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SOME NEGLECTED VERSE CITATIONS IN HESYCHIUS

My main purpose in this paper! is to draw attention to some anonymous verse citations in the lexicon of
Hesychius which have (to the best of my knowledge) aroused little or no interest elsewhere. Most of
them, in one way or another, seem to have a Hellenistic tinge — though on this point is it easy to be
deceived, particularly because even the most typical (or most obscure) Hellenistic words had some
precedent in earlier poetry. First, however, I would like to discuss the extent to which certain Hellenistic
poets are represented in Hesychius.

If we may start with Antimachus of Colophon, it is remarkable how prominent he is, with 32 entries
in the Index Fontium of V. J. Matthews’ new edition.2 About Callimachus there can be no doubt:
‘quoquo versum pedem figas, ecce iterum Callimachus’.3 On the other hand M. Schmidt believed that
there were no glosses at all from Apollonius Rhodius, and that view seems to have been generally
accepted. For example, when considering whether to assign Hesych. o 83634 abtavdpov: 6OV adtolg
101G Qvdpaoty to Call. fr. 7,33 or to Ap. Rh. 3,582 (in both cases king Aietes threatens to burn the Argo
with her crew), Pfeiffer decided in favour of Callimachus — reasonably enough,5 in view of Callima-
chus’ dominating position among the poets cited by ancient grammarians and lexicographers. But Pfeif-
fer added (ad loc.) ‘ex Ap. Rh. nullae videntur glossae in Hesychio exstare’. Similarly editors of Ap. Rh.
do not quote Hesychius among ancient witnesses to the text.°

So determined was Schmidt” to banish Apollonius from the lexicon that he attributed v 677 Latte (=
678 Schmidt) voceiv €dv: ywplc vrapywv not to Ap. Rh. 4,14588 (Heracles, though far away, has
helped the Argonauts), but to Iliad 8,490 vocot vedv, ‘apart from the ships’, even though the comment
would then be nonsensical.® It would be surprising if Hesychius had paid no attention to so distinguish-
ed a poet as Apollonius, who strongly influenced the Dionysiaca of Nonnus, written probably in the
same century as well as the same city as the lexicon of Hesychius. In fact there is strong evidence that
Ap. Rh. does figure in the lexicon; I am glad to hear (per litteras) that Dr Hansen takes this view.

Consider together the two following glosses:

0. 4908 &veootacin: 0&uPog

v 355 veootaoln £1€polnois, VEMTEPIOUOG, EKTANELC.

Despite Schmidt’s stern warning on the latter, ‘Apoll. Rh. III 76 non spectat’, it is hard to resist the
conclusion that these two entries represent different views of the puzzling Arg. 3,76. v 355 attempts to
explain our old vulgate (given by manuscripts and scholia) Konptv 8¢ veootocin Adfe pobwv: the final

1 predicted in ZPE 117, 1997, 49 n. 24. For another possible fragment of Callimachus’ Hecale, see the accompanying
article, Darkness on the Mountains, p. 72.

2 Leiden, 1995.

3 Hesychius ed. Schmidt, vol. V p. CLVIIL

4 References for oo are from K. Latte, Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon (vol.1, A-A, 1953; vol. II, E-O, 1966), and for
n—® from M. Schmidt’s Editio Maior (in five volumes, Jena 1858—1868). I understand that Dr Peter Hansen, in his
continuation of Latte’s work, will follow Schmidt’s reference numbers for T—w.

5 Dr Malcolm Campbell agrees, though adding that the entry might stem from a different source, given that attavSpog
was more widespread in verse than LSJ suggests: e.g. (not in the accusative singular case) Orac. Sib. 1,187; 3,342 and 405.

6 though Malcolm Campbell (A Commentary on Ap. Rh. Arg. II1,1-471, 1994, p. 418) allows that Hesych. o 4908
aveootaoin: BduPog (discussed below) is a corrupt testimonium to Ap. Rh. 3,76.
TV p. CLV.

8 In my view the most likely source, since the lemma is exact. But both Campbell and Hansen suggest that the entry
may be meant to be a catch-all, covering vooouv £évto/Eévtoc/édvtec/é6vtwvy in Homer (where the nominative singular does
not occur).

9 Hansen describes Schmidt as ‘a very erratic genius whose judgment should never be trusted implicitly’.
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gloss, €knAngig, ‘dumb amazement’, represents the desired meaning of veocstactn . . . wHBwv. But how
can one extract that sense from veootacin (a word not attested elsewhere)? The first two glosses
attempt to provide a route: the noun means an ‘alteration’ or ‘change’ to her previous state of speaking —
Aphrodite had been the first to open her mouth (52 ff.) when the three goddesses met, but now she is
struck dumb. o 4908 interprets a different text, Konpiv &' dveootacin AaPe wibwv. Here the desired
meaning (8duPoc) is stated baldly, without any linguistic justification.!0 It is interesting to compare the
explanation of veootosin in Hesych. v 355 with that in the Ap. Rh. scholia,!! év émiotdoet [‘stoppage’]
¢yéveto véov woBov which is markedly different and perhaps even more unconvincing.12 While it is
possible that Hesychius (or his source) found the variants veootocin/dveoctacin in a text of Apolloni-
us, it seems more likely that he drew them from discussion in a commentary.!3

There may be other traces in Hesychius of an Apollonian commentary differing from (and some-
times fuller than)!4 our surviving scholia. 6 2102 cTveelol Téyor vl Tob okAnpot has been taken to
be an unidentified poetic fragment.!> But I suspect that a commentator has transferred Arg. 2,1248
oTveeloiot téyototy to the nominative case.10 © 1334 meAiol- uélaveg xTA. almost certainly represents
a variant (not in our manuscripts or scholia) teAiot Avxot for moAtol in Arg. 2,124, as can be seen from
Et. Gen. AB!7 ntoAot: [quoting Arg. 2,123-124] ypbeeton kol nelot, muppol §) uéhavec.!® An inter-
esting and quite detailed comment comes from k 1856 katovAdda. The lemma’s accusative casel?
strongly suggests derivation from Arg. 4,1695 vo& £¢06Bet tvrep te KaToLAGSO KIKANGKOVGLY:

KoTtoVAGdo TNV KatiAlovoav kol gipyovoov. Bedtiov 8¢ v katorebpov. N {oewdn xol

GUGTPOPAG EYOVCOV AVEL®OV.
The Hesychian commentator on Ap. Rh. gave two etymologies for kotovAdg, preferring the latter,
which is also in our scholia (pp. 325-326 Wendel, 1| ocxotewvn v KotoLAGG KOAEITOL TOLPOL TO
0Aoov). The scholiast has an advantage in that he goes on to quote from Sophocles’ Nauplius (fr. 433,
Radt, Pearson) £rnetyouot 6¢ voktl Tht kaetovAddt; the Apollonius commentary which lies behind this
Hesychius entry might originally have included the Sophocles quotation.2? Another interesting entry is
x 1531 xotaynyov: kolokedwv, novyit tpifov. The first explanation (xoAoxedwv) is far from the
literal meaning of xotoynym, ‘rub down’ (as Hippolytus with his horses in Eur., Hipp. 110). But it

10 Campbell (n. 6 above) ad loc. is not convinced by attempts to justify dveootocin philologically (p. 78, ‘a most
improbable concoction’).

I c, Wendel, Scholia in Apollonium Rhodium Vetera, Berlin, 1935, p. 219. Nowhere in the ancient sources is there a
hint of the solution favoured by modern editors, which does not require the change of any transmitted letters: Kdnpiy &
¢veootaoin AdPe phbov.

12 The -ot00- element common to veootosin and éxictooig is presumably meant to be significant.

13 Wendel (n. 11 above), p. XVIII, gives the names of three ancient commentators on Apollonius, of whom the most
notable is Theon, son of Artemidorus, who worked on several other Hellenistic poets.

14 with regard to the explanation of individual words. We would not expect to find in Hesychius the long accounts of
myths, with reference to sources and variant versions, which are a feature of the Ap. Rh. scholia.

15 Call. fr. anon. 234 Schneider = Suppl. Hell. 1107. The SH editors compare some lines of Ap. Rh., but not 2,1248.

16 A familiar phenomenon, e.g. 6 1589 61éd10¢ (1tdhv, probably from Call., Hecale fr. 43 H. otédiov . . . yutdvo, ¢
109 gohiol todpor Aevkopétmnot, clearly from a comment on Call., Aetia, SH 254,16 = fr. 383,16 Pf. paAidv tadpov,
Suid. ¥ 2679 xVportog Gkpov dotov 6 depdg (Call. used the dative case, Hecale fr. 74,16). Compare n. 22 below. Campbell,
however, noting the instances in Tragedy of both ctveeldg (see his note on Arg. 3,411) and ndryog, wonders whether the
combination may have occurred there (in Ap. Rh. the reference is to Prometheus).

17 teste Wendel (n. 11 above), p- 134.

18 ¢f. Et. Mag. p. 680,21 Gaisford. nehioio Adkoto is a Homeric variant for mohioio (cf. Allen on Iliad 10,334) in which
Et. Gen. (n. 17 above) is also implicated.

19 also in Photius quoted by Radt on Sophocles fr. 433 (Tr. G. F. IV, p. 359).
20 ¢f. n. 14 above.
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admirably suits the metaphorical use of the verb in Arg. 3,1102 &¢ @dro, petdiyioiot Koroyymv
odporory (Jason winning over Ariadne).2!

Here is a list of further entries in Hesychius which I strongly suspect to come from Apollonius.
They all represent the exact form?22 found in the poetic text, and are (at least) uncommon. Except where
noted, there is nothing to correspond in the Ap. Rh. scholia:

o 201 &Ppopov: . . . crynpdv, dyogov, from Arg. 4,153, where, by coupling together kmedv te Kol
aBpopov, Ap. Rh. no doubt expresses a view on the disputed Iliad 13,41.23

o 4385 dvoktopin: deomocvvn (1,839).

o 4610 dvactioewy: dvéototo nowoely, dvactotdoety (1,1349,24 where schol. dvdototov kol
£pnuov momoewv).

o 7216 apiikoog moAvnkoog (4,1707, schol. Alov €nnkoog).

o 8199 atvler . . . tapdooet, anolvet, poPet (1,465).25

B 999 Bovtinog: 6 Bodv katafarlov (redéker) (2,91 and/or 4,468 where schol. i¢ ti¢ Bodv koto-
BaAlwv).26

8 1331 dwootadov: keyopiouevov?’ (2,67; 4,942).28

8 1746 diqAvoig dlodog, ywpioude, £kdpoun (4,1573, schol. die€&eéhevoig, £€odog). Hapax lego-
menon.

8 2180 dopaiovg oikdnedo, Oepeliovg (1,737).

8 2571 dvonvepov: duoTtdpoyov, TO KakoLg dvepoug £xov (1,593).29

£ 4901 émuxpdov: énidextov30 (2,302, schol. émkpivavtec), hap. leg.

£ 5917 épdlot dvépmv cuotpogod, avpot, Tvoad (4,1778, schol. ol tdV ueydhmv dvépmv kotot-
y1deg Ko GLOTPOPOLL).

€ 7139 Evpouedwv: 6 [Mepoeic . . . (4,1513-1514 [Mepoevc/Evpoutdov).

21 Campbell refers me to Greg. Naz., Carm. 2,2,6,28 (PG 37,1544). The Saint must always be watched (cf. n. 34 below).
1 was about to include o 4651 &vondéa dppnro, demvo among the list of anonymous fragments, until I came across Carm.
2,2,7,15 (PG 37,1552), though there &vorwdéa is accusative singular rather than neuter plural.

22 In principle, words in the lexicon which are taken from a text or from the lemmata in a commentary should represent
the exact form used by the poet. In practice, however, one cannot always insist on this point. As soon as an excerptor lifts his
eyes from the text or commentary, the exact form becomes vulnerable in several ways: a form which could be either
masculine or feminine (e.g. an adjective of two terminations which agreed with a feminine noun) can easily become
masculine in the excerptor’s comment; masculine forms that could also be neuter may attract a comment in the neuter;
oblique cases may gravitate to the nominative, finite verbs to the infinitive. When the entry comes neither from a text nor
from a commentator’s lemma, but from discussion in a commentary, the poet’s form may be transferred to the nominative
(cf. n. 16 above). This may also account for the omission of an intervening word or words (postulated below for Hesych. k
4669 and ¢ 2775); e.g. Suid. k¥ 1953 xolovpaio nétpo represents kolovpaint (ond) nétpmu (Call., Hecale fr. 9,1).

23 Campbell, however, writes ‘It seems to me that we are on shakier ground with entries of the type “x or y”, where x
may account for the form cited, with 1) . . . thrown in as an acceptable/familiar alternative.’

24 In fact only cod. G and schol. J have this; other manuscripts and scholia give the unmetrical dvoticety (Campbell).

25 atvler may be the right reading in Nicander, Alex. 193. But the sense of the verb there is hard to understand and not
illumined by any of the glosses in Hesychius.

26 ¢f Et. Mag. p. 210,18 s.v. Bovturog, quoting Arg. 2,91.

27 Perhaps rather kexywpiouévag (but cf. n. 30 below).

28 Conceivably from Aratus, Phaen. 209. But the only unmistakable gloss from the Phaenomena which I have noticed is

8 2011 dixo vuktdg 10 pecovoktiov (from Phaen. 583). That is admittedly odd. Note that Gregory of Nazianzus uses
Stootad6v more than once (e.g. Carm. 1,2,5 (PG 37,643), 9).

29 The fact that dvorvepov has an explanation in the neuter (10 . . . £xov) whereas in the text of Ap. Rh. it is attached to
a masculine (ailyloAdv) is not suspicious (cf. n. 22 above). But note that Arg. 1,592-593 are described by Vian as ‘alterius
recensionis vestigia’. 592 and the first word of 593 are quoted by Et. Gen. s.v. tpotépwoe (E. Miller, Mélanges de Littérature
Grecque, Paris, 1868, p. 255), cf. Et. Mag. p. 691,13.

30 ¢miléxtog Meineke, who himself noted that the correction is not essential (cf. n. 27 above).
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x 1130 xatdixeg kotanvoal (3,1376, schol. cuotpogal and katoyidec). The only example of the
plural (Campbell).

K 2058 kéxheo* kadesov (1,707).31

A 1486 AoPnevta: PAoPepd (3,801).

U 73 popuoovit &vepydg kKivouuévorl (4,1544).

nt 710 mopotpéner mopnyopet (3,902).32

nt 2317 mvoev: purapdv, ivopov (2,301, schol. pepvropévov).

7t 3995 TPOTIOGGETOL TPOOPATOL, TPOGOEYETAL, Tpocaryopevet (3,552, schol. mpopdtat).

6 1892 stoyyndov: kata téEv, kot otorxetov (1,1004).33

6 2000 otpnvéc copéc, 1oy vpdv, TpoyD . . . (2,323).

v 142 YAoxn® VAoynog, Bon (3,749 and 1040).34
Let us now consider more briefly the representation of some other Hellenistic poets in Hesychius. Latte
wrote (vol. I p. XLII):

Apollonium Rhodium, Lycophronem non adhibuisse videtur, Nicandrum et Euphorionem, quam-

quam utrumque nominatim affert (v. &GAAME, 01Bpnv),35 tam raro, ut quae apud illos legantur, Calli-

macho potius utriusque auctori adsignanda videantur.
On Lycophron, Latte seems to have followed the opinion of Schmidt in his Index (vol. V p. 156), ‘Glos-
sae e Lycophronis Alexandra . . . insunt nullae’; having said that, Schmidt went on to list 60 glosses
which he believed to come from Lycophron’s lost tragic sources. A number of these show the exact
form which we find in the Alexandra: e.g. £ 2739 évdatovuévn (155), n 413 fqudbove (79), © 720
teppwoag (227), ¢ 638 eAotdoduevog (35), x 667 yporouncovoi(v) (292).36 There seems no good
reason to deny that Hesychius and/or his sources made direct use of the Alexandra,3’ which provides
such rich material for a lexicographer. Evidence for anonymous quotation of Euphorion in Hesychius is
relatively scanty38 but, I think, convincing. Above all & 3268 npivi&e (Suppl. Hell. 418,41, cf. fr. 18 P.),
since there was a lively debate among ancient scholars as to whether Euphorion had used the verb

31 noted by Campbell on Arg. 3,85. See LSJ s.v. kéAopot.
321 owe this entry and & 3995 mpotidécoeton below to Dr Hansen’s draft of Hesych. I1.

33 Ap. Rh. seems to me the most likely source, though the form is also found in Aristotle and Theophrastus (see LSJ).
Campbell has doubts, noting related (prose/technical) words in the vicinity.

34 S0 far in this article I have put forward just over 30 Hesychian entries which may plausibly be referred to Ap. Rh.
One could make further lists, e.g. (a) of forms exactly corresponding with the text of Ap. Rh. but recurring in another writer
known to have been excerpted by Hesychius. This would include € 243 éykovéovieg (Arg. 2,812 or Greg. Naz., Carm.
2,1,13,192), € 2833 &vduéc (1,883 [as Et. Gen.: MSS and scholia have the unmetrical év8vkéwc] or Nicander, Ther. 263), e
5836 £p1OnAéar peydhmg BdAlovoav (the feminine gender would suit Arg. 2,723 as well as Greg. Naz., Carm. 1,1,27,32); in
these cases Ap. Rh. seems at least as likely a source as the alternative. Then again one could list (b) instances where the
correspondence is not exact, but derivation from Ap. Rh. is still worth considering, e.g. o 2989 &AiBpoyov (Arg. 2,731
&AiBpoyon), o 8200 dtvlnAdv (2,1057 &rvlnAdr), o 1000 dmidve (2,292 dmdvotdtn), © 1840 nepinvota (4,213 nepinvo-
70¢). Schmidt himself (IV p. CLV) drew attention to € 4281 Schmidt (= 4268 Latte) érnodpor &roAdPor, petaloppdvor.
This might represent a variant reading in Arg. 2,174 (¢radpnt LGE: -pot A and seemingly a scholiast (t0yot p. 139
Wendel)). Odd bits of miscellaneous information in the lexicon may come from (a commentary on) Ap. Rh., e.g. § 182
Zuvide: Svoua AMuvng (not very helpful as it stands, but perhaps abbreviated) from 1,67-68 Aiuvng / Zvviddog. I feel sure
that I have overlooked further entries in Hesychius which could plausibly be connected with the Argonautica, but hope that
the material presented above will suffice to dispel the notion that Hesychius does not contain anything from Apollonius.

35 The references are to § 579, naming Nicander (with regard to Theriaca 35) and o 3141, naming Euphorion (cf. 144
Powell) who is also named in o 5328 (fr. 147 P.). In none of these entries is there a verbatim quotation from the named poet.

36 And Et. Mag. p. 660,6 goes some way to confirming that © 1381 népnelov comes from Lycophron 826 (cf. ZPE 115,
1997, 55 n. 5 and 56 n. 14).

37 Dr Hansen tells me that he had formed the same opinion.
38 Of course we possess only a tiny fraction of Euphorion’s extensive poetic output.
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correctly.3? Other entries which reproduce Euphorion’s exact forms are o 1893 oiBvion (fr. 130 P.,
probably = SH 429,48), o. 8016 dtdpuvkrtov (fr. 124), € 7135 edpvkdwoo (fr. 112), 6 408 Bécoavto (fr.
136), ¢ 719 gortaréog (fr. 93).

With regard to Nicander I find Latte’s comment (above) quite incomprehensible,40 since Schmidt in
his Index Scriptorum in Hesychio Allatorum*! listed 200 glosses from the Theriaca and Alexipharmaca.
Let us consider just two Nicandrean items. A 92 A&dBapyor: okmAnkeg, §j to Euduevo. dnod thig fopong
V1o 1OV apPnrev clearly comes from a comment on Theriaca 422-423:

otov &te TAoddwvTo mepl okvAo kol Sépe’ Tnrmv

yvourtopevol podomoty v’ apPfiioist AdBapyor.

The choice of meanings for AdBapyor — either ‘worms’ (ck®Ankeg) or scrapings from leather42 — is
offered also by our Nicander scholia.43 Another entry which provides a variant reading** in the text of
Nicander (Alex. 475) may not have been noticed by editors of that poet.*5 n 1870 neprotodadov: nept-
otolouevov, mepippeduevoy Td1 xOAwt.46 Our manuscripts of Nicander have mepiotoAddny; Bentley
deduced neprotalddny from the scholia,4” but Hesychius’ nepiotodadov4s seems no less plausible.49

I come now to anonymous and unidentified poetic fragments in Hesychius. Most consist of a single
word. One reason for the neglect of this category is that O. Schneider, in transcribing entries from Hesy-
chius for the Fragmenta Anonyma in vol. I of his Callimachea (Leipzig, 1870), quickly lost interest in
single-word fragments: on Call. fr. anon. 164 ¢ocontip (p. 742) he wrote ‘sed eius modi fragmenta
anonyma, quae una tantum voce constant, postea fere omittam’. In my opinion they should not be
despised, since even single words can suggest a genre, a style or a particular poet. Wilamowitz was
clearly right to note50 n 985 neostodanta: nupikavta as being tragic. I suspect a similar origin for o
6142 anmBaimoev: €endpwoey.5! On the other hand x 3937 kpapPaiilovov: kamvpilovoiv (‘live

39 See Collecting Fragments, ed. Glenn W. Most (Aporemata 1, Gottingen, 1997), p. 120. But Dr Hansen points out that
npnvi€ev occurs in Greg. Naz. Carm. 2,1,13,54 (PG 37,1231); cf. n. 21 above.

40 1t is true that the subject of ‘adhibuisse videtur’ in Latte is Diogenianus, not Hesychius. But I can find no indication
that Latte meant ‘Diogenianus had few entries from Nicander <but Hesychius took a very large number from elsewhere>.’
Many of the entries which Schmidt ascribed to Nicander are marked with a marginal ‘D’ (= Diogenianus) by Latte, e.g. €
1579 éx noloyfic, where Latte himself adds ‘(Nic. Ther. 449?)’. To take up Latte’s point about preferring to ascribe entries
to Callimachus rather than Nicander, that might apply to a very small number of those in Schmidt’s Index: o 7806 &otoyéc,
to Hecale fr. 124 H. rather than Ther. 307; o 1283 dpottdmog to SH 276,6 rather than Ther. 5; v 613 Vrodpa& to Hecale fr.
72,1 rather than Ther. 457.

41 Schmidt vol. V, pp. 158-159 (on Nicander).
42 A.S.F. Gow in CQ45 =NS 1, 1951, 103 judges ‘bits of leather’ to be the more plausible meaning.

43 pp- 176-177 ed. A. Crugnola, 1971. In this instance at least the relationship between the Hesychian comment and the
surviving Nicandrean scholia is much closer than we found to be the case in entries referring to Ap. Rh. (discussed above).

44 On which topic, could € 7395 £¢’ &pynactv: Epyoig be a variant for &n’ pyuooty in Theocritus 16,142 The aspirated
form (guaranteed for Hesychius by alphabetical order) is adopted by some editors in Pindar, Nem. 4,6 and 84, but I have not
found any discussion (£pyuo = ‘fence’ is connected with €ipym). A Pindaric form might be considered appropriate in the
Pindarizing Theocritus 16.

45 though Schmidt (ad loc. and in his Index s.v. Nicander) mentions Alex. 475.

46 Hesychius’ comment mepippeduevoy (‘dripping all over’) 1@t y6Aot might suggest the existence of an incorrect
variant in Alex. 474 y6Aog (for the correct yAdog) €dpape yvioig. Note ckdtwoig xoAddng, iktep®dng (words which must
refer to 474—475) in the schol. to 473 h (p. 166 ed. M. Geymonat, 1974).

47 which include the words kotd otohoryudy and kotaotélovoor.
48 Hansen confirms that the MS has neprotépadov (sic).

49 To end this section with one or two less prominent Hellenistic poets, A 1108 Aip&- dvard¥ would (as Schmidt and
Latte agree) well suit Alexander of Aetolia fr. 3,30 Powell Ap& voeboo yuvn. That being so, o: 4871 &véloto® A& Poig might
come from the nearby fr. 3,25. devdaAidag is the exact form found in Eratosthenes fr. 10,2 Powell. And could e 2047
¢AMoato be éAntoato, from Parthenius (SH 624)?

50 In the margin of his copy of Hesychius (teste Latte).

STLS]J recognize dmonBakdw only as a falsa lectio in Theophrastus.
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riotously’, ‘revel’ LSJ)32 to me conveys a strong flavour of Hipponax; the sense, the metrical shape
(suitable to end a choliamb) and the -i{o termination33 all point in this direction.54 And Latte
reasonably appended ‘poetae Alexandrini’ to € 2734 £évddmiov: Eyydplov.5d

Pfeiffer included some of Schneider’s Fragmenta Anonyma from Hesychius among the Fragmenta
Incerti Auctoris (764—777) in his Callimachus, vol. I (Oxford, 1949), and others, omitted by Pfeiffer,
appear in Supplementum Hellenisticum (1983) in the section entitled Frustula Adespota ex Auctoribus
(1063-1127). Neither Pfeiffer nor the SH editors added to these sections any anonymous fragments of
Hesychius which had been omitted by Schneider.5¢ So omission by Schneider has generally meant
oblivion for these tiny anonymous verse-fragments from Hesychius, unless they happen to coincide with
a newly-published papyrus. In my list below>7 I have not included any which appear in Schneider, since
these already have sufficient prominence:

o 1413 dectpoivo: M T01g TveDUOOT TOV AVELOV HovouEv. BoAddoong ¢ 1o éribetov. So
perhaps dectpovo Bdhacoa, with & metri gratia. This compound (and ¢ApoBov below) may seem
too extravagant for the style of Callimachus.53

o 3004 aAmuoabov: mapo Tov Ao kol Ty auabov. E.g. admpabov (dxtnv). Or the epithet could
have been attached to a place-name.

o 3312 dhvotalovoo: dAbovoo. The same lemma and explanation in Et. Mag. p. 71,54. This
might conceivably once have been a variant in Call., hymn 4,212.

o 3768 aurnalovtar avarovoviol. A spondaic hexameter ending? Et. Mag. p. 86,8 explains the
same lemma with dvopailovror.

o 4452 dvouenpiotov: avaueifolov. duenpiotog occurs twice in Homer (I1. 23,382 and 527) and
became popular in Hellenistic poetry (see MacLennan on Call., hymn 1,5).

o 5056 dvilvoiv: dvodov. Compare dinAvoig, likewise unique, in Ap. Rh. 4,1573 (see Livrea at
loc.)>® and érmnAvciy in Callimachus, Hecale fr. 132,1 H.

o 5073 dvnrelin® doBévero. From the same stable as ednmelio (see Hopkinson on Call., hymn
6,135) and xoxnmelin (Nicander, Ther. 319). The parent was oAMynreAin (Od. 5,468).

o 6064 dmectic dnoxdpnotc. Nouns in -td¢, not so rare in Homer, are particularly associated with
Antimachus of Colophon (see Matthews on fr. 54 = 48 Wyss, which included twpntic), Callimachus
(e.g. fr. 10 Pf. paotdog GAL’ 07" Exapvov dAntot) and Eratosthenes (fr. 31 dvtipoyntig may be a joke
at the Colophonian’s expense, SH 397.ii,2 ypontic). Among nouns of this termination in Hesychius,
which might come from lost Hellenistic poetry, I have noted also anodactig, dwuntig, opynTvC,
TOTNTVG, EPaoTVG, YoAentig. See below on deimvnotig and Aewpovidg Tapktog (perhaps read
Gpt0g).00

521 do not understand the alternative explanation kotoceiovoty (possibly corrupt?).
53 Compare Hipponax fr. 19,2 and 104,12 West dokapifova, fr. 102,8 nolktorilovot.

54 Dr Martin West suggests to me that the author alternatively might be a Hellenistic iambographer writing in the
tradition of Hipponax; thus in Callimachus’ Fourth [ambus we find tivBvpifovoar and kwtidilovot (fr. 194,62 and 81).

55 See Campbell on Moschus, Europa 11 (not mentioning the Hesychius entry). Restoration of this adjective in
Euphorion, SH 418,37 is very plausible.

56 SH 1067 was mentioned by Schneider on fr. anon. 143, while SH 1070 = fr. anon. 147 and SH 1076 = fr. anon. 158.
57 All these items would fit hexameter or elegiac verse, though some could alternatively belong to other metres.

58 though he was capable of guiktoikwt (fr. 194,67). We find a liking for elaborate compounds in e.g. the Alexandra of
Lycophron, the Ara of Dosiadas (Powell, Coll. Alex. p. 175), or in the papyrus list of compound epithets, SH 991, which
may have been written during Callimachus’ lifetime (we cannot tell how many of the entries come from recent poetry).

59 whence, in my opinion, Hesych. 8 1746 (see above).

60 For a full list (too full, since some items should be removed) of Hesychian nouns in -t¢, see Buck and Petersen, A
Reverse Index of Greek Nouns and Adjectives, pp. 609—610.
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o 7087 *Apdalidec ot Movoait. The Muses were honoured under this title at Troezen; Ardalus was
a son of Hephaestus (Pausanias 2,31,3). For rare local designations of the Muses in Hellenistic poetry cf.
e.g. Euphorion, SH 416,2 nopbevikai AeinOpidec (with note on SH 988,1).

o 7396 apreddev: opoaddv. Hesychius also has o 7397 dpneddecoo: icoénedog, Ouan, the exact
form found in Antimachus fr. 5 Matthews, Wyss. This entry might belong to Antimachus himself or to
an imitator; the same could apply to ¢ 1503 om18dev (see below). Adjectives in -0g1¢ (or -fe1g) are
much favoured by Hellenistic poets in general and Nicander in particular.

o 8625 dpeyadov: dvev omivdfpog Aourpod. In the anonymous riddle on the oyster, we find
aeéyalog (SH 983,6) with the attached explanation (SH 984,30-31) @éyaloi®! eictv ol GOV peyGAmt
Ayt dvagepduevol omivBfpec.

o 8709 aopviel, apviver OABilet. The active is not attested elsewhere. These alternative forms
could have been variants in the same text, as in Callimachus, Hecale fr. 48,3 where the papyrus has
avvovtal, but one manuscript of Suid. offers dpvivovtat. Antimachus liked verbs with this termina-
tion (see Matthews on fr. 148 = fr. 112 Wyss); for another prize specimen cf. o 846 ou@iverv (discussed
below).

v 344 yevetfipr natpl. It is surprising that the earliest poetic occurrence of yevetnp (enormously
common in Nonnus) may be in the ‘Telephi Epyllium’ Powell, Coll. Alex. p.76, line 10), of unknown
date and authorship. There must have been (other) Hellenistic instances, and this entry may point to one.

8 395 dedunator kpatovvtatl. With e.g. peoples or cities as subject?

522 Seumviievios detmvoedpa, ed duvdpevo Tpépety Hudg and

8 523 dervnotov: v 100 deinvov @pov. The combination of these exquisite forms (by contrast
deinvnotog is Homeric, Od. 17,170) with this subject matter makes me think of a parodist who wrote on
gastronomy, e.g. Archestratus (SH 132-192).

8 1742 dimlaciny: diodov. Unique.

8 2570 dvonPorov: dusdvtntov. Akin to (but clearly not identical with) Call., SH 257,29 dvono-
Aloto Tpayov (the editors note this Hesychius entry). Perhaps from a different piece of Callimachus.

8 2580 dvoBepeoc: ducarbnrovg. Not attested elsewhere; the word has a Nicandrean ring.

8 2661 dvootaktov: kakoddkpvtov. Unique — this might come from Tragedy.

€ 5376 £mpatviog 0 Enceopog dotnp (perhaps therefore a hexameter ending €mipdtviog AGTNP).
Very much in the spirit of the Alexandrian Museum. In Iliad 11,162 o¥Atog dotip was (and is) general-
ly read. But both Callimachus (fr. 177 = SH 259,5-6) and Apollonius (4,1629-1630) took up the variant
ovAtog, ‘the star that brings animals to their steadings’. émi@atviog is clearly a variation of the variant.
But I do not understand why Hesychius should refer to Eous rather than Hesperus, even allowing for the
poetic cliché that they were one and the same.

£ 5915 éprwduvov: peyalmduvov. Otherwise only in the astrological poet Maximus (161).62

£ 6850 edMpeag (nrovg edoydyove, kol ed Npuocuévoug. In the Odyssey this epithet is always
applied to oars.

e 7217 &botpéntoiov3 pdor celpal depuativong. Taken by Latte (and apparently Schmidt) to
be a variant reading for Od. 2,426 ¢bctpéntoict foedoiv. But this seems just as likely to be something
different.

n 380 AAkGLovto® nuidvovTo.

Kk 217 ko &v Soit- kol &v i pdymt. Homer has év 8ot several times, but never preceded by koi. So
this seems to be an unidentified fragment, probably standing after the feminine caesura, with correption
of xol.

61 The noun is not so rare; the SH editors note this Hesychius entry.

62 The exact form, but Maximus (whatever his date) does not seem a very likely source for Hesychius: ‘antiquiorem
igitur epicum imitatus est Maximus’ (Schmidt on his € 5933).

63 or perhaps £0- (if the entry is not from Od. 2,426).
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K 2752 Kwigiov: 1ov "Aviaiov, and Kivieov 1o notapod. This Libyan river, more often called
Kivuy (Herodotus 4,175 etc.) enters the sea east of Leptis Magna. It is first mentioned in poetry by
Callimachus (fr. 384,24, from the Victory of Sosibius), who probably uses it there to denote the western
boundary of Ptolemaic power. Callimachus must be a strong candidate for the authorship of this frag-
ment too, since he was much interested in the geography, antiquities and mythology of Libya, as of his
native Cyrene.®* Antaeus appears first in Pindar (Isthm. 4,52ff.). There is a faint possibility that Calli-
machus mentioned Antaeus in connexion with Heracles’ title IToAoipwv,55 which some derived from
his wrestling with Antaeus.% If it was Callimachus who called Antaeus ‘Cinyphian’, he would be the
likely source of ‘Cinyphius’ in Latin poetry®” (first in Virgil, Georgics 3,312).

K« 4654 Kvnpoyevéog mpondlov: mpoorywyov. Although npémolog can refer straightforwardly to the
attendant or temple-servant of a deity, the gloss tpooywyov, ‘procurer’, suggests that the reference is to
someone or something (e.g. an old nurse, wine, lamplight) which promoted and procured love. Kvrpo-
vevéog could reasonably be scanned as a choriamb (otherwise emend to Kvrpoyevoic) by analogy with
Kunpoyevéa in Hesiod, Theogony 199.

K 4669 Kvpnvoiotr AMPec: [the explanation has fallen out]. Concerning the south-west wind Aty (=
Africus), see Gow on Theocritus 9,11. Latte was worried by use of the plural, but unnecessarily (cf.
Euphorion, SH 415,i,23 6te AiPeg aifdoccwvtar). Schmidt (his k 4668) apparently takes the phrase®8 to
be iambic (with Kvp -); it could also be dactylic (with KUp - or K¥p-). I might wonder about a penta-
meter arranged — (U ) Kvpnvolor —uu —u AMPec.

A 528 Aetpwvidg TopKTog VOUEOL, £neldn ol vOpeot v Tolg Aetudoy. In place of the corrupt
apxtoc,®® we need something that could sensibly have elicited this comment. Perhaps a collective noun,
or at least a word which might stand in apposition to voueait. I wonder whether the required noun (not
too far from the transmitted text) may be preserved elsewhere in Hesychius, at oo 7544 &pt0¢.70 That
very rare word basically means ‘a harmonious coming together’;7! Aewpuovidg &ptig, ‘concord in the
meadows’, could perhaps function as a phrase in apposition to vOueou, rather as ‘felix concordia’ in
Ovid, Met. 8,303 ‘cum Pirithoo, felix concordia, Theseus’.

A 1532 Adooap: Adgnua. Not otherwise attested. The termination might be influenced by pfixap (in
the sense of a remedy for troubles). Antimachus of Colophon comes to mind.

u 268 poapynéviov: Avccovimv. Not elsewhere. Conceivably of horses (as Call. fr. 195,27
Hopy®vTog 1nmovg)?

v 354 veootepéoc: veokpatov (‘newly mixed’). If the comment is not misplaced, it will refer to
wine (LSJ compare the use of énioteenc). E.g. (oivoio) veootepéog, or even (by analogy with Nican-
der, Ther. 591 nalototayéog oivoro) a hexameter ending veootepeog (oivoro), preserving the effect of
the digamma.

0 783 opopPeiv axorovbelv, 6downopety. This form with initial omicron might represent a (vain)
scholarly attempt to distinguish between poetic words in duopf-, all of which are normally spelled with
initial alpha. Sometimes the dominant meaning is to ‘travel’ or ‘accompany’, sometimes to ‘serve’ or

64 See the material collected by Pfeiffer on his fr. 602.
65 cf. Hesych. © 131 Hodoipwv: 6 ‘Hpouhic.
66 See Pfeiffer on Call. fr. 787, and compare Pindar, Isthm. 4,53 npocroloicwv.

67 1 am sometimes surprised that commentators on Latin poetry are not more interested in discovering Greek
antecedents for such learned epithets, confining their search to Latin authors.

68 ascribed to ‘incertus scenicus’.
69 The Bears of Brauronian Artemis will not help us here.
70 There explained with covrofic.

71 Hesych. o, 7539 dptov- @idiov kol oduBacty may refer to Callimachus, frs. 80 + 82,19 dp[tdv motoltépnv Etopec
(see Pfeiffer’s Addenda et Corrigenda in vol. II, p. 113).
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‘attend to” (particularly of people who look after animals). See my note on Call., Hecale fr. 76 dpopBed-
eoxev (which Et. Gen. glosses with cuvmidoinopet).

0 846 oueiHverv: ovEetv, oepvively, Eviiuotepov motelv. Verbs in -Ove were liked by Antimachus
of Colophon,”? and this one would suit the ‘vis et gravitas et minime vulgare eloquendi genus’ which
Quintilian (10,1,53) saw in Antimachus. It is interesting to compare ancient Latin explanations of the
religious word ‘adolere’, which include ‘augere’, ‘honorare’, and ‘numen auctius facere’.”3

nt 158 nohoyfiBev: éx yevedg, £k nodotod.’4 In m 157 Hesychius explains nodoyn with apyn, AfEig
(‘lot’), potpa, yevea, while éx moAoyfc (Nicander, Theriaca 449) is glossed £€ dpyfig both by the scho-
liast ad loc. and by Hesychius & 1579. LSJ translate moAogyn as ‘anything acquired by lot’, connecting
the noun with noldccw.”> The form moAoyfiBev strongly suggests Hellenistic poetry; perhaps one
should allow for the possibility of (¢x) malayfiBev, or (¢x) . . . nahayfBev, by analogy with Call.,
Hecale fr.35,1 éx . . . cundnOev.

© 1304 HeleBpdviog: 6 Xelpov, md 10d Mehebpoviov, &v Ot Etpden: ol 8¢ ToAvedpuaioc.76 It
appears that, in a lost piece of poetry, Cheiron had been so described; this may have been the source for
Latin poets’ adoption of the epithet ‘Pelethronius’, first in Virgil, Georgics 3,115).77 Compare the case
of k 2752 Kiwvberov, discussed above.

6 240 capwvidec méTpat, N ol S mahodtntor kexnvoulon dpveg. The second explanation would
fit Callimachus, hymn 1,22 and Aetia, SH 276,10 and Parthenius, SH 646,4. G. McLennan’8 sees a
connexion between the two interpretations in the hollowness (keynvuiot)’® of the rocks as well as the
old oak trees. I suspect, however, that two totally different items have been conflated, and that, in the
first explanation, copwvideg is not a word meaning ‘rocks’ but the name of particular rocks from which
Saron (according to some, a king of Troezen) jumped, or fell, to his death in the Saronic Sea.80 These
Topwvideg nétpot would be a counterpart to the Zxipwvideg nétpaid! from which Sciron’s victims
(and eventually Sciron himself) were hurled into the sea. Although no other authority mentions

72 See above on o 8709 dpviet, dpvivet.
73 See the texts quoted in the Latin Dictionary of Lewis and Short.
74 ¢k mohono® looks like a childish attempt to connect the oA~ element in the two words.

75 Presumably also with néAAe (in the sense of shaking lots in a container) and néAoc. For noloyd/moaidoce, Martin
West (per litteras) compared tapoyh/topdcce. The link with ¢pyh and yeved may be that characteristics are assigned, as if
by lot, from the moment of birth (¢ yevedg). Suid. has an entry © 52 Adler moAdunt it &pyfit immediately after
IMoAotivot. We should surely emend to moAoyijt, restoring both sense and alphabetical order.

76 As for the second explanation, perverse ingenuity may have tried to connect ITeleBpdviog with Bpdvo. and perhaps
noAvBpdviog/moABpovog. It is not clear to me whether (a) in some poetic text toAvBpdviog was a variant for [TeleBpdviog
as an adjective applied to Cheiron, or (b) the name Pelethronium is being explained as due to the abundance of 6pdva. in the
neighbourhood, or (c) an originally unconnected entry on mtoAvBpdviog or toAvOpovog (for the latter, see ZPE 95, 1993, 45)
has been conflated with one on I[TeleBpdvioc. Immediately above, Hesychius has n 1303 IMeleBpbviov: moAvedpuoikov.
Could that originally have been toAvBpovov: tolvedpuoixov, exactly as in Suid. © 1967 Adler = Callimachus, Hecale fr. 2
H.? Of course that would involve postulating considerable dislocation of Hesychius’ alphabetical order. Perhaps one should
delete o1 8¢ noAvgdppaiog at the end of © 1304, ascribing it to influence from = 1303.

77 In this case there was an alternative Greek model available in Nicander (Ther. 440 and 505, where the epithet is
applied to Pficoav and vérog respectively). No Latin poet applies ‘Pelethronius’ to Cheiron, but in Priapea 68,15 we find
‘Pelethroniam . . . citharam’ of his lyre. Richard Thomas (on Virgil, Georgics 3,115) erred in saying that Pelethronium ‘was
mentioned by Callimachus (ap. Strabo 7,299)’, since it is clear that Callimachus is being criticized only for Calypso’s isle
(see fr. 13 Pf.), ‘others’ for Pelethronium.

78 commenting on Call., hymn 1,22.

79 kexnvuial points to an attempted etymology, connecting capmvic with caipm (A) in LSJ, which may be used of a
‘gaping’ wound or even a metrical hiatus.

80 Sometimes called the opwvic Alpvn and properly to be distinguished from the Saronic Gulf (tévtoc or kéAmoc
Tapwvikdg). See W. S. Barrett on Euripides, Hippolytus 148-150 and 1198-1200, with a map on p. 383 of his Oxford, 1964
edition.

81 e.g. Eur., Hipp. 979-980, Apollodorus, Epit. 1,2.
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Zapwvideg nétpor unambiguously, there is reason to connect them with the poet Euphorion of Chalcis
(fr. 172 Powell). The two sources citing Euphorion are obviously related, but differ in some details:

(a) Schol. Dion. Per. 420 kot toadtnv v Kopivbiav [sc. 0dhacoov] Zapmvido karlodotv, dg UEV
Edgopimv enotv, netdn Zdpwv tig kuvnyog ndiokov (obv) ékelbev katexpnuvicdn eig BdAacooy.

(b) Et. Mag. p. 708,52 Zapovig: Edgoplov ¢noty, éneidn Zdpwv T1¢ Kuvnyog Entdioknv (cOv)
¢kelfev katexkpnuvicdn eig 0dAacoay, 10 T00To Zapmvikov kAN 16 Teloydc.

Both accounts include the words €xeifev xotekpnuvicOn. In (a) there is nothing for this phrase to
refer t0.82 In (b) éxe10ev apparently refers to Zopwvig, which should therefore be the name, not of the
sea, but of the rocky place (understand nétpo ?) from which (according to Euphorion) Saron fell. This
takes us most of the way towards the Zopwvideg nétpat. So Euphorion may have had a double aetion,
of the rocks as well as the sea.83 Besides sharing the widespread Hellenistic taste for obscure local
mythology, Euphorion specialized in curse poems, for which fatal falls from rocks were apt material.84

6 1503 on1doev: pédavy, Thotd, okotevdv, Tukvov, uéyo.8S This unique epithet starts from contro-
versy over whether to read 810 omidéog or 81’ domidéog medioto in Iliad 11,754. Taking the former
view, Antimachus (fr. 149 Matthews = 114 Wyss) created an adverb om1868ev = poxpobev. Here we
see an unknown poet36 forming an adjective with a favourite Hellenistic termination.

6 2775 Zopint évi yoinu tht nept [Iovtov. This represents Musurus’ entirely convincing emenda-
tion.87 ‘In Greek ethnography there were . . . Leukosyroi, Syroi or Assyrioi in northern Asia Minor, who
lived in Pontos . . . Sinope was one of their towns, and their territory extended along the coastlands of
the Euxine at least as far eastwards as the mouth of the Thermodon.’88 In mythology this area was asso-
ciated particularly with Amazons, Argonauts and the nymph Sinope (Ap. Rh. 2,946ff.). A hexameter
ending Tvpint évi yoiint would be metrically infelicitous in Callimachean terms.89 But not all poets are
Callimachus; one might also think of Zvpint évi (— v u) yaint. E.g. it could be said that Zeus settled
Sinope there, Zvpint évi {(véccorto) yorint.20

82 This point has worried some; e.g. van Groningen in his Amsterdam, 1977, edition of Euphorion (p. 225, n. 1, on his
fr. 170) wrote ‘c’est a dire éno KopivBouv?’.

83 For competitive etymologies of the Saronic Gulf (or the Saronic Sea) in Hellenistic poetry, see ZPE 95, 1993, 50-51.
Pausanias (2,30,7) has a rather different version of Saron’s drowning (appropriate to the actual nature of the Zapwvig Aiuvn
as a shallow lagoon) in which he does not fall from cliffs; Saron had earlier founded a cult of Artemis, who was called
Sapovic after him.

84 Thus fr. 9,4 Powell (Herse), fr. 9,7 (Sciron), SH 415,14 (Apriate).
85 Schmidt suspected that pélov and ckotelvév were meant to apply to cKi1dev.
86 conceivably Antimachus himself.

87 for the manuscript’s cupin: évnyain . In fact Musurus produced évi yain tfjt, ‘adding just one subscript and
forgetting completely to alter the punctuation’ (Hansen). The entry may have escaped attention from collectors of verse
fragments because Schmidt in his Editio Maior (vol. IV, 1862, p. 110) condemned the emendation (‘nulla geographiae
ratione habita’); he seems to have changed his mind quickly, since Zvpint évi yoint appears in his 1868 Index under the
heading Epici Incerti, and is also printed in the 1867 Editio Minor. There was nothing wrong with Musurus’ geography,
though this entry in Hesychius has clearly been conflated with another, perhaps after the second lemma fell out — thus Dr
Hansen who suggests that the text originally read as follows:

Topint évi yaint Tt wept [ovtov (epic. adesp.).

(Zvpin): M viv Aeyouévn Zdpog vijcog 6Tt 8¢ 1oV Kukdadawv (Od. 15,403).
This would mean that the alphabetical arrangement was not entirely correct, but there are countless cases where two adjoin-
ing glosses are the wrong way round (Hansen).

88 T quote George Huxley (not speaking of Hesychius) in GRBS 12, 1971, 211.

89 with word-break after the princeps of both the fourth and the fifth foot. See M. L. West, Greek Metre, Oxford, 1982,
p.155.

90 Cf. Ap. Rh. 2,946-947 vBa Zwvédmny / Buyatép’ "Acweroio kobicoato, and, for (véooato), 4,567 ¥vBa Mocerddmv
’Aconido védooato kobpny.
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v 176 Yuedondv: 100 vuetépov £ddpove. Formed by analogy with the better established nuedamoc,
just as &ALodamdg calls forth the later and rarer évdamnioc. Greg. Naz. Carm. 2,2,7 (PG 37,1573) 290
has vpedomoiot.

v 618 Vrodpacin: vroyio. Unique.

® 66 ®dvoin, dvoig dpyN, uéuyic. Connected with 06Vcoopo.O!

Keble College, Oxford Adrian S. Hollis

91 Parts of this paper were aired at a seminar in All Souls College, Oxford, in May 1997. I am grateful to Dr Jane
Lightfoot, who organized the seminar, and to the audience on that occasion. Also to Dr Martin West for individual
observations, and to Drs Malcolm Campbell and Peter Hansen, who read a complete draft and commented particularly on
Hesychius and Apollonius Rhodius. We must hope that Dr Hansen will be enabled to complete his work on those parts of
Hesychius not covered by Latte.



