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In the field of Greek publishing in classical studies, the year 2002 could be
characterized as the year of the Suda, or, more properly, of the lexicon of
Suidas.! Two publishers, one in Athens, the other in Thessaloniki, have published
this work. The former has reproduced it in facsimile; the latter has re-set
Immanuel Bekker’s critical edition of the lexicon (1854).2 It is a common
phenomenon both in Greece and abroad for the same work of the historical and
literary past to be made accessible through various editions and multiple
translations. What seems strange in this instance is that a work which has been
judged dry and monotonous (based solely on the criterion of genre) is expected
to appeal to a lay public, for which both editions are clearly intended. The lack of
a critical apparatus,® the absence of citations and other related references
(necessary in lexicographical and other works requiring critical commentaries in
order to reconstruct the history of the textual tradition and to understand the

! Within the context of this paper, I employ the name Sudg; this should not be interpreted as
acceptance of this name as opposed to Suidas. Rather, it represents the de facto acceptance of its
common usage by literary critics and lexicographers of the Byzantine language in Greece and
internationally. It should be noted that the two standard lexica of medieval Greek, that of Kriaras
(1969-1997) and the Lexikon zur byzantinischen Grizitit, both use the form Suda. The method of
reference I follow in the present study has been aptly formulated by Erbse (1960, 174): “ [...] in
der Suda [...], d.h. in jenem lexikalischen Sammelwerke, das wir unter dem Namen ‘Suidas’ zu
zitieren pflegen.” The question of the lexicon’s name is briefly summarized below.

2 (a) Aeéixov Zovda 1j Zovida. A Philological Reconstruction (PiAoAoyikr anmokataotaotc): Imm.
Bekker, vols. I-II, CD Rom, Athens: Georgiadis (2002); (b) Ae&iké Zovide, 100¢c aiwvac p.X.
Introduction by V. Katsaros, Thessaloniki: Thyrathen (2002). The former publication is a facsimile
and replaces an earlier six-volume edition by the same publisher. The Athenian publisher
specifies which critical edition he is reproducing, the latter publisher does not note which version
of the text he employs. It is implied in note 29 (page 20) of the Introduction that this too is based
on Bekker’s edition, and this is borne out by a comparison to Bekker’s text.

% Bekker’s edition (1854) likewise lacks a critical apparatus. Krumbacher’s criticism (1897, vol. 1II,
569): “Durch Weglassung des kritischen Apparates [...] ist hier der ganze Suidas gliicklich in
einem Bande untergebracht, frielich so, dass fiir den Gelehrten (und wer beniitzt sonst den
Suidas?) die Ausgabe unbrauchbar ist.”



superficially simple, but actually difficult, texts), the fact that no distinction is
made between ancient entries and subsequent additions,* the adoption of
Bekker’s critical edition (which interferes with the characteristic trait of the Suda
in that it replaces the peculiar -by the standards of ancient lexicography-—
“corresponding” arrangement of entries with a strictly alphabetical one®), and
the fact that the edition of the Suda published in Athens is accompanied by a CD-
ROM, while that published in Thessaloniki is accompanied by an abridgement,
all indicate that these editions are aimed at the needs of a broader audience than
that of specialists. The intentions of the editors, as expressed in their advertising,
produce the same impression.® The Athenian publisher, with its sui generis
ideological bias, incorporates the reissuing of the Suda within a larger effort to
bring about a renaissance of the Greek spirit and a resurrection of Greek
education. The Thessaloniki publisher, on the other hand, promotes the Suda as
the oldest surviving encyclopedia and as a valuable source not only for the
specialist but for those devoted to philology, linguistics, and antiquity. Similarly,
the presentation of the latter edition in a weekly newspaper (Papagiannidou
2003) reveals the desire to reach a broader public. Both the title of the
presentation (“The Byzantine Larousse”) as well as the comments it contains,’
are indicative of the sensation which reception of the Suda may arouse in the
broader reading public which is the potential buyer of these specific editions,
and the dimensions it may acquire.

Without disregarding or underestimating the Greek reader’s relationship with
his historical and literary past, one may claim that there is no comparable parallel
in international publishing. And this concerns not only small publishing houses,
which would be reluctant to invest in such a costly undertaking, but also
publishing giants in the field of classical studies. But even outside this field, both
publishers and reading public lack the requisite attitude. But we will not dwell
further on this point. The reason why it is interesting lies in its motive, which is
mirrored or reflected in the program of a day-long conference devoted to the
lexicography of Greek civilization, which considered the Suda a forerunner of

4 Adler (1931, 681 ff.) makes reference to these later additions and their sources. She places them
in a smaller font (cf. Adler 1928-1938, vol. I, XXIII).

5 On the innovation introduced by Bekker’s edition (1854), see Adler 1931, 678; 1928-1938, vol. I,
XII. Both Bernhardy (1834-1853, vol II, XXXVI ff.) and Adler (1931, 679) make reference to the
“correspondence” system. Cf. Krumbacher 1897, 564; Hunger 1978, vol. 1I, 41; Alpers 1990, 26;
Katsaros 2002, 10.

6 At my disposal were the “2003 Catalogue” of Georgiadis Publishing (Athens), and an
advertising brochure (n.d.) from Thyrathen Publishing (Thessaloniki).

7 Especially characteristic are such comments by Papagiannidou (2003) as: “This is no longer an
encyclopedia; it is a Treasure (Bnoavedc)” —the capital theta consciously alluding to a popular
magazine of the period- and “How did Aristotle’s family escape from Hollywood?”



modern and contemporary encyclopedic lexica of the ancient world, and a source
equivalent to works such as the Realencyklopidie, or to handbooks dealing with
the period of its composition.

Starting from the realization that this appraisal, as well as the Suda’s success
through the ages, both in terms of conception and execution, is closely related to
its idiosyncratic format, this study aims to reconstruct the history and the
character of the Suda, on the one hand at the grammatical level and on the other
hand at the ideological level, as these emerge from the work itself and from its
literary and cultural context. In the initial, typological part of this study, I will
attempt to identify the character and demonstrate the genre orientation of the
Suda on the basis of a comparison with representatives of the lexicographic and
encyclopedic genres. At the same time, with the help of information gleaned
from encyclopedic works of antiquity and Byzantium, we will attempt to
approximate the process and manner of the work’s compilation. In the second
part of this study, we will focus on the question of the ideology which inspired
the Suda’s conception and determined its goals. By analyzing representative
examples from the lexicographical portion of the work, we will attempt to
evaluate its dynamics, employing as our criterion a basic characteristic of the
lexicography of a civilization, i.e., the temporal dimension both as regards the
material chosen for entries and the manner in which this is interpreted, as well as
the reception of the work on the part of its contemporary user and by extension
its modern reader.

1. THE SUDA AS A LEXICOGRAPHIC AND ENCYCLOPEDIC WORK

The Suda, in contrast with other works of its genre, does not directly reveal either
its character or its aim and method of compilation, as occurs in the dedicatory
letters accompanying the lexicon of Hesychius and Photius —to mention specific
representatives of lexicography which, under our approach, may be considered
models for the Suda— or with respect to its encyclopedic character, the Forward to
Pliny the Elder’s Naturalis Historia and that to each of the 53 Hypotheses which
constituted the ExAoyai of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitos, or even the
forwards of the works Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem and Commentarii ad Homeri
Odysseam by Eustathius of Thessaloniki as representative of its philological
aspect.® Neither within the work nor in the supplied forward is the specific genre

8 Theodoridis (1989) analyzes the forwards of the works Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem (Eust. 1. 1-
5. 27) and Commentarii ad Homeri Odysseam (Eust. 1379. 8-1380. 19), as well as their meanings vis-
a-vis the reconstitution of the philosophical aims and interpretative method of Eustathios.



positively identified, as occurs with the title Aééewv Xvvaywyn borne by the
lexicon of Photius,® or with the titles Ilavééxtat, Aeipwv, or other works which
we tend to bundle into the encyclopedic genre.! The introductory phrase of the
forward (Su. I 1,1): «To pév magov BiAiov LZovda, ot d¢ ovvta&dpevol ToUTO
avdoeg codol» and the listing of 12 names and 11 lexica,!! from which, as the
editor of the forward would have us believe, the compiler drew his material or —
according to the opinion expressed in this passage— the compilers “of this book”,
constitutes a later addition,’? both deceptive in the manner of its composition,
defective in regards to its supposed sources, and above all as regards the
thematic breadth of the Suda.

An alternative solution to the question of the work’s genre was pursued by
expanding the meaning of the word Suda, on which research has concentrated
following the gradual abandonment of the view that the name Souidas, which
Ada Adler adopted by convention in her edition (1928-1938), was the actual
name of the compiler or the head of the team which undertook the compilation.
Each interpretation of the genre to which Suda belonged™ looked to identify the
character of the lexicon, which, either as a fortification (Dolger 1936) or as a moat

9 Cf. Phot. I 3.1: “Aéfecwv ovvaywyrn KAt OTOLXEIOV, OL WV ONTOQWV TE TOVOL Kat ovyyQadéwv
eEwoaiCovtat paAota.” For the reconstruction of the title of Photius’ lexicon see Tsantsanoglou
1967, 89 ff.

10 The titles of encyclopedic works, such as xnpiov, xépac AuadOciac, Movoai, mavdéktal,
Eyxetpidia, Aetpav, mivaé kol oxéow, appear in Pliny N.H. praef. §24. Many of these titles
appear in representative works of the genre presented by Fuchs (1962). For similar titles, see also
Beck 1959, 412, 663; Hunger 1978, vol. 11, 41.

1 See Su. 11, 2: “Evdnuog ontwo mept Aéfewv kata otorxelov. EAAGdog, émi Oeodooiov ToD
véov, Tepl Aéfewv kata ototyelov. Evyéviog Avyovotomodews thg év Povyia, moappryn AéEwy
kata otolxeiov. Zaowpos I'alatog AéEelc onrogkag kator otolxeiov. KekiAog ZikeAwdtng
gkAoynv AéEewv kata otowxeiov. Aoyyivog 6 Kdoolog Aé€elc kata otolyeiov. AoUTeQKog
Bnovtiog Attikag Aé€eg. Ovmotivog TovAlog codlotrg émttounyv twv Iaudidov yAwoowy,
BpAlwv évvevrovta évoc. Ilakatog kata otoixelov mepl ovvnOeiag Attikng. ITapdirog
Aetpwva AéEewv mokidwv, egoxnv BipAiwy ce'. €oTL d& Ao TOL & oToLXEloL WS TOL W, Ta
Yoo amod tobL aAdpa péxoL Tov déATa Zwmugiwv émemou)kel. HwAlwv AAeEavdoels Attik@v
AéLewv ovvaywyTV Kata ototyelov”.

12 Adler refers to the problem of the foreword’s authenticity (1931, 678, 681), and provides the
relevant older bibliography; cf. Theodoridis 1982-1988, vol. II, XXVII def. 1.

13 Concerning the name Souidas and the evidence for it in both the direct and indirect tradition,
see Adler 1931, 678; cf. Bernhardy 1834-1853, vol. II, XXVII ff.; Krumbacher 1897, vol. II, 562 ff.;
Hunger 1978, vol. 11, 41 n. 44, and Katsaros 2002, 8. The logic of adopting this name becomes clear
from Adler’s observation (1931, 678): “ Die Form Zovidac hat sich schon im Anfang der
Renaissance festgesetzt [...] und muss aus praktischen Riicksichten beibehalten werden”; cf.
Alpers 1981, 12 n. 6.

14 A brief summary of these interpretations is offered by Katsaros 2002, 8 ff.; cf. Hunger 1978, vol.
II, 41 n. 44; Alpers 1981, 12 n. 6, and Tosi 2001, 1075.



(Grégoire 1936) or as an acronym with the meaning “Compilation of Names in
Alphabetical Order” (Zvvaywyn Ovouaotikne “YAnc At” AAgapntov) (Lammert
1938), or Awagopwv Avdpwv (Grégoire 1937), indicates a work compiled from
numerous sources which contains analysis of variegated material. The
interpretations of the genre of the Suda refer to such works, as they reduce the
word Suda to the Latin words Guida (Mercati 1955-1957) or Summa (Siamakis
1994), which furthermore attempt to solve the problem of the double name
Souida-Suda in the direct and indirect tradition on the basis of paleographic
corruption.’® These attempts do not appear to have been firmly established, as in
a recent study (Hemmerdinger 1998) the term Souidas resurfaces as a personal
name connected to the creator of the lexicon or the leader of the team that
compiled it.

A safer method to determine the genre —or, more properly, the genres— to
which the Suda belongs and, by extension, to determine its generic peculiarity, is
to examine the scope of its source material as this emerges through its 31,342
entries. Excepting the succeeding interventions and the subsequent enrichments
the lexicon has undergone, the sources it draws from may be grouped into the
following categories:'® a) lexicographical sources, b) marginalia and
commentaries from antiquity, c) proverbs, d) historical works, e) biographies, f)
philosophical texts, g) theological sources, and h) works of literature. The
breadth of these sources becomes conspicuous if one begins to even summarily
enumerate the individual documents included in these categories. Included in
the lexicographical sources of the Suda, for example, are:'” a) the so-called
“enhanced Zvvaywy,”'® aka the lexicon of Photius —in case this is a source for
the Suda, as opposed to the original compilation—, b) a rhetorical lexicon,

15 According to Mercati (1955-1957), the original title Guida was corrupted to Cuida, which was
transliterated into Greek as COYIAA and COYAA. In Siamakis’ opinion (1994), the title
LOYMMA was copied as ZOYMA, which in turn was misread as LOYIAA, and in certain
manuscripts transcribed as JOYAA.

16 This classification of the sources of the Suda is based on Adler’s presentation (1931, 685 ff.; 1928-
1938, vol. I, XVI {f.).

17 The individual works which comprise the Suda’s lexicographical sources are presented by
Adler 1931, 686 ff.; 1928-1938, vol. I, XVII ff.

18 Wentzel (1895) uses the term “erweiterte Zvvaywyn” to describe the expanded form of the
lexicon Zvvaywyn Aéfewv xpnoiuwv, which in turn constitutes an enriched variation of the
lexicon of Cyrillus. In addition to Wentzel, the following writers also describe the evolution of the
Xvvaywyn from its original form to its various extended variations: Erbse (1950, 22 ff.; 1965, VII
ff.); Alpers (1981, 69 ff.; 1990, 24 ff.; 2001, 202) and Cunningham (2003, 13 ff., 43 ff.).

19 The question of whether Photius is the Suda’s lexicographical source or whether both works are
based on alternative versions of the “extended Zvvaywy1” has been studied by Adler (1931, 686
ff.) and Theodoridis (1982-1998, vol. II, XXVII ff.), but their conclusions differ. While Adler (op.
cit.) follows the view pioneered by Wentzel (1895) communis opinio, namely that the Suda and



apparently the source of the Aé€ewv pnropikwv, known as Bekker’s 5th lexicon,
c) the abridged version of Harpocration’s lexicon, d) the so-called Lexicon
Ambrosianum, an extended abridgement of Diogenianus’ lexicon, e) the Aé&eic
‘Pwuaikai, a lexicon of Latin loan words, f) the Taxtika, a lexicon of military
terminology, g) etymological lexica, and h) Aristotle’s @voix1) ioTtopia, abridged
by Aristophanes of Byzantium. In the class of historical works utilized by the
Suda we must include:® a) the ExAoyai of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitos, b)
Byzantine chronicles, c) histories of the Attic orators, and d) collections of
prophecies. However, the network of sources the Suda draws upon is even more
complex. This is because many of the individual works that comprise the Suda’s
direct sources are compilations which themselves include a large number of texts
incorporated into them. Thus, the “enhanced Xvvaywyn” —or the lexicon of
Photius?'- includes, apart from the Zvvaywyn AéEewv xpnoipwy in its original
form,? the lexicon of Harpocration, the atticizing lexica of Aelius Dionysius of
Halicarnassus and of Pausanias, the two lexica to Plato (that of Boethus and that
of Timaeus), the 4th and 5th lexica of Bekker —the Aikwv ovouata and Aé€eic
pnropikai, respectively— and the Homeric lexicon of Apollonius the Sophist.?
Furthermore, the ExAoyai of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitos —the Suda’s chief
historical source- has assimilated a large number of historiographic works.?
Adler (1931, 700 ff.; 1928-1938, vol. I, XIX) identifies 32 historiographers, from
Herodotus to Georgius Monachus, from whose works the Suda draws its
historical material.

The topical breadth of the Suda and the network of its sources, as revealed
through this brief presentation, contribute to identifying its genre if one is willing
to overcome the conventional limits posed by genre. Its arrangement, based on
names, and its alphabetical ordering of entries, would suggest classifying the
Suda as a lexicographical work; however, comparing the Suda with contemporary
lexica (such as that of Photius) in terms of their sources and themes makes these

Photius can both be traced back to the “enhanced Xvvaywyr),” Theodoridis (op. cit.), revising his
previous opinions (cf. Theodoridis 1982-1998, vol. I, LXXII ff.), suggests that the Suda evolved out
of the lexicon of Photius. Cunningham rebuts this (2001, 20; 2003, 29 ff. n. 39), bringing Wentzel's
views once more to the fore; cf. Bossi 2002.

20 Adler (1931, 686 ff; 1928-1938, vol. I, XIX ff.) refers to the historical sources of the Suda.

21 On the sources of Photius’ lexicon see Theodoridis (1982-1998, vol. I, LXXII ff.). If we follow the
views of Theodoridis (1982-1998, vol. II, XXXVII-L), we must accept that an “enhanced
Zvvaywyn” never existed and therefore, the sources from which the Xvvaywyn Aééewv
Xpnoipwv was enriched are the same as direct sources for Photius’ lexicon.

2 Cunningham (2003, 43 ff.) presents the sources of the Zvvaywyn AéEewv xpnoipwv.

2 Concerning the sources of the “enhanced Xvvaywy1”, see Wentzel (1895, 482); cf. Adler (1931,
691 ff. and the bibliography at n. 18).

24 On the sources of the ExAoyai, see below ff. n. 49.



criteria appear superficial and entirely inadequate for determination of its genre.
On the other hand, the use of the term encyclopedia to describe another
lexicographic achievement of the Byzantine period, the Etymologicum
Genuinum,” gains actual meaning vis-a-vis the Suda since it is not limited to
grammatical and semantic interpretation, but rather includes entries with
informational content, drawn from the fields of history, philosophy, theology
and, to a lesser extent, geography and the natural sciences, covering areas of
knowledge which form the purview of an encyclopedia.?® On the basis of the
above, it should become clear that, as this study asserts, the Suda is a cross
between two genres and two types of compilatory works, the lexicon and the
encyclopedia.?

Following the conventions of both genres, we will attempt to reconstruct the
method of the Suda’s compilation, determining its genre by comparing it with
examples from lexica and encyclopedias. This presentation will contribute to the
checking and possibly the correction of certain opinions recur in the research
relating to the nature of the Suda and the personality of its compiler or that of the
leader of the team which compiled it.

With respect to the technique employed in their compilation, ancient lexica, as
early as their Hellenistic apogee,® followed standard procedures. These are the
techniques of abridgement and compilation, which, either separately or jointly,
comprise the basic compositional means for the great lexicographical works of

% Reitzenstein (1907, 814) calls the Etymologicum Genuinum a “grammatische Enzyklopédie”; cf.
Tolkiehn (1925, 2473). Alpers (1991) studied the encyclopedic character of the lexicon through the
lens of its literary-cultural context.

2% On the genre of the encyclopedia, and its most representative exemplars, see Fuchs (1962) and
Fornaro (1997); cf. Grebe (1999, 37 ff.).

7 See for example: “Die Suda kann als Mittelding zwischen einem Konversationslexikon und
einem sprachlich-etymologischen Worterbuch bezeichnet werden” (Hunger 1978, vol. II, 41) and
“Die Eigenart der Suda besteht nun darin, dass sie — iiber das sprachliche, d.h. grammatikalische,
etymologisiche, dialektologische usw., Material hinaus — eine grosse Zahl von Sachartikeln bietet,
welche sie eben in eine gewisse Ndhe zu den in der Neuzeit so genannten Konversationslexika
gebracht hat” (Hunger 1991, 137). Also: “C’est, dirait-on, un ‘dictionnaire de la conversation’ a
I'usage des gens ‘cultivés’” (Lemerle 1971, 299); “koapa Ae&ikov kit éykvkAomaweiag” (Siamakis
1994, 83) and “T6 Aefwd oL Zovida elvar éva €gyo mMoOL ouvevVeL 0TO TeLeXOpevo Tov T
VAWO EvOg AAPaPNTIKOD AeEKOD (EQUNVEVTIKOD, YOAUUATIKOD Kol ETUHOAOYLKOD TUTIOV) Kol
Evog BulavTivol TIEAYHATOAOYLKOD AgEIKOD, TOU €XEL XAQAKTNQOLOTEL WG €YKUKAomaldela
(YoappatoAoykov, iotogkol kat Aoyotexvikod VAwoD)” (Katsaros 2002, 7). Tosi (2001, 1075)
characterizes the Suda as a “kolossale Enzyklopéadie” while Degani (1995, 525) calls it a “vera e
propria enciclopedia di notizie d’ogni genere”.

28 Tolkiehn (1925, 2433 ff.), Alpers (1990, 14 ff; 2001, 194 ff.) and Degani (1995, 505 ff.) refer to the
origins and evolution of ancient lexicography and present the most important of the Hellenistic
lexica.



the later imperial and Byzantine years. The precise methodology is clarified by
Photius in his Bibliotheca, during the description of lexicographical works (most
of them atticizing). In cod. 152 he recommends that the two editions of the work
Attikwv ovouatwy Adyor tévte by Aelius Dionysius of Halicarnassus be merged
into one, while in cod. 153 he notes that the work AtTikwv ovoudtwv cvvaywyn
by Pausanias could be absorbed into the work of Aelius Dionysius whose
creation he suggests on the basis of the abridgement. Likewise, in cod. 155 he
recommends the merging of Boethus” and Timaeus’ lexica to Plato, both of which
he describes in cod. 154, and he also proposes that to these be added a similar
lexicon by Boethus and dedicated to Athenagoras, entitled [lepi Twv mapa
[TAdtwvt drmopovuévav Aé€ewy.

The first historical approach to, and meta-lexicographical consideration of, the
genre was made by Hesychius of Alexandria. In his dedicatory epistle to
Eulogius, which serves as preface to his lexicon,” Hesychius reports that earlier
lexicographers created works whose sole aim was to interpret the vocabulary of a
single writer or a single literary genre.* According to Hesychius, no writer
earlier than Diogenianus devoted himself to the collection of -earlier
lexicographical material and through this to the interpretation of vocabulary
which appears in epic, lyric, and dramatic poetry and in prose and scientific
literature.®! The claim to exhaustive vocabulary coverage, which according to
Hesychius was asserted by Diogenianus in his lexicon ITeptepyomnévntec,® is the

2 See He. I 1.1-2.57. On the identity of Eulogius, see Latte 1953-1966, vol. I, VII ff. and Hunger
1978, vol. II, 35 n. 11.

% See He. I 1.1: “TToAAot pév kat &AAOL TV TTAAALOV TAC KaTd oTolXelov ovvteOeikaot AEEeLg,
@ TMavtwv éuot meoodpréotate EOAGYLe AAA” ot pév tag Ounowag povac wg Anmiov Kol
AmoAAwvIog 6 Tov AgxLBiov: ol d¢ tag KwHkag Wi kat Tag toaywas ws Oéwv kat Aduvpog
kat €tegot TolovToL OHOD O TAoac ToUTWV OVdE &ic.”

31 See He. I 1.5: “Atoyeviavog dé TIG HETA TOVTOVG YEYOVWS AVIQ 0Toudaiog Kal GAdkalog, T
Te mEoeloNpéva PBPAla kal TMAoAG TAG OTOEAdNV TaRX TAoL kelpévag Aéfelg ovvayaywv,
opoL Tdoag kad’ €kaotov otolxelov ovvtéDeuce: Aéyw On Tac te OunEuas Kal KwKAS Kat
TOAYLKAC, TAG TE TTAQA TOIG AVQIKOIG KAl TTAQ& TOIG O TOQOL KELHEVAS, OV PV dAAX Kal <tac>
TIAXQA TOLS LATQOIG TAGS TE MAQK TOIG LoTOQLOYQAdOLC.”

32 See He. I 1.11: “ovAANBoNV d¢ {Op0D) ovdepiav AéEv €00’ v magéAimey ovTe TV MA@V
oUte TV €r éxkelvou yeyevnuévwv” and 16: “émrypdac ta PAia Ieptepyomévnrag, kai
0T XONOAMEVOS T1) dxvola: 1YELTO YA&Q, olpatl, M) povols mAovoiols, dAAAa kal Toig mévnot
TV AvOQWTWVY XONOWHEVOEY TE KAl AVIL OWACKAAWV AQKECEWV avTR, &€l HOVOV
TEQLEQYATAUEVOL TtavTaxO0ev avevelv tavta duvnBelev kai éykpatels avtwv yevéoHal”
The lexicon of Diogenianus (2nd century AD) constitutes a condensed version of the work of
Vestinus (first half of the 2nd century AD), which is itself an abridgement of the lexicon of
Pamphilus (1st century AD), which contained 95 books. The authors who refer to the lexicon of
Diogenianus include Cohn (1903, 778 ff.) and Bossi (2000), while the authors who refer to



same claim made by Hesychius himself regarding his own lexicon — as opposed
to Photius’ explicit claim to limit his lexicon to the interpretation of prose
vocabulary.®

When translating the testimony of Hesychius and relating it to the
lexicographical data of the Suda, we may note the following: The Suda constitutes
a typical example of ancient and Byzantine lexicography, since it strictly follows
the rules dictated by the genre as regards method of composition. Various
objections have been expressed to date, which attribute ineptitude to the
compiler or team of compilers, as well as confusion and lack of rigorous method
in arranging the material.* However, these flaws can only be interpreted —at
least with respect to the lexicographical component of the Suda— as conventions
of the genre. Ancient and Byzantine lexica, in contrast to modern representatives
of the genre,® made up from the time which ancient lexicography was
established a list of words and meanings within a given generic type, where
these words appear in each excerpted author. This effectively means that, if one
word appears in two grammatical forms, it must be translated and interpreted in
each of these forms individually, since each form draws on a different usage and
employs a different author as its source. In such cases, the various meanings are
listed separately instead of being classified under the same entry. Therefore, as
the number of authors embraced by a lexicon grows, and as the lexicon struggles
to cover wider literary and linguistic ground, so its volume increases, and so too
do the entries dealing with a single word. From this perspective, it is
anachronistic to speak of “redundant” entries, since, according to the rules of
ancient lexicography, such repetitions provide more complete coverage and
serve to expand the literary and interpretative scope of the lexicon. The breadth

Vestinus include Matthaios (2002, 134 ff.) and the authors who refer to Pamphilus include
Wendel (1949, 337 ff.) and Tosi (2000, 214 ff.); cf. Alpers 2001, 200.

33 See Photius I 3. 16-17. On the character and significance of Hesychius” and Photius’ lexica, see
Hunger 1978, vol. 11, 35 ff., 39 ff.; Wilson 1983, 43, 90 ff., and Alpers 1990, 25, 26; 2001, 200, 202.

% The opinions of Krumbacher (1897, 567) are as representative as they were influential on
subsequent research: “Suidas aber wollte in seinem Werke alle Gattungen der Litteratur und alle
Jahrhunderte umfassen; fiir diesen Zweck konnten die vorhandenen Sammlungen und Glossare
allein nicht geniigen. Daher vermehrte er die Exzerpte aus diesen vielleicht um mehr als das
Doppelte durch die Friichte seiner eigenen Lektiire, frielich ohne rechte Methode und namentlich
ohne historischen Sinn. Er scheidet weder die altere Sprache von der spateren, noch das Seltene
vom Gewohnlichen, noch Prosa von Poesie; [...]. Am deutlichsten zeigt sich der unmethodische
Sinn in seinemVerfahren, wo er mehrere Glossen zu einem Lemma fand; statt dieselben in einen
Artikel zu verarbeiten, fithrt er sie nach einander auf, ohne auch nur die etwa vorhandenen
Wiederspriiche zu beseitigen. [...]".

% Alpers (1990, 19 ff.; 2001, 205) has called attention to the differences between ancient and
modern lexicography.



of an ancient lexicon, then, is correlated to the extent of the vocabulary it
provides vis-a-vis each individual author and across literary genres, as well as
the vocabulary that occurs in specific uses of language, for instance in dialectical
forms or in the context of certain styles or models (such as the atticizing model).
And if one considers the compiling procedure used to produce an ancient
lexicon, the total vocabulary coverage of the work becomes a function of the
sources it makes use of — in this case, already available lexica. In this respect a
later lexicographer possesses a distinct advantage over his predecessors, since he
has the flexibility to expand, complete and enrich the available nucleus of
vocabulary using either older literary works ignored by his precursors or more
contemporary material. From a lexicographic standpoint, the Suda takes full
advantage of this opportunity, for it incorporates as many sources as possible,
with the result that it covers more authors, more linguistic fields and a greater
time-span than any previous lexicon.

In the sphere of lexicography, a work’s claim to comprehensiveness typically
depends on the compiler’s stated intentions. However, the other genre which
rivals lexicography for the classification of the Suda, the encyclopedia, asserts this
claim by definition.* Already Speusippus, who is traditionally associated with
the foundation of the genre in antiquity (Fuchs 1962, 504 ff.; Fornaro 1997, 1055),
attempts, in his work ‘Opowa,® to present all elements which comprise the
universe in a systematic fashion, connecting his argument to the principle that
we cannot understand a constituent part without comprehending the whole to
which it belongs.?® This claim to comprehensiveness is repeated by Pliny the
Elder and by Constantine VII Porphyrogenitos, in the prefaces to their works
Naturalis Historia® and ExAoyai,* respectively. Though the Suda makes no such
statement of purpose, the very result confirms that this lexicon shares these aims,

% For a definition of the encyclopedic genre and a list of representative works which belong to it,
see Fuchs 1962, 504 and Fornaro 1997, 1054 ff. For information about the encyclopedic genre in
antiquity, see Grimal 1966.

37 On this work by Speusippus see Isnardi Parente 1980, 214 ff., 377 {f.; cf. Stenzel 1929, 1638 ff.

3 Speusippus declares this principle in his fr. 38 Isnardi Parente (=Arist. APo. II 13, 97a6): “ovdév
0¢ del TOV OQLLOHEVOV KAl DLAQOVIEVOV ATIAVTA EWDEVAL TA GVTAL. KAlTOL AdVVATOV Ppaol Tiveg
elvaL oG dxPoag eldéval TaG mEOG EKATTOV UT) E0OTA EKAOTOV: AveL OE TV dpoEwV 0UK
elval €kaotov eldévar o0 yap un dadépel, TavToV eival tovtw, o0 O¢ ddépel, €tegov
Tovtov.” See also Isnardi Parente 1980, 256 ff. and Stenzel 1929, 1650 ff.

¥ See Plin. N.H. praef. §13: “rerum natura, hoc est vita, narratur” and “res ardua [...] omnibus
vero naturam et naturae sua omnia [sc. dare].”

4 See Const. Porphyr. Excerpta de legationibus, preface 2. 5: “[...] peyadopvag te kal eVemBOAwS
TMEOG €Tl TOUTOWS Katapeploal eig VTOOEoels dladoovg, TEEIC ETi TOIG TEVTIKOVIH TOV
apLlOpoVv ovoag, &v aic kal VP’ alg Amaoa LOTOQIKT) peyadovgyia ovykAeietat.”
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not only on a linguistic-lexicographical level but also vis-a-vis the fields of
history, philosophy, theology, and the natural sciences.

Despite our inability to determine the precise method of the Suda’s compilation
on the basis of internal information, we may nonetheless glean interesting facts
about the process by which a compilatory work of this magnitude and
complexity was undertaken, and perhaps approach the personality of the
compiler (or the leader of the compiling team), through comparisons with the
techniques employed by Pliny the Elder and Constantine VII Porphyrogenitos
and his team.*

In his Naturalis Historia, Pliny aims to present and interpret all knowledge
relating to nature and natural phenomena, both within and beyond everyday
human experience. As a result, his work —a genuine treasure-trove of knowledge,
in the view of his contemporaries—*? exceeds the limits of biology and the natural
sciences, and includes anthropology as well as the history of culture and
civilization. Pliny himself refers to the manner in which he compiled his work
(Plin. N.H. praef. §17-19), and the details provided by the writer are corroborated
by the testimony of Pliny the Younger (Plin. Epist. III 5). According to this
information, there are five discrete stages in the compilation process:** a) reading
of the sources with the help of an assistant, b) excerpting of sentences or entire
passages by Pliny himself and their recording by an assistant, c) arrangement of
the information obtained, d) interpretative adaptation of the material to suit each
section and, finally e) editing of the sources and shaping the text into its final
form. Pliny himself refers to the sources he employed. In addition to his personal
research using the primary sources into subjects “quas aut ignoraverant priores
aut postea invenerat vita” (Plin. N. H. praef. §17), Pliny collected 20,000 passages
from 2,000 books, based, according to the author himself, on 100 select authors.
In fact, there was a larger number of sources. In the indices to the sources
accompanying the contents of each book of the Naturalis Historia (Plin. N.H. I) -
Pliny proudly announces the novelty of naming his sources—* are listed 146
Latin authors and 327 Greek ones.

4 ] have chosen these works as reference points for this presentation on the compositional
method of an ancient encyclopedia, because their prefaces have been preserved.

# See Plin. N.H. praef. §17: “ut ait Domitius Piso, thesaurus oportet esse non libros.” On the
identity of Domitius Piso, see Kénig-Winkler 1997, 390.

# Locher and Rottlander (1985) analyze Pliny’s technique, based on his linguistic testimony.

4 See Plin. N.H. praef. §21: “argumentum huius stomachi mei habebis quod in his voluminibus
auctorum nomina praetexui. est enim benignum, ut arbitror, et plenum ingenui pudoris fateri per
quos profeceris, non ut plerique ex iis, quos attigi, fecerunt. [§22] scito enim conferentem auctores
me deprehendisse a iuratissimis ex proximis veteres transcriptos ad verbum neque nominatos,

[..]".
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We have comparable information about another work which is closer to the
Suda both chronologically and culturally. This is the ExAoyai of Constantine VII
Porphyrogenitos, an historically-oriented encyclopedia divided into 53 sections
(0roBéoerc).® Only a small portion of this work is preserved:* the section De
legationibus in its entirety, approximately half the section De virtutibus et vitiis,
fragments from the sections De insidiis and De sententiis and finally, the titles of
21 of the remaining sections (Biittner-Wobst 1906, 105 ff.; Lemerle 1971, 281).
With respect to its sources, the ExAoyai follows the method introduced by Pliny
in his Naturalis Historia. In the preface to the section De legationibus,*” Constantine
VII Porphyrogenitos promises to provide the names of the authors used in the
composition of each section.*® This promise is kept, as we may infer from those
sections of the ExAoyai which have come down to us and which open with a list
of sources.® In the preface, Constantine VII Porphyrogenitos also supplies
practical information concerning the method of the work’s composition, similar
to that provided by Pliny in the preface of his Naturalis Historia. The process can
be divided into the following stages: a) collection of sources, b) selection of the
works which will be used and excerpting of useful passages, c) apportionment of
passages among the 53 sections, and d) stylistic and linguistic adaptation of
excerpts to each section (Const. Porphyr. De legationibus, preface 1. 21-2. 12). An
incidental find in the manuscript tradition enlivens our understanding of the
encyclopedia’s compositional method. Cod. Bruxellensis 11301/16, which
preserves the first part of the section De legationibus, contains the following note
in the margin of leaf 2r: “0 é¢pavioag T0 maov Oe0ddo1og €0Tiv 0 HikEdS.”* The
editorial team, which Constantine VII Porphyrogenitos supervised and
coordinated, apparently divided the tasks as follows. In the first stage, the

4 The ExAoyai of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitos are presented by Hunger (1978, vol. I, 360 ff.);
see also Lemerle 1971, 280 ff.

4 Jt is worth noting that, according to the calculations by Biittner-Wobst (1906, 97), the entire
work would correspond to 212 volumes of Teubner editions. The surviving portion of the work is
only about 1/35 of the total.

4 This preface, since it also survives in identical form in the section De virtutibus et vitiis,
apparently accompanied each section of the work, with technical modifications such as reference
to the title of each section, its place within the work, and its list of sources; see Biittner-Wobst
1906, 90 and Lemerle 1971, 281.

4 See Const. Porphyr. De legationibus (preface 2. 16): “éudaivetr d¢ touvti 10 mMEOOLHLIOV, Tivag ol
AdyoL matéoas kKEKTNVIAL kal 00ev Amokviokovtay, @g av M @wov al KePpaiaudelg
UMOBETEIC AKATAVOUAOTOL KAl U] YVNoloL, dAA& voBol te kat Pevdwvopot.”

4 Lemerle (1971, 285 ff.) gives a list of authors who were included and used in the preserved
sections of the ExAoyai. On its sources, see de Boor 1912; 1914-1919 and Biittner-Wobst 1906, 90
ff.

% On this piece of information and its significance for the process and technique of creating the
ExAoyai, see Biittner-Wobst 1906, 99 ff. and Lemerle 1971, 285.
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writers who would be used as sources for each section were assigned to scholars,
who worked on the various texts, noting the excerpts to be copied. Theodosios
completed the second stage of the editorial process: he received the excerpts from
the scholars, separated out and copied the passages relevant to each section, and
sent them to the editorial team for further processing.

The above descriptions of the method of composition used in two basic
representatives of the encyclopedic genre and their similarities makes attractive
the hypothesis that the Suda followed a similar technique and organization. The
Suda’s direct precedent, the experience of creating the ExAoyai of Constantine
VII Porphyrogenitos, as well as other contemporary encyclopedias,® makes this
hypothesis even more compelling. Beyond the practical necessity to understand
how the Suda was created, the resulting work itself requires us to recognize the
existence of a personality, or of a team, which guided, oversaw, and controlled
its creation. The diametrically opposed views, i.e. that of Adler (1931, 681) on the
one hand: “Das  mechanische = Zusammenarbeiten  ldsst  keine
Verfasserpersonlichkeit durchschimmern”, and that of Krumbacher (1897, 568)
on the other: “das Worterbuch des Suidas [ist] ein grossartiges Denkmal
gelehrten Sammelfleisses”, agree on the basis of studies which allow precisely
the contribution of the compiler and his team to the creation of the work to
appear. Apart from technical issues, such as the symmetry in the construction of
individual entries (Prandi 1999), and in their distribution throughout the entire
work,% the particular personality which emerges in his full philological
capability in the course of encountering issues of textual criticism (Theodoridis
1988; 1982-1998, vol. II, LVII ff.), in his historical education,> and in the breadth
of learning revealed by the enhancement and completion of his sources in
support of fuller documentation (Theodoridis 1988; 1982-1998, vol. II, LI ff.). In
the second part of this study, we will have the opportunity to identify the
personality of the compiler and his team in the lexicographical section of the
Suda.

2. THE DYNAMICS AND AIM OF THE SUDA

51 Cf. the citation in n. 55.

%2 See Hunger 1978, vol. II, 41: “die Ausarbeitung im ganzen ist [...] insofern gleichmassig, als
nicht wie sonst ofters gegen den Schluss eine gewisse Verdiinnung eintritt.”

5 The studies included in Zecchini’s collected volume (1999) discuss the Suda’s capacity for
dealing creatively with its historical sources.
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Any discussion of the Suda’s dynamics is obliged to touch upon what we
conventionally name the “movement of encyclopedism,”> or the “cultura della
YuAAoyn”’—to use the neutral term coined by Odorico (1990)- of which the Suda
is culturally and ideologically a part. With its origins in the 9th century, this
movement culminates in various encyclopedic works compiled, directed, or
inspired by Constantine VII Porphyrogenitos,® and constitutes the philological
“agenda” whose fruits include the Suda itself.

One point of direct interest in determining the Suda’s ideological dynamics and
temporal dimension lies in the approach to knowledge employed by
contemporary  encyclopedic  works, in particular Constantine VII
Porphyrogenitos” ExAoyai. At this point, a comparison between this work and
Pliny’s Naturalis Historia may be useful.

In justifying his choice of subject within his preface, Pliny admits that his work
serves no esthetic purpose which would make it a pleasing read. He follows the
lead of those authors who prefer to benefit the public with their scientific
expertise rather than attain popularity through the entertaining nature of their
work.*® The value of his work lies in the clarification of intrinsically obscure
issues which, despite having been previously explored, remained difficult to
understand.” The agenda of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitos, as declared in the
preface to the sections of his ExAoyai, is completely different. Whereas for Pliny
knowledge is presented as an immutable treasure unaffected by the passage of
time, knowledge as it is approached by Constantine VII Porphyrogenitos has a
definite temporal dimension. For him knowledge means “knowledge of the
past,” whether this be knowledge accumulated in the past or newly discovered
information pertaining to the past itself. In both cases, there is a normative
dimension to the knowledge. The lessons of the past are beneficial to people,

% Lemerle (1971, 267 ff.) discusses the encyclopedism of the 10th century in a chapter of the same
name; cf. Dain 1953. On the use of the term “encyclopedism” see the comments by Odorico (1990,
1 ff.).

5% Lemerle (1971, 274 ff., 288 ff.) surveys the encyclopedic works of Constantine VII
Porphyrogenitos, apart from the ExAoyai and those that fall under the rubric of the 10th century
encyclopedic movement.

% See Plin. N.H. praef. §12: “Meae quidem temeritati accessit hoc quoque, quod levioris operae
hos tibi dedicavi libellos. nam nec ingenii sunt capaces, quod alioqui in nobis perquam mediocre
erat, neque admittunt excessus aut orationes sermonesve aut casus mirabilies vel eventus varios,
iucunda dictu aut legentibus blanda sterili materia” and §16: “Equidem ita sentio, peculiarem in
studiis causam eorum esse, qui difficultatibus victis utilitatem ijuvandi praetulerint gratiae
placendi.”

57 See Plin. N.H. praef. §14: “magna pars studiorum amoenitates quaerimus; quae vero tractata ab
aliis dicuntur inmensae subtilitatis, obscuris rerum tenebris premuntur.”
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while ignorance of the past leaves them vulnerable to deception and evil.*® One
characteristic of the 10th century encyclopedic movement is the search for
archetypes in the past. According to Lemerle (1971, 268), this desire, expressed in
the encyclopedic works of this era, amounts to an “obsession du passé
hellénique.”

Considering the idea of the past to be the moving force and ideological
substrate of the 10th century encyclopedic movement, let us attempt to identify
how this idea works in the Suda, and how the concept of time is realized in its
lexicographical portion. Our ultimate goal will be to evaluate its dynamics, as
these fluctuate in the lexicon’s synchronic and diachronic dimensions.

Herbert Hunger (1991) has approached the same question from a different
angle in a work characteristically entitled “Was nicht in der Suda steht, oder: Was
konnte sich der gebildete Byzantiner des 10./11. Jahrhunderts von einem
‘Konversationslexicon” erwarten?” Starting from an analysis of those entries
related to the Suda’s immediate historical and cultural present, Hunger is led to
the conclusion that the lexicon’s Byzantine element, when compared to
corresponding information concerning Greek antiquity, is limited (Hunger 1991,
153). Taking this conclusion under consideration in our own investigation, one
may conclude that in this manner the Suda is indirectly responding to the ideal
expressed in the preface to the ExAoyai, i.e., the saving and preserving of the
knowledge of the past, whose goal is to avoid the negative influence brought
about by time.

To return to the question of determining the chronological organization of the
Suda’s lexicographical material, we will rely on a selective presentation and
analysis of the most representative entries, in which (grammatical) forms as such
nueig, nap’ nuiv, ¢’ nuawv or the adverb vov, accompanied by the verb Aéyerv
(as e.g., in the phrase & ¢ nueic Aéyouev) or by the participle Aeyouevov (as in the
phrase 10 map’” nuiv or 10 VP’ Nuwv Aeyouevov).>?® Functioning as temporal
indicators, these phrases help to identify the subject understood in each case by
the first person. They also help the temporal degree occupied by this subject

5% See Const. Porphyr. [lepi mpéoBewv, preface 1. 12: “émel d¢ €k TNG TWV TOOOVTWV ETQV
TIEQLOQOMTG ATIAETOV TL XOTHA KAl TOAYHUATWY EYIYVETO KAl AdYwV €MAEKETO, €T AMEQOV TE
Kal Aprxavov 1 g lotoplag NUEUVETO CUUTIAOKT), €DeL O’ €mIQEETMETTEQOV TIROG T Xelow TNV
TV avBpwnwv moaipeoty petatiBeoOoal xoovols DoTeQOV Katl OALYWEwWS €XeLV TEOG Tt KaAX
kal 0aBuuotegov dakelobat mEog TV Twv PBacaviwv yevéolal KatdAnPv, katomy
ywopévng e aAnBoig émitevéews, wg évtevBev adnAla ovokialeoBatl v Mg oToolag
épevpeoy, mn pev omavel PBPAwvV EnwdeAwv, TR d¢ TEOG TNV EKTAdNV moAvAoylav
OEHALVOVTWY KAl KATogowdovvTwy.”

% The entries of the Suda which are being examined, as well as their sources, parallel passages,
and relevant testimonia are included in the Appendix to this study. The citations to the Appendix
are made by reference to their number within their class (n.c.) in the Suda.
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linguistically. And, through the meaning offered, we are assisted in our
identification of the linguistic register and by extension, the usage by which the
word is distinguished.

The first person, as it functions on the basis of the temporal markers we have
selected for test purposes, is identified —either superficially or essentially, as we
shall see below— to the modern speaker to whom the Suda is directly addressed.
And it presents —theoretically or in actuality— the linguistic state of affairs
obtaining at that time, as experienced by the whole of the linguistic community
addressed through the first person. As regards the meaning of the words listed in
the lexicon, nueic is compared, either in a positive sense —in the case of
agreement- or in a negative one: a) with the writer or the literary text —in most
cases, an ancient Greek literary text- where the word being interpreted is found;
b)with the use of a word in a given linguistic model (in most instances one
written in the Attic dialect), c) with the speaker of a dialect, and/or d) with an
undetermined user, since the subject to which the rjueic corresponds is not
identified. In most cases, however, this may be identified with the older user of
the particular word, without indicating how distant this speaker is
chronologically from the contemporary speaker/user of the Suda. In these specific
entries, the first person refers to a more modern language usage, as is indicated
by the meaning provided.

As regards the meaning of the words defined, and using as criterion the means
of composition of the entries, the material we are considering may be
distinguished on the basis of temporal indicators into three categories. The first,
we call the category of appropriation of an ancient meaning. Let us consider a
number of examples, in order to define the term appropriation and the way in
which the temporal parameter functions in this category:

Suda’s entry al731, dugiOetov praAny,® refers to the meaning of a Homeric
expression encountered twice in the Iliad, at W 270 (néuntw 6" dudietov praAny
anvpwtov éOnke) W 615 ftf. (néuntov &’ vmelAeinet” deOAov, / dupiOetoc PpLaAn:
v Néotopt dwkev AxiAdeve | Apyelwv av’ dyava ¢épwv), as explanation for
one of the prizes during the games in honor of the dead Patroclus. As appears
from the testimonia and the large number of definitions which have been
provided in relation to the form of this particular vessel, the Homeric phrase and
more specifically, the meaning of the descriptive adjective du@ifetoc, was
anything but familiar to Alexandria’s philologists and lexicographers.®! We will

0 See Appendix, n.c. 1.
61 The testimonia in Appendix (n.c. 1) present the opinions of Alexandrian philologists and
lexicographers in the first and second groups of sources.
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not dwell on the individual meanings which have been provided.®* What chiefly
interests us is the means by which these were passed on, a survey of which helps
us to understand the stages through which the composition of the entries passed,
and more generally, the process of compiling ancient and Byzantine lexica. In
accordance with the means of their transmission, the various meanings of the
phrase augiOetov ¢iaAny may be grouped into six categories. The first
category® is composed of interpretations of Homeric scholia, with that of
Aristarchus being preeminent, returning in the scholia of Pseudo-Didymus and
in the Homeric lexicon of Apollonius the Sophist and repeated —with attribution
or anonymously— by contemporary and later philologists and lexicographers in
the testimonia composing the second group of sources. This second group® is
composed, basically, of the testimony of Athenaeus; its core source was most
likely the lexicon of Pamphilus,®® who apparently had collected all the
interpretations he could locate.®® Eustathios would later draw his information
from Athenaeus.®” Entry a 4021 of Hesychius, which is included in this group, is
based on Diogenianus, whose testimony in turn leads to the lexicon of
Pamphilus, through the abridgement of Vestinus.®® The corresponding entry in
the Etymologicum Magnum (EM. 92, 36 entry du¢giOctoc piaAn) offers the same
meanings as Hesychius, differing however in the order of presentation of these.
A third group of testimony is composed by the Zvvaywyn AéEewv xpnoipwv,®
from which both Photius and the Suda draw information. The meaning offered
by the Zvvaywyr is nothing more than a paraphrase of Aristarchus and a
recording of the meaning anvOuevog, assigned by the grammarian Parthenios to
the adjective du@giOctoc.” For this particular entry, the source for the Zvvaywyn
was Cyrillus, who apparently had taken into consideration the lexicon to the

62 For the varying interpretations of the Alexandrians inspired by that of Dionysius Thrax (Athen.
11, 501b [cf. Eust. 1299, 55 {in W 270}] = Dion. Thrax fr. 28 Linke [ Appendix n.c. 1]), as well as
modern interpretations, see Linke 1977, 52 ff., and relevant bibliography under n.s 4-8; see also
Andronikos 1968, 30.

6 See Appendix n.c. 1, first group of sources.

6 See Apendix n.c. 1, second group of sources.

65 See Erbse 1969-1986, vol. V, 411 (to Sch. Hom. ¥ 270a and b): “Athen. Fort. e Pamphilo pendet”.
6 The trajectory of the testimony of Athenaeus is presented in Appendix n.c. 1.

7 A summary of the compilation process of Eustathius’ testimony is provided in Appendix n.c. 1.
6 For the story of the compilation of Diogenianus’ lexicon, see above, n. 40.

6 See the passages referred to as sources in entry a 1731 of the Suda (Appendix n.c.1).

70 See Athen. 11. 501a (cf. Eust. 1299. 58 [on W 270], Appendix n.c. 1). On the grammarian
Parthenius, see Matthaios 2001, 364.
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poems of Gregorius Nazianzenus.” In the first part of the entry, the Suda repeats
the entry in the Zvvaywyn word for word. But in contrast to this work, as well as
to Photius, the Suda extends the interpretation by adding to its second part an
almost verbatim citation from the Sch. Hom. W 270a, which is traceable to
Aristonicus and this, in turn, to Aristarchus ov to map’ nuiv notnpiov, dAla
yévoc Aépnroc, éx mavtoc uépovc dvvauevov Edpav Exew. In Erbse’s view, the
Suda at this point is drawing from a commentary to the Iliad.”> This commentary,
for which Erbse adopted the name Apio et Herodorus (ApH.), is a source for
Homeric philological interpretation for the Etymologicum Genuinum, the Suda,
cod. Venetus A, and Eustathius.”

That of most immediate interest in the Suda’s entry a 1731 is the phrase 0¥ 70
niap’ nutv motnprov, which the compiler extracts and records precisely as it stood
in the source. There is no indication we are to understand the phrase map’ fuwv in
a neutral sense. Since the Suda contains systematic temporal markers in its
entries, as these are found in the Suda’s sources, we are obliged to consider this
tendency as deliberate, quite apart from the process which characterizes the
compiling of ancient and Byzantine lexica. The Suda adopts the first person from
its source and through this, the contemporary dimensions of the use of the
phrase augifetoc ¢piaAn and the meaning it provides. Thus, the Suda functions
as a “time machine”, transferring the contemporary user ten centuries back in
time — twenty centuries, for a user today. In case the latter (as doubtless was the
case with the former) is not interested in, and does not study the critical
commentary on sources and parallel passages, it will be difficult to understand
that the Suda does nothing more than to convey the meaning, and accordingly,
the use of a word, into the linguistic present.

The question concerning the extent to which the adoption of an ancient
meaning of a word, and, through such adoption, the re-activation and
synchronization of the usage of the word being interpreted, corresponds to the
linguistic reality of the Suda and may be identified with the linguistic situation
obtaining in the original source must be answered on a case by case basis. The

7t See Appendix n.c. 1, third group of sources. For this information, my gratitude goes to
Professor Helmut van Thiel (Cologne), who is preparing an edition of the lexicon of Cyrillus. On
the latter, see Hunger 1978, vol. II, 37 ff.; Tolkiehn 1925, 2465 ff.; Alpers 1990, 24 ff.; 2001, 201 ff.

72 See Erbse 1969-1986, vol. V, 411 [on Sch. Hom. W 270a and b]: “Su. A 1731, fort. ex hyp. Iliad”; cf.
Erbse 1960, 179. On the relation between the Suda and the Homerica scholia, see Adler 1931, 697
ff. and, in greater detail, Erbse 1960, 174 ff.

73 See Erbse 1960, 123 ff.; 1969-1986, vol. I, XLV ff. According to Alpers (1991, 254 ff.), this
commentary as well as the Etymologicum Genuinum, was compiled in the 9th c. under the
direction of the grammarian Cometas and circle of scholars at the School of Magnaura during the
time of Leon the Mathematician. On the intellection movement of the era, see Lemerle 1971, 148

ff.
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words ¢uaAn or motnpiov, or the adjective dupiOectoc, were apparently not
distinguished semantically in their Byzantine usages. But this was not the case
for all entries, in which, through the temporal marker, is observed the
phenomenon of appropriation of the meaning of a word and, further, of the
transfer of its usage to the Suda’s linguistic present. This becomes clear from the
interpretation of the word mpotunoic —a Homeric hapax at A 424— with the
meaning To map’ nutv itpov. At entry m 2888, the Suda’ through the
commentary of Apio et Herodorus (ApH.) to the Iliad, reproduces the Homeric
scholia and updates the views of Alexandrian philologists.” The word ntpov or
itpov is not widely attested in the Byzantine period, as one may conclude from a
search in TLG and from the passages to which LBG makes indicative reference.”
The fact that the Suda does not refrain from citing similar entries and meanings
should not be seen only as slavish obedience to its sources. Rather, it may be seen
as connecting the fabric of ancient (and Byzantine) lexicography, which assists
not only in the creation of a new text, but at the same time aims to provide an
understanding of a text belonging to the literary, historical, and scholarly past.

But even beyond this, we cannot attach merely “archaeological” value to the
claim of contemporaneity posed by the Suda in the updating of vocabulary data
to the linguistic context of its day, that is, assume that the aim is to attest the use
of a word and its meaning for exclusively historical purposes. The process of
appropriation, as demonstrated in the examples which fall into this category,
uses as a reference point, and is directly addressed to, the contemporary reader
of the Suda, according to the interpretations of atticizing words included in the
lexicon.” In fact, these entries constitute the majority of testimonia, where the
aforementioned temporal markers appear. Apart from the definitions, the Suda
also receives phrases such as w¢ nueic Aéyouev, 10 map’ Huv 1 10 VP’ Nuwv
Aeyouevov verbatim from the atticizing lexica it uses as sources. In such cases the
Suda does not simply copy its sources; it also raises the same canonical claim on
the atticizing use of the language as do its sources. Here the Suda mirrors one of
the central aspects of the prevailing linguistic setting of its time, and addresses a
need originating from the philological and literary circumstances of
contemporary scholarly literature.”

7+ See Appendix n.c. 2.

75 Relevant testimony is offered in the second group of sources in the Appendix n.c. 2. On ancient
interpretations of the word mpdTunoic, see Linke 1977, 51 ff.

76 See LBG entry ntpov (vol. 4, 661) and entry itpov (vol. 4, 722).

77 For examples of atticizing words, see Appendix n.c. 3 and 4.

78 On the place of atticizing in Byzantine language and literature see Horrocks 1997, 151 ff., 169 ff.
and Hinterberger 2002, 156 ff.
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But the Suda does not linger on this level; it proceeds one step further. A second
group which includes the temporal markers previously analyzed is constituted
by those entries in which the definitions are attested in earlier lexica and in the
Suda’s sources, but are adjusted to the linguistic circumstances of the era. In such
cases the prevailing contemporary interpretation is emphasized, and indicated
by the marker nueic or map’fuiv, a notation which is absent from the sources.
Such entries fall under the category of adjustment to a word’s definition. The
following examples can be consigned to this category:

In entry ¢ 10, the Suda offers, among others, the following phrase as an
interpretation of the form yYaAlida: fjv nueic aypida pauév. The meaning ayic is
known from Hesychius,® but only in the Suda do we meet this formulation of the
definition with the temporal marker 7jv nueic [...] ¢papév, which makes the
definition current.

In entry o 594 of the Suda® we find the phrase: 1] omep nueic kapeAavkiov
Aéyouev in the definition of the word oxiddeiov. This is not found in the entry’s
direct source, which is a comment on line 1508 of Aristophanes’ Birds.®> The
definition of the word oxiadetov using the word kaueAavkiov is already known
in the lexicographical tradition from Hesychius.®® Its modification with the
temporal marker dmep nueic [...] Aéyouev, however, is the work of the Suda’s
compilers, as is evidenced in the sources.

In entry t 129 of the Suda® the word tapooc is interpreted as follows: 0
ta@Aapoc 10 kadaBov map’ Nuiv. Apion and the Homeric commentaries which
refer to this word provide the meaning xaAaOioxoc.®® The temporal marker tap’
nutv is found only in the entry in the Suda.

The third and final category is made up of those entries to which an additional
meaning of the word is appended, without it being attested in the sources used
by the Suda for this concrete lemma. This is the category of addition and expansion
of a word’s semantic field. One characteristic of such cases is that the new
meaning added by the Suda is closer to Byzantine vocabulary than to the
vocabulary of the period when the word was originally recorded. Furthermore,

7 See Appendix n.c. 5.

8 See He. W 40 Schmidt (Appendix n.c. 5, where other relevant testimonia are also presented).

81 See Appendix n.c. 6.

82 See Appendix n.c. 6. A definition similar to that provided by the Suda is found in the following
passage derived from Triclinius Sch. Ar. Ach. 439¢ Wilson: “miAidiov: megikeparailav tva, to
VOV Aeyouevov kapeAavkiov.”

8 See He. 0 971 Schmidt (Appendix n.c. 6). For the word kapueAavkiov see the relevant entry in
LBG (vol. 4, 754).

8 See Appendix n.c. 7.

8 These testimonia are collected in Appendix n.c. 7.

20



such entries are not parts of later additions to the work. Examples of this third
group include:

In entry k 2301,% in the interpretation of the word xwpvxoc, the Suda, apart
from to the meaning OvAdxiov, which appears in the Zvvaywyn (L k 546) and in
Photius (k 1329),* provides the definition 7o map’ fuiv PovAyidwov. This
interpretation is an addition of the Suda, as it does not appear in any of the direct
or indirect sources to this entry.58

In entry O 496 the Suda interprets the word Optdaxivn as follows: to map’ nuiv
paiovAov. Aéyetar 6¢ kai Opidal.®? The phrase 10 map’ Nuiv paiovAov seems to
be an addition by the Suda, since in this form it is absent from the sources and
parallel passages in this particular entry.” In entry 0 751 of Hesychius, the form
Optdaxivar is interpreted with the meaning papovAdia (‘lettuces’).” It is
interesting to note the variation between the interpretations of the word
Optdaxivn in the two lexica. While in Hesychius the temporal marker nap” fuiv
defines the meaning Opidaé, in the Suda it describes the more current meaning
paiovAiov.*”? Interestingly enough, as one discovers through a search of TLG in
conjunction with LBG, the use of the word Opidal is not widely attested in
Byzantine literature; instead we find the forms Optoaxn and Optdaxiv.®

In entry m 3260 of the Suda®*, the word nvtivn is defined as follows: mAéyua
ano OaAdwv, [...]. mutivny oy, Omtep Aéyetar map’ nuiv pAaockiov. In the first part
of the interpretation the Suda draws its information from the commentary to line
798 of Aristophanes’ Birds.” In the second segment, however, it adds a more
current definition, the meaning ¢Aaoxiov, which also appears in the
Etymologicum Gudianum.%

In summary, we may say that the Suda, in the latter two categories of entry
modification, updates the interpretations it draws from its sources in a twofold
manner. Firstly, it introduces linguistic synchronicity and adjusts its

% See Appendix n.c. 8.

87 Related testimonia may be found in Appendix n.c. 8.

8 For the meaning and attestation of the use of the word BovAyidiov, see the corresponding entry
in the LBG (vol. 2, 290) and Steiner 1988, 161.

8 See Appendix, n.c. 9.

% See the passages collected in Appendix n.c. 9.

1 See Appendix n.c. 9.

%2 For the meaning and use of the word uaiovAwv and its relation to the form papovAia of
Hesychius, see Steiner (1988, 160).

% See for instance LBG entries Opiddxmn, 1 and Opidaxtyv, 10 (vol. 4, 692).

% See Appendix n.c. 10.

% See Appendix n.c. 10.

% See Et. Gud. 487, 51 entry nvtivn (Appendix n.c. 10). For the Etymologicum Gudianum, and its
sources and chronology, see Reitzenstein 1907, 814 ff.; Alpers 1990, 29; 2001, 203 ff.
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lexicographical past to its historical present; secondly, takes into consideration its
own linguistic context and addresses the needs of its day by employing familiar
vocabulary to interpret the past. For, apart from the nttikiouévn ¢paoic
(‘atticizing, scholarly language’), the Suda also employs kown kai kaOwputAnuévn
anayyediav (vulgar language), as its age required.”

So far we have examined the dimension of time through the definitions in the
lexicon, not through the actual vocabulary that comprises the entries. The
lexicographic part of the Suda contains more than scholarly vocabulary, although
this certainly makes up the larger part of the entries. Vulgar words appear less
frequently than scholarly ones. It is characteristic of its vocabulary sampling that
out of the 153 “Byzantine” words included in the Suda (as it expressly identifies
them), one fifth can be traced to later additions to the lexicon, as can be seen in
Steiner (1988), though she does not call attention to this fact. These entries
undoubtedly contribute to our reconstruction of “Byzantine vocabulary”® — yet,
upon scrutiny (such as is found in the present study), they lose some of their
importance due to the fact that they alter the original nature of the Suda. It is
equally characteristic that, out of the remaining vocabulary presented by Steiner,
fewer than half the words (about 50, to be precise) constitute self-contained
entries in the lexicon. Out of these, most are Latin loan words, whose definitions
the Suda draws from a lexicon entitled Aééeic pwpaixai.” The greater part of the
Byzantine vocabulary is incorporated into the interpretations of chiefly scholarly
words; essentially these entries constitute translations into the vernacular
(Hunger 1991, 140 ft.).

If we now diagram the inferences drawn from our inspection of entries based
on their temporal dimension, we may conclude the following:

ENTRY MEANING TEMPORAL MARKER
/ANCIENT/DIACHRONIC MEANING (1
scholarly vocabularyi UPDATED MEANING (2) nueic, map’ Nuiv K.t.0.

97 It is indicative that Constantine VII Porphyrogenitos himself, in his [1epi faciAeiov ta€ewc (De
ceremoniis), uses the vulgar for clarity and ease of understanding, as he declares in the preface
(Const. Porphyr., Ilepi Paocideiov tdéews, preface 5.2-6). Also, in his [Ipoc tov idiov viov
Pwuavov (De administrando imperio), he claims that émideiliv kaAAvypapiac 1 ¢ppdoewc
nrrkiouévne (showing off his elegant writing or scholarly style) is not his purpose; rather, he is
content to use the otnv xowny xai kaBwpiAnuévny dnayyeAiav (Const. Porphyr., IIpog tov idov
viov Pwpavov, 1, 68.3-10). For more on this subject see Lemerle 1971, 275 ff., 278. On the role of
the vulgar in Byzantine language and literature see Horrocks 1997, 159 ff., 190 ff.

% See the relevant study by Schénauer (2002).

9 On this particular source for the Suda, see Adler 1931, 695 ff.
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CONTEMPORARY MEANING (3)

Key: The numbers refer to the three categories of entries defined above:
(1) is the category of appropriation;

(2) is the category of adjustment;

and (3) is the category of addition and expansion.

But what does this formula mean vis-a-vis our initial query — namely, how the
lexicon plots the dimension of time? As our examination reveals, the Suda
elevates its linguistic past, as this is recorded in its entries, to semantic relevance,
though without ignoring its present. In this manner, it remains faithful to the
philological agenda which inspired its conception and determined its execution.
If we remove its normative content, this is the same agenda on which this
period’s encyclopedic activity is also grounded, to judge from the preface to the
ExAoyai of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitos. More precisely, on the level of
vocabulary the Suda revises its linguistic past by either (1) retaining the entry in
its original form, thus updating the scholarly word in question and its ancient
definition by appropriating it in the present; (2) adapting it to a more current
meaning; or (3) adding a new definition. Consequently, the Suda is neither a
lexicon of the vernacular nor of scholarly language. It is a work that uses
scholarly literature as a reference point, without ignoring its historical present.
However, due to its inclusion —even partially— in the lexicographic genre, which,
due to the compiling procedures in use at the time, reproduces older linguistic
material, the Suda is a historical lexicon,'® though it does not advertise its
identity as such. The diachronicity of a historical lexicon is covered by the Suda
via the process of appropriation, as described above, while employing an
artificial synchronicity, as it identifies its own reader with the reader of its
sources. However, since, as we have seen in the above figure, the process of
adjusting an ancient meaning to more current vocabulary data is performed
using the very means employed by the appropriation procedure (namely, the
temporal markers nueic, map’ Nuiv, and so forth), we may assert, mutatis
mutandis, that the chief synchronic element of the Suda also takes on a diachronic
dimension.

Thus far, researchers have addressed this phenomenon with a more
reductionist approach. Specifically, it has been attributed to the failure of the
Suda and its compilers to accurately discriminate between the chronological

100 On the definition of the term “historical lexicon” see Charalambakis 2003, 99.
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layers to which the vocabulary they collect refers.'®® Such an approach flows
from the definition which Justus Lipsius gives of the Suda: “pecus est Suidas, sed
pecus aurei velleris.”1? This opinion rests on the treasure-trove of information
and knowledge the work contains, but it ignores the Suda’s unique character,
which is not hidden except in its compilational and, therefore, secondary method
of compilation. The present study reveals, at least on the lexicographical level,
the personal and thus conscious choice of the compiler (or the compiling team) to
interfere with its sources, and often override them, in order not to regurgitate,
but rather to transmit knowledge, adjusting it to the linguistic, intellectual, and
ideological needs of its day. Along with the various elements noted by
researchers to date -namely, the uniqueness of its genre, the critical facility with
which it approaches its sources, and the breadth of its historical and literary
learning— the conclusions of the present approach suggest the pioneering
character of the Suda, in contrast with Wilson (1983, 147), who balks at
characterizing it “one of the major achievements of Byzantine scholarship.”

Let us return to the two recent editions of the Suda intended for the broader
Greek public, and to the intentions accompanying each: on the one hand, the
ideology captured in the lexicon’s attempt to update the past, and on the other
hand, the modern reader’s curiosity about that past. From these we may
abstractly reconstruct the character and dynamics of the Suda. Jenkins (1963, 48)
stated that “if a test of literature be that a work can be read with pleasure and
profit in and for itself, then the Souda will properly fall within this category.” In
accordance with this view, the modern reader, whether specialist scholar or
amateur antiquarian, finds the answer to the question posed at the beginning of
this study, that is, the reason why the Suda is not only a living philological tool
but an interesting read for the broader public.

APPENDIX

1. AMDIOETOX ®PIAAH

101 See Krumbacher’s opinions, as they are expressed in n. 34 above; cf. Katsaros 2002, 10: “In the
Suida, there is no distinction between ancient vocabulary and later additions, between rare and
common words, between prose and poetic language. Its objective is to include as many entries in
its Lexicon as possible, excerpting many previous lexicographical works.”

102 This reference to Lipsius is drawn from Bernhardy (1834-1853, vol. II, XXV).
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Su. a 1731 ApdiBetov GLaAnv: Katx mav pégog avtng thepévng, anvOuevov. | ov
TO T’ MUV oTNEV, AAAX Yévog A€BNTOC, €k avTog HéQOug duVAUEVOV EdQav

éxerv.

First group of sources:
Sch. Hom. (A) W 270a (Ariston.). audpiBetov PpraAnv: 6Tt {dpudAnv} (del. Erbse) o0 o
mtaQ” ULV TOTHELOV, AAAX Yévog TL A€BNTOC EKTTéTaAOV, €K TAVTOS HEQOVS DUVALLEVOV

£dpav (¢dparv om. A, ex Su. suppl. Erbse) &éxetv: 010 apdiOetov.

Cf. Sch. Hom. (A bT) W 243a (ex.). pLaAn: ayyeiw Aefnroedet ékmenAatvopéve dvwbev: (bT)
¢notv ovv “audiBetov PaAnv anvowtov” (¥ 270) (T) (...); Athen. 11, 468e- éoti d¢ xaAkiov
éxmétadov AePnrwdec; Athen. 11, 501c: wote kai TV PAANY eivar xaAkio meooeoucviay
éxmetaAw; Sch. Hom. (A) W 616a (Ariston. | Nic.). audpiOetog PpraAn: <trpv Néotoot dwrev
AxAAevc> (suppl. Villoison): mpog v audibetov, 611 1) mavtaxoev Omégelowv éxovoa. (...) |
(...)y D ad ¥ 270. audiBetov: dmANV, olovel €xovoav kal €mi otopa kal émi Tov muOuéva
Béow; Ap. Soph. 25, 9: audiBetov: olov kat émi otopa duvapévny tibecbat kat €mi TOV
muOpévar (...); Ap. Soph. 163, 11: ¢uaAn kataokevaoua T “audiOetov GaAnv”. ot d¢

audiBetog 1) katax mMLOUéva kal kata oTOpa duvapévn tibeoOaL.

Sch. Hom. (bT) W 270b (ex.). dudpiOetov GraAnv: ot pév €€ dudotv pegotv aigopévny,
oL d¢ mavtaxoOev lotapévny. xaAkiov d¢ Aefntwdeg 1v, dvo wta dpdoTéewOev éxov,

Ol v éPaotaleto.

Second group of sources:

Athen. 11, 500f: ®u&An. ‘Ouneog pev otav Aéyn “audiBetov PrdAnv anvowtov
£€onke” (W 270) xai [501a] “xovonv daAnv xat dimAaxka dnuov” (W 243), o 1o
riotr)oov Aéyet, dAAX xaAxiov Tt {kat} (del. Kaibel) éxmétadov Aefntwdeg, iowg dvo
wta Exov €€ apudotépwv Twv pepwv. Iapbéviog & 6 tov Alovuoiov audiBetov dkovet
Vv anvOuevov GdAnv. AmoAAdGdwoog O 0 ABnvalog &v te Ileplt TOL KEATHEOG
onoewiw (FGrHist. 244 fr. 220) v kata tov muOuéva pr duvauévny tideobat kat
£oeldeoBal, AAAX kAt TO OTOUA. TVEG O€ daoty, OV TEOTOV AUPLPOEELS Aéyetatl O
appotépwlev Katx T wta duvapevos GpépecBat, oltws [501b] kat v audibetov
ddAnv. Aplotapxog (p. 152 Lehrs) 0¢ v dvvapévny £ AuPotépwv TV UEQV
ti0eoOat, katx tov mMuOpéva Kat kata 0 otopa. Alovootog O 0 Ooaé (fr. 28 Linke)
TV 0TEOYYVANY, TNV AudiOéovoav kvkAotepel t@ oxniuatt. AokAnmadng & o

MuvpAeavog “1 pév PLAAN” onoi, “kat’ avrtiotollav €0l MAAN, 1] TO TEWV &AIG
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niapéxovoa: pellwv yaQ tov motneiov. 1 8¢ anvowtog 1 PuxeAatog 1) €7t mHE 0VK
érutilBepévn, [501c] kaBott kat AéPnTa kaAel 6 TOMTIG TOV HEV EUTUEIPN TNV, TOV ¢
AmLEOV, “Kkad d& AéPnT’ dmvoov Poog délov avOepdevta” (W 885) tov dexouevov lowg
VOwE YPuxedv, wote Kal TV GAANV elval XaAklw TEOOEOKLIAY EKTETAAW,
dexopévny Puxov Hdwe. TV & apdiBetov moTepa dVO PAoels Exerv del vouilewy €€
éatépov péQovg, 1) TO HEV AUPL onuaivel O mepl, TovTo O AV TEQLTTOV; WOTE
AéyeoOal TV meQITTS TeTomuévny dudibetov, émel o momoat Oetvar [501d] tEog
TV doxalwv éAéyeTo. dbvatal d¢ kal 1) €l Tov muOUéva Kal 0 otopa Tifepévn 1) O&
oVt Béoic tov duAwv Twvikr) éott kal doxalo. €tL yovv kat vOv oUTwg
MaooaAmrtat T0éaot Tac prarag émi mpoowmnov”. (...) Eoatoo0évng év 1@ évdekdtw
ITeol kwpwdiag (fr. 25 Strecker) v AéEwv ayvoetv dpnot Avkodoova: (...). Amicwv d¢
[501e] kat AwdwEOg (...). kat Advuog (p. 42 Schmidt) 0¢ tx avta eimwv (vide infra
Athen. 11, 468d) kTA.

Athen. 11, 468d: “BéAtiov d0¢ Aéyewv”, ¢notv 6 Aidvuog &v 1@ TOL dQAUATOG
éEnynuke (p. 89 Schmidt), “O6tt mapnkovoev Ourjoov Aéyovtog “méumtew o
apdiBetov praAnv amvowrtov €0nkev” (W 270). [468e] £€dofe Yo ékmwpa elvar €oti
d¢ xaAkiov ekmétalov Aefntwdeg, mutndeiwg €xov mEog LdATWV YPLXEWV VTTOdOXAG.
OAKTLVAWTOV O’ 0lOV KUKAW TV PLAANV KO OTNTAG €xovaav évdoBev olov dakTUAWY,
N €mel TMeQLEIANTTAL TOIG TWV TUVOVTWY OAKTVUAOLS. TIVEG D& ATUEWTOV PLAANV TO
K€QAG" OV YaQ Yivetat dux mveog. Aéyol O av l0wg Kata HeETadoQay EKMWHA TNV
PLaAnv”.

Aristonicus (doctrina Aristarchi; cf. sch. Hom. W 270a) + comm. ex.
(cf. sch. Hom. W 270b)| comm. ex. (cf. sch. Hom. W 270b) | Parthenius
| Apollodorus Atheniensis | ignoti (cf. sch. Hom. W 270b) |
Aristarchus (D ad loc., Ap. Soph. [cf. sch. Hom. ¥ 270a]) | Dionysios
Thrax | Asclepiades Myrleanus | Eratosthenes | Apio et Diodorus |

Didymus: ----> Pamphilus ----> Athenaeus

Eust. 1299, 55 (ad W 270): AudpiOetog 0¢ PLaAn 1) appotéowdev alpopévn Twv WTwv
KT TOUG AUPLPoElS, 1) kKata Aplotagyxov 1) ékatépwOev tibecOat duvapévn kata
moOuéva kal kKatd otopa )Tol MEOCWTOV, WS dMAoV €k ToL “Tiféaot MaooaAlwtal

TG PAAag Emi mEodowmov. Ny d¢ kat Tovwv”, ¢aoctv, “1 towvtn 0éo1c”. dAAwS d¢
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kata tov Opaxa Aovooov audiBetog 1) appOéovon, 6 0Tl kKukAOTEQES EXOLON
oxnNUa, maa to Béewy, €€ o0 kat 6 B0Aog, o xonoic év Odvooeiq, 1) dvo Baoels £xov
notroov €€ ékatépov, Paotl, pépovs. wg de Iapbéviog voel, amvOuevog. 1) TeQLTTWS
memompévn. 1 yao audt iocov dvvatal T mepl, avtn d¢ onuaivel O mMeQLTTOV. (...)
[1299, 61] oL d¢, paotlv, 1] PLaAn abdn xaAkeiov ékmétadov Agfnrwdec, dvo éxov
T, deXOUEVOV PLXOOV DOWQ, €Ml TUE OVK EmITIOéUEVOV. DO KAl ATTVEWTOV AVTHV
dnot. (...) [1299, 63] motnelov d¢ NV €ldOC KATX TV TOL AelmVoooPLOTOL ioTOQIAV.
AToAAGdwEOC ¢, Paotv, audiBetov Aéyel TNV un kata mMLOpéva, Kot HOVOV &
oTopa duvapévny épeldecbat. dAAoL d¢ paotv, OtL kabdtL A€Bne O pév éumuoPprng, O
d¢ A&mvoog, 6 dexopevos loweg Puxedv, olTw Kal PLAAN ATMVEWTOS 1) €ml TMLE OVK
eruti@epévn, N PpouxonAatog. 6t d¢ PLIAN Kata avtioTolxiav TAAN €TupoAoYElTaL,
ad Mg dONAadT) €0t TLely &AL, pellwv yap adtn totnolov, kat 6Tt To Onoev AgfnTawdeg
ETETAAOV ATIVEWTOV DAKTLAWTOV Te €AEyeTO Kal Ké€QAg de elval TIWMTEVON, Emel un
yivetatr dx moog, (...), [1300, 5] xal OtL Péyetar 6 elmwv TV TOWXOTNV GLAANV
Exmowpa, Advpog (p. 301 Schmidt) yap 6 yoappatikog motrolov XaAKoUv avTr)v oldev
ExméTadov, wg €00, AefnToedéc, evOeTov eic Puypomooiav, kat OTL dAKTVAWTOV
Aéyetal, wg koAotnTag £xov évdobev olov dakTVAWV kata tov Advuov, (...) [1300, 10]

£0TLV €K TOV TaAALOV TAXTUTEQOV AVaAéyeoOat.

Athenaeus [ignoti (sch. Hom. W 270b) | Aristarchus (D ad loc. et Ap.
Soph.) | Asclepiades Myrleanus | Dionysius Thrax (ex Athenaeo
pleniori?) | x (fons ignotus; ex Athenaeo pleniore?) | Parthenius |
Asclepiades Myrleanus | Aristarchus (sch. Hom. W 270a) |
Apollodorus Atheniensis | Asclepiades Myrleanus (ex Athenaeo

pleniore) | Didymus] ----> Eustathius

He. a 4021 (unde EM. 92, 36 audiOetoc GaAn) audibetoc GudAn ékatépwOev
ti0eoOat duvapévn 1 duPotéewOeV TETOQEVIEVT). T) KUKAOV éxovoa. 1) TLOUEVA dvey
Wtwv. <> (add. Musurus) dwx péyeBoc apdpotégals tailc xeootv aigovpévn (1.

atgopévn) kat tihepévn.
Pamphilus ----> Diogenianus ----> Hesychius

Third group of sources:

Lex. in Greg. Nazianz. carmina a 230: apdiOetoc: ékatéowOev duvapévn tiBecOat.
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Cyr. (S) rec. van Thiel dudiOetoc GraAn: (...) ékatéowOev tiBeoOat duvapévn.

L a0 425 apdifetov: kata mav HéQOg avThg TOepévng ATOOEvVOV.

Cf. X(b) a 108; Phot. a0 1330 dudpibetov <prdAnv> [suppl. Reitzenstein]: katx mav uégog

avTG T0epévnv, amvOEVOV.

Gregor. Nazianz. —> Cyrillus —> Cyrillus + Glossarium Homericum?
---> Synagoge
Synagoge + hyp. lliad. (cf. Sch. Hom. V 270a) ----> Suidas

2. IIPOTMHZXIX

Su. 1 2888: mEoTUN OIS OUPAAGS: TO T’ ULV {TEOV. dix TO TEWTOV TépveoOat év

T01G Boédeat.

First group of sources:

He. © 3998 Schmidt mooTunowv: kato Tov OUPaAov.

Cyr. rec. van Thiel mooTuNnOIG: 0 KATX TOV OUPAAOV TOTIOC.

Cyr. rec. van Thiel tpoTunow: tov OppaAov.

X 1 727 mEOTUNOLS: O KATX TOV OUPAAOV TOTOG.
L 1 728 mooTunov: OUPaAov.

Phot. 401,5 Porson modtunoic: 6 kat Tov opdpaAov tomog.

Second group of sources:

Sch. Hom. (A) A 424b (Ariston.). {dovol kata} (del. Dindorf) mpdtunowv: 6t &ma& v
TEOTUNOLV WVOUAOeV. €0TL d¢ O DTIO TOV OUPAAOV TOTOG KATA TNV Aayova, dx To
TIEWTOV &€V avT® TéuveoOal texOévta ta madia. TOLTOV d¢ AéyoLOLV IATEWV TALDES

nroov (Villoison: (toov A).

Sch. Hom. (T) A 424c (ex. [Ariston.]). mootunow: anaé& eipntar Ounow. éott d¢ O

KT TOV OHPAAOV TOTIOG, OV AEYOHLEV TUELS T)TQOV.
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Cf. sch. Hom. (A) A 424d (ex.). mootunow: Aovooog 6 ®pal (fr. 26 Linke) trv oodov,
DuvAdTIHOG tatog (fr. om. Steckerl) tov todxnAov, Agiotapxoc 0 amod g TiPNS €wg TOv
opdpaAov, to froov (Villoison: itgov A). ITappeviokog (fr. 4 Breithaupt) 5¢ tOv OpuPaAov dux o
TOUTOV TIEWTOV EKTEUVECTOAL YEVVWIEVOL TOD PRédoug: 1) OTL kKat avTtov elg dVo Téuvetal loa
0 avBpwmog; sch. Hom. (T) A 424e! (ex.) et (b) A 424¢? (ex.); Eust. 854, 17 (ad A 424): 6t
TMEOTUNOLWV Ol HEV avtdv Paot Tov OuPaAdv, ws ol mept Ilagueviokov, dx TO TEWTOV
tépuvecOat yevvwpévou tob Boédoug, 1) €mel kat avTov elg dVo Tépvetal pécog 6 AvOQwmog.
étepoL O¢, we Kkal ol mepl Agiotapxov, mEoTUNotv Gaciv Tov amo ¢ 1Ppne TOmov dxQL ToD
oupaAov, Ov kat §Toov KaAovpev. 6 d¢ Bpa& Aloviolog v 00PLV 0VTw KaAEL, 6V paotv ol
naAatol Ekmintery To0 60000, dLdTL OVIALOD OOV O TONTNG TITEWOKEL ETeldN Beolg LEowTat
w¢ Lwoyoviag aitia kai oméguatog; D ad A 424 mooTunov: TV Kata v Aayova T0mov, Kati
TOV OUPaAGY, dx TO TEWTOV €v avt® TéuveoOal texOévia ta mawia; Ap. Soph. 135, 34:
TEOTHUNOLS: O TAQA TOV OUPAAOV TOTIOC 1) UTIEQ TOV OUPAAOV, Kot Aaydva. petevivektat dE
ATIO TV TETQATIOOWV, ATEQ AVATEUVETAL AT EKE(VOL TOD HEQOVG. T) KATX TOV UNEOV (...). OL O&
TV 00pUV ATodIDOAOLY, 0l dE aVTOV TOV OUPAAOV DL TO EkTéuveoDal TV Peedv. TV ATtal

elonuévawv; Or. 121, 16; Et. Gud. 483, 15; EM. 691, 15.

Cyrillus ----> Synagoge
Synagoge + hyp. lliad. (cf. sch. Hom. et testimonia) ----> Suidas

3. PADANIXZ

Su. p 55: padpavic: gapavida pactv Attikol, v MUelS 0éPavov Papev: TAALY d&
0ddavov, v Nuels KAUPNV. elontat d¢ dadavic maga To dadiwg Ppatveobar Adyog

Y&o, ws omepodpeval Oattov aviaot (...).

Sch. Ar. Pl. 544c Chantry. puAAel loxvav gadavidwv: Attucol gadavida paciv fjv
NUeLS dddpavov, maALy d& gapavov v NUELS KOAUPNV.
Sch. Ar. Pl. 544d Chantry. eipntat oapavic maga 16 adiwe PaivecOar Adyog yao

WG OTTELQOMEVT OATTOV AVELOLV.

Cf. He. ¢ 141 Schmidt gadavn: koaupn; He. o 143 Schmidt gadavic katl oadavos diadépet
TIOEX TOLG ATTIKOIG QAPavog eV YaQ 1) kAT, oadavig de 1) ma” Nuiv gadavos; He. o 144
Schmidt ¢adpavos: keaupn; Phryn. Ecl. 111: gadavov émi tng gadavidog pr On¢: onuaivet yao
Vv kKeaupnv; Poll. 1, 247: Aaxavwv ovopata (...) 0adavoc: 1) koappn d¢ obtwe ékaAeito. fjv d¢

ol moAAol gadavov kaAovol, gadavic; Amm. gl. 424: gadavotvt kat gadavic duxdépet.
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oadavov pév yag Attucol Aéyovol v maQ’ MUV kQAUBNY, gadavida d& v mag MUV
oanavov; Amm. gl. 425: ¢épavov kat gadavov dadégei<v paoiv> ma” Twot kat Attucois.
oédavov eival v kat Nuelc papev, padavov de v keaupnyv; Phot. 417, 23 Porson ¢adavog:
KOAUPN. padavic d¢ Nv Muels gadavov.

4. AOI'OITOIOX

Su. A 656 Aoyomoidc: 0 UP' Muwv totopikog Aeyduevos. Tookpatng (11, 37) katl
‘Hoodortog (2, 134, 3).

Harp. A 25 Aoyomotdg: 6 0" MUV totokog Aeyopevos: Tookpdatng Bovoiowdt (11,
37) kat Hooddotog év o B' (2, 134, 3).

Phot. A 380 Aoyomowdc: 6 O MUV oToQKOG Agyopevos. Toowpdtng (11, 37) kat
‘Hoodotog (2, 134, 3).

5. WAAIX

Su. 1 10 PaAido: v Nueic apida papév. Nopwv (' (PL. Leg. 12, 947d)- Orjnv ¢ U0

YNV avTolS elgyaopévny eivat PaAida moourikn ABwv moAvtipwy.

He. { 40 Schmidt paAdec: aideg twv otOAWV.

Cf. Poll. 9, 49; cod. V apud EM. 817, 14; £ a0 1203 apidec: kapaoar; L(b) a 2624; Phot. o 3490
aidec: kapaoay Su. a 4729 apidec: kapdoay, He. a 8958 apidec: tax kUkAa T@wv ToOXWV. ol

TieQLPEQELAL. T KAHAQAL.

6. XKIAAEION

Su. 0 59: oklAdeOV: KaTaoKkeVAoUA T, OTteQ EPOQoLV al kavnpdeoL amovoat eig
tx ‘EAevolvia, €vekev tov pr kaleoOoal VIO TOL MAlOL. 1) OTteQ TUELS KapEAAVKIOV

Aéyopev.
Sch. Ar. av. 1508a Holwerda. touti Aafav pHov T0 OKLADELOV: KATAOKEVAOTUA TL OTTeQ
éxovowv at kavndogot armovoat eig ta EAevotvia Omép tov un kaeoBar OO TOL

NALov. ddwWOL d¢ AT TOLTO, tva KAAVYPT avTOV Kal Ut 6padn VO ToL Alde.
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Cf. He. o 971 Schmidt: okikdewov: oknvr), kapeAavkiov; He. t 837 Schmidt: tiapic
kapeAavkiov; He. k 2618 kidagic €idog kapeAavkiov; sch. Ar. Ach. 439c Wilson: miAidov:

negikePaAaiav Tvd, 10 vov Aeyopevov KapleAavKLoV.

7. TAPXOX

Su. T 129 tap00G: 0 TAAAEOG" TO KAA&O OV T NHLV.

Cf. Apio 101, 8 (332, 8) Ludwich: tapoog: 10 (XvoG. kat 6 TOLUEVIKOG TAARQOG, T)youv O
KaAaOlokog TV €olwv kat €év @ 10 YdAa oxevaletay sch. Hom. (HPQ) 1 219. Ttapoot: tagoot
pév mAektol kaAaBiokot, €v oig TLEOKOUODOL Kol €KTumoLVTaL ol TuEol. Aéyovtal d& kal
TaAagot kal YPuyol, oL PukTheg, dotL év avTolg TO YaAa Poxetat tagoot D¢ Aéyovtal mago
0 tégoat, 6 éott Engavay D ad 1 219: tagool: ol kaAaOiokor, &v 0lg TUEOKOUODOL Kol
gkTuTTOLVTAL Ol TVEOL. AéyovTat de Kal TdAagot kat Puyol 1) PukThEES, dLOTL €V AUTOIS TO YAAa
Poyetat €0TL d¢ dyyela MAEKTA. TAQOOL OE T O Téoa, 6 ot Enpdvay; sch. Hom. (E) € 151:

tégoovTo: éEnpaivovtor é€ 0D Kal TaQoog, 0 kaAabiokoc.

8. KQPYKOX

Su. 1k 2301 kwovkog: OvAdkiov. T0 T’ MUV BovAYdOV: 1) TAEYHa OeKTIKOV

aQTwV.
L 1 546 kwovkog: OuAakiov
Phot. x 1329 xwovkog: OuAakiov
Cf. Paus. k 62; He. « 4884 et « 3699; Ap. Soph. 106, 11; D ad 1 213 et ad & 267; sch. Hom. € 267

(unde Eust. 1534, 47); sch. Ar. Lys. 1211a Hangard: QuAdkovg; sch. Ar. Lys. 1211b Hangard:

MAEY U DEKTIKOV AQTWV.

9. OPIAAKINH

Su. © 496 Oowoaivn: TO o’ NULV HAloVALOV. AéyeTal kal OdaE.
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He. 0 751 Oowaxkivat: €idog Hdlng maoa ATtikoic. Kal at o’ Uty Opidakeg, fjtot

HoQOVAL.

Cf. He. 0 585 Owoaucivn: 0idoal rkai 0pida&; He. T 623 Schmidt tetooaicivn: 1 ayola Odag;
Phryn. Ecl. 101: Ogidaxa Heddotog (3, 32, 3) talwv, fpeic d¢ Opwdakivnv we Attikol; Phot. 0 228
Oowaxivac: eidog palne; Et. Gen. (AB) s.v. Ogwakivag, unde EM. 456, 1 Opida& Opidakog,
Oowaxivn, edoc palng kat Aaxavov. Tveéc amo Twv LWV GUAAWV: TElPLAAOG Yap kat
aEXAC, W Kat Bplval. tveg de 6Tt tollet dakvopévny 1) OtL t@ Béget yivetay, Begudakivn tic, T
uaiovAlov; Et. Gud. 265, 19 0pida&: 10 paiovAlov, 6Tt Amo 1o1wv PUAAWY cVykeLTaL TeipUvAAOG
Yo kol Kat agxas ws kat Bodal. kat ta pUAAa ¢ oukng Opia Aéyovov ol ATtikol, & eig

Tola dmonpéva. (...).

10. ITYTINH

Su. m 3260 rrutivn: Ay Ao BaAA@v, drteg AutEédng 6 veoTAovTog EmAeke. Kal
aAAaxov ¢nor “Auteédng mutvaia Exwv mrepd” (Ar. av. 798). mutivn ovv, OmeQ

Aéyetat maQ’ ULV pAaokiov.

Sch. Ar. av. 798b Holwerda. ¢ Autoédpng ye: EvdoOvVIog o maoa tq) toaxA@ NG
TIUTIVNG KQEUAMEVA LHaVTAQWx EkaTépwOev MTepa KaAeloBar kal 6Tt 00TOG TTLTIVAG
EMAEKEV.

Sch. Ar. av. 798¢ Holwerda. o0tog O&AAva mowwv dryyela EmAoUToe KAt IMndoxnoe
Kat EPuAGoxNOEV.

Sch. Ar. av. 798h.a. utivn mAéypua €otiv.

Cf. He. 1 4486 Schmidt mutivn mAektr), Adyvvog: olvov. €mAekov d¢ Tadtag we €Ml TO TOAD
ol deop@Tal kal oTLEDAG, Kal T TovTA. 1) 1] AUiC. T) KVKOG 0 TOV TLEOV TYVUwyV; Phot.
412, 24 Porson mutiv): mAekTn Adyvvog: Aglotodpavng (Ar. av. 798); Et. Gud. 487, 51 mutivn: @

A0y To ainrivny mutivn d¢ onuaivel To Aeyouevov pAaokiov.
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