov toywva (‘unwashed beard’, com. adesp. fr. *556): If you want to tease a bearded
man without being offensive’. (Transl. Favi 2022b).

PS 6.18-9: avaomiv yvwuislov: kwpwskag eipntat, olov ék Pubol Stavoiag <av>dyewv.

avaondv yvwuistov (‘to draw forth a bit of thought’): It is a comic expression, something
like ‘to bring up from the depth of one’s thought.°

PS 16.3-5: dplotog KAENTEWV AOTELX 1] GUUTTAOKI. Kal GpLoTog HotyeVELy, Kal Td dpola. oap-
Kaouod Tpomw EmvnTal eig LiepPoAnv ToTD KakoD.

Gplotog kAéntew (‘excellent at stealing’): A witty combination of words. Also, dplotog pot-
¥eVew (‘excellent at committing adultery’) and the like. It is a praise of a perfect evildoer,
made by means [of the trope?] of sarcasm.

PS 21.12: &vepog kat 0AeBpog vOpwmnog EOTOALS.

@vepog kal 6AeBpog GvBpwmog (‘a person [who is] wind and ruin’ / ‘the man [is] wind and
ruin’): Eupolis (fr. 406)."

PS 92.3-4: 6Cewv ETdV TAVL AoTelwg EMTL TPEaPUTOV F TPEGPUTLSOG.

6Cewv €tV (‘to smell of years’, com. adesp. fr. *634): [It is said] in a very witty manner of an
old man or woman.

PS 101.3-6: mAéov fj €viauT® TPeaPUTEPOS LTO THG Andiag yivopar AcTelov. T0 yap LTO Tiig
andiag obtw StatiBeabal, g kal TV TGOV VEapeladal, 0VSEY GAN i alEnaig otuy.

TAE0V 1} EViauT® TpeaPiTepog VMO TG andiag yivopal (1 become a whole year older because
of disgust’, cf. Ar. Ra. 18): Witty. Being so disgusted as to be deprived of a number of years —
it is nothing but an amplification.

Several apparently rude words and scoptic expressions are said to be used ‘inof-
fensively’ or ‘in conversation’. Such definitions warrant further investigation.
First, I shall attempt to grasp the meaning of the adjective dotelog in the PS to
better appreciate the link between dotelotng and abusive terminology. In this re-
gard, it should be noted in the first instance that the Greek word aotelog, derived

10 Cf. Phot. a 1666: avaomdv fovievua Kal Gvaomdy yvwuiSlov: Kwuwskas eipntat, 1) GUUTAOKN
apuotet suvovotats (‘dvacmév fovAevpa kal avaondy yvwpisov [‘to draw forth a bit of purpose’
and ‘to draw forth a bit of thought’] [Ar. fr. 727]: It is comically said; such combination of words
is suited to conversation’).

11 Cf. P 0 1351 (= Phot. a 1801, ex ™): [. . .] xprion 8¢ 6 Adyw, (S enot dpHvLxog, £V GUVOLGiY
(‘[. . .] you should use the phrase in conversation, as Phrynichus says’) and see Gerbi (2023).
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from dotv (‘city’), almost always has the metaphorical sense of ‘urbane’, ‘civi-
lised’, referring to one who has good taste and is witty (see, e.g., Taillardat 1965,
12-4). Phrynichus himself gives an ‘apophatic’ definition of doteldtng in PS
78.15-T7:

KayxaoTig 6 £l Tolg @opTIKOlG YeEAGV Kal W) dotelols. <onuaivel §&> tolg eikij Kal apadig
yeA@vTag kat undév €yovtag Se€ov unde natdeiag éxduevov.

Kayyxaotig: One who laughs at what is vulgar and not dotelog. <It means> those who laugh
without purpose and ignorantly, not having even a shred of cleverness and education.

In Phrynichus’ view, dotelotng requires cleverness and education. It may also
cause laughter — but an educated and elegant one. Such characteristics align with
the occurrences of dotelog and aoteiopdg in previous and coeval rhetorical writ-
ings, where doteiopdg refers to witty expressions and, in particular, to elegant
humour expressed by means of irony.”* In this respect, we may compare Demetr.
Eloc. 128:

0OV 8¢ Yapltwv al pév eiowv peiloves kal oepvotepat, ai T@v TonT®V, ai 8¢ e0TEAELG udA oV
Kal KOUKOTEPAL, OKOUUaoLY gotkulal, 0lov ai ApLotoTéAoug XApLTeg Kai ZO@povog Kai Auv-
alov: 70 yap fg pdov v Tig aptduroeiev Tobg 686vTag fj ToLG SakTUAOLG, TO Ml THG TPETPU-
71806, Kai 0 6oag GELog AV AaBetv mAnydg, Tocavtag eiineev Spayuds, oi Tolodtol doteiopol
0082V SLaPépouov CKWUUATWY 008E TOppw yeAwTomotlag eioiv.

Some kinds of charm, those of the poets, are more imposing and dignified, others are more
ordinary, closer to comedy and resembling gibes (oxwpuaowv), like those of Aristotle, So-
phron, and Lysias. Such witticisms (doteiopoi) as ‘whose teeth could be counted sooner
than her fingers’ (of an old woman) and ‘he has taken as many coins as he has deserved
beatings’ are exactly like gibes (ckwpuatwv), and come close to buffoonery. (Transl. Innes
in Halliwell et al. 1995, 425-7).

Here, we learn that some charming doteiopol are almost the same as okopyata
and - particularly relevant to our purposes here — that they can elicit laughter. In
this regard, Cicero’s words on urbanitas (i.e., the Latin equivalent of doteiopog)™
in Pro Caelio 6 are also worth mentioning: maledictio autem nihil habet propositi
praeter contumeliam; quae si petulantius iactatur, convicium, si facetius, urbanitas
nominatur (‘The only object of slander, on the other hand, is to insult; if it has a
strain of coarseness, it is called abuse; if one of wit, it is called elegance’, transl.
Gardner 1958, 413). Commenting on this passage, Dyck (2013, 71) observes that
‘here urbanitas has the narrower sense ‘polished wit,” not the broader sense ‘re-

12 See Schenkeveld (1992, 1130).
13 On urbanitas, see Scheithauer (2007, 1-32), with additional bibliography.
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finement or polish of style”. Furthermore, Cicero distinguishes two types of hu-
mour in his De Officiis (1.104):

duplex omnino est iocandi genus, unum illiberale petulans flagitiosum obscenum, alterum ele-
gans urbanum ingeniosum facetum. Quo genere non modo Plautus noster et Atticorum anti-
qua comoedia, sed etiam philosophorum Socraticorum libri referti sunt, multaque multorum
facete dicta, ut ea, quae a sene Catone collecta sunt, quae vocant amo@8éypara.

There are, generally speaking, two sorts of jest: the one coarse, rude, vicious, indecent; the
other, refined, polite (urbanum), clever, witty. With this latter sort not only our own Plautus
and the Old Comedy of Athens, but also the books of Socratic philosophy abound; and we
have many witty sayings of many men - like those collected by old Cato under the title of
Bons Mots (or Apophthegms). (Transl. Miller 1913, 107).

In sum, Cicero’s urbanitas can take the form of contumelia as well as of iocus. In both
cases, urbanitas is the mark of a rhetorical practice that seeks to avoid coarseness
and excessive rudeness.'* Perhaps Phrynichus distinguished between expressions
that appear to be wholly coarse (e.g., the aforementioned &vépdyvvov éBuppa) and
those that may be considered scoptic witticisms.”® Owing to the scarceness of evalua-
tive terminology in the epitome of the PS, it is impossible to ascertain whether abu-
sive expressions were organised in accordance with a ‘scale of coarseness’, but it is
sufficiently clear that some lemmas must have been considered ‘ruder’ than others
in a way that recalls Cicero’s distinction between convicium and urbanitas.

4 Urbane mockery

We may now return to some of the entries listed above. Let us begin with PS 16.3-
5: iplotog KAEMTELY" doTela 1] GLUTTAOK. Kal pLaTog pHoLyeveLy, kal T duoLa. oap-
kaopol Tpémw Emfvnral eig bepPornv Tol kakod.'® On what grounds is this com-
bination of words defined as doteia? Phrynichus himself answers this question

14 On Cicero’s passage, see Ramage (1973, 58); Schenkeveld (1992, 1132); Scheithauer (2007, 20-1);
cf. also Cic. De orat. 2.269-70.

15 One may wonder whether Phrynichus’ recourse to dotelog and cognates may partly depend
on previous scholarship. See, e.g., schol. Ar. Nu. 64: [. . .] Spwéa yap kal dotela Ta Ti§ Kwuwsdiag
okwyupata (L. . .] for the jests found in comedy are sharp and witty’); schol. Ar. PL 165c: [. . .]
peldlaopod évekev mapanmAékel dpa té yeAola kal ta dotela (TAristophanes] mix jokes and witti-
cisms together in order to raise a smile’). I am grateful to Federico Favi for bringing these paral-
lels to my attention.

16 Cf. also PS 51.14-5: dplotog kAEmTEWY Kal (plotog AwnoduTelv (‘excellent at stealing and excel-
lent at stealing clothes’).
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by specifying that dplotog kAéntewv and GploTog potyeveLy are sarcastic: they are
paradoxical utterances of praise, a means of insulting someone by designating
them the best — that is, the best of thieves or of adulterers. Note that the conjunc-
tion of the superlative adjective dptotog with such verbs as kAéntewv and pot-
¥evew is what Aristotle in his Rhetoric would have called an antithesis — the latter
being a major characteristic of those witty sayings he calls dotela (cf. Arist. Rh.
3.10, 1410b—1411b; 3.11, 1412b).”” Thus, it appears that éplotog kAéntey and dplo-
T0¢ potyevely were selected as elegant forms of abuse and polished witticisms —
precisely what Cicero would have called urbanitas.

This particular use of dotelog (‘witty’) suggests that some scoptic expressions
in the PS may be as elegant as other jocular witticisms that are inoffensive and
gracious, as is the case with PS 92.3-4 6Cewv £t®v (‘to smell of years’). This expres-
sion is used in relation to old men and is defined as being ‘altogether witty’ (mavv
aoteiwg). The use of dewv + the genitive of an abstract noun is often found in
Aristophanes,'® forming such syntagms as Kpoviwv 6{wv, ‘one who smells like
Cronus’ festivals’ (this last expression also denotes an old person). According to
Kaibel, 6Cewv é¢t@v could be based on an implicit comparison between an old per-
son and old-aged wine.’” We may compare Aristophanes’ Acharnians 190, at
which the five-year treaty (omovdai) is said to ‘stink of pitch and battleship con-
struction’ (6¢oval mitTNng Kal mapackevijg ve®v): the verbal pun is based on the
fact that ‘Aristophanes combines the literal meaning of the word onovéali (‘liba-
tion of wine’) with its metonymic meaning ‘treaty’ (Henderson 1998, 83 n. 34). As
Olson (2002, 130) points out, ‘Pitch was routinely applied to the interior of wine-
jars in order to render them water-proof [. . .], and resin and pitch were some-
times added directly to wine to lend it body and improve its bouquet [. . .]. Pitch
was also used, however, to protect wood from water-damage’. Kaibel’s suggestion,
therefore, should not be dismissed. Nevertheless, it is not necessary to consider
6Cew éT®v a comic fragment. In Xenophon’s Symposium (2.4), regarding perfumes
appropriate to men, Socrates says that those who are no longer youngsters
exercising in the gymnasia should ‘smell of gentlemanliness’ (6Cew [. . .] kaAoka-

17 Nonetheless, the Aristotelian category of dotela ‘disappear[ed] almost totally from later rheto-
ric’, as Schenkeveld (1994, 2) remarks.

18 Cf. Poultney (1936, 94); Taillardat (1965, 437 n. 3).

19 Kaibel also adds that a numeral is perhaps missing — he proposed, e.g., ®{e ytAiwv £t6v (‘he
smelled like a thousand years’). Nevertheless, the expression may be intentionally ‘incomplete’,
so that it could be used with any numeral. Indeed, 6Cev is often used in relation to a wine’s bou-
quet (cf,, e.g., Alcm. PMGF fr. 92b; Xenoph. Diels—Kranz 21 B 1.6-7; Hermipp. fr. 77.6-8). On the
perception of aged wine as valuable, see, e.g., Hom. Od. 2.340; X. An. 44.9; D.S. 2.14.4.
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yabiac). Expressions of this nature may have been quite common in skilled con-
versations.

5 Witticisms and wordplays

Based on the above discussion, we may conclude that some abusive expressions
in the PS are based on a mix of witticism and mockery and sometimes take the
form of a verbal pun — a comic device that is frequently attested throughout the
entire history of Greek literature.”’ Moreover, some entries of the PS actually ap-
pear to belong to the category of verbal puns: see, for instance, PS 52.14-5: Bop-
Bopwéng mapd Tov BopBopov kal Tov 686vTa, TV Suowdn 10 atoua (‘BopBopwdng
[literally ‘filthy’]: From BopBopog [‘filth’] and 6800¢ [tooth] — one whose mouth
smells bad’), where an adjective derived from the noun Boppopoc by means of
the suffix -w8ng¢* is interpreted as a compound with a second component deriv-
ing from 6801¢, ‘tooth’.**

Against this background, we may turn to another of the aforementioned en-
tries to better understand its interpretamentum — PS 4.1-2: dmAvtov mwywva: &l
BéAoLg avemaxBdg okOPal Tva mwywviav. Given that the beard was a distinctive
mark of philosophers and learned men, the image of the ‘unwashed beard’ may
well have been a jibe directed towards a memaiSevpévog.® Phrynichus’ metalin-
guistic evaluation of the scoptic expression is a detailed one: the adverb
avenay0®¢ (‘inoffensively’) may point to the fact that his source contained an in-
stance in which dmAvtov nwywva was applied to an addressee who shared the
same status (and perhaps also the same appearance!) as the speaker. Neverthe-
less, the adjective dmmAvtog, attested only rarely in reference to a person or to the
human body (Ar. V. 1035 refers to Aapiag & 6pxelg anAvtoug ‘the unwashed balls
of a Lamia’), does not appear to be the kind of polished witticism that a refined
rhetor would wish to use to show his well-learned brilliance. Furthermore, it is

20 See, recently, Beta (2021).

21 See Chantraine (1933, 429-32).

22 Indeed, de Borries proposed to read BopBopwdwv rather than BopPopwdnc. Even so, the pun
BopBopwdng ~ BopPopwySwv would be obvious.

23 On this point, see at least Zanker (1995, 190-206); Borg (2004); Floridi (2014, 264-5); Kucharski,
Marciniak (2017). Kock argued that ‘unwashed beard’ could not have been said inoffensively, and
thus he suggested émAatov in place of rmAvtov. De Borries, partially following Kock, wrote dmAe-
tov (‘immense’). However, the text probably warrants no correction, as Favi (2022b) points out,
‘since &mmAvTov is also in the parallel lemma in £° (o 1794 = Phot. a 2444, Su. o 3241) and likewise
in the entries of Photius and the Suda which go back to £”.
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difficult to determine the extent to which dmAvtov nwywva, explicitly labelled by
Phrynichus as an inoffensive lampoon, actually differs from other scoptic expres-
sions referring to bearded men that are tout court offensive.?* Despite Phryni-
chus’ words, therefore, dmivtov nwywva appears to be a rather humourless ex-
pression. Here, to overcome this contradiction, I tentatively propose a possible
solution. We may postulate a phonetic ambiguity between the poetic adjective
GmAatov/@nAntov (meaning either ‘immense’ or ‘unapproachable’) and the trivial
tmAvtov (‘unwashed’) giving rise to a kind of parodic paronomasia based on such
syntagms — for instance, Pi. fr. *93 Snell-Maehler drmAatov Tvpdva (we may also
think of dmAatov/dnAntov Topyéva or the like). In this case, GmAvTov TWywva
would sound like a witty play on words owing to the fact that it echoes a literary
hypotext.

6 Scoptic expressions and erudite conversation

In what precedes, I hinted at the possibility that the PS may have contained a va-
riety of scoptic expressions arranged in accordance with their ‘degree of coarse-
ness’. If this is the case, it is possible to imagine a corresponding variety of con-
texts in which they could have been used.

According to Photius (Bibl. cod. 158.101b.2-3), Phrynichus collected a series of
phrases that could be used ‘in conversation’. This is exactly what Phrynichus him-
self says about an Eupolidean expression analysed by Giulia Gerbi in this volume,
PS 21.12: évepog kal 6AeBpog dvBpwmog EbmoAwg (fr. 406), to which we may com-
pare the parallel entry in £° a 1351 (= Phot. a 1801, ex £): [. . .] xprion 8¢ 6 Adyw,
¢ not dpovviyocg, v cuvovaia (. . .] you should use the phrase in conversation,
as Phrynichus says’). We may obtain a clearer sense of Phrynichus’ prescription
here, starting with PS 81.6, an entry that I discuss in detail elsewhere:?®

KVIOOKOAAE: TOV 008evog ayabod koAaxa, ToD aioyioTov 8§& mdvTwv.

kviookdAag (literally, ‘fat-flatterer’): [It means] a flatterer who is no good, the worst of all.

Considering that kvicog/kvica means ‘steam and odour of fat’, ‘odour of savoury
meat’, or ‘fat caul’ (LS], s.v. kvica), a kviookOAag is perhaps ‘one who fawns or

24 Such jibes are frequently found in literature from the imperial era to the Byzantine age: see,
recently, Kucharski, Marciniak (2017). Leo Choerosphactes (Chilistichos theologia 467-70 Vassis)
uses AmAUTOVG TWYWVAG as a tout court abusive expression, as noted by Favi (2022b).

25 See Pellettieri (2023c).
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flatters so as to be fed fat meat, a parasite’ (Gerber 1999, 427 n. 3).26 Given that the
interpretamentum apparently deals with someone who is ‘the worst flatterer of
all’, Kaibel (1899, 27 n. 73) wondered whether kvicokoAag might not have origi-
nally been treated in conjunction with an otherwise unknown compound xvcoko-
Aag. Misinterpreting Kaibel’s tentative explanation, de Borries replaced kviooko-
Aa& with xvooxoAag. However, kvicokdAag should be retained: besides having
many parallels (see Pellettieri 2023c), it is first attested in an elegy ascribed to a
poet named Asius (6th century BCE?) and cited by Athenaeus.?’ As for the inter-
pretamentum, it possibly suffered epitomisation (see Pellettieri 2023c).”®

Nevertheless, kvicokoAa€ appears to be regarded as a strongly abusive term,
as is the case with other lemmas in the PS (see the aforementioned PS 2.7-8, 17.13—
4, 22.14-6, 39.1, etc.). Nonetheless, something different may be inferred on account
of Ath. 3.125b—e, where Myrtilus and Ulpian mock each other in an erudite way:

00 yap péAeL ool, £@n 6 Muptidog, ioTopiag, G yaotpwvy. kKvicoroydg yap Tig &l <kai> (Casau-
bon: <kal kvIookOAAE> West) Katd TOV ZAULov momtny Aclov Tov TaAaldov ¢ketvov [kai] kvi-
ookOAag (Casaubon: [kal kvicokoAag] West).

‘Yes’, said Myrtilus, ‘because you do not care about history, you glutton. For you are a fat-
licker and, to quote the well-known ancient Samian poet Asius, a ‘fat-flatterer”. (TransL
Olson 2007, 97).

Myrtilus uses a literary quotation to reproach his table companion. Note that ydo-
Tpwv (Alc. 429.5 Voigt, Ar. Ra. 200) and kvicoAotydg (Sophil. fr. 8) also have a liter-
ary pedigree: thus, the sharp exchange between Athenaeus’ banqueters turns out
to be a display of erudition. Of course, this is not an isolated case: we may also
compare, for instance, Ael. fr. 112 Domingo—-Forasté, where two Eupolidean com-
pounds — namely, kotAloSaipwv (‘one who makes his belly his god’; Eup. fr. 187)
and taynvokvicodipag (‘frying-pan-sniffer’; Eup. fr. *190) — are used to describe a
knight named Junius. In the same passage, Aelian announces his intention to use
terms derived from comedy for such people (BovAopat yap Ta g Kwuwdiag eig

26 See also Diphilus (fr. *61.4-8): ateveg 8¢ ™p® T00 payelpov TOV Kamvov. | kav HeEv oQodpog
eepopevog eig 0poov Tpéxn, | yéynba kal xaipw te xal ntepvtTopat | v 8¢ mAdylog kat Aentdg,
€008wG vod | 6TL ToTTO pot To Setmvov GAX' 0v8’ aiy’ £xet (1 keep a close eye on the smoke the
cook produces. If there’s a lot and it rises straight up, 'm delighted, overjoyed, and all a-flutter.
But if there’s just a bit and it drifts sideways, I immediately think that this is my dinner — and it’s
anemic’; transl. Olson 2008, 73).

27 See also Bowie (2000, 134).

28 One cannot discount the possibility that the textual problems in Phrynichus’ entry depend on
abridgement of an originally onomastic structure dedicated to k6Aag (see Cavarzeran in this vol-
ume).
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T0UG ToloVTOUG eimelv) by way of a joke (iva Tt xal maiow) and while avoiding any
coarseness (oU8epd [. . .] anelpokaAiq). These parallels suggest that mockery oc-
cupied a place in the context of high-society conversations as a kind of erudite
and inoffensive form of role-play. This is unsurprising, given that symposia were
traditionally characterised by a combination of seriousness and humour.” It is
sufficient here to recall that in Plato’s Symposium, ‘each participant speaks in a
tone of self-parody and exaggeration, poking fun at himself and the other’
(Cooksey 2010, 29), and that in Xenophon’s Symposium, Socrates and other sympo-
siasts ‘mingled jesting and seriousness’.>* Therefore, it is conceivable that Phryni-
chus regarded kvicokoAag as a learned scoptic expression to be used in similar
circumstances. This would be in line with what we know about some expressions
collected in the PS — namely, that they can be used ‘in conversation’.

7 Further (undetected) word-puns?

Conversation may also be the context of use of some lemmas that have hitherto
escaped scholarly attention, as is the case with PS 91.3:

vijotig oopi’ i €k tiig dottiag Tod oToéuarog Suowsdia.

vijotig 6opn: The bad breath of the mouth caused by want of food.

This entry refers to one who has not eaten for a long time, perhaps on account of
his impecunity. As I argue elsewhere,* Phrynichus’ source is possibly comic. vijo-
TG + abstract substantive is, in fact, a poetic syntagm: as far as we know, it is typi-
cally Aeschylean (A. 192-3 mvoat [. . .] vijoti8eg, A. 1014-6 vijoTw [. . .] vooov, A.
1621-3 vijoTI8eg [. . .] ppeviv tatpopdvretg, Ch. 250 vijotig [. . .] Alwdg; see also
[Aesch.] Pr. 599 viiotiow ¢xetalg). Thus, vijotig 6opn has a parodic (possibly para-
tragic) flavour, and it is tempting to identify it with an overlooked comic frag-
ment. Nevertheless, the euphemistic and parodic vijotig dopn possibly served as
both an abusive phrase and a quotation that demonstrated the rhetor’s wit.
The same may be true for PS 81.12-3:

Kupédat gpovnuatwv' olov BfKaL @povioews. KUPEAN yap &yyelov &ig anoBeoty TupdVv.

29 See Ion Eleg. 26.16 West (= 1.16 Valerio) and el. adesp. fr. 27 West, with the commentary by
Valerio (2013, 83).

30 4.28, cf. also 1.1, 8.4, and see Huss (1999, 389-98); McClure (2003, 34).

31 Pellettieri (2023d).
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Kupédal ppovnpdtwv (com. adesp. fr. 612): As if to say ‘cases [full] of thought’. Indeed, kv-
PéAn is a vessel used in order to preserve wheat.

Because kuyéAn can refer to a large storage vessel (see, e.g., Ar. Pax 631 éEué-
Stuvov kupéAny, ‘a vessel that could hold six medimnoi’), the expression kv-
Yéral ppovnuatwy is apparently encomiastic. However, Phot. k 1278: kupéAat
QPOVNUATWYV- <***> dyyela: || kKevol mavTanaoy (‘KupEéral ppovnuatwy: <***>
vessels. Or those [who are] absolutely devoid [of wit]’) points to the opposite
interpretation. According to Meineke, FCG vol. 4, 665, the expression is comic
and probably refers to pretentious men who believe themselves to be cleverer
than others. Roux (1963, 286-7), for his part, departing from an alternative
meaning of kuéAn (‘beehive’, see LS], s.v.), suggests that the pun may mean
‘having in the ears the earwax of a whole beehive’. Nonetheless, bearing in
mind that xupéAn could also mean ‘earwax’, we may conjecture that the ex-
pression alluded to some comic passages in which ‘to have earwax in one’s
own ears’ was used metaphorically to mean ‘to be stupid’, see Diph. fr. 54: xv-
VEANY 8 €xelg | miatov év 10l wolv (‘Youw've got an enormous quantity of
wax in your ears’) and Eup. fr. 227: kai t¢ ITuptAdumoug apa Afuw kupérn év-
€aTwv (EveoTlv X: év wolv Meineke: éveotiv <év 101¢ woiv> Kock) (‘So is Demos
son of Pyrilampes also a dimwit?’; transl. Olson 2016, 258). See also Luc. Lex. 6:
oL 8¢ xuperdBuota Eotkag £xewv T@ OTa (‘But you seem to have your ears
stuffed with wax’; transl. Olson 2016, 259). As Olson (2016, 260) notes, ‘to have
KUYEAN/KLuPeAig in one’s ears is to be unable to hear and thus figuratively to be
a blockhead or fool’.3* Accordingly, kupédat ppovnudtwv may subtly refer to
someone whose mind is empty because of his waxy ears, which do not permit
any thoughtlessness to reach his brain.

8 Conclusions

The PS and other lexica are studded with scoptic expressions — whether originally
comic or not — that could be used in different contexts. Indeed, they must have
partly served as a tool for Poéyog — ‘invective’ — a traditional part of the rhetor’s
education. Nonetheless, Phrynichus himself informs us that some of the expres-
sions collected in the PS may be used ‘in conversation’. This, together with a close
analysis of several lemmas dealing with witty sayings, suggests that at least some

32 Cf. also Pearson (1917, 64) on Soph. fr. 858.2 and Lloyd-Jones (1963, 81), who also recalls that
‘[conversely], a person who is quick in the uptake is said to have clean or well-drilled ears’.
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of the scoptic expressions in the PS were intended for use in high-society conver-
sations as erudite jokes of the type often found, for instance, in Athenaeus’ Dei-
pnosophists. These jokes are based on metaphors, paronomasias, verbal puns,
and literary allusions, so that only memaiSevuévol who shared the same education
and culture could truly appreciate their subtlety and use them appropriately. Ob-
viously, this does not mean that refined witticisms could not also be used against
a contender in oratorial contexts:* indeed, what really makes an expression abu-
sive is its contextual use. Admittedly, however, it is not always easy to understand
whether a lemma of the PS may be a scoptic expression or not; it is sometimes
even more difficult to ascertain whether it was actually intended to be offensive
or innocuous. Consequently, truly reliable answers to such questions must be
based on a case-by-case study.

Appendix: A tentative list of scoptic expressions
in the PS

(§))] 4.1-2 damtov nwywva (‘unwashed beard”);

(2)  4.14-7 agaipeiv kpokLSag (‘to take fluff away’);

(3)  5.11 avBpwmog anmoppdg (‘impious man’);

(4) 114 atepapwv Gvbpwnog kal mpivivog kal aTunTog Kal aeev8dpvivog (‘a
hard man, tough, sturdy, oaken’);

(5)  21.11 4pyaiog (‘antiquated’, ‘simpleton’);

(6)  21.12 Gvepog kai 6AeBpog avBpwmog (‘a man [is] wind and ruin’);

7 22.14 avBpwmniokog padiog (‘a manikin who is worth nothing’);

(8)  26.16 aypofoag avip (‘a rudely shouting man’);

(9)  38.9 apyatixa @povelv (‘to think old things, to be a simpleton’);

(10)  39.1 Aitvn vBpwmog (‘a man who is an Aetna’);

(1)  47.19 avaomdv BovAevua Kal avaondv yvwuiSiov (‘to draw forth a bit of
purpose and to draw forth a bit of thought’);

(12) 48.6 aydAwva otépata (‘unbridled mouths’);

(13)  50.11 axpatic yauwv (‘sexually intemperate’);

(14) 51.1 axpatig xelpog (‘one who is unable to stop his hand’);

(15)  52.14 BopPopwdng (‘one whose mouth smells bad’);

33 In this regard, see Cicero regarding the distinction between urbanitas and convicium reported
above (Section 3) and note that subtlety and irony can be used as strategies to highlight the
speaker’s superiority in conflictual contexts.
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53.11 BovAwd & Bardvtia (‘one whose pouch [of coins] suffers for starva-
tior’, i.e., ‘one who is penniless’);

53.13 Bopov ypijua (‘voracious thing’);

55.18 yepaviag (‘crane-necked’);

56.6 yuvaikiCetv (‘to be womanish’);

56.8 yong (‘charlatan’);**

56.11 yoAijv katanénwkev (‘one who has swallowed a weasel’, i.e., ‘one who
is not able to speak’);

57.4 yépwv puoog (‘wrinkled old man’);

57.14 yaotpLg (‘glutton’);

59.7 yépwv atumnvog (‘an old man [who is feeble] like tow’);

59.13 yaotpoydpupsig (‘with a gulf of a belly’);

59.15 ypal¢ dvabud (‘an old woman who is again at heat’);

60.3 yAloxpog (‘sticky’, said of one who is fond of money);

60.19 yUvvig (‘effete man’);

61.9 SnuexOng dvBpwnog (‘a man who is hated by the people’);

61.11 SnuomiBnkog (‘mob-jackanapes’);

61.13 Stadpnounolitng (‘a citizen who shirks all state burdens’);

61.16 Seopwtartog (‘one who should be put in chains’);

61.22 SeutvoniOnkoc (‘a dinner-ape’, i.e., a parasite);

62.9 Swcopntpa (‘mother of lawsuits’);

62.15 Sucoppamnng xai Stkoppdeog (both compounds mean ‘pettifogger’);
62.18 Spopkn yAdooa (‘swift tongue’);

63.11 StkoAbung dvBpwmog (‘a man who destroys by lawsuits’);

65.22 étepeyke@aAely (‘to suffer in half the brain’);

69.6 évoeoelopévn (‘shaken’);

70.9 €’ dxpwv kdBnobe TdVv muySiwv (‘you sit on the tips of your little but-
tocks’, said of flatterers);

70.22 ¢mitpunToTatog &vOpwrog (‘a man who is absolutely a rascal’);

71.1 émiyapékakog dvBpwmog (‘a man who rejoices over his neighbour’s
misfortune’);

72.9 £€MAeg KakOV (‘a pernicious nuisance’);

76.3 tyBuoAvung avBpwmog (‘a man who is a fish-plague’, said of a parasite);
76.10 Tametog (‘Iapetus’, i.e., ‘old man’);

76.15 iol (‘skinflint’);

78.10 xowvog TV movnp®v @iAog (‘the common friend of those who are
knavish’);

34 See Pellettieri (2023a).
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78.23 kevl Tiig yvaBou moAAd xwpia (‘many areas of the jaw are empty’);
79.13 Kpovobrjkn (‘coffin of Cronus’, i.e., ‘receptacle for old follies’);
79.16 katd koliav vooel (‘one whose belly has a morbid craving [for
food]’);

80.16 Kpovodaipwv (‘as old as Cronus’);

81.6 xviookoAag (literally ‘fat-flatterer’);

81.12 xupéAat ppovnuatwy (‘cases [full] of thoughts’);

84.12 xduwov gyet €v @ mvevpovt (‘he has a furnace in the lungs’, said of a
drunkard);

84.15 xdrmAov @pdévnua (‘knavish mind/thought’);

84.18 xpavidAelog (‘bald-headed”);

84.20 kvicotnpntig (‘fat hunter’);

86.3 AlpokoAakeg (‘starving flatterers’);

86.7 AdAnBpov (‘talkative’);

86.11 Atomomuyog (‘smooth-buttocked?);

86.19 AoyomAdBog (‘fable-maker’);

88.1 Aevknnatiag (‘white-livered’, i.e., ‘cowardly’);

88.12 yovoyépwv (‘misanthropic old man’);

88.14 pebuooyapupsig (‘wine-charybdis’);

89.2 udobAng (literally, leather’, i.e., ‘slippery knave’);

92.3-4 8Cewv €T®V (‘to smell of years’);

94.15 6voydotplg dvBpwmog (‘a man who has a donkey stomach’);

96.7 opviBiag yelpwv (‘a tempest of birds, a fowl-wind’);

98.3 008¢ <TpnTOV> €ig 686vTa Exel payelv (‘he/she has nothing to eat’);
100.1 moAUlwov kakov (‘long-living disgrace’);

101.1 mpowdwv (‘with protruding teeth’);

101.13 movtopdpug (‘seagulf’, epithet for a glutton);

102.19 mpdTnOug (‘born before Tethys’);

105.1 mepkekpovpévog dvBpwnog (‘a cracked man’, said of one who is neu-
tered);

105.11 movtokUkn yuv (‘woman who disturbs the sea’, i.e., ‘shrew’);
106.11 pvwAedpog ooun (‘a nose-destroying smell’);

106.15 pumapdg (‘mean’);

106.16 pryeaipiot (living in the cold’);

109.6 copodaipwv (‘an old ghost’, ‘one on the brink of the grave’);

109.9 ouAdoytpaiog @oputdg (‘rubbish collected from diverse places’);
109.11 owpov kpe®v (‘heap of flesh’);

109.19 otpayyaAwdng GvBpwmog (‘tortuous man’);

110.16 oloveiCewv (‘to act like Sisyphus’);

111.11 TpumaAwmng (‘a fox that penetrates anywhere’);
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(85) 112.6 TpaynAdaoipog avBpwnog (‘bull-necked man’);

(86) 112.9 Tov YooV eV pnudtwv (‘the noise of the words’, i.e., ‘noisy rants’);

87) 112.12 tpioéybiotog GvBpwmog (‘thrice-detested man’);

(88)  112.15 TuVTAWSNG Kal Anpwdng Adyog (‘a muddy and silly talk’);

(89) 113.12 TnBaAAadoTg (‘nursed by a grandmother’, i.e., ‘spoilt child’);

(90) 113.18 TiAAomwWYwYV (‘one who plucks out his beard”);

(9D 1141 rvpoyépwv (ssilly old man’);

(92) 114.3 TouPoyépwyv (‘old tomb’);

(93) 115.12 vIOELAOG TTOLN TG, PTWP, GiAoG (‘spurious poet, rhetor, friend’);

(94) 116.1 vroluyLwdng dvBpwmog (‘a man who is like a beast of burden’);

(95) 116.12 Ymepevpuparog (‘super-Eurybatus’);

(96) 117.3 Umepbedioknkag movnpig mavtag (‘you have surpassed all the others
in knavery’);

(97) 117.14 YmovAa yovata kal DmovAov xelpa kal m68a, owpa (inflamed knees
[as the result of blows] and inflamed hand and foot, [inflamed] body’);

(98) 118.13 umeppung Kpodvog (‘an incredible Cronus’);

(99) 121.1 vmepyoAdv (‘to be over-charged with bile’);

(100) 124.9 ®puvwvselov (literally, ‘a Phrynondas’, i.e., ‘a swindler’);

(101) 126.12 yeAvvoidng (‘with swollen lips’);

(102) 126.13 meoidng (‘with a swollen penis’);

(103) 127.5 xoAn éotwv (‘The/shefit] is [a cause of] bile’).
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Chiara Monaco

Comic constructions or hapax legomena?
Observations on some rare expressions
in Phrynichus’ Praeparatio sophistica

1 Introduction

Phrynichus of Bithynia was one of the strictest Atticists of the 2nd century CE. He
is the author of two lexica, the Ecloga nominum et verborum Atticorum (Eclogue)
and the Praeparatio sophistica (Sophistic Preparation, PS), both of which are col-
lections of Attic forms, although they are different in nature and purpose (see Sec-
tion 3). Previous studies have examined the linguistic and metalinguistic signifi-
cance of the Eclogue as a source of information on language change.! Similar
studies are still lacking for the PS, although this lexicon, with its more stylistic
interest, offers more varied descriptions of language use according to register,
genre, and style, thus providing an insight into the sophistic education of the
time. In particular, to judge from the remains of the PS, this lexicon seems to
have devoted a great deal of attention to rare expressions, many of which are (for
us, at least) hapax legomena. Additionally, these forms seem to cluster into well-
defined morphological categories, including compounds and prefixed formations.
In what follows, a case is made for considering this attention to rare expressions
as an original feature of the lexicon.

This paper will focus on these alleged neologisms and analyse them accord-
ing to their morphological category in order to see whether their structure is al-
ready common in previous centuries or whether they developed in post-Classical
Greek. In this context, I will address the following questions: Why is there such a
large number of unattested or rare expressions in the lexicon? Where does Phry-
nichus take them from? What is Phrynichus’ purpose in listing them? Can the
analysis of these forms, especially of prefixed and compound ones, tell us any-
thing about the nature and aims of the PS? In the analysis of prefixation and com-
pounding, I will focus in particular on a case study represented by the complex
compound verbs in -¢éw, which are especially well represented among the hapax

1 I would like to thank the PURA team for discussing an earlier version of this paper and provid-
ing valuable comments and suggestions. This research has been conducted in the framework of
PRIN 2020 ‘Metalinguistic texts as a privileged data source for the knowledge of ancient lan-
guages’ (CUP E63C22000350001).

Tribulato (2014); Tribulato (2021); la Roi (2022); Monaco (2024).

3 Open Access. © 2025 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111580319-008
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legomena of the PS. The analysis of -éw compounds is preceded by two methodo-
logical considerations. The first relates to the role that compounds and prefixed
verbs played in the literary and rhetorical production of the Second Sophistic
(Section 2), which provides the framework for contextualising Phrynichus’ lexico-
graphical production. The second will be a brief assessment of Phrynichus’ two
lexica (Section 3), with particular reference to their approach to compounding
categories and prefixed forms. I will then examine the complex -¢w compounds
(Section 4) and provide a closer analysis of the distribution of these forms in Hel-
lenistic and imperial literature (Section 4.1) and of Phrynichus’ approach to these
compounds in his two lexica (Section 4.2 on Eclogue and Section 4.3 on PS). In the
conclusions (Section 5), I will offer some interpretations and propose new per-
spectives for the study of the PS.

2 Compounding and prefixation in the Hellenistic
and imperial ages

It is well known that the tendency to use prefixes and the production of new com-
pound categories is a typical feature of the koine, a tendency that developed
mainly in connection with the expansion of technical vocabulary.? Some of these
categories already developed in the Classical/late Classical period, especially in
connection with the sophistic movement and the expansion of scientific language,
and then became particularly productive in the following periods. From the late
Classical/early Hellenistic period onwards, we have more evidence of the use of
prefixed forms and compounds, including in literature. This phenomenon, for in-
stance, is evident in the language of Menander, in which the process of composi-
tion and prefixation plays an important role (see Giannini, Pallara 1983, 163-313);
as argued by Vessella (2016, 428), the presence of compounded and prefixed
forms in Menander ‘segnala la perdita di connotazione tecnica di molta termino-
logia nata nei decenni precedenti’. Hellenistic authors show the productivity of
these linguistic phenomena. Among Hellenistic prose writers, Polybius offers re-
markable insights into the process of prefixation and its development in post-
Classical Greek (de Foucault 1972, 26-33): this includes changes in prepositions
(e.g. GvakaAVnTw in place of ékkaAvTTw ‘to uncover’, avtunintw for énutintw ‘to

2 Browning (1983, 67); Duhoux (2000, 35); Horrocks (2010, 97-8); and Kaczko (2016). On the devel-
opment of certain types of compositional categories, see Risch (1949) and Tribulato (2015). Tribu-
lato (2010, 493): ‘E una necessita, tipica delle lingue tecniche a livello universale, di utilizzare
forme nominali contro combinazioni sintattiche’.
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fall upor’, and amontoéw for Stamtoéw ‘to scare away’), the replacement of simple
forms with prefixed ones (e.g. ¢€amootéAw 200%, AmooTéAw 92X, and oTEAAW ‘to
send’ 6x) even when the simple forms were the predominant or the only ones
used by Classical authors, and the etymological use of certain prepositions which
were often used by Classical authors only with an emphatic function - for in-
stance, a6 to mark separation (dmeAniCw ‘to despair of’, anodeppatoopat ‘(of
shields) to have their leather covering destroyed’, and dmomntoéw ‘to drive away’)
and ék with the meaning ‘out of (¢kywpéw ‘to depart’ and €€amooTéAAw ‘to dis-
patch’). Verbs with double or triple prefixes are also common in Polybius; this
phenomenon was already widespread in the Classical period but became very
productive in the Hellenistic age (e.g. énunapeufdriw ‘to re-form’, kategaviotapat
‘to be on one’s guard against’), especially in forms in which the meaning of the
preposition is marked — i.e. cases of the use of mpd in a chronological sense, e.g.
npoeanootéAdw ‘to send out before’, or mpdg in the sense of addition, e.g. mpoo-
eMVOEW ‘to devise or invent besides’ (de Foucault 1972, 32).

Moreover, Hellenistic writers register a vast number of compounded nouns,
adjectives, and verbs (see, for instance, de Foucault 1972, 26-30 for Polybius), in
some cases reflecting compounding categories that were already attested in previ-
ous centuries but became particularly productive in the Hellenistic age and were
used to create neologisms: for instance, adjective-initial determinative com-
pounds (e.g. a€dAoyog ‘worthy of mention’) and, in particular among those, the
compounds in which the spatial adjectives (e.g. uésog ‘middle’ and éxpog ‘high’)
behave as the governing first component with the meaning ‘in the middle of and
‘on top of (e.g. peadyatog ‘in the heart of a country’, peconvpylov ‘wall between
two towers’, and akpologia ‘mountain ridge’, attested in Polybius).® These forms,
which were already attested in tragedy and lyric poetry (kévav8pog ‘empty of
men’, épnuomoAls ‘bereft of the polis’, yesoviktiog ‘of/at midnight’), became very
productive in the Hellenistic and imperial age both as voces propriae (e.g.
ouolokplBog ‘similar to barley’ attested for the first time in Theophrastus and
pecodaxtura ‘between two fingers’ hapax in Dioscorides Pedanius) and in prose
(e.g. eumelpondrepog ‘expert of war’ in Plutarch and Philo Judaeus and dkpokidvi-
ov ‘capital of a pillar’ hapax in Philo Judaeus).* Other categories already attested
in the Classical period but which became particularly productive in the subse-
quent ages are verbal compounds in -i{{w and -¢w° (see de Foucault, 1972, 32 for a
list in Polybius).

3 On these forms, see Risch (1945, 17-8; 24); Tribulato (2007); Tribulato (2015, 110-2).
4 Andriotis (1938, 104-8); Tribulato (2014, 203).
5 See Section 4 for the compounds in -¢w.
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These linguistic phenomena became even more productive at the time of the
Second Sophistic when expanding the vocabulary and phraseology of the koine
was a qualifying condition for the sophists. There are two kinds of evidence for
these forms. The first are metalinguistic sources (i.e. lexica) with their prescrip-
tive/proscriptive or simply descriptive notes on compounds and prefixed forms
(see Section 3.1 and 3.2); in this respect, the consistent number of prefixed forms
and compounds among the rare expressions listed in the PS is particularly signifi-
cant. The second source of evidence is their actual use in the literary and rhetori-
cal production of Second Sophistic authors. Plutarch, Lucian, Philostratus, Galen,
and, to a lesser extent, Aelius Aristides, together with other representatives of the
Second Sophistic, all show a vast use of prefixed verbs and compounding catego-
ries, sometimes also promoting neologisms and unusual forms, on the basis of
analogy or etymology.® Schmid, Atticismus vol. 4, 705-10 provides a full list of pre-
fixed forms (with single and double prefixes) which are used by Second Sophistic
and contemporary writers, and many of those have no attestations in Classical
writers, such as amoonovdalw ‘to dissuade eagerly’ in Philostr. VA 4.2; énelokv-
KA£w ‘to roll or bring in one upon another’ in Luc. Hist. Cons.13.20; Tpoavagwveéw
‘to pronounce before’ in S.E. M. 1.130; and avteknAjoow ‘to frighten in return’ in
Ael. NA 12.15. Moreover, there are cases of hapax legomena, attested, for instance,
by Lucian (Schmid, Atticismus vol. 1, 379-7) such as Icar. 25 cuumapakVTTw ‘to
bend oneself along with’, and in Philostratus (Schmid, Atticismus vol. 4, 431-3)
such as VS 2.9.3 émSafdariw ‘to criticise’. Compounded adjectives and nouns
are also widely attested in the Second Sophistic authors (Schmid, Atticismus
vol. 4, 694-7), with many forms finding their first attestations in those writers.”
Compounded and derivative verbs in -dw, -éw, -6w, -aivw, -i{w, -afw, and -evw
are also widely attested and are sources of numerous neologisms (Schmid,
Atticismus vol. 4, 703-5, and see Section 4 for the compounded verbs in -éw). Meta-
linguistic comments, expressed by the critics of (hyper)atticism (Luc. Lex.,® Pseudol.

6 On the linguistic innovation of these authors, see Bompaire (1994) and Casevitz (1994) on Lu-
cian; de Lannoy (2003) on Philostratus; Jazdzewska (2019) on Plutarch.

7 See, for instance, Casevitz (1994, 78-86) for Lucian and Schmid, Atticismus vol. 4, 432-3 for
Philostratus.

8 In the Lexiphanes, Lucian makes fun not only of sophists who tend to use rare Attic expres-
sions but also of those who create new compounds or subject old ones to re-etymologisation
based on a misapplied process of analogy: see for instance forms like dxpoxeiplaouog ‘wrestling
with the hands’; 6pBomdAng ‘wrestling in an upright position’; yetpoforéw ‘to throw the arms
about’.
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24, 29, and Rh.Pr. 17, [D.H.] Rh. 10.7; and Ath. 3.97d-99f'%), also attest to the produc-
tivity of prefixation and compositional methods, ridiculing those sophists who
went too far in the quest for stylistic refinement and used these linguistic mecha-
nisms to produce obscure forms and constructions in order to maximise the dis-
tance between literary and spoken language and to impress their peers.”! These
sources, which give us a satirical picture of the rhetorical/linguistic debate of the
time, nevertheless seem to reflect a widespread interest in new linguistic mecha-
nisms and the practice of using rare and sophisticated forms that may or may not
have been attested in Classical sources. This raises questions about the relationship
between lexica and rhetorical/literary production — namely, how literary writers
and rhetors used the lexica as a source of inspiration to find rare forms, and how
the lexica engaged with the literary and rhetorical production of the time.

This introduction has attempted to contextualise lexicographical activity
within the linguistic panorama of the Second Sophistic, which certainly influ-
enced the lexicographers’ choice of material. This paper will focus on one very
specific aspect of this broader question and examine how Phrynichus interacts
with these linguistic phenomena in the Eclogue and in the PS. A general introduc-
tion to the two lexica will lead into a more detailed analysis of how composition
and prefixation are treated in the two works.

3 Eclogue and Praeparatio sophistica

The two lexica produced by Phrynichus are different in nature, with the Eclogue
being more narrowly focused on linguistic topics and the PS pursuing broader
rhetorical issues (see also Tribulato in this volume). As de Borries claims (1911,
xxviii), Phrynichus wrote the Eclogue to object to the kakognAia ‘affectation’ ex-
hibited by those who spoke a ‘fake Attic’,”* and the PS for those who wanted to

9 Here the sophisticated teacher, by providing a list of innovative compounds and neologisms,
encourages his student to ‘hunt up obscure, unfamiliar words, rarely used by the ancients [. . .].
Sometimes you must yourself make new monstrosities of words and prescribe that an able writer
be called ‘fine-dictioned’, an intelligent man ‘sage-minded’, and a dancer ‘handi-wise” (transl.
Harmon 1925, 157). For a discussion of this passage and these kinds of constructions in The Mis-
taken Critic see Weissenberger (1996, 90-1).

10 With particular reference to 3.98c—d for the practice of creating neologisms and 3.99c with an
example from Herodes Atticus.

11 On these linguistic mechanisms used by the sophists, see Schmitz (1997, 117-23).

12 On the idea of authenticity in the Eclogue, see Kim (2023).
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learn to speak and write in Attic.”® As Phrynichus explains in the preface of the
Eclogue, he aims to respond to the request of Cornelianus - the addressee of the
lexicon - to list incorrect forms by pointing out the ‘most common mistakes and
words jumbling up the old language and inflicting much embarrassment’.** Phry-
nichus seems to write this work not only to help Cornelianus or any reader im-
prove their language skills but also to recognise faults in other people’s speech,
particularly in those who are unable to properly imitate the good Classical writers
and therefore do not speak what in Phrynichus’ eyes would qualify as ‘good Attic’
(see Fischer 1974, 60). The PS is a different matter. Judging from the surviving,
epitomised text, the PS shows broader interests in stylistic matters and a more
nuanced treatment of the sources, starting with the organisation of the material,
arranged according to style and register — as evidenced by the summary in Pho-
tius — and the extant evaluative terminology.”® This perceptiveness is also re-
vealed by the way in which Phrynichus explains the use of certain expressions:
he clarifies the meaning of fixed turns of phrase — e.g. anaiol Bepuorovaialg
‘{made] soft by [taking] hot baths’, aBpol paABaxevviaig ‘delicate for the soft-beds’
(both PS 3.5-7), and képkw caivw ‘to wag the tail’ (PS 84.5-7) —, of rare expres-
sions — e.g. dvBpwmnog mpdSofog ‘a judging man’ (PS 8.6-9)'° —, and of proverbs —
e.g. P§ 9.18-21. Phrynichus also gives information about spelling and accentuation
(e.g. PS 16.6-12, 23.1-2, 29.6-7, 30.8-9, 31.10-2, and 94.17-8),"” syntactic construc-
tions (PS 7.1-3), or grammatical usages by providing the correct example in Attic
and the corresponding form in the koine (as in PS 3.11-6 concerning the use of
the jussive infinite, or in PS 10.22-3, 27.13-7 and 29.8-12 about athematic and con-
tracted forms),”® and he often provides examples from different Classical sources
of alternative constructions or meanings (e.g. PS 128.11-3 and 127.12-6).

Moreover, the canon of the PS (for which see also Phot. Bibl. cod. 158.101b.4—
23) seems to be more variegated than the canon of literary authors used in the
Eclogue in which Phrynichus claims, at the very beginning of the work, that he
will follow the ancients only when they do not make mistakes. Unsurprisingly, in

13 See Matthaios (2020, 371) and Tribulato (2022) on the different approaches of the two works.
14 Fischer (1974, 60.6-7).

15 On the evaluative language of the PS, see Tribulato (2022, 929) and Tribulato in this volume.
16 For which see Cavarzeran in this volume.

17 For which see Vessella (2018).

18 Other examples in which an Attic usage is explained with the reference to a contemporary
form include a syntactic construction in PS 7.1-3; the form avappuydouat ‘to clamber up with the
hands and feet’ in PS 32.1-4; and, in particular, the transitive use of the verb §tépBopev — the
perfect form of Stapbeipw ‘to destroy’ — in PS 63.4-7, which was common in Attic, and explained
with the use of the contemporary form 81é@6apxe. For the erroneous use of §iégBopev see also
Luc. Sol. 3.
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a few entries of the Eclogue, Phrynichus takes issue with allegedly mistaken ex-
pressions found in Classical authors (cf. e.g. Ecl. 105, 123, 200, 297, and Ecl. 390 and
323 for criticism against Lysias) and, in other entries, warns against the use of
undesirable forms which, though found in ancient sources, are hapax legomena:
see e.g. Ecl. 402: AN’ oUk &xpijv tag &nag eipnuévag Aételg apmadev (‘But one
should not seize the words which have been said only once’); Ecl. 403: 4AN fjueig
0V 701¢ &mag eipnuévolg TPocEyopey OV volv, AN TOTg TOAAAKLG KEXPNUEVOLS
(‘But we do not turn our attention to words said only once but to the most used
ones’)." In this respect, it is noteworthy that Phrynichus lists many rare expres-
sions in the PS, most of which prefixed verbs and compounds, even when they do
not seem to have an explicit Attic pedigree or when they appear to be hapax lego-
mena in ancient texts (mostly in comedy and tragedy). A characteristic of the PS
is that it has a more open attitude towards original and rare vocabulary (notice
the use of kawég for stylistic evaluation)*® compared to equivalent but much
more common forms which sometimes are explicitly qualified with xa-
Bwuinuévov ‘common’ (PS 65.20-1; PS fr. *5) or are indicated as being used by ot
noAAot ‘the many’ (see also Tribulato in this volume).

The broader stylistic and rhetorical interests of the PS makes it interesting to
ask whether some of the rare forms that appear in this lexicon always reflect an
extrapolation from loci classici or whether they might be well-formed terms that,
although attested only in later sources or in the high-level Greek of Phrynichus’
time, are nevertheless acceptable.

3.1 The PS on prefixed forms

In line with the more neutral attitude towards unusual forms, the discussion of
compounds and prefixed verbs in the PS does not normally contain an explicit
preference for the uncompounded or the simple form. There are entries in which
Phrynichus focuses on the use of prefixed and non-prefixed forms by analysing
the meaning of the prefix: for example, in PS 18.13-8 he comments on the use of
ava and the difference between avaoku{aw ‘to be in heat again’ (used for old peo-
ple) and oxuldw ‘to be in heat’ (for young people, children and women). He takes
a similar approach when describing the different meanings of the prefixed and
the non-prefixed form, as in PS 20.6-10 anovuyiCouat ‘to pare the nails’ and évv-
¥{Copat ‘to examine closely’, or the use of different prefixes in different authors,

19 For a discussion of hapax legomena in the Eclogue, see Monaco (2024).
20 On the use of the adjective kavdg ‘new, original’, see Gerbi in this volume.
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for example in PS 21.1-2 with the expression adopat mdp ‘to light a fire’ used by
Aristophanes and évavopat p used by Cratinus with the same meaning. In other
cases, a stylistic interest is clearly expressed with the use of evaluative terminology:
for instance, in amoStomounéopatl and Stomouméopat (PS 9.12-7), the double prefixed
form is stylistically marked as very Attic (Attucwtatov). There are also pairs of en-
tries where the prefixed and simple verbs are explained in the same constructions
but in different passages of the PS (22.5-7/127.2-4 and PS 104.19-20/115.7-8).2
Among these prefixed verbs, some are hapax legomena, including a few pre-
fixed verbs in Umo- and Umep-, which belong to a sequence of prefixed forms
mostly attested in comedy. Phrynichus provides a clear explanation for the mean-
ing of these verbs; in the entry PS 120.1-2, the prefix Umo- in UnacBevéw ‘to be a
little unwell’ is explained with the periphrasis T0 andpyeoBat dobevelv xal pimw
Katéxeabal pavep®dg VMO Thig vooou (‘To start feeling weak and not yet manifestly
affected by the disease’), and the novelty of the expression, which does not have
any known attestation, is marked with the adverb xaw®¢. Similar cases are those
with Umep-: e.g. PS 119.15-6 UmepkpLBijvatl ‘to be judged superior’, PS 117.10-2 Vmep-
oYwvelv ‘to outbid in the purchase of provisions’, PS 119.7 Omep@Avapelv ‘to talk
or chatter very absurdly’, and PS 117.3-5 UnepSiokéw ‘to overshoot’.? These forms
are only attested in the PS or in the PS and later writers, but not in Classical liter-
ature. However, Kaibel (1899, 34) advances the tautological argument that they
should be considered comic compounds because of the frequent use of the prefix
Unep- in comedy.” The list of hapax legomena also includes two verbs with double
prefixes, npoeteyeipelv mpdyua ‘to stir up prematurely’ (PS 101.18-9) and mpoava-
yuuvddlewv ‘to exercise before’ (PS 105.25-106.2). These verbs are not attested in
any other ancient sources; the expression npoegeyeipev mpdyua is attested only
in the PS and in a Byzantine writer, Michael Attaliates (11th century), and is ex-
plained by Phrynichus with olov mpd 100 840vTog katpol avakweiv (‘That is to
stir up before the due time’), which describes the exact meaning of the prefix
npo-. The form égeyeipw is instead widely attested in Classical literature. A similar
case is seen in PS 105.25-106.2: mpoavayvuvdgey atopa ij @wviv- 0 molodotv ol
ewvaokoBvteg kal T Qwvij aywvifduevol, 6 oi moAAol Ava@wvnoy Aéyouot
(‘mpoavayvuvadewv atopa i ewviv (‘to exercise the mouth and the voice’): [That
is] what those who train their voice and content with the voice do, which the
many call vocal exercise’). This is the only case in which a metalinguistic com-

21 On the possible role of the epitomator in these entries, see Favi in this volume.

22 On the use of the prefix Unép, see also Ecl. 363 where Phrynichus says that the form vmép8pt-
pug ‘exceedingly pungent’, attested only in Luc. DDeor.7.3 and probably made by analogy with
the Classical vnépoogog ‘exceedingly wise’, should be rejected.

23 For a discussion on Kaibel’s approach see Pellettieri in this volume.
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ment follows the explanation. Although the expression oi moAAoi** Aéyovotv refers
specifically to the substantive avagwvnatg, it is probably being used here to de-
scribe or proscribe a more common usage (attested for instance in Plu. De com-
munibus notitiis 2.1071c) in favour of the rarer and more sophisticated verb mpoa-
vayvuvadw, which has no other attestation but which Phrynichus might
nevertheless prefer over a more common expression.”

3.2 The PS on compounds

In the PS, Phrynichus is interested in explaining the meaning of compounds, and
examines their semantic development over time or in different writers, e.g. PS
85.14-5: Aemtoloyia- onuaivel T0 mepl TOV UIkp®Y @POVTICEY Kal AS0AETyEV. §)
onuaivetat 1 kvutdtng (‘AemroAoyia (‘subtle argument’; Hermipp. fr. 21): it means
pondering and meditating on very small things. Or irritation of the eyes’).?® He
discusses the formation of compounds, focusing on the etymological relevance of
the different components: examples are the comments on aAA0koT0¢ ‘unusual na-
ture’ (PS 23.13-24.2), avBévtng ‘murderer’ (PS 24.5-9), and &8doiecyelv kal
a8oAéoyne ‘to talk idly and idle talker’ (PS 36.5-12).*’ He lists hapax legomena or
rare forms, comparing them by analogy with well-attested expressions, see e.g. PS
17.15-20: dtpw): [. . .] xai ot Tapd TOV TPIYPw UEAAOVTA, WG apTdlw Gpmat, KAEYW
KAEY xai BolkAey (‘dtpw (‘not rubbed’): It derives from the future TpiYw, like ép-
nalw &pmag, kKAEYw kAEY and BolkAel’); PS 70.15: éAalomAn6ig wg oivomAnBng
(‘éAatomAnBg (‘full of oil’): Like full of wine’); and 88.11: punpokavtelv: opoiwg @
iepokavtelv kal OAokavtelv (‘unpokavtelv (‘to burn thigh-bones as a sacrifice’):
Like to sacrifice as a burnt-offering and to bring a burnt-offering’); cf. also PS 9.8,
9.19, 29.8-12, 69.9-11, 91.6-7, 105.11-4, and 128.14-5. He discusses the correct or-
thography of some compounds, as in PS 97.10-5: 6&0Bagov- 81a Tod v (‘0EvBagpov
(‘a saucer’): With the v’). Moreover, he expresses metalinguistic considerations to
provide a description of register distribution and stylistic choices, as in PS 99.14—
9: TOALTOKOTIELY: KavOTEPOV TOD SnUoKoTELY (‘moAlTokoTelV (‘to court the mob’):

24 On the meaning of this expression in the PS, see Favi (2021a) and Favi (2021b).

25 In different entries, the Antiatticist discusses the Attic pedigree of forms with double suffix
which were probably thought to be late, see a 23, € 29, € 31, and € 32.

26 Cf. also PS 99.14-9; 123.13-5; 127.12-6; and 128.11-3. In the last entry Ypuyoppo@éw ‘to suck out
the life’/‘to drink cold water’ seems to reflect two homographic but different compounds, see
Gerbi (2022).

27 See Gerbi (2023a) on this entry.
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More innovative than §nuoxomnelv’) with the use of kawvotepov to describe the
originality of moAltokoméw compared to the more common Snuokonén.?

The compounds listed in the PS vary in typology (determinative, bahuvrihi,
etc.) and structure ([N+N]y, [P+N]y, [A+Nly, [N+Nly, [P+A],, [N+A],, etc.). Some are
widely attested by Classical writers, others are less common, and many seem to
be unattested by Classical authors. Among the attested compounds (e.g. -éw verbs,
V1 compounds) the vast majority are quotations from comedy — particularly from
Aristophanes, though Phrynichus also explicitly quotes Cratinus, Plato Comicus,
and Eupolis. A good amount of evidence comes from tragedy (in particular from
Aeschylus and Sophocles), and the fewest attestations are found in prose writers
(Thucydides and Plato are mentioned only a few times). Among the forms not at-
tested in Classical authors (which amount to ca. 100 forms, among which there
are nouns, adjectives, and verbs),”® some are left-headed compounds (e.g. kpavié-
Aewog ‘bald-headed’) — a type rare in Classical sources and condemned in the Ec-
logue—,30 others are V1 compounds, which are common in Classical literature, but
the forms reported by Phrynichus (e.g. TiAAomwywv ‘one who plucks out his
beard’,* apnaouiAng ‘snatching the pleasures of sexual intercourse’,*” and
oiAetvog ‘fond of pulse-soup’) are not attested. Many of these are complex com-
pound verbs in -éw — with 23 attestations out of the 100 hapax legomena — another
common category in ancient sources but which is represented in the PS by many
forms not attested in Classical writers.

Some of these forms, which do not find attestations in ancient writers, are
considered by Nauck, Meineke, and Kock to belong to lost comic or tragic frag-
ments based on their meaning and structure. In various cases, parallels in com-
edy or tragedy can be found, as shown by the following examples: PS 15.11-3 dpio-
TepolUyN¢ ‘yoked on the left’, cf. kaAAluync ‘beautifully yoked’ in Eur. Andr. 278,
veoQuyng ‘newly yoked’ in [Aesch.] Pr. 1009, and tplluyng ‘three yoked’ in Soph.
Ichn. 168; PS 44.5-6 apma&ouiAng ‘snatching sexual intercourses’, cf. apma&avspog
‘snatching away men’ in Aesch. Th. 776; PS 63.11-2 SucoAUpng vBpwmog ‘a man
who destroys by lawsuits’, cf. iyBvoAUung vBpwmog ‘plague of fish man’ (epithet
of a fish-eater) in Ar. Pax 811; PS 62.9-10 Sikoprjtpa ‘mother of lawsuits’ cf. optv-

28 Gerbi (2023b) and Gerbi this volume.

29 A partial list is found in de Borries (1911, xxxiii—Xxxiv).

30 For instance Ecl. 271 agpdévitpov ‘sodium carbonate’, Ecl. 303 yaotpokvnuia ‘calf of the leg’,
and Ecl. 359 aVaypog ‘wild boar’ are all rejected in place of the analytical or simple forms Aitpov
aepov, kviun, and olg typlog, which are preferred by Phrynichus.

31 This is the only V1 compound for the verb tiAAw, see Tribulato (2015, 225).

32 This is one of the only two V1 compounds formed from apmnalw, the other being apna&avépog
‘snatching away men’ (Aesch. Th. 766), see Tribulato (2015, 293).
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yountpa ‘corncrake’ in Cratin. fr. 264 or ‘the Ortygian mother’ ludicrously applied
to Latona in Ar. Av. 870; PS 65.15-6 8iyoppomog yvaoun ‘oscillating opinion’, cf.
Siyoppomnwe ‘waveringly’ in Aesch. A. 349, 815 etc.; PS 68.14-5 €0mpocduiiog ‘pleas-
ant’, cf. anpocdurog ‘unsociable’ in Soph. OC 1236; PS 86.3—4 AlpokoAa ‘hungry
flatterer’, cf. YwpokoAag ‘parasite’ in Ar. fr. 172, Philem. fr. 7, etc.;®® and PS 88.14-5
uebuooyapupsig ‘wine-charybdis’ (possibly as a nickname for a drunken woman),
cf. PS 59.13-4 yaotpoxdpupsig &ml T@v <mavto> kateoblovtwy Kpativog einev
(‘yaotpoydpuB8ig (‘with a gulf of a belly’): Cratinus (fr. 428) says this about those
who devour <everything>’). However, these parallels do not confirm that we are
dealing with original forms found in lost fragments as they could have been neo-
logisms remade by later authors on the basis of similar comic/tragic forms.

Although many formations would require closer examination, here I focus
only on the -éw verbal compounds. Since these compounds are easy to collect and
they are mostly hapax, they provide a good starting point for analysing why Phry-
nichus listed these rare forms.

4 Complex compounds in -¢€w and their analysis
in Phrynichus

These verbs belong to a productive class of denominal verbs in -éw, which derive,
through conversion, from compound nouns or adjectives, as the following exam-
ples show: xapmoAdyog (‘fruit-gatherer’) > kapmoAoyéw (‘to gather fruit’); oiko86-
uog (‘house builder’) > oixo8opéw (‘to build [a house]).>* As Willi (2003, 123) states,
the underlining compounds (i.e. kapmoAdyog) are primarily verbale Rektionskom-
posita with a nominal first element and a verbal second element, but other types
of compounds occur as well (e.g. compounds with the verbal component coming
before the nominal one, bahuvrihi compounds etc.). However, many of the verbs
in -¢w do not have an original nominal compound, and they probably derive from
analogical formation. Pompei, Grandi (2012) distinguish the different kinds of
compounds according to the nature of the second member, which could be an ac-
tual word (e.g. Tolew, PETPEW, AOKEW, Or PoPEéw — such as matdomoléw), a bound
morpheme (e.g. Aoyéw in kapmoAoyéw) or a later formation (e.g. oikoSouéw ‘to
build’, where the verb Sopéw is a late form).*®

33 See Pellettieri (2022).

34 For an analysis of these compounds, see Debrunner (1917, 94-9); Schwyzer (1939, 726-7).

35 Pompei, Grandi (2012) analyse these verbs as cases of noun incorporation by means of the
theory of Construction Morphology. For an analysis of these verbs from a comparative perspec-
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Regarding the historical development of these verbs, the [N+V], phenomenon
was already present in Archaic and Classical Greek and became more productive
later on in the Hellenistic and Byzantine ages.*® A progressive increase of these
forms is first registered, as argued by Willi (2003, 122—6), with the sophistic move-
ment. The use of these verbs is, indeed, attested in Aristophanes’ plays, with an
extended number of hapax legomena in particular in contexts of sophistic parody
(see in Clouds forms like depopatéw ‘to walk the air’, AemtoAoyéw ‘to speak sub-
tly’, and yAwttootpogéw ‘to ply the tongue’ etc.) or to denote specialist and pro-
fessional activities.®” The connection with the sophistic activity is clear since the
formation of these verbs responds to two linguistic phenomena - integration and
typicalisation — which are essential characteristics of scientific and intellectual
discourse. Because of these qualities, these compounds became very productive
in scientific and specialised language (for instance, to describe agricultural or mil-
itary activities, see X. Cyr. 3.2.25 uto8o@opéw ‘to receive wages’ for mercenary sol-
diers, D.S. 13.58.3 olTopetpéw ‘to deal out portions of corn or provisions’, and Poll.
7.141 éAarokopuéw ‘to cultivate olives’) and were widely used also in epigraphy and
papyri, becoming even more productive from the Hellenistic age onwards, includ-
ing in the literary language (see Menander, Polybius, and Diodorus Siculus). This
process produces many neologisms which may be ad hoc creations.* The progres-
sive spread of these compounds is reflected in the large number of forms re-
corded in Phrynichus’ lexica. Phrynichus often reports the compounded forms
next to the analytic constructions — e.g. PS 82.13: kaAAtypagfjcat €ig kdAAog ypd-
Yat (‘kaAAypaogfjoal: To write beautifully’) —, which seems to reveal the phenom-
enon at work and the coexistence of the two versions. Before analysing Phryni-
chus’ approach to these verbs, a brief digression on their productivity in the
Hellenistic and imperial periods is proposed below.

4.1 Hellenistic and imperial authors on -¢w compounds
As mentioned above, the productivity of -éw compounds started increasing from

the Hellenistic age onwards. Polybius is once again a good example of innovative
usages of this kind (de Foucault 1979, 33) since he uses many rare complex verbs

tive, see Asraf (2021). Concerning the formation of these forms, the connecting vowels, the func-
tion of the first member, and the form of the second constituent, see Pompei (2002, 226 n. 19) and
Asraf (2021, 40).

36 Debrunner (1917, 95); Pompei, Grandi (2012); Ralli (2013, 174).

37 See also Willi (2003, 58-9).

38 Asraf (2021, 42); Pompei (2006, 228).
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in -éw some of which are unattested before him (e.g. yepuponoléw ‘to make a
bridge’, Yuyopayéw ‘to fight to the last gasp’, Blatopayéw ‘to fight at close quar-
ters’). These verbs were often used in conjunction with their analytical equiva-
lent.* For instance, the compound ypewlvtéw (‘discharge a debt’) — a form
criticised by Phrynichus in the Ecl. 370 — occurs in Flavius Josephus (in AI 7.387
and 18.306, both used in a metaphorical sense) and Plutarch (Alc. 5.5) together
with the analytic equivalent xpéa StaAvcacBat (Tos. AI 18.240 and Plu. Luc. 20.3),
used with the same meaning. This suggests that the two expressions were proba-
bly semantically equivalent, the first being more stylistically marked as a techni-
cal expression and more suitable for metaphorical use, and the second more neu-
tral. The two authors — whose language represents a creative compromise
between Atticism and koine, with a mixture of archaisms and neologisms — present
a good number of compounds in -éw which are not used in Classical Greek (e.g.
ioyupomoléw ‘to strengthen’, Sikatodotéw ‘administer justice’, and ypewkoméw ‘to
cut down a debt’) as well as forms which find their first attestation in these authors
(e.g. adehpoktovéw ‘to be the murderer of a brother or sister’, évBnAuvnabéw ‘to be
effeminate’, and yop8oAoyéw ‘to touch the strings before playing’).*’

The productivity of -éw compounds is also witnessed by Atticist authors.
Some of these compounds are attested for the first time in Atticist writers and
then reused by Byzantine authors (Schmid, Atticismus vol. 4, 702). Hapax lego-
mena are also widely attested in the Atticists; these verbs may have been coined
with a specific purpose or to describe an action in detail. In this respect, it is not
surprising that many of these hapax legomena are found in Lucian, in the Lexi-
phanes, where forms such as ovyyelponovéw ‘to do also by manual labour’, pnot-
petpéw ‘to measure one’s words’, and 6AloBoyvwuovéw ‘to make a slip in judge-
ment’ seem to be ridiculing a practice that was common at the time, and which
Lucian himself used to create neologisms in many other works, sometimes in-
spired by Attic comedy. As Casevitz (1994, 77) claims, referring to neologisms in
the Lexiphanes, ‘le formation de chacun obéit a des lois claires selon lesquelles

39 Also in the Classical age see Hdt. 2.115.4-6 pundéva Eeivwv ktetvew [. . .] un Eewvoktovéewy (‘To
kill none of the strangers [. . .] not to kill strangers’) — or for cases in which the compound is
used in a commentary to a text which instead uses the analytic expression, see Ar. Nu. 997 piiw
BAnbeic (‘Being stuck with an apple’) and the scholium ad loc. unAoBoAelv yap éAeyov 10 eig
appodiola SeAedlewv (‘They say pelt with apples to mean to entice in sexual pleasure’). For a dis-
cussion of these passages, see Asraf (2021, 44); for further examples, see also Pompei (2006,
231-4).

40 On the language of Flavius Josephus, see Schreckenberg (1996, 52—4). On the language of Plu-
tarch in the context of Atticism, see Jazdzewska (2019); Schmid, Atticismus vol. 4, 635.
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Lucien lui-méme n’a pas hésité a créer des mots’. Indeed, similar quantities of
hapax legomena are consistently found in other works by Lucian. In the list given
by Schmid, Atticismus vol. 1, 379 containing the forms attested in Lucian for the
first time or only in his writings, about 30 forms are complex verbs in -éw, and
these are attested in different works (e.g. aepodpopéw ‘to traverse the air’ VH 1.10,
avBokpatéw ‘to govern flowers’ Pseudol. 24, Bepunyopéw ‘to speak warmly’ Pe-
regr. 30, ipatiopuAakéw ‘to take care of clothes’ Hipp. 8, and kakopetpéw ‘to give
bad measure’ Herm. 59). Lucian reflects a practice that was common in contempo-
rary authors as shown by hapax legomena in Athenaeus (e.g. kuvoloyéw ‘talk of
the dog-star’ and oivoAoyéw ‘to speak of wine’), Galen (e.g. cwpaTopoyEw ‘to prac-
tise gymnastic exercises with an opponent’), and Philostratus (e.g. aneppatoroyéw
‘to glean’, Atovuoopavéw ‘to be full of Bacchic frenzy’, and ypvcokopéw ‘to have
golden hair’).*! It is difficult to say whether these authors took these forms from
earlier literary attestations or ordinary usage, thus reusing them in their literary
or metaphorical sense, or whether they produced these neologisms on the basis
of a well-established pattern. These forms continued to be very productive among
Byzantine authors, who reused rare compounds or created neologisms of
this kind.

4.2 The Eclogue on -é€w compounds

In the Eclogue, a general criticism is expressed towards the use of compounds/
mono-lexical expressions in place of multi-word equivalents.** In the case of -¢w
verbs, Phrynichus seems to accept these forms when they have explicit attesta-
tions in Classical sources (Ecl. 317 xepaAotopéw ‘cut off the head’ replaced by the
more Attic kapatopéw and Ecl. 100 with the resemanticised verb kAnpovopéw ‘in-
herit’, although here the discussion is about syntax), and reject them altogether
when they are not attested in Classical sources. In the following cases, Phrynichus
shows clear preferences for the analytic expressions:

41 On Philostratus, see Schmid, Atticismus vol. 4, 436.

42 See Ecl. 97: svkatpelv o Aektéov, GAX 0 oxoAfig £xetv (‘Do not say evkaipelv (‘to have lei-
sure’) but €0 ayoAii¢ £xewv’); Ecl. 10: ebyaplotelv 008l TV Sokipwy eltev, (AL xapty idéval
(‘None of the good writers uses ebyaploteiv (‘to be thankful’) but yapuwv eidévar); Ecl. 330: evkep-
patelv andég mévv, dlota 8 v elmolg evmopelv kepudtwv (‘ebkeppatelv (‘to be rich in money’)
[is] totally distasteful, rather you should say ebmopelv kepuatwv’); or forms like Ecl. 411
aiyuadwtiebijval ‘to take prisoner’, for which Phrynichus proposes a multiword alternative: Sia-
Mwv 0y Aéye aiypdAwtov yevéabal (‘Breaking it up say aiyudAwtov yevécbar). Likewise, for
objections addressed to phenomena of derivation, see Ecl. 328, 368, etc.
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Phryn. Ecl. 92: kahAAtypa@etv: SLoAeALUEVKS AéYouaLy EKETVOL eig kGG Ypapewy. ™

KoAALypagely (‘to write beautifully): Those [good writers] breaking it down say €ig¢ kGAAog
YpUQELY.

Phryn. Ecl. 361: otropetpeiofat uij Aéye. Awv 8'épelg oitov petpeiobar.*

Do not say ottouetpéopal (‘to deal out portions of corn’). Break it down and say oitov pe-
Tpelobat.

Phryn. Ecl. 370: ypeoAvtijoat A€yeL 6 TOADG Aewg, GAX’ ol OAlyol kal ATTikol T xpéa SLaAv-
caofat.

The mass says xpewAutéw (‘to discharge a debt’), but the few and Attic [writers] use ta ypéa
Slohvoacdat.

In these three cases, Phrynichus explicitly rejects the compounded forms because
they lack a Classical pedigree (kaAtypagéw with a first attestation in Longinus;
oltopeTpéw being used in Polybius, the Septuagint, and later authors; and
¥xpeoAvtéw with a first attestation in Flavius Josephus and Plutarch). His prefer-
ence for the analytic forms — which, however, are not attested in Classical sour-
ces — is clearly expressed in the metalanguage of the third entry where 6 moAig
Aewg describes a common usage, as opposed to a more Attic and sophisticated ex-
pression (0Aiyot kat Attikoi). These cases testify to the existence of competing op-
tions: both the analytic and the incorporated forms were in use, as shown by the
examples of Flavius Josephus and Plutarch above, and Phrynichus prefers the
one which probably sounded more Attic and avoided a compositional mechanism
common in post-Classical Greek.*> The use of the verb AVw (in the form StaheAvyé-
VW¢/AVWY) in the first two entries shows that the two forms were perceived as
semantically equivalent — the compound was not lexicalised so it could simply be
replaced by its analytic form — and that Phrynichus was probably aware of this
compositional mechanism.

These are the only cases where an exact correspondence is mentioned. In the
other entries, the compounds are simply rejected or replaced by other verbs: in
Ecl. 322 ¢pyodotéw ‘to let out work’ is rejected as being used by Apollodorus, a
playwright of New Comedy; in Ecl. 338 eUkepuatéw ‘to be rich in money’ is said to
be ‘distasteful’ even though it is used by Eubulus, as reported in Phot. € 2223, and
is replaced with ebmopéw kepudtwv ‘to have plenty of money’; in Ecl. 360 cuyyvw-

43 On this and Ecl. 370 see Scomparin (2024a).

44 Cf. Poll. 7.18 attesting the form otropétpat in Hyperides from which the verb oitopetpelv is
formed.

45 For an analysis of these kinds of compounds in the Eclogue, see Scomparin (2021, 98-111).
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povéw ‘to agree with’ is replaced by ovyylyvwokw; in Ecl. 381 ebyxpnotéw ‘to be
serviceable’ is rejected for xiypnuy; and in Ecl. 9 evkoltéw ‘to sleep well’, discussed
in its imperative form, is simply rejected without further explanation. It seems
that the criterion Phrynichus uses in relation to these forms is to reject them if
they are not used in Classical sources (i.e. a lexicon-based rejection, although €v-
keppatéw is said to be ‘distasteful’ even though it is used by Eubulus)*® and to
prefer the analytic form when available, since these compounds were very pro-
ductive in post-Classical Greek. In this respect, in different entries the Antiatticist
shows the Classical pedigree of -¢w compounds, which were probably thought to
be late formations: see k 88 kepalotopéw ‘to cut off the head’ (Theophrastus) re-
jected by Phrynichus above; A 8 AaBpogayéw ‘to eat secretly’ (Metagenes, cf. Poll.
6.40); A 9 Autopuyéw ‘to swoon’ (Sophocles, cf. Poll. 3.106 quoting Thucydides); 6 8
Bupoxoméw ‘to knock at the door’ (Diphilus) also attested in PS 74.16; 6 11
BepuorouTéw ‘to use hot baths’(Alexis);*’ k 26 kaxoloyéw ‘to revile’ (Hyperides, cf.
Poll. 2.119 quoting Demosthenes); k 27 kakomotéw ‘to do ill’ (Hyperides); o 9 oiko-
Sopéw ‘to build a house’ (Plato); and a 152 doynuovéw ‘to behave unseemly’ (Euri-
pides and Strattis). The Antiatticist’s approach is much more open to linguistic va-
riety and morphological innovation than that of Phrynichus, and Classical
authors are often used to support forms attested in post-Classical Greek.*®

Interestingly, in addition to the verbs attested in Classical sources, the PS also
includes — without explicit prescriptions or preferences for the analytic expres-
sions — several compounds in -éw that apparently do not find attestation in Classi-
cal or Hellenistic literature. It is then worthwhile investigating the origin of these
unattested forms and why Phrynichus lists them. Since these types of compounds
are well-documented in Classical authors, it is possible that these forms were at-
tested in lost passages of Classical sources and that Phrynichus, in line with the
Antiatticist, reported the Classical passages. However, it is also possible that these
are neologisms created by later authors or contemporary writers but accepted by
Phrynichus because they reflect a well-established compositional category, the
stylistic value of which he discusses.

46 This does not surprise since in many cases Phrynichus does reject forms used in Classical
sources; on this see Monaco (2024).

47 With this compound the discussion seems to relate to the presence or absence of the p.

48 On the Antiatticist’s approach, see Cassio (2012); Tribulato (2021).
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4.3 The PS on -¢w compounds

Among the many compounded verbs in -éw attested in the PS, the following have
some sort of Classical pedigree:

PS 9.12-7 (amo)8lomoumnéopat ‘to escort out’, 14.3 aipwdéw ‘to be set on edge (of the teeth),*
18.1-2 avtapkéw ‘to be sufficient’, 19.12-3 dAAoyvoéw ‘to take one for another’, 36.5-12 ao-
Aeoyéw ‘to talk idly’, 38.1-2 apromonéw ‘to be a baker’,* 46.1 aioypoenéw ‘to use foul lan-
guage’,™ 52.4 aumelovpyéw ‘to work in or cultivate a vineyard’,* 53.14-5 BaAavTloTOuéw ‘tO
cut purses’, 54.13-4 BwAokonéw ‘to break clods of earth’, 59.10-2 yvwolpoyéw ‘to fight with
one’s own opinion’,* 65.22-66.4 ¢tepeykeparéw ‘to be half-mad’,*® 69.21-2 eikoPoAéw ‘to talk
at random’,*® 71.3-4 ék{wmupéw ndp ‘to rekindle the fire’,>” 72.15-6 8vloyéw ‘to speak
sweet things’,58 74.13-5 BaAattokonéw ‘to strike the sea with the oar’ (also metaphorical),
74.16 Bupokoméw ‘to knock at the door’,® 81.4-5 kotvoBvAakéw ‘to have a common purse’,
83.6-7 kataAentohoyéw ‘to refine away by talk’,*® 84.8-9 kuvokoméw TOV viTOV ‘to beat
someone like a dog’, 86.13-4 Aakwvopavéw ‘to be mad on Spartan ways’, 97.2-5 0A0KAUTEW
‘to bring a burnt-offering’, 99.14-9 moAttokonéw ‘to court the mob’,®! 108.6-7 cpatpopayw
‘to spar with the ball’, 110.7 cukoAoyéw ‘to gather figs’, 117.13 Upavyéw ‘to boast’, 123.13-5

49 This form is said to be more Attic (AttikwTepov) than aipwsiav.

50 For which Phrynichus discusses the orthography: oltwg Attikoi, 8t To0 m (‘The Attic writers
[write it] in this way, with 1’).

51 This form is explained with aioypoAoyéw ‘to use foul language’. The only attestation of
aioyxpoenéw in ancient sources is found in Ephippus, a playwright of the 4th century BCE, and in
Hippocrates.

52 This verb is listed by Poll. 1.226 and 7.141 among the verbs connected to agriculture. The entry
in PS 52.4 reads aunelovpyel: §okipov (‘apmerovpyel (‘to cultivate a vineyard’): [It is] acceptable’),
and it is possible that something is missing in the explanation, cf. Phot. a 1245, who reports Aris-
tophanes as testimony for this form. However, schol. Ar. Pac. 1147b reports [. . .] Tvég 8¢ ypagov-
oLy aumelovpyely, ovk 0pB®G (‘Some write apmelovpyely, not rightly’).

53 Poll. 7.141 quotes Aristophanes as source (fr. 800).

54 Cf. Moer. y 6: yvwolpayfjoat Attikoi, wg Aptatodvng ‘Opviaty: petavofjoat “EAAnveg (‘yvwot-
uayéw [used by] the Attic writers, like Aristophanes (Av. 555): uetavoéw [used by] the Hellenes’).
55 Poll. 2.42 quotes Aristophanes as source (Ar. fr. 821).

56 Poll. 9.154 refers to Ar. fr. 710.

57 Su. € 423 explains the exact and metaphorical meaning of this form.

58 The attestation of this compound in Phrynichus Comicus is mentioned by Ath. 4.165b. The pas-
sage in Athenaeus reports a conversation about the Classical pedigree of this verb and reads as
follows: [. . .] ‘Ulpian — says: Where did these pleasure-loving language-butchers find the word
idvAoyia (‘garrulousness’)? Cynulcus answered him: In fact, you well-seasoned big, the comic
poet Phrynichus mentioned the garrulous man (180Aoyog) in Ephialtes (fr. 3)’ (transl. Olson 2006,
293). The form used by the playwright is the verb dvioyéw.

59 See Antiatt. 0 8.

60 Schol. Ar. Ra. 828b mentions Euripides as the source for this verb.

61 Cf. Poll. 9.26 (Antipho fr. 180) and Phot. 7 439 (Diph. fr. 132).
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euAoKpVéw ‘to make distinctions of tribe’,% 123.18-9 goptnyéw ‘to carry freights’, 124.13
» 63

@LoYLYEw ‘to love one’s life’, 128.11-3 Yuyoppoéw ‘to suck out the life’.
These forms, which are attested by contemporary writers and are then reused by
Byzantine authors, have Classical attestations which are sometimes mentioned by
Phrynichus or other sources. Some are compounds with productive second mem-
bers (i.e. -koméw, -Aoyéw, and -payéw). In the epitome, Phrynichus provides a syno-
nym for each form, gives an explanation or describes its literal or metaphorical
meanings. The only metalinguistic comments are found in PS 52.4 dumeAovpyéw,
which is described with the adjective §oxiuov ‘acceptable’ alone (the entry was
probably epitomised), and in PS 99.14-19 moAitokonelv, which is said to be kawé-
Tepov ‘rather innovative’ compared to Snuokomnely, the latter being a common form
in the Hellenistic and imperial period without attestations in Classical sources.®*
This latter entry, apart from referring to the new meaning of the second member
-KOTEW — TO AUTAP®C £ykelobal kal meiBewv mapd yvwunv (‘To insist persistently and
persuade contrary to one’s opinion’) —,° reports how the compound is used in
Plato Comicus (fr. 113). Most of the forms mentioned above are attested in comedy
or tragedy (Aristophanes for kotvoBuAakéw, Plato Comicus for Ypuyoppogéw, and
Sophocles for vpavyéw, as explicitly mentioned by Phrynichus, while other play-
wrights are attested in other sources). The description provided for some of the en-
tries offers an exact correspondence between the compounded form and the ana-
lytic one used in the explanation, as shown in the following cases:

PS 53.14-5: BaAQvTLOTOPETV: Kal KaTh §LGAVGLY BOAAVTLO ATTOTEYETV.
Batavtiotopely (Pl R. 575b.7, X. An. 1.2.62): And by separation BaAdvtia AroTepely.
PS 54.13-14: BwAokomelv- TO TaG POAOVG TAG &V Talg Apovpals ENaveoTiTag KOmTey.

BwAokomelv (Ar. fr. 800, cf. Poll. 7.141): To break clods of earth that rose in the fields (tdg
BwAoug [. . .] kOmTEWY).

PS 59.10-2: yvwolpayfjoar T0 UETAYLYyVOOKEWY Kal ouviéval To0 auapTiuatog, olov Tf mpo-
TEPQ YVWUN, {v €oyov, pdyeadat.

62 With the explanation of the specific and more general meaning.

63 See Gerbi (2022).

64 Gerbi (2023D).

65 For a discussion of this form see Kindstand (1983, 102-3).

66 The verb is used in the context of a list of activities around farm work, for which many verbs
of this kind are attested (yewpyéw, GAcokopéw, etc.), see also Poll. 1.226. Cf. Bagordo (2017, 238-9).
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yvwolpayelv (Ar. Av. 555): To change one’s mind and be aware of the mistake, that is to fight
with the first opinion that one has (tfj yvoun [. . .] pdyxesbav). (Cf. Hsch. y 751)

PS 69.21-2: eikoBoAelv: avti ToD eikdlewv. elpnTat 82 olov eikdol BAMELy.

eikoPoAelv (Ar. fr. 710, cf. Poll. 9.154): In place of eikdlewv (‘to form a conjecture’). But it is
said like eikdol BaAewv (‘to make assumptions’). (Cf. EM 297.32)%

PS 123.18-9: @opTNYEV: POPTOV AyeLv. Kal @opTNYoVS. APLoTOPAVNC.

@optnyelv (Ar. fr. 915): To carry loads (popTov dyewv). Also @opTnyovs (‘one who carries
loads’, acc. pl.). Aristophanes.

PS 108.6-7: gpatpopayetv: T0 Tag opalpag meptdovovpevoy Slapdyeodal.

opatpopayelv (Pl. Lg. 830e.3): To contend with whirling balls (tag cpaipag [. . .] Staud-
xeaBau). (Cf. Poll. 3.150)

In these entries, as in those of the Eclogue mentioned above (Section 4.2), Phryni-
chus seems to acknowledge the equivalence between compounded and analytic ex-
pressions. Apart from BodAdvtia anotéuvw, which is attested in Plato, and @6ptov
tyw, which is attested once in Homer, the other analytic forms are not found in
Classical writers; rather, they are attested in Hellenistic and imperial authors (ex-
cept for tag opaipag Stapdyouat, for which I could not find attestations). In these
entries, therefore, Phrynichus’ approach may have been descriptive rather than
prescriptive; he may have mentioned the analytic equivalent to explain the com-
pounded form or quoted the locus classicus to indicate that the two forms could
both be used in different contexts; he might also have given stylistic suggestions (as
in the case of moAltokoméw) or explained the meaning of a given form in specific
occurrences. These compounds may be useful in the context of sophistic education,
which welcomed innovative, witty, and vivid expressions and unusual turns of
phrase, which were less common or attested only once in Attic authors.

Even more interesting in this respect are those compounds that do not seem
to be attested in the Classical sources, and in some cases are hapax legomena at-
tested only in the PS. In these cases, as in those mentioned above, there are no
explicit prescriptions or preferences for the analytical forms. This may be due to
the process of epitomisation, which was responsible for the loss not only of many
loci classici — which are not cited for most of the entries mentioned above and
which are more often preserved in contemporary lexica (Pollux and the Antiatti-
cist) or later sources (Suda, Synagoge, and Photius) — but also of many evaluative
comments, which are sometimes preserved in later texts. These later sources lack

67 See Bagordo (2017, 101-3).
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any reference to evaluative comments made by Phrynichus on such non-Classical
verbs, so it remains impossible to know what Phrynichus’ purpose was in listing
these hapax legomena and whether they were actually not attested in ancient au-
thors. However, some hypotheses can be proposed, taking into account the nature
of this work and the context in which it was produced.

As mentioned above, the use of -éw compounds in post-Classical literature
was widespread and accompanied by a tendency to create neologisms. It is then
possible that these forms were ancient expressions, perhaps attested in comedy,
dug up by Phrynichus and proposed as more sophisticated alternatives for so-
phists looking for stylish expressions. Alternatively, they could have been later
forms, attested in the high literature of Phrynichus’ time, which lacked a Classical
pedigree but were based on a well-established pattern. Phrynichus’ attention may
have been drawn to these forms. He may have commented on them and ex-
plained their meaning. He may have made suggestions concerning their use tak-
ing into account different styles of expression. He may also have criticised these
forms, or, if they were indeed attested in Classical sources, he may have recorded
the loci classici, in a similar vein to the Antiatticist, who reaffirmed the Classical
pedigree of forms otherwise thought to be late. The following list classifies the -éw
compounds found in the PS, according to their attestations.

Verbs attested only in the PS: 88.11 unpokavtéw ‘to burn thigh-bones as a sacrifice’, 96.17
opolooyéw ‘to collect obols’, 92.5 6pBayyeréw ‘to announce rightly and truly’, 121.13-4
@Aepotovéopal ‘to have the veins swollen in great exertion’, 123.20-1 @0etpoktovéw ‘to kill

lice’, 127.11 YevdoyAwtTéw ‘to speak falsely’, 68.6-8 £tepayBéw ‘to lean on one side’.%®

Verbs attested in PS and later lexica: 54.15 BoAPwpuyéw ‘to dig bulbous’,®® 107.17-8 otto-
uvnuovéw (uviuwv) ‘to take care of dealing out provisions’, 121.9-10 @el8aA@Ltéw ‘to be
sparing of barley’, 121.15-7 popuokoltéw ‘to sleep on a mat’.

Verbs attested in PS, other lexica, and post-Classical authors (3rd century BCE on-
wards): 82.13 xaAAypa@éw (KaAAypdeog) ‘to write accurately’, 95.5 6poomovSéw (OpuodomOV-
80¢) ‘to share the drink-offerings and sacrifices’, 116.8 VAo@opéw (VAo@dpoc) ‘to carry wood’,
123.16-7 @UALOX0£W (QUAAOYDOC) ‘to shed leaves’.

Most of the verbs listed above are not variations of productive types (e.g. -uavéw,
-0UPYEW, -TIOLEW, -TWAEW, -KOTEW). Apart from @opéw, the second members are not

68 I have not included in this list forms such as SuoAoyéw ‘to abuse’, Suoolwvéw (0iwvadg) ‘to augur
ill a thing’, ucopkéw (6pkog) ‘to swear falsely’, alnvéw ‘to be sleepless’ because these verbs would
require a specific analysis in relation to the use of privative forms and compounds in §vo-.

69 On this verb see Favi in this volume suggesting that it may be an exemplum fictum of gram-
matical origin.
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autonomous verbs (koltéw and omovSéw are not attested before the 10th century).
In various entries, Phrynichus lists the compounds next to the multiword expres-
sions or refers to analogous constructions that have the same structure but a Classi-
cal pedigree (e.g. unpokavTéw / OAOKALTEW and QUAAOYOEW |/ PUANOPOEW). It is not
clear whether here Phrynichus is simply describing the meaning of rare forms, or
whether the entries were actually more complex and may have given further infor-
mation, presenting alternatives that could be useful in different contexts and for
different styles — a practice in keeping with the pedagogical attitude of the PS. The
only case in which a metalinguistic comment has been preserved is in PS 68.6-8,
where the form étepayBéw is explained with the alternative étepokivéw ‘to lean
on one side’, which is said to be used by oi moAAol. The entry reads as follows: étep-
ayOel- 6 ol ToAAOL £TePOKALVEL AéyovaLy, dTav ént TV LToluylwv § €@’ 6Tovolv SiI-
nenuévov dxbog emnt Bdtepov pémn (‘€tepayBel (‘he leans on one side’): The many
say £tepokAvéw when the burden distributed on yoked animals or on anything
else leans on one side’). The verb £tepayBéw has no attestations besides the PS, and
the adjective étepayOng ‘favouring one side’ is attested only in Cyril of Alexandria.
The form étepoxkAwvéw is instead commonly used by contemporary authors (i.e. Dio
Chrysostom, Galen, and Oppian). Since oi moAAoi is used in other entries to describe
or proscribe common usages, it is possible that Phrynichus here was reporting the
form £tepayBéw as a more innovative option, as he did for instance for moAttoko-
néw, although this latter form shows a clear Attic pedigree.”” Nauck, Meineke, and
Kock believe that some of these compounds belong to lost comic fragments. It is, of
course, possible that Phrynichus had in mind a Classical form. Yet, since it was
common practice among the sophists and contemporary writers to create neolo-
gisms on the basis of forms well attested in ancient sources, and especially in com-
edy, it is also possible that the ‘correct’ type of formation, already attested in Classi-
cal times, may have been the bhasis for the sophists’ ex novo formation. Among the
hapax legomena there are verbs which find parallels in Classical sources (especially
in comedy or tragedy), verbs whose verbal component was already productive in
Classical times, and verbs whose underlying compounds are attested in Classical
sources. For other verbs, the verbal components are rarely attested. In any case,
Phrynichus seems to have an open approach to these forms in the PS, whether they
are hapax legomena in ancient sources or later creations.

An example of a case for which there are parallels in comedy and tragedy is
PS 123.20-1 @BeipokTovéw ‘to kill lice’.” The comic meaning and the type of com-

70 Cf. also the use of ol moAAol in PS 105.25-106.2 in the description of the meaning of the hapax
legomenon mpoavayvpvddetv, discussed in Section 3.1.

71 This verb has a nominal compound ¢@8elpoktévov which is attested in Dioscorides Pedanius
(1st century CE).
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pound seem to have tragic parallels in forms like tavpoktovéw ‘slaughter or sac-
rifice bulls’, Aesch. Th. 276 and Soph. Tr. 760; maiSoktovéw ‘to murder children’,
Eur. HF 1280; and Bpotoktovéw ‘to murder men’, Aesch. Eu. 421. While the second
member of the compound is well attested in tragedy, the first member finds only
a few parallels with @6eipotpayéw ‘to eat lice’ attested in Herodotus,
@BelpotpwKTéw ‘to eat lice’ in Arrianus, and @Belpomnoléw ‘to produce lice’ found
in a magical papyrus. A similar case is PS 121.15-7 @opuokoLtéw ‘to sleep on a
mat’, for which Phrynichus provides an explanation that recalls a comic situation
(70 €mi opuoD KaBEVSEY. POPUOG SE E0TL MAEYUA TL EK PAEW. TATTETAL ETTL AUTIPGKG
Kol KOK®G KOLUWUEVWV, OVK £XOVTWY Kva@ailov (‘To sleep on a mat. The mat is a
plaited work made from wool-tufted reed. It is used for those who sleep poorly
and badly, not having a pillow’), cf. Su. ¢ 608 and [Zonar.] 1821.1. The second
member -kottéw is attested only in Ar. Lys. 592 with the form povokoitéw ‘to
sleep alone’, in Hp. Salubr. 4.8 Littré with oxAnpokottéw ‘to sleep on a hard bed’,
and in Soph. Tr. 1166 with yauakottéw ‘to lie on the ground’. In contrast, it is
quite productive in post-Classical Greek, being mostly attested in medical treatises
(av8poxoltéw ‘to sleep with a man’ and Se€lokoltéw ‘to sleep on the right side’),
Christian authors (apoevokolTéw ‘to commit sodomy’), erudite sources (5vokoAo-
KoLTéw ‘to sleep uneasily’ and kaxokoltéw ‘to sleep badly’), and ecclesiastic and
hagiographic texts (¢¢wkoltéw ‘to sleep outside convent’, kKAtvokolTéw ‘to sleep on
a bed’, and &npoxoltéw ‘to sleep on the floor’). Rare forms are also attested in late
authors such as otifadokoltéw ‘to sleep on litter’ in Polybius, Posidonius, Strabo;
the hapax legomenon Sevtepokoltéw ‘to have a bedfellow’ is attested in Athenaeus
and AaBpokoltéw ‘to live in secret marriage’ in Tzetzes. Only two compounds are
attested with @oppog as a first component: poppoppagéopat ‘to be stitched like a
mat’ a word of Demosthenes ridiculed by Aeschin. 3.166 and also used by D.H.
Dem. 57.7, and poppo@opéw ‘carry baskets or faggots’ in D.C. 25.25.

A similar case is PS 121.9-10 @el8aA¢itéw ‘to be sparing of barley’, where the
verbal element is the first member of the compound.72 However, as Tribulato
(2015, 322-3) claims, among the V1 compounds of @eidopal, the denominative
@eldaAQLTéw is the only exception since all the other forms are onomastic, such
as the Homeric ®eidunmog ‘one who takes care of horses’ (cf. Il. 5.202),
del8ouppotog ‘one who spares men’ (cf. Il. 24.158), or the Aristophanic name
®el8unnidng (Clouds). In the comic context, @eiSopat also produces the noun
®e{8wv, which indicates a thrifty person in Antiphanes fr. 189.2.” Another exam-

72 Among the verbale Rektionskomposita with a nominal first element and a verbal second ele-
ment, there are cases in which the verbal element precedes the nominal element (e.g. otpe-
Yodkéw ‘to twist justice’). Su. @ 243 (PS fr. *365), also attests to the adverb @elSaAoitwg ‘thriftily’.
73 On the use of this name in comedy, see Kanavou (2011, 71-2).
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ple of possible comic parallel is PS 54.15 BoABwpuyéw ‘to dig bulbous plants’,
which is a form attested only in lexicographical sources and paired by Photius
203 with tolywpuyelv (BoABwpuyelv: avti 00 Towpuyelv).”* The verb Tol-
xwpuyxéw ‘to dig through a wall’ (like a thief) is well attested in Classical Greek (in
Aristophanes, Demosthenes, Xenophon, and Plato) with the meaning ‘to be a
housebreaker’. According to Photius B 201, the nominal compound BoABopuktikdv
‘typical of the chive weeder’ is attested in Aristophanes (fr. 797) where it probably
has a metaphorical meaning (cf. B 202).”> As Henderson (2008) claims, it is possi-
ble that the expression ‘to dig bulbs’ was used as a metaphor with the meaning
‘breaking and entering’, which would explain the correspondence found in Pho-
tius B 203 between BoAPwpuvyéw and tolywpvyxéw. The compounds with
this second member attested in the Classical age are yewpvyéw ‘to dig in the
earth’, with an attestation in Herodotus, and @pewpuyéw ‘to dig wells’, with an
attestation in Aristophanes. New forms are found in post-Classical Greek, such as
TuuBwpuyéw ‘to break open graves’ first attested in Aristotle, the hapax
0pBaAuwpLYEw ‘to gouge out the eyes’ in Philodemus (but 6¢pBaApwpUyog ‘tearing
out the eyes’ is attested in Aesch. Eu. 186), and the hapax yaAkwpvyéw ‘to dig or
mine copper’ in Lycophron. The form pulwpuyéw ‘dig up roots’ is attested in Plu-
tarch and later Byzantine sources and ypvowpuyéw ‘to mine for gold’ is found in
Clemens of Alexandria as well as later sources. These cases of correspondence be-
tween the neologisms attested in the PS and comic forms may suggest that these
compounds were comic attestations listed by Phrynichus, maybe in a section ded-
icated to comic language,”® but again it cannot be excluded that they are instead
neologisms created on the basis of Classical forms.

There are other verbs for which the second member was productive in Classi-
cal Greek: for example, PS 92.5 opBayyeréw ‘to announce rightly and truly’.
The second member -ayyeléw is found in Classical sources, for instance in the
form xaxayyeAéw ‘to bring evil tidings’ attested in a quotation (possibly from
tragedy) reported by Demosthenes, and PpevdayyeAéw ‘to be a false messenger’
found in Ar. Av. 1340 and then in Ph. Quod deus sit immutabilis 3.3. Similarly, in
PS 96.17 6fororoyéw ‘to collect obols’, the second member is found in Classical
sources in forms such as Sacpoloyéw ‘to collect as tribute’ (Isocrates and Demos-
thenes) or oukoAoyéw ‘to collect figs’, attested in Ar. Pax 1343 (cf. PS 110.7). The
nominal compound 6BoAoAGyoc is attested only by the Emperor Leo VI (9th cen-
tury CE). The verb is attested in Michael Apostolius’ Oratio ad Lucium (15th cen-

74 On the verb BoABwpuyéw, see Favi in this volume.
75 For which see Bagordo (2017, 235-6).
76 See Kaibel (1899, 11).
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tury).”” There is only one other compound with 6BoA(0)- as the first component,

which is 6folootatéw ‘to weigh obols’ attested in Lysias (fr. 60) and then in Philo
of Alexandria and Lucian.

Among the verbs whose underlying compounds have a Classical pedigree,
one can list PS 116.8: UAn@opeiv- avti t00 eoptia dyewv (‘DAn@opelv: In place of to
carry loads’); -popéw is a productive second member for compounds in -éw and
finds some attestations in Classical sources. Moreover, although VAng@opéw finds a
unique attestation in Philo of Alexandria De vita Mosis 2.86 and in Poll. 7.130, who
lists this verb among similar forms (OAn@opot kat VAnEopelv, TAvBoEopoL Kal
mAwvBoopelv ‘to carry bricks’ — the latter attested only in Polyaenus — tnAo@dpot
Kal TnAo@opelv ‘to carry clay’), UAo@opog is already attested in Ar. Ach. 272. Like-
wise, PS 95.5 opoomnovééw, explained with t0 kowwvelv anové®v kai Buatdv (‘To
share the drink-offerings and sacrifices’), has 6udomov8og as its antecedent,
which is found in Classical authors (Herodotus and Demosthenes) in the sense of
‘sharing in the drink offering’, and in 3Ma. 3.7 probably with the metaphorical
meaning of ‘being bound by a treaty’. It is possible that the analytic form (10 xot-
voVvely onov8®v kal Bual®v) is used by Phrynichus to make a semantic point
(6poomovééw meaning ‘to share the sacrifices’). The verb is attested only in Vitae
Sanctorum Constantini Imperatoris et Helenae, a hagiographic text of the 4th cen-
tury CE. Pollux 1.34 reports this verb in a list of words for the celebration of sacri-
fices. In PS 123.18-9: @uAA0Y0€lv: €Ml T@V 8EVEPWV TMV ATOBAAAGVTWY TA PUAAQL
QLAAOPOETY (Ar. Av. 1480) (‘puAdoyoelv: [Said] of trees that shed their leaves. To
shed the leaves (puAA0poEiv)),” the nominal compound guAAoY60G is attested by
Hesiod and Callimachus. The verb @uAioyoéw probably finds its first attestation
in Democritus, and it is then used once in Plutarch, in an epigram of the AP, and
in Byzantine authors. Phrynichus associates this form with the verb guAAopoéw,
which has the same meaning and is very well attested in comedy, in other Classi-
cal writers, and then in later sources. The comparison may have been used to ex-
plain @uAAoyoéw on an analogical basis (see also pnpokavtéw below) or to pro-
pose a more Attic synonym (@uAlopoéw) in place of @uAAoyoéw in a sort of
onomastic structure.”® Moreover, it is worth noting that, once again, some of
these forms are explained by analytic expressions with a perfect correspondence
between the two alternatives:

77 On the reuse of comic expressions and rare forms attested in the PS in Byzantine authors, see
also Gerbi (2022) about Leon Choerosphactes’ Theologia.

78 For the derivation of xoéw < xéw with the modification of the root vowel and addition of the
suffix *-e(y)e/o-, see Christol (1991, 94).

79 On these verbs and a possible onomastic organisation, see Cavarzeran in this volume with a
comparison with Poll. 1.231-6.
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PS 92.5: 0pBayyelelv: 0pHa kal AANBROC ayyEAreLv.
PS 123.20-1: @BelpokTovelv (com. adesp. fr. *687)- 0 TovG POelpag KTE(VELY.
PS 54.15: BoABwpuyelv (com. adesp. fr. *582)- BoABolg 6pUTTELY.

PS 121.9-10: @el80AQLTELY (com. adesp. fr. *684)- 10 @&ideabat TV aA@iTwV, olov TPoEfig Kal
ottiwv. (cf. Hsch. ¢ 267 where Hesychius does not use the same periphrasis to explain it).

It should be noted that, as in the cases above, the analytic forms mentioned here
are not attested in Classical sources, but are used by post-Classical authors (foA-
Bovug opvtTewy and @eidecbal TV dAgitwv are the only forms for which there
seem to be no attestations), and in no case is the analytic form explicitly preferred
to the compounded one, although this could be due to the loss of information
caused by epitomisation. Hence it is possible that Phrynichus here was simply ex-
plaining the meaning of the compound or offering two options.

Then there are other verbs which do not show similar correspondences with
Classical forms. In the case of PS 121.13-4 @AeBotovéopat ‘to have the vein swol-
ler’, the second member is only attested in the Classical compound yetpotovéw ‘to
elect’, a form which was resemanticised (from the original meaning ‘to stretch
out the hand’) and was very well attested in Classical sources. The only other com-
pound with @Aef(0)- as the first element is pAeBotopéw attested in Hippocrates.
Also, for PS 107.17-8 oitouvnuovéw ‘to take care of dealing out portions of corn or
provisions’, the only other compound attested in -pvnuovéw is iepopvnuovéw ‘to
be a sacred remembrancer / to be iepouviuwVv’ (representatives sent by each Am-
phictyonic state to the Delphic Council), which is attested only in Ar. Nu. 624, and
then in Plb. 4.54.4, where iepopviuwv refers to the eponymous magistrate at By-
zantium.®® Of the many verbal compounds in -éw with otto- as the first member,
only a few are attested in Classical sources: olto80téw ‘to furnish with provisions’
in Thucydides; oitomoléw ‘to prepare corn for food’ in Euripides, Herodotus, and
Xenophon; and oltonwAéw ‘to deal in corn’ in a fragment of Lysias. The com-
pound olropvnuovéw is explained by Phrynichus with the periphrasis 0 &mpé-
Aetav moteloBat <tol> Tov altov S186vat eig tpodg (‘To take care in the distribu-
tion of food in provisions’) and by Hesychius ¢ 776 with ta oita petpelv ‘to
deliver food’, which recalls the compound cttopetpéopat ‘to deal out portions of
corn’ rejected by Phrynichus in Ecl. 361 in place of the periphrasis oitov petpéo-
uat (see Section 4.1). Similarly, for PS 127.11 YevdoyAwttéw, among the compounds
with -yAwttéw as the second element, there is only one attestation in Classical au-
thors with yapttoyldwooéw ‘to speak to please’ in [Aesch.] Pr. 294. Other com-

80 Here I am not taking into account the epigraphic attestations of iepouvapovéw/iepopvnuovéw.
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pounds are found only in late sources, such as aBupoyrwttéw ‘to speak foolishly’
(Cyril of Alexandria., Epiphanius, Isidore of Pelusium, and Theodoretus, but
@aBvpoyAwaooog ‘one that cannot keep his mouth shut’ is found in Eur. Or. 903) and
TePLTTOYAWTTéW ‘to speak superfluously’ (schol. Aesch. Th. 258d). They also appear
in a series of hapax legomena in Byzantine writers: étepoyAwtTtéw ‘to speak a for-
eign tongue’ (Nicephorus Chrysoberges, 1213 century, although étepéyAwooog
is already attested in Polybius), mokiAoyAwttéw ‘to talk in detail’ (Leontius, 5t
6™ century), and oepuvoyAwttéw ‘to speak solemnly’ (Constantinus Manasses, 12
century, although oepuvoroyéw is attested in Aeschin. 2.94). The verbal compounds
in -0 with Yevd(0)- as the first element are very productive in post-Classical
Greek. The forms attested in Classical authors are the following: YevSopaptupéw
‘to be a false witness’ in Plato, Xenophon, and Critias; pevdopkéw ‘to swear
falsely’ in Aristophanes; (pevSootopéw ‘to speak falsely’ in Sophocles; and
Pevsoroyéw ‘to speak falsely’ in Isocrates.®! In PS 127.11 the hapax Yev8oyAwTtén
‘to speak falsely’ is explained with YevSoloyéw, which is attested only in Isoc.
10.8 and Aeschin. 2.119 among Classical authors but is very common in later au-
thors.

Another similar instance is PS 88.11 pnpokavtéw. In this case, an especially
interesting explanation is given — 6poiwg @ lepokavTtelv kail 6AokauTeV (‘Simi-
larly to iepoxavtéw (‘to sacrifice as a burnt-offering’) and 6Aokavtéw (‘to bring a
burnt-offering’)’) — with a sort of analogical association with forms with the same
meaning and structure.® The verb iepoxauvtéw is found only in Diodorus Siculus,
while 6Aokavtéw is attested in Xenophon (Anabasis and Cyropedia), and then
widely attested in post-Classical Greek (Septuagint, Philo of Alexandria, Plutarch,
and later authors). In another entry of the PS, Phrynichus attests to a further evo-
lution of this compound in the form -i{w: see PS 97.2-5: 6AokavTelv: And 100 6A0-
KAUT®, 00 0 HEAAWV OAOKALTHOW. AéyeTal Kal S ToT L 6AokauTilw, £€ 00 dAoKav-
T 6 ATTIKOC péAwv, 00 T0 Amapéueatov dAokavtielv (‘OAokavtely (‘bring a
burnt-offering’): From 6Aoxavt®, 6Aokavtrow in the future. It is also said with
the (, 6Aokavtilw, from which the Attic future 6Aokavti® [is formed], from which
the infinitive 6AokavTielv [is formed]’). However, the form in -i{w is never at-
tested in Classical sources; the only attestations found are in Neanthes, Cyril of
Alexandria, Eusebius, Porphyrius, and Eustathius. Other compounds attested with
-KauTéw as the second component are RALOKAUTEW ‘to be sunburnt’, found only in
Simplicius; Avyvokavtéw ‘to light lamps’, which, according to Photius A 495, is at-

81 For the compounds in Pevd(0)- see Risch (1949, 257-8).

82 A similar process is attested for the form Svcopkijoat ‘swear falsely’ PS 65.1, which is again
unattested and explained in analogy with the well-attested form émopkéw, which has the same
meaning: 0lov 70 &mopkioat.
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tested in Telecleides, and then in Cassius Dio (cf. Poll. 7.178); and mioookavTéw ‘to
extract pitch by burning’, with three attestations in Theophrastus. The form
unpo- as the first member of compounds is not attested with -€w verbs and it is
found only in two compounds: unpotpaeng ‘with fleshy shanks’ (Strabo and AP)
and pnpotunig ‘striking the thigh’ (AP).

Among these compounds, a form that deserves special attention is PS 82.13
KoAALlypa@éw since this is the only form which has a parallel in Phrynichus’ Ec-
logue (see Section 4.2).% The entry in the PS gives no further information, proba-
bly due to epitomisation, but it does report the correspondence between the com-
pounded and analytic forms: kadAAtypagfioat eig KA oG ypapal (‘KaAilypagijoat:
To write beautifully’). The verb has a denominative compound as antecedent
KaAALypaog ‘copyist’, which does not have an Attic pedigree but instead finds its
first attestation in Ph. Prov. 2.15.5 with the meaning ‘painter’ (cf. Poll. 5.102). The
first certain attestations of the verb are found in Longinus, with the meaning ‘to
write well’ ®* in Flavius Josephus, and in Diogenes Laertius. With the only excep-
tion of oxlaypa@éw ‘to paint with the shadow’ attested in Plato, compounds in
-ypaéw began to be productive in the Hellenistic period: pvBoypagéw ‘to write
fabulous accounts’ is first attested in Strabo, and ioToploypagéw ‘to write history’
is first attested in Dionysius of Halicarnassus, etc. This is the only entry for which
other lexicographical sources (Excerpta e Herodiano e cod. Paris. Gr. 2552 = [Hdn.]
Philet. 190; Su. € 3201) provide metalinguistic comments, considering only the ana-
lytic forms to be Attic, a doctrine which is in line with the prescription of the Ec-
logue.85 It is, therefore, reasonable to believe that this was also the doctrine of the
PS. However, as we know from Poll. 5.102, who uses this compound with the
meaning ‘to embellish’ when listing it in the context of cosmetics, there was also a
semantic issue connected with this form. It is thus possible that Phrynichus in the
PS may have been concerned not only with the morphological issue but also with
the semantic one (cf. PS 95.5 on 6poomovééw). This would also reflect what Phry-
nichus discusses in PS 56.14-7 on the semantics of corradical forms: ypa@etg kal
0 Cwypdeog. xal ypdppa 10 (wypaenua. kai [6&] ypapupata émotoal. kal té
Unoiopata, wg AnpoaBévng. kal T cuyypaupata tdv apxaiwv avépdv, wg Zevo-
@OV (‘ypagevg (Eur. Hec. 807): Also the painter. And ypaupa the picture. And
ypduparta the letters. And the decrees, like in Demosthenes. And the works of the
ancients, like in Xenophon’).

83 For an analysis of this form, see Scomparin (2021, 38-48) and Scomparin (2024b).

84 About the first attestation in the preface of the Ars Rhet. Alexand., see Chiron (2002, 58).

85 Ps.-Herodian supports the equivalence of the periphrastic and the compounded expressions
by saying that the Attic writers ‘break up’ the compound (Statpootv oi Attikod).
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The didactic approach and the more evident stylistic concern of the PS (Sec-
tion 3) may suggest that even in these cases the lexicographer was more inter-
ested in describing alternatives than in prescribing what might have sounded like
the most Attic option. In this respect, the structure of the entries — with the discus-
sion of the compounds and their analytic equivalents and the few metalinguistic
comments that escaped epitomisation —, the absence of proscriptions in other lex-
icographical sources, and the fact that all these forms do not seem to be common
expressions attested in everyday language may suggest that Phrynichus was not
listing these compounds to reject them but to explain their meanings, to discuss
their stylistic usage and perhaps their originality compared to more common
forms, and probably to testify to their Classical pedigree, if they had one.

With regard to the origin of these forms, there are two possibilities. They
might be Classical forms found in lost passages or, since these compounds happen
to be productive formations in post-Classical Greek literature where these forms
often appear as hapax legomena, they could be late neologisms made by analogy
with existing expressions. These neologisms may have been attested in Hellenistic
or imperial sources (as for VAn@opéw and kaAAlypa@éw) or they may have been
used by contemporary authors following a practice common among sophists and
contemporary writers who, inspired by comic and archaic formations, created
new words to enrich the contemporary language, if not, to show off in public
speaking. Phrynichus may have simply listed the forms he found in contemporary
writers and orators with the intention of explaining the meaning of unusual
forms or providing a full range of alternatives to be adapted to different regis-
ters — a purpose not far removed from Pollux’s Onomasticon, whose attention to
style and register is applied to old expressions as much as later ones.*®

5 Conclusions

The presence of rare formations in the PS, in particular pertaining to prefixed
verbs and compounded forms, seems to be a peculiarity of the lexicon. These are
not seen in the Eclogue, in which Phrynichus seems to warn the reader against
the use of forms which are not well attested in Classical sources. The analysis pro-
posed in this contribution should serve as an example of how the investigation of
these rare or unattested compounds and prefixed forms might open up different

86 See for instance the prefatory letter to Book 10, in which Pollux discusses the use of sources
and claims that, if needed, it is possible to use non-ancient sources, with an example at 10.60; see
Tribulato (2018, 258-60).
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approaches to the study of the PS. However, before reaching any conclusion
about the nature of the PS and its approach to new formations, a full evaluation
of all cases of rare or unattested forms should be carried out, keeping in mind the
productivity of certain forms in the rhetorical and literary production of the time,
and contextualising the lexicon in the cultural framework in which it was pro-
duced.
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Quod deus sit immutabilis
3.3 281
Philonides

fr.12 130
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Philostratus

VA
4.2

Vs
1.25.537
2.1.564
2.3.568
2.5.571
2.5.576
2.9.3
2.9.532
2.26.623

Photius
Bibliotheca

cod. 74.52a.6-8
cod. 158.100a.34
cod. 158.100a.34-8
cod. 158.100a.36
cod. 158.100a.36-7
cod. 158.100b.3
cod. 158.100b.3-14
cod. 158.100b.14-5
cod. 158.100b.15-20
cod. 158.100b.20-8
cod. 158.100b.35-40
cod. 158.100b.42
cod. 158.101a.1-2
cod. 158.101a.7-14
cod. 158.101a.9
cod. 158.101a.10-4
cod. 158.101a.15-22
cod. 158.101a.16-7
cod. 158.101a.28-34
cod. 158.101a.32-5
cod. 158.101a.35-7
cod. 158.101a.
39-101b.3
cod. 158.101b.2-3
cod. 158.101b.3
cod. 158.101b.4-23
cod. 158.101d.24-31
cod. 213.171a.6-b.17
cod. 213.171a.27-38

262

28

28

27-8

35 nn. 36, 37
35n.36,42n.49
262

28

32n.28

206
45n.1
24

176 n. 21
217 n.2
46n.3
25-6

46 n. 4
26-7

27
33n.30
176 n. 21
31

29
33n.30
46n.6
28-9,42 n. 49
32n.28
31-2
33n.30
46 n.5

33

93 n. 26, 249
240

264

118 n. 76
221n.16
221n.16
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Lexicon
a33
a 82
a 101

a 108
an2
a 116
a 156
a 157
a 158
a163
a 164

a 180
a 248
a 256
a 267
a 273
a 372
a 409
a4
a 419
a 452
a 469
a 470

a4n
a 475
a 549
a 551

a 554
a 583
a 629
a 648
a 669
a 670
a782
a789
a 808

a 817
a 819
a 830
a 842
a 855

Index locorum

185, 199

194

193,198, 226 n. 23,
227,229, 230-1, 234
185, 199

186, 198

185, 199

131

131,132

132n.98
47,122,123-5
47-8,122-4, 181, 194,
196

180

178,182,194

180, 192

7

180, 227, 229, 234
194

169

180, 228, 229, 232, 234
199

128-9

130

175, 181, 186, 196, 198,
206

127-9

130-1

164, 168, 193

88, 180, 228-30, 232,
233,234

198

181,196

163, 167, 171

36 n. 41

86

86, 199

198

35

49, 61, 117 n. 75,
177-8, 180, 199

196, 204, 205

37

167,193

168

62

a 868
a 879
a 896
a 897
a 898
a 939
a 953
a 968
a 969
a 1100
a 1118
a 1238
a 1245
a 1250
a 1270
a 1292
a 1342
a 1377

a 1401
a 1407
a1414
a 1443
a 1488
a 1532
a 1636
a 1641
a 1654
a 1666

a 1784
a 1797
a 1801

a 1831
a 1911

a 1913
a 1929
a 1974
a 1980
a 1981

a2019
02024
a 2046
a 2058
a2083

175, 181

7

227 n. 27

227 n. 27

227 n. 27

169

164, 165, 170

85

170

199

194, 195, 196, 204
186, 198

169, 275 n. 52

182

200

132 n. 101, 197

62

180, 228, 229, 230,
233,234

166, 196

168

194

13

180, 193, 229, 234
166

181

168

196

93,94 n. 27,191,194,
199, 244 n. 10
178,179, 232

168

178,179, 229, 232,
233,234,244 n. 1,
249

166

167

180

170

88

180, 229, 234

190, 195

89, 163, 165, 166, 171
163-4, 169

182

178,179, 232
173,179



a 2110
a 2151
a 2169
a 2203
a2234
a 2252
a2263
a 2309
a 2444
a 2447
a 2463
02483
a 2527
a 2548
a 2552
a2263
a 2567
a 2595
a 2596
02648
a 2666
a271
a 2731
a 2733
a 2774
a 2791
a 2906
a 2993
a 3038
a 3064
a 3074
a 3126
a 3144
a 3158
a 3159
a 3200
a 3217
a 3276
a 3291
a 3407
a 3466
a 3469
a 3470
B 201
B 202
B 203
y 196

198

167
164,170
175, 181
179

199

181, 196, 205
197
179,197
68

105, 106
167

110
163,171
167

181, 196, 205
195

96, 97
97 nn. 31, 32
104, 107
104

198
12,195
170

167

168

168
191,194, 199
170

166

117

194

60 n. 23
165

165

112 n. 63
170,193
58

166

198

166, 167
166, 167
166, 167
115, 281
115, 281
115, 281
69
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y 200
y 203
€307
€702
€2223
€2492
6 87

K 1216
K 1278
A 490
A\ 492
A 495
p 287
v 138
v 139
v 159
0367

0463
0557
1306
439
0113
0584
U 200
| 656

Phrynichus Atticista
Ecl.

9
10
32
37
42
62
89
92
97
100
105
123
135
140
141
144
151
152

69

69

69

198

273

202 n. 49
68

73

252

72

72

284

116
61,111, 112
61, 112
111 n. 61
97 n. 31,100 n. 38,
101 n. 39
103 n. 46
66

96 n. 30
275n. 61
70

57

70

199

274

272 n. 42
201

72

201

66

196, 203
69, 273
272 n. 42
272

265

265

67
42n.49
42 n.49
30n.26
41

49 n. 42
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160
167
170

200
212
228
229
234
236
238
243
253
2N

294
295
297
303
304
305
317
322
323
324
328
330

338
341
348
357
359
360
361
363
367
368
370
381
390
391
392
393
394
396
402
403
408

Index locorum

49 n. 42
202 n. 51
6n.12,37-8,49 n. 42
265

6n.12

42 n. 48

60

34,42 n.49
42 n. 49

25

42 n. 49

97 n. 31,99 nn. 35, 36
268 n. 30
201, 202
196

265

268 n. 30
38

38n.43
272

273

265

42 n. 49
272 n. 42
36, 177, 224, 230, 231,
272 n. 42
273

38

24

35

268 n. 30
273-4

273, 283
266 n. 22
38

272 n. 42
271, 273
274

265, 38, 39
39

39

39

38,39
32,42 n.49
40, 265

265

40

410
41
424
PS
1.1-3
1.1-6
1.9-10
2.5-6
2.7-8

2.9-10
3.1-2
3.3-4
3.5-7
3.8-10
3.11-6
41-2

4.11-3
4.14-5.2
5.3-10
5.21-2
6.1-3
6.6-9
6.10-2
6.18-9
7.1-3
7.7-9
8.6-9
8.10-1
8.12-3
9.8
9.9-11
9.12-7
9.18-21
9.18-10.2
9.19
10.7-8
10.22-3
11.1-3
11.4-12
11.13
11.20-1
11.22-3
12.1-3
12.9-10
12.14-5

40
40,272 n. 42
42 n. 49

61

165, 166, 243
170, 193

190, 195

132 n. 101,197,
239, 250

86, 191, 199

164, 166, 181
190, 195

264

89, 163, 165, 166
166, 264

167, 175, 178, 179, 197,
244, 248-9
164,170

164

53,117 n.75
91,92

195

182,198

166

92-4,194, 244
166, 264

164, 166

87, 264

vl

117 n. 75, 49, 180, 199
267

166

167, 266, 275
264

166, 167

267

58

167, 264

128 n. 90, 167
117 n.75

181, 196, 205
175, 181

174,181, 196, 205
191, 194, 199
178, 179, 198, 232
112 n. 63



12.16-7
13.1-3
13.4-6
13.13-8
14.1-2
14.3
14.6
14.6-7
14.10
14.11-3
15.11
15.11-3
16.3-5

16.6-12
16.21-17.2
17.3-9
17.10
17.11-2
17.13-9
17.15-20
18.1-2
18.8-9
18.11-2
18.13-8
19.1-2
19.9-11
19.12-3
19.14-6
20.1-2
20.5
20.6-10
21.1-2
21.3-5
21.12

21.14-7
22.5-7

22.14-6
23.1-2
23.8
23.9-10
23.13-24.2
24.5-9
24.10-1

176, 180, 181
12,190, 195

166, 191, 193, 198
194

167

163, 167, 171, 275
180, 229

134 n. 104,193

13

127

70

268

95-6, 116, 179, 187,
188, 192, 197, 244,
246-7

197, 264

85

165, 167

198

167

165, 167

267

275

131

70

265

167

17 n.75

275

179

88, 180, 228, 229, 233
17

96-102, 167, 265
266

103

178,179, 229, 233,
244, 249

58

114 n. 67, 118-9, 121,
122, 266

188, 193, 239, 250
167, 264

134 n. 104

92 n. 25,134 n. 104
267

196, 203, 267

170

24.13-4
24.16-25.9
25.10-5
26.5
26.6-8
26.11-3
26.16-7
27.1-2
27.3-8
27.13-7
27.18
27.20-1
28.4-8
29.6-7
29.8-12
29.13-5
29.16-7
30.8-9
30.10-4
30.15
317
31.7-9
31.10-2
32.1-4
32.8-10
32.11
32.12-4
33.9-11
33.12
33.15-6
345
34.9-10
34.16-7
35.3-5
35.6-7
35.13
35.14-5
36.1-4
36.5-12

36.13
36.14-6
37.1-2
37.10-2
38.1-2
38.3-4
38.7-8
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167

191,195

167

7

167

167,193

7m

92 n.25

65, 165

264

54

167

37,165

264

166, 264, 267
170, 191, 193
193

264

168

134 n. 104
78

134

168, 264
168, 264 n. 18
116, 117 n. 75
168

169

M7 n.75

55

54

72

73,74

170

130

165, 169

7

164, 168, 185, 193
175, 181, 196, 209
128 n. 90, 194, 267,
275

7

62

66

169

168, 275
104-6

116
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391 240, 250 53.14-5 275, 276
39.1-2 55 53.16-8 128 n. 90
39.1-4 197 54.3 58

39.7 175, 181 54.9-10 68
39.15-40.10 168 54.13-4 58, 59, 275, 276
40.13-4 172,175, 179, 181 54.15 115, 278, 281, 283
41.2-3 56, 57,116, 117 n. 75 55.4-5 92n.25
41.8-42.3 116 55.16-7 102 n. 45
41.9-42.4 170 55.20 58,59
42.11 169 56.6-7 102 n. 45
43.3-4 191,195 56.14-7 69, 285
43.5-8 185, 194, 195, 196, 204 57.1-3 58, 59
43.17-9 128.90 57.4 59
44.5-6 268 5713 69
44.7-10 180, 197, 229 58.7 62
4413-4 163,171 58.14-59.4 64-5
45.8-10 104, 107, 109 59.7-9 59

4511 56 59.10-2 275, 276
45.16-7 63 59.13-4 269
45.20-2 170 60.11-3 66

46.1 86, 275 62.1-3 170

46.2 134 n. 104 62.9-10 268
46.4-5 62 63.4-7 264 n.18
46.7 134 n. 104 63.8-10 92n.25
46.8-9 164, 165, 170 63.11-2 268
47.8-11 190, 199 64.10 56, 57
47.15 168 65.1 284 n. 82
47.16-7 182 65.6-7 56

47.18 110 65.15-6 269
47.19-20 92,191, 194, 199 65.20 231n.37
48.3-5 170 65.20-1 61,180, 193, 224, 225,
48.17-8 54 265
49.1-2 180, 228, 229, 233 65.22-66.4 73,275
49.6 169 66.5 74

49.7 163, 169 66.5-6 116
49.8-9 116, 188, 195 66.13-7 42n. 49
49.14-9 53 67.7-8 180

50.3 175, 181 67.16-68.2 116, 170
50.1 181 68.6-8 170, 278, 279
51.2-4 193 68.12 70,71
51.14-5 95-6, 116, 246 n. 16 68.14-5 269
51.16-7 95n. 29 69.4 56, 57
51.20 134 n. 104 69.9-11 133, 267
52.1-2 91-2, 168 69.21-2 275, 277
523 103 70.15 267

52.4 169, 275, 276 70.24-5 54,71

52.14-5 248 71.3-4 275



Ancient authors = 303

72.4-5 116, 193 91.1-2 61, 111-2
72.14 133,134 n. 104 91.3 66, 251
72.15-6 275 91.6-7 267

74.3-6 68 91.7-8 63

74.7-8 68,170 91.13-4 70,71
74.9-12 53,67 92.3-4 187,192, 244, 247
74.13-5 275 92.5 278, 281, 283
74.16 274, 275 92.6 102

75.15 116 93.2-6 59,117 n.75
75.18 n 94.17-8 264

75.19 61,180, 224, 225, 226 94.19-20 179

76.10 243 94.21-95.4 224,225
76.10-1 60 95.5 278, 282, 285
76.14 56, 57 95.6-8 133

77.3-4 64 95.9-10 97-100

77.16 56 96.1-2 68

78.9 116 96.17 278, 281
78.12-4 73 96.20 110

78.15-7 245 97.2-5 275, 284
79.20 56 97.10-5 267

80.11-2 72 97.21-2 66,128 n. 90
81.4-5 275 98.1-2 57

81.6 249 98.7-9 65

81.9-10 53 98.13-99.7 128 n. 90
81.12-3 251 99.14-9 180, 225, 226, 234,
81.18-9 128 n. 90 267, 275, 276
82.13 69, 270, 278, 285 100.2 70

82.20-1 96 100.9 134 n. 104
83.3 196, 209 101.3-6 187,192, 244
83.6-7 275 101.11-2 183 n. 26, 192
84.5-7 264 101.12-3 55, 240
84.8-9 275 101.18-9 266

84.22 40,41 n. 44 102.19-21 188, 195

85.5 73 103.7 59

85.14-5 267 104.14-6 170
85.19-86.2 57 104.19-20 113-4, 119 n. 80, 266
86.3-4 269 105.11-4 267

86.5-6 195 105.25-106.2 170, 266, 279 n. 70
86.13-4 275 106.11-2 66
86.21-87.6 72 107.17-8 278, 283
87.1-6 54 108.6-7 275, 277
88.2-3 65 110.7 275, 281

88.11 267,278, 284 110.14 74,116
88.12-3 60 1M1.1-2 57

88.14-5 269 12.3-4 70,71

90.6-7 193,198 121 128 n. 90

90.8 134 n. 104 13.1-2 54
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13.3 61 fr. *7 84
113.3-4 1M-2 fr. *8 84n.10
14.1-2 60 fr. *9 34,175, 181, 186, 196,
114.3-9 60, 61, 242-3 198, 206
114.9-10 116 fr. *13 196
114.17-9 197 fr. ¥15 186, 198
115.7-8 113-4, 119 n. 80, 266 fr. *23 178,179, 232
116.1-3 70 fr. ¥25 194,197
116.4-7 170 fr. ¥26 84n.10
116.8 278, 282 fr. *29 84n.10
116.9-13 180, 225 fr. *31 84n.10
117.3-5 366 fr. ¥32 84n.10
117.10-2 266 fr. *40 199
1713 275 fr. ¥48 199
119.7 266 fr. *51 186, 198
119.15-6 266 fr. *55 199
120.1-2 180, 225, 266 fr. *65 180, 192
121.9-10 278, 280, 283 fr. ¥66 180, 227, 229
121.13-4 278, 283 fr. ¥91 180, 228, 229, 233
121.15-7 278, 280 fr. ¥96 199
122.15-7 196 fr. 100 127-8
123.3-4 65 fr. *111 198
123.4-5 54 fr. ¥112 36
123.13-5 267 n. 26, 275 fr. *115 35,36
123.16-7 62, 278 fr. *116 198
123.18-9 276, 277, 282 fr. 125 175, 181
123.20-1 278, 279, 283 fr. ¥139 37
12413 276 fr. *164 199
126.3-4 54 fr. ¥170 182
127.1 54-5, 67, 68 fr. ¥175 200
127.2-4 114 n. 67, 118-9, fr. ¥176 166, 196

121-2, 266 fr. ¥185 178,179
127.1 278, 283, 284 fr. 187 88
127.12-6 264,267 n. 26 fr. *193 229,180
127.17 55 fr. 199 89, 163, 165, 166, 171
127.17-8 57,58 fr. 206 179
128.11-3 185, 199, 264, 267 fr. ¥207 194

n. 26, 276 fr. *21m 196
128.14-5 116, 267 fr. ¥238 68
128.16 134 n. 104 fr. ¥243 175, 181
128.19-20 97-102 fr. ¥245 199
fr. *2 84n.10 fr. ¥273 7
fr. *5 193, 198, 227, 229, fr. ¥274 194

265 fr. ¥277 60n.23
fr. *6% 47-8,122-3, 181,194, fr. ¥331 116

196 fr. ¥365 280n.72

fr. 6° 48-9,122-4
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Phrynichus Comicus 1.185 57-8
fr. 24 72 1.186 59
1.226 59,275 n. 52
Pindarus 1.231-6 62,282n.79
0. 1.254 74
34 219 2.8-18 61
N. 21 111 n. 60
8.19-23 219n.7 2.12-6 242 n.9, 243
Fragmenta (Snell-Maehler) 2.16 60-1
*93 249 2.4 73
2.41-3 73
Plato 2.42 275 n. 55
Chrm. 2.42-3 73
160c.6 69 2.77 67
Euthd. 2.102 104 n. 48,108, 109,
276¢.3-5 108 n. 56 109 n. 58
277a.1-277b.2 108-9 2.119 274
Euthphr. 2.146 97-8
3b.6-7 218 2170 Y
Lg. 3.92 68
757d.5-7 103 3.106 274
757e.5 103 3.150 277
834c.1-3 57n.21 418 104 n. 48
Phdr. 4123 67 n.28
230b.3 62 5.9 51
Tht. 5.14 51-2
142d.4-6 105 5.15 51,52
5.16 51,52
Plato Comicus 517 51, 52
fr. 113 225,234 n. 50, 276 5.19 51,52
fr.124 65 5.35 51,52
5.36 51,52
Plutarch 5.86-8 64
Alc. 5.91 65
5.5 27 5.102 285
8 136 5.104 205
De communibus notitiis 6.38 39
2.1071c 267 6.40 274
Luc. 6.48 7
20.3 27 6.55 Y
6.59 Y
Pollux 6.88 71,133
scholium (p. 1 Bethe) 51 n.18 6.103 72
134 282 718 273 n.44
1.101 55 7.26 Y

1.182 57 7.130 282
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741 270, 275 nn. 52, 53, 1027 48,122,124-6
276 Or. (Mastronarde)
7.178 285 1525.08 49 n.13
7.188 63 Ph. (Schwartz)
9.21 239 1400 121-2
9.26 275 n. 61
9.154 275 n. 56, 277 Schol. Luc.
10.55 57 IConf.
10.60 286 n. 86 20.16 135
10.98 133
Schol. Pi. (Drachmann)
Polybius N.
4.54.4 283 3.45b 103 n. 47
Schol. Aesch. (Smith) Schol. Soph. (Byz.) (Longo)
Th. 258d 284 or
Th. 400-400b 232 n. 40 104 103 n. 47
Schol. [Aesch.] (Herington) Sextus Empiricus
Pr.118.3 232 n. 40 M.
1.130 262
Schol. Aeschin. (Dilts)
3.359 103 n. 47 Solon
Fragmenta (Ruschenbusch)
Schol. Ar. 91 50
Av.
383ba-B 119,120 n. 83 Sophilus
Nu. fr. 8 250
64 246 n.15
624 283 Sophocles
756a 194,197 Ant.
Pac. 179 95n.29
1147b 275n. 52 435 205
Pl. 636 103
673aa 129 n. 91 Ichn.
673aB 129 n. 91 168 268
673d 129 n. 91 oc
Ra. 1236 269
828b 275 n. 60 or
253-4 58
Schol. Eur. 775-6 48,124
Andr. (Cavarzeran) 1312 204
167b1 63 n.25 Ph.
Hec. (cod. Vat. gr. 51) 386-7 13
38 232 n. 40 Tr.
Med. (Schwartz) 760 280

613 49n.13 1166 280
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Fragmenta a 4297 170
fr. ¥25 50 a 4329 166
fr. **357 204 a 4374 7
fr. 745 204 a 4425 165
fr. 828 199 a 4478 12 n. 63
fr. 858.2 252 a 4496 170,193
a 4570 166
Sophron at 299 36n.41
fr. 141 127 at 362 86,199
€423 275n.57
Stephanus Byzantius £1802 97 n. 31
a37 84 € 3201 285
a 80 84 n 68 124 n. 85
a518 84 v 195 11 n. 61
042 84 0411 97 n. 31,100 n. 38,
Kk 238 84 101 n. 39
K 248 84 U618 197
12 84 ¢ 243 280 n.72
¢ 608 280
Strato Comicus ¢ 764 24,45n.1
fr.1 220 X 325 202
Y171 199
Suda
a123 194 Synagoge
a 207 131 z
a 217 122,123, 124,125 a55 132 n. 98
a317 178,182,194 a 525 181
a 546 199 a 828 167
a708 128,129 n.92,132 n. a 1083 165
98 a 1084 165
a 1681 200 A 170 72
a 1695 195 v 66 11 n. 61
a 1805 168 0177 97 n. 31,100 nn. 38, 39
1808 194 P
a 1922 166 a 105 131
a 2045 181 a 106 132 n.98
a 2198 193 a 145 47,122,125,181,
a 2243 166 194-5, 196
a 2432 170 a192 166, 178, 182, 194
a 2538 88 a243 193,198, 226 n. 23,
a 2799 167 227,229-31,234
a 3241 179 a 248 194,199, 178, 182, 185
a 3427 167 a 254 186, 198
a 3461 97 n. 31 a 259 185,199
a 3561 104,107 a 301 7
a 3927 167 a303 180, 192

a 4234 191, 194, 199 a 304 180, 227, 234
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a 366
a 404
a 405
a 461
a 462

a 463
a 433
a 568
a 578
a 640
a 747
a748
a758
a 767
a799
a812+813
a 814
a 822
a 834
a 971
a 975
a 979
a 980
a 1182
a 1254
a 1276
a 1350
a 1351

a 1376
a 1406
a 1409
a 1528
a 1541
a 1544
a 1661
a 1794
a 1802
a 1824
a 1887
a 1901
a 1919
a 1977
a 1991

194

180, 228, 232, 234
169

130

174-5, 181, 186, 196,
198, 206
127,128

130, 131

36

86, 199

86

35

198

167,193

175, 181

168

196

37

7m

227 n. 27

169

164, 165, 170
85-6

170

181

168

168

178,179, 232
178, 179, 180, 229,
232, 233, 234, 244
n. 11, 249

170

74

88

182

167

167

197

179,197, 248
68

167

167

195

97 n. 31
104-5

104 n. 48,107

a 2042
a 2043
a 2103
a 2166
a 2201
a 2203
a 2260
a 2306
a 2328
a 2372
a 2396
a 2397
a 2427
a 2428
a 2468
a 2491

Theo Rhetor

12

12

167

168

166

175, 181
191,194,199
170

166

194

165

165

12 n.63
12n.63
170, 193
166

Progymnasmata (Spengel)

109.29-110.1
112.20-1

Theophrastus
Char.
19.1-2
26.4

Theopompus Comicus
fr. 48
fr. 93

Thucydides
4.108.6
5.70.1
7.10.1
7.75.4

Timaeus Grammaticus
Lex.
a 61

Tragica adespota
fr. *445
fr. 583a
fr. *602

241-2
242

101
102 n. 44

47,123
41,54

50
69
105
172

104 n. 48, 107

48,124
199
185



Inscriptions =—— 309

Vetus Testamentum Graece redditum Mem.
3Ma. 311 37
3.7 282 334 56
Smp.
Xenophanes 11 251n.30
Diels-Kranz 21 B 1.6-7 247 n.19 2.4 247
3.5 104 n. 48,106 n. 50
Xenophon 4.28 251n.30
An.
1.1.8 228,233 n.49 8.1 226
449 247 n.19 8.4 251 n. 30
Cyr.
1.6.6 176 [Zonar.]
3.2.25 270 18211 280
Eq.
3.10 56
Inscriptions
ILBritish Mus. 491 = IPergamon 3.33 33n.29
Syll.> 850.19 = ISelge 13 = SEG 53.1582  35n.36
LEphesos 1491 30n.24 SEG 17.504 32n.28
1G 5,1.1390 168 SEG 42.1051 33n.31

LOlympia 482 28 n.17 TAM 4,1.181.1 24n.8






Index nominum et rerum

Ab epistulis Graecis 35

Abusive expressions 18

Aelian 120

Aelius Aristides 28, 29, 30, 33, 262

[Aelius Aristides]

- Rhetoric 200-1 n. 46, 207 n. 53

Aelius Dionysius 23, 130-1

Aeschylus 268

Alcibiades 135-6

Alexander of Seleuceia 34-5

Ameipsias 219 n. 10

Anonymus Seguerianus 200-1 n. 46

Antiatticist 45, 82, 222,233 n. 46

Antithesis 187, 247

Apollonius sophista 45

Arabia/Arabians 24-5

Arethas bishop of Caesarea 78 n. 32

Aristocles of Pergamum/Ti. Claudius
Aristocles 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33

Aristophanes 219, 220, 226

Aristotle 9, 219

Asclepieion of Pergamum 29, 30, 33

Asius 250

Athenaeus 253, 272, 280

Bithynia/Bithynians 24, 25

C. Cassius Sacerdos 33 n. 32

Callida iunctura 230, 233

Cicero 245-6, 247

Cod. Darmstadt 2773 223

Cod. Laur. Plut. 91. sup. 10 223

Cod. Marc. gr. 471 49

Cod. Par. Coisl. 345 1, 4, 24, 45,76, 81, 82, 91,
95, 114, 122, 133, 134,137, 138, 161, 211,
222,233

Cod. Par. gr. 2713 49

Cod. Vat. gr. 1882 223

Comedy 183, 189, 194-5, 204

Commodus 5, 23, 25, 26, 42, 51

Compounds 260-3, 265-9

- adjective-initial determinative compounds 261

- compounded verbs in -alw 262

- compounded verbs in -aivw 262

- compounded verbs in -dw 262

- compounded verbs in -¢w 259-60, 261
- compounded verbs in -e0w 262

- compounded verbs in -{{w 261

- compounded verbs in -0w 262

- left-headed compounds 268

- V1 compounds 268, 280

- verbale Rektionskomposita 269, 280 n. 72
Construction Morphology 269-70 n. 35
Conversation 232, 244, 249, 251, 252
Cornelianus 35, 38, 264

Cratinus 268

Cyril’s lexicon 76

Dative 230, 231 n. 38

Demosthenes 226

- statue of 32

Dialects

- Attic, different phases of 223

- Ionic 66

Didymus Chalcenterus 49

Diminutives 94 and n. 27

Diodorus Siculus 270, 284

Dionysius of Halicarnassus 173, 176, 177, 200
n. 46,221 and n. 15

Dionysius (compiler of Euripidean scholia) 49

Dionysus 219

Diphilus 234

Encomium 183

Epitomisation 51 and n. 18, 82, 87, 88-9, 90, 91,
98, 100, 102, 104 n. 48, 109-10, 111, 112, 114,
115, 124, 129, 224, 250, 277, 283,
285, 286

Eupolis 268

Euthyphro 218

Face-threatening acts 241 n.7

Galen 262, 279

Genitive (in the prepositional phrase) 230-1
Genre

- definition of 172,182 and n. 24

Gloss 195, 204, 209
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312 = Index nominum et rerum

Gluttony 242

Hapax legomena 225, 262, 265, 266, 267, 268,
270, 272, 278, 280, 284, 286

Helladius grammaticus 49, 76

Hermogenes 9, 161-2, 173-4, 174, 184, 200, 207,
208, 220

Herodes Atticus 27, 28, 263 n. 10

Herodotean Lexeis 45,76

Hesychius’ lexicon 76

Hypernyms 55

Infinitive, jussive 166
Innovation 217-8, 219, 220, 221
Insults 188, 189

Inventio 219 n.7

Iulianus 27, 29, 30, 31, 33

Josephus 271, 273, 285

Lucian 271, 272, 282
- Lexiphanes 11, 271
Lycis 219 n. 10
Lysias 221, 230
AoyLkog aywv 188

M. Antonius Polemo 32

Marcianus 32 n. 28

Marginale in cod. Par. Coisl. 345 at f. 50v 77-8,
134,138

Menander 5 and n. 12, 36-40, 260, 270

Menander Rhetor 184, 188 n. 39

Menodorus 28, 31

Menophilus 46, 78

Michael Attaliates 266

Moeris 23, 45, 82, 222-3

‘Multiple’ entries in the PS 81, 90-1, 116-8, 137

Neologisms 259, 261, 262, 263 n. 9, 270, 271-2,
274,278, 281, 286

Noun incorporation 269 n. 35

Novelty 176-7, 217-20, 222, 224, 231

- chronological 218, 223, 225, 226

Old age 242-3, 247
Onomastic structures 6-7, 8, 45-6, 51-2, 56, 60,
64,71,75-9

Oratory 183, 185
Originality 217, 218, 220, 226, 231
Orus 82-3n.5

Pamphilus 78
Pausanias the Atticist 22, 83-4 n. 9, 129-31,
227 n.27
Pheidippides 219 n. 9
Pherecrates 220
Philetaerus 233 n. 46
Philostratus 27, 262, 272
Photius 46, 75,77, 78, 83,123,132 n. 101, 134-5,
217,227,233, 234, 264
- Bibliotheca 46, 83, 217,221 n. 16
- Lexicon 83 andn.9
Phrynichus
- origins and location 24-5, 32-3
- criticism of Menander 36-41
- assumed rivalry with Pollux 3 n.10, 6,7
- Eclogue
- aims and readership 162-3, 263-5
- later than the PS? 34-42
- Praeparatio sophistica
- aims and readership 23, 33-4, 76, 162-3,
217, 239-40, 252-3, 263-5, 277, 286
- alphabetical order 46-7
- chronology of the PS passim in Bowie
- original structure of the PS 23, passim in
Cavarzeran, 212, 242-3
- presence of tragedy in the PS 14, 185-6
- PS and Pollux’s Onomasticon passim in
Cavarzeran
- reflexes of stylistic theories in the PS 171-8,
182-92, 200-11
- textual tradition of the PS (see also
Epitomisation)
- direct 45,76-9
- indirect 47-50, 74-5, passim in Favi,
163-4,177-8, 211-2, 227-35
Phrynichus Comicus 219 n. 10
Pindar 219
Plato 220, 226
Plato Comicus 268
Plutarch 261, 262, 273, 282, 284
Politeness theory 240 n. 6
Pollux (including Onomasticon) 192, 222, 286
- assumed rivalry with Phrynichus 3 n. 10, 6,7



- Onomasticon and Phrynichus’ PS passim in
Cavarzeran

- Book 546

- epitomisation of the Onomasticon
51n.18

Polybius 260, 261, 270, 270-1

Prefixation 259, 260, 263

- prefixed verbs 265

- prefixed verbs in Umtep- 266

- prefixed verbs in utto- 266

Prepositions 261

- ava 265

- ano 261

- €K 261

- Tpo 261

- TipoG 261

Prepositional phrase (with the genitive)
230-1

Primum dicta 1

Progymnasmata 239

Reginus/L. Catilius Severus Reginus 31-2
Rufinus/L. Cuspius Pactumeius Rufinus 29-30

Scholia to Aristophanes 45, 119

Scholia to Euripides (using the PS as a
source) 45,119, 118-26

Scoptic expressions (see also Abusive
expressions) 240, 241, 242, 243, 244, 246,
247, 248, 249, 251, 252

Socrates 218

Sophocles 268

St. Cyril 107-8 n. 54

Stephanus of Byzantium (using the PS as a
source) 45, 84

Strato Comicus 220

Index nominum et rerum = 313

Style

- evaluation of 217

- modern definition 182 n. 24

- theories of 235

Synagoge léxeon chrésimon 1, 2, 45, 75, 76, 81, 83,
84, 85, 122,123, 132-3, 137, 227, 234

- third expansion 234

Suda 1,83-4n.9

Suffixes

- -wéng 248

Syntax, syntactic construction 230, 231

Tarasius 77,134-6

Technical language 191

Terminology, evaluative passim in Tribulato
and Gerbi

- Atticist (prescriptive) terminology 161, 162,
163, 164, 190, 191, 211

- genre terminology 161, 182-6

- register terminology 189-92

- stylistic terminology 186-9

Theodosius grammaticus 49, 76

Thucydides 268

Ti. Claudius Vibianus Tertullus 35n. 36

Tiberinus (or Tiberianus?) 31

Timaeus’ lexicon on Plato 45

Tragedy 183,189

Urbanitas 245-6, 247
Verba sequendi 230
Verbal puns 241, 248, 251-2, 253

Voces animalium 65

Xanthias 219
Xenophon 226-7






Index of notable Greek terms relating to ancient

exegesis

ayopatog (including oi dyopatot) 89, 163, 165,
171,189, 192

AadokLuog 162, 165

Aloxuhnpog 200

aMokotog 177, 267

apadng (including ot apabeig) 163, 166, 189,
192, 196

avemnay6n¢ (and adverbs) 175, 176, 178-9, 248

amookwmtw 197

dpetat tiig Aégewe 186

apyatog (including ot dpxatol) 4,164, 165

aotelog 10, 11,177, 180, 186, 187, 188, 192, 244,
245, 246, 247

dotelopdg 187 n. 35,187 n. 36

Attikdg (including ot Attikol and Attik®c) 4,
162, 163, 164, 166-9, 190, 192, 223, 231, 232
n. 40, 266, 275 n. 49

yAukUtng 173
yAwoonuatikog 209

SlapépeL 59
S0okipog (including ot 86kupol) 4, 33, 38, 75, 162,
169-70, 276

éykwpLalw 188,192

évdpyela 232, 233 with n. 46

¢vapyng (and adverbs) 10, 176, 178, 179, 217, 231,
232,233 n.46

nsovr 172, 173
n80C 172, 173, 174, 179-80

tatpot (language of) 190, 191, 195

i8¢aL 9,172, 184, 186

18wwtng (including ot idtktar) 163, 169-70, 189,
192

18lwtikog 163, 169-70

kaBapog 4
KawoAoyla 221

Kaworpenn¢ (and adverbs) 4, 176 n. 21, 220,
232 n. 40

Kawoc (and adverbs) 4, 176-7, 180, 193, 197,
217-20

kawotng 10, 176-7, 191, 211, 217-35

Kawotopéw 218, 221

Kawvotopog 219-20

K&\og 172,173

Kaog 172, 173, 177, 180, 217

KaBwp\nuévog 172, 190, 191, 193, 226, 231 n. 37

kaBwpiAntat 191,193

Katappovnolg 188, 193

Kowog 223

Kpiolg ovopdtwv 4

KUpLa ovopata 208-9

KOAa 4

KwpLkog (including ot kwkikol) 164, 183, 185,
193-4, 195, 196, 204, 242

KwyHatikog 4

KwpPWSLKOG (with adverbs) 94, 126, 178, 183,
194-5

AEELG 173,174, 184, 186, 211

povokoltéw 280
pouatkog 190, 191, 192

véog 218, 219
vOv (ol viv) 163,170, 189, 192

Eévog 177,230

naiw 10, 186, 187, 188, 195

mahadg (including ot maAatoi) 130 with n. 95,
7

mavnyuptkog 184

ToLnTkoG (including mountrig and ot
mowntai) 194, 195-6, 203, 204

oA la 220

motkihog 177, 189

ToALtikog 10, 48, 162, 180, 181, 183, 184, 185,
186, 196-8, 200-11, 231, 232 n. 39
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316 —— Index of notable Greek terms relating to ancient exegesis

TIOALTLKOG Adyog 162, 200 with n. 46, 207, 210 oupTAoK 94 n. 28, 95, 206, 246
ToAUG (including ot toAAoi) 89, 163, 164, 170-1, ouvriBeta 100 n. 39, 190, 199
189, 191, 192, 265, 279 ouvouaia 4,185,190, 199, 249
mpagLg 55 ouvtaglg 179, 182, 230
ouvtopia 176
pnropeg (language of) 163, 190, 191, 197 ouvtopog 176, 177,181
pnropelw 4,33 oxfijpa (and oxruata) 166, 174, 184, 208, 220,

230-1,232n.40
oapkacpog 95, 184, 188, 192, 197

oepvog 10,172, 181, 186, 196, 201, 205, 206, tomog 8, 52-4, 57-8, 66, 67, 71
207-8, 210, 211 TpayLkog 185, 199-200

ogpvotng 172, 174-5, 181, 206-8, 209

okebog 8, 52-3 with n. 19, 54-5, 70 @otpia 175

oKANPSC 200 @AOTLoC 172, 175, 177,188, 217

oKoToG 4 ppaotg 167,199, 205, 206

oKwtikdg (including okwmtw and pwvn 168, 180, 182, 205, 206, 266
amnookwmtw) 10, 186, 188, 197-8, 240 with
n. 6 XQpaKtipeg 9,172

omaviog 172,190, 191, 198, 231 xapiewg 4,177,178, 181-2

ouyypaYelg, ol 121 XapLg 172,173,178

ouyypa@Lkog 183, 186, 198-9 xpaopat (including xp®) 186, 190, 195, 199

ouyypdow 4,186 xpnotpog 4,182, 217



Notable Greek words and expressions

apag 54 atoypoemnéw 86, 275 with n. 51
ap&éluktog 199 atoypoloyéw 86, 275 n. 51
appol paABakeuviatg 140, 264 atoyuvopevog TiepLTAEKEL TV cuppopav 86, 199
dyavog 199 Altvn dvBpwrtog 197, 240, 253
AyaBov €t To0T dnoleimetay, €l kat To0T aiypalwtiobijvar 40, 272 n. 42
dpa 166 akdtiov 135-6
ayaBbiv ayabiseg 194 akoAaotov kat UBpLotov mpdypa 198
aydMw 47-8,122-4, 126, 181, 195, 196 AakoAouBelv pet’ avtod 35-6, 230 n. 34
dyapar 227,231 n.37,231n.38 akoAouBéw 230
ayavakt® oou 193,198, 227 Gkog meplartov 154, 167,193
dyav teivelv 186, 198 akodoal 6py® 49-50, 117 n. 75, 143-4, 178,
dyeguotog Boivng 131-2, 153 180, 199
ayn 185,199 dkouvoag fikewv 37
dyouawv ¢optrv ot kKAémtat 178, 182, 194 akovolyog 196, 204
AypeuTkr otoAr 180, 187,192 akpatng yagwy 150, 175, 181, 253
ayptaivopal 167 akpateveabat 40
aypdw 157,167 akpatifw 142,168
aypoPoag 154,171, 253 AkpdyoAov Kal SUokoAdv <ti> pBéyyetal 190, 195
dypukta Kat dAekta mémovOa 180, 227 akpumtwg 175, 181
dyw 48 dkulog 171
@6ewv ahektpudvag 164, 168,193 AaAdotwp 227 n. 26
@8ewv Guolov 228, 232 AAéa 134 n. 104
adehpoktovéw 271 AAeaivotpt 134 n. 104, 92 n. 25
adoheoyéw 141,194, 267 AAnAwpévog 154, 169
adohéoxng 141, 267 AaAvénBpa 53, 56, 117 n. 75
ds\oyéw 148,165 AAimaotog 150, 164, 165, 170
ds\oyia 148,165, 169 GALG ToU6e 85-6
asiCwv 148,169 AAlomaptog 170
dsivwg (dévaog) 228, 230 n. 32 aAknotrig 200
delvwg y\dooa 180, 228, 233 AaMayo0ev 222-3
AeA\adec imrot 199 AaMayobL 222-3
depoPatéw 270 aMayod 222-3
aepodpopéw 272 aMoyvoiw 141, 275
abdpn 127 with n. 89, 128-9, 144-5 GMobev 222-3
46rip 129-31,154 dMobL 222-3
a6npog nuépa 34, 174,181, 186, 196, 198, 206 AaM\okotog 177, 267
abupdyAwocog 284 @dMooe 222-3
abupoy wttéw 284 dhodw 167
aidwg 198 apabiag Vpog 199
aikdMw 155, 175, 181, 196, 209, 210 apagala pripata 155, 185, 194, 195, 196,
atpoppung 171 204, 210
alpwdéw/aipwdldw 144,163, 167, 171, 275 n. 49 dpvnotog 171
aipe 36 apvnotiv 171
aipeoBat tpaig 178, 179, 198, 232 apoy6i 186,198
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apmeloupyéw 156, 169, 275 with n. 52, 276

apmpeutrg 182

apuving 200

aupapiotepog 132 n. 101, 197 239

apenpepvog 155, 195

Aperpepog Tupetog 155, 191, 195

apethoyia 169

apeioprtnotlg 169

apel td otpatetpata daravdv 150, 180, 228,
233 n. 49

apuyr 170

avapaocpdg 166, 196

avapBalw 168

avapAOlw 197

avaléw 157,170

avaBoldw 167

avaidég kat Bpacl BAEmeL 134 n. 104, 144, 180,
193, 229

avaipéw 170

avakpdlw 91-2, 94, 168

avaktaopal 166

avakupal €k vooou 134 n. 104

avamnpla 166, 191, 193, 198

avdppnpa 175, 181

avapprydopat 168, 264 n. 18

avacepvivw 196-7

avaokuldw 265

avaondv BouAeupa 92-5, 111, 133, 194, 199,
244 n.10, 253

avaondv yvwpidlov 92-5, 111, 117, 133, 194, 199,
244, 253

avagwvnotg 266-7

avaywpelv i okéhog 114 n. 67, 118-21

avépoyuvov dBuppa 89 n. 20, 153, 197, 239, 246

avépokoltéw 280

avépoktovelov 53

Qveyeipel kal purideL Tov GxAov j TV TIOAV
179, 32

Avekag 168

aveAktalg 6ppuaL oepvov 140, 164, 166, 181

Gvepog kat OAeBpog vBpwriog 146, 178, 179,
180, 229, 232, 233 n. 45, 244, 249, 253

avrypeto €€ Urvou Kal é€rypeto 154, 167

avhdopat £’ oig fjodnv Toté 156, 180, 197, 229

avnAéntog kal avnAeng 134 n. 34, 149

avBokpatéw 272

avBpuwriiokog @adiog 193, 239-40, 253

avBpwroeldég Bnpiov 152, 190, 193

GvBpwrog podogog 87-8, 140, 264

GvBpwrog ov oepvog 180, 229

aviw 168

avontd y’ i 00T AABEG Emutawy épot 89,
165, 166

avonta, i tolto émtadéelg 89, 163, 165, 171

avoiow 150, 163, 169

avtavaylyvwokw 156, 182

avtauyég kaAhog 179, 232

avupoAia 155, 172-3, 175, 179, 181

avtplag 65, 165

avow 167

avweéntog 151, 164, 170

anaykwviopar 175, 181

anadaywyog 193

analodw 167

arnaAot Bepuoloucialg 140, 264

amahog lomAoug tod Atpévog 153, 179

andvtnotg 199

dmapvog 152, 181, 205, 210, 211

anédpapev 197

ariutov mwywva 140, 178, 197, 244, 248-9, 253

dmAutog 248

amno yAwttng 104-5, 117

anodlomoptéw 167, 266

amno kawpol 110-1, 117

amoAeni{w/amoAomilw 163, 171

aroAéoBat yeAGvta 193

anoMuactv 167

anopeppnpilw 116, 142, 188, 195

arovuyilopat 96-9, 100, 102, 117, 167

aropBow 103-4

aropBolv moéAw fj oikiav 103

anoppnotg 190, 199

arnoppor) 175, 181

anooepvivw 196-7

amno otopatog 104-10, 117

anootopati{w 104-9, 117

amo tpormou 110-1, 117

anoyneot éyévovto tol amoktelval 12-3,
190, 195

amouyw 142, 170

anpaktéw 176 n. 20, 176 180, 181

anpooophog 269

anwpooa pr) oL mpdtat tolto 167

apdauevov @épewy 167



apyéhogog 167

dpyupapolpog 154, 168

apylpla 194

apyUplov €xw oud’ 6oov 190, 195

apyupoyvwpwv 154, 168

apyupookomog 154, 168

aptotepollyng 70

dplotog KAémtewy 95-6, 116, 134, 187, 192, 197,
244,246 n. 16, 247

dpiotog Awmoduteilv 95-6, 116, 134, 246 n. 16

ApLoToG PoLXEVEWY 95-6, 244, 246, 247

appoyn 195

apmaytpatog 182,198

apragavépog 268

aprtagopiAng 268

ApoevokoLTéw 280

dpt 165

dptomoméw 149, 168, 275

aptonwAia 55

dpuotiyog 54

dputawva 54

apxfibev 166

dpyxwv 168

dapwyatonwAng 169

AOTELOV <TL> Kal KateppLvnpévov eimely 152,
194,199

doypdpayog 116, 155, 170

doynuovéw 274

dreyktog 152, 164, 166

atepmeg €pyov 134 n. 104, 150

aroriag mMAéwg GvBpwrog 171

drpup 141,267

drta 194

drta 194

atupavvog TOALG kat Sfjuog 134 n. 104, 147

avBekaota <Aéyewv> 37,165

auBéving 196, 203, 211, 267

atopat dp 266

auta kal Ta @iktata 167

avtapkéw 275

avtokepag 157,170, 193

autékpartog 157,170, 193

autooyedLalewv ov, fikewy ol 166

Apatpelv kpokLdag 151, 164, 166, 253

apflg 166

Agppodvitpov 268 n. 30

axupog 166, 167

Notable Greek words and expressions =—— 319

ayupwv 166
Apoyov éxewv otdpa 174, 181, 196, 205, 211

Bahavtiotopéw 157, 275, 276
Batopayéw 271
BoABopuktikov téApunua 115
BoABopuktikog 114, 115
BoABwpuxéw 114, 115, 278, 281
BopBopwdng 248, 253
Bpioxog 170

Bpotoktovéw 280
BwAokotéw 58, 59, 275, 276

Fa\\og 25
yaotpokvnuia 268 n. 30
yaotpoxdpuBsLg 254, 269
ydotpwy 250
YEQUpOTIOLEW 271
YEwpUXEw 281

yij 58-9

yAwttootpogéw 270
yvwpidlov 93, 94
yvwolpaxéw 275, 276, 277
ypageug 69, 285

yopog 39

Saopoloyéw 281

Seklokoltéw 280
Seutepokoltéw 280

Snpokoméw 225, 226, 267-8, 276
Slakopng 196, 209-10
Slaokwmtw 240 n. 6

Slatotyéw 170

SlapBeipw 264 n. 18
Sikatodotéw 271

StkoAUpNG GvBpwrog 158, 254, 268
Sikopntpa 158, 254, 268
Alovuoopavéw 272

Slomopméw 167, 266, 275
SLxoppotog yvwpn 269
Styopponwg 269
SuokoAokoltéw 280

Suoopkéw 278 n. 68, 284 n. 82
SuopLyog 39

elkoPoéw 275, 277
ék{wrupéw mop 275
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é\alokopéw 270 Tametog 243, 254

é\atomAnbrg 267 lepokautéw 267, 284

évavopat p 266 tepopvnuovéw 283

évBnAuttaBéw 271 tepopvipwy 283

¢gayplaivopal 167 tpatiopuiakéw 272

€Lalatal 38, 208 LofAE 61,180, 224, 225, 226

£Capvog 152, 181, 196, 205, 201, 211 lotoploypagéw 285

£Eeyyudw 180 loxupomoléw 271

£EnPog 180, 225-6 {xBuoAlpng GvBpwrog 158, 254, 268

€Eovuyiw 96-9

€EwKoltéw 280 Kayxaotng 245

£Cwpog 226 Kakayyehéw 281

émawog 188, 239 KAKLoTOG @ayslv 96

émételog 116, 158, 193 KOKOKOLTéW 280

€Tl okéNog 118-22 KOakoAoyéw 274

£TLOpKEW 284 n. 82 KOKOPETPEW 272

épyoSotéw 273 KaKoToLéw 274

¢pevyopat 201-2 KaMypagéw 69, 270, 273, 278, 285, 286

€puyydvw 201-2 KaM\ypdpog 278, 285

éoxapa 54,71 KaAALuyng 268

étepayBéw 278, 279 Kapatopéw 272

étepaydng 279 KapTtoAoyéw 269

£tepeykeEPaAéw 73, 254, 275 KapTtoAdyog 269

£tepOyAwooog 284 katakoprg 196, 209-10

£TepoyAwTtéw 284 KatoAemtoAoyéw 275

£TEPOKALVEW 279 Katagaydc 40

£tvnpuotg 133-4 KépKW oalvw 264

eUKapéw 272 n. 42 KEQANOTOPEW 272, 274

eUKEPUATEW 272 n. 42, 273 KAnpovopéw 272

eUKOLTEW 274 KAnpwtipLa 53

€UTIPOCOUINOG 269 KALVOKOLTEW 280

elXapLoTéw 272 n. 42 KVLOOKOAQE 158, 249-51, 255

elXpNoTéw 274 KvLooAolyog 250
Kol\odaipwv 250

(wpnipuotg 82,133-4 KowoBuAakéw 275, 276
Koltéw 279, 280

néuloyéw 275 KOKKU{w 164, 168, 185

AAKLWTNG 61, 224, 226 KOAag 250 n. 28

nAoKauTéw 284 KoMuBLotrig 40
KpavLoAelog 255

Balattokoméw 275 Kuvdplov 40-1

Bavpalw 193,231 n.37,231n.38 Kuvidiov 40-1

Béppa 38 KUVOKOTEEW TOV VTOV 275

Bepunyopéw 272 KUVOAoyéw 272

Beppoloutéw 274 KUpEAn 156, 251-2

BupéAn 53, 67-8 KupEAaL ppovnudtwy 156, 252

Bupokoméw 274, 275



Aabpokottéw 280
Aabpopayéw 274
Aakwvopavéw 275
AoAa 240

Aaprtip 54,72
AékBog 195
Aemtohoyéw 270
Aemtohoyia 267
ABapyog 39
AlBavog, ABavwtog 37
ALpOKOAAE 255, 269
Amouyéw 274
Auxvokautéw 284-5
Auxvolxog 54,72
ANw 273

peylotéveg 6 n. 12, 37-8
pebuooyapupdig 255, 269
peoovuktiog 202-3, 261
pecomopéw 39
pnpokautéw 158, 267
Hnpotpagrg 285
pnpotutrg 285
pLoBogopéw 270
povokoltéw 280
puboypagéw 285

veoluyng 268

veohaia 61, 111-3, 117, 157
veoTtévng 198

veomloutog 193, 198
VEOTIAUVEG {pdtiov 104 n. 34
veomAuvij yAaivav 104 n. 34
VAoTLg 66, 251

VAoTLG dopr| 66, 251

EnpokoLtéw 280
OBoAoloyéw 278, 281

oBoAoAdyog 281
opohootatéw 282

6Cewv €TQv 158, 187,192, 244, 247, 255

6Tw 187
oikoSopéw 269
oiko8dpog 269
olvripuolg 133-4
olvohoyéw 272
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OAoBoyvwpovéw 271
ONokautéw 275, 279, 284
ohokauti{w 284
OpooTiovééw 278, 282, 285
OpooTovéog 282

ovuyilw 96-8, 100,102, 117, 167
ovuyLuata/ovuytaia 102
0guBayov 267

opydw 177,199

opBayyeréw 278, 281, 283
optuyopntpa 268-9

0U&¢ Tattadov dv doing 224
opBalwpuyéw 281
0pBaApwpUxog 281
oYwviaopog 39

oYwviov 39

mayet@deg kal Yuxpov 134 n. 104

matsoktovéw 280

TaLsomoLéw 269

mavtayod 190, 195

mapewypévng tfig Bupag 170

TéAayog ) OALG €otiv 55,183 n. 26, 192, 240

TIEPLTTOYAWTTEW

TILOGOKQUTEW

mA¢ov | éviaut® TtpeaPUTtepog UTTO THG andiag
yivopaul 244

ToKNoyAwTtéw 284

ToALToKoTéW 180, 225, 226, 234, 267, 268, 275,
276, 277

TIOPVOKOTIOG 38, 39

mpoavayupvalw 266, 279

Tpoavayupvalelv otopa f pwvnv 266

nipoegeyeipelv pdypa 266

Mpo66ntug 188,195

Tpog tol Aéyovtog elvat 113-4, 119 n. 80

mpoooaivw 175, 181, 196, 209, 210, 211

pLlwpuyéw 281

OEPVOYAWTTEW 284
ogpvoloyéw 284
oltodotéw 283
oltopetpéopal 273, 283
oltopeTpéw 270
oLtopétpng 273 n. 44
GLTOHVNHOVEW
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oltomoléw 283
oltonwAéw 283
oKLaypapéw 285
okAnpokoLtéw 280
oku{aw 265

okwttw (and compounds) 197,240 n. 6

omeppatoloyéw 272
omovséw 279
otBadokoltéw 280
otpedodikéw 280 n. 72
olaypog 268 n. 30
OUYyVWpOVEW 273-4
OuyXELpOTIOVEW 271
OUKOAOYEW 275, 281
ouvouaia 4, 93 n. 26, 185, 190, 199
oboonpog 39

obpap 243
opatpopayxew 275, 277
owyatopayéw 272

TaynvokviooBrpag 250
Ta v dxatiwv lotia 134
TaupoKToVEéW 280

Tl xelpaderg oavtov 38
TN oTWywv 256, 268
Tolywpuxéw 115, 281

100 Aéyovtog elvat 113-4
tpanela 223-4
tpanefopopog 223
TpLluyng 268
tupBoyépwy 60-1, 242-3, 256
TUpBwWpLXEw 281

uléa 34-5

UAnpopéw 282
UAoopéw 278
UAowopog 278, 282
UmaoBevéw 180, 225, 266
UmepSLokéw 266
UmEPSPLULG 266 n. 22
UmepBepLotokAfig 180, 225
Umepkpivw 266
UmepoPwvéw 266
UMépoopog 266 n. 22
UmeppAuapelv 266

Uploxog 170
OYavyéw 275, 276
Umotpoyi{w 197

pavog 54,72
peldalpLTéw 278, 280, 283
pelsalpitwg 280 n. 72
deldnmnidng 280
®eldunnog 280
deldopppotog 280
deldwv 280
pOeLpokTovEw 278, 279, 283
@Bslpomotéw 280
@belpotpayéw 280
@BelpoTpwKTéEW 280
piletvog 280
@uouyéw 276
(pAeBotopéw 283
(pAeBotovéopat 278, 283
popéw 278, 282
(PopUOKOLTéW 278, 280
(popuoppapéopal 280
(popuopopéw 280
poptnyéw 276, 277
(opuTOG 54, 65-6, 255
PpEWPUXEW 281
(UNOpOEwW 279, 282
(QUNOYOéw 278, 279, 282
(UNox60G 278, 282
(QUAOKpLVEW 276

XOAKWPUXEW 281
Xapawkoltéw 280
XapltoyAwooéw 283
XELPOTOVEW 283
xépvwp 54, 68
xBeowog 201, 202
X666 201, 202
xopSohoyéw 271
Xopnyetov 54
XPEWKOTEW 271
XPEWAUTEW 271, 273
XPUCOKOPEW 272
XPUOWPUXEW 281

XWpelv €l okéNog 114 n. 67, 118-9, 121, 122
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Peusayyeréw 281 Poyog 175, 188, 189, 239, 240, 241, 242, 252
PevSoyhwttéw 278, 283, 284 puyopaxéw 271

pevboloyéw 284 puxoppopéw 185, 267 n. 26, 276
Yeudopaptupéw 284 YwpokoAa§ 269

pevbopkéw 284

Pevdootopéw 284 WpLHOG Kal wpalog 134 n. 104

Prktpa 55, 57
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