autolg 0¢ EAwpla TELXE KUVEDGTIV
oiwvolol Te dalta

(T) 1 am happy to know that Professor Petrusevski after my
Note (Humanidades, University of Mérida, Venezuela, 3, 1961, 75 f.):

(@) has admitted that éAapia (echoed by Apoll. Rhod. MM, 264)
cannot be interpreted as an adjectivel, being a simple metric variant
for ehwpa in the fourth foot of the hexameter (as are e. g. dG€BA
| 124 - 266; 127; 269; X 160; W 736; 823; agbhov W 537; 748; 0 108;
04, 62; 117; w 169; ntoMmépbiog 1 504; 530; AitwAlog A 399 E 706;
meAwpIog 21 times, against méAwpoc M 202; = 220; 1 257; o 161; etc.)2

(b) has agreed that Aeschylus, Sophocles and Euripides (quo-
ted under Il a) probably allude to A 4—5;

(c) has withdrawn his conjectures (cf. this Review 11, 1961,
172) dopna or oeimva (as a matter of fact, the latter word is not to
be found in Homer in plural, in 37 instances), instead of ndot codd.:
daita Zenodotus teste Ath. 12 F (hence Eust. p. 1945 Bas. and
Suda, S daitég €iong).

(1) But Professor Petrusevski has come back to this topic, try-
ing to show at length (in twenty one pages of this Review, 13—14,
1964; 27—37) this time that maotd would be the right reading here.

| am sorry to say that his dg0Tepal @povtideq were no happier
than the first ones. To my way of thinking, mootd is improbable:

@ Because a noun 1o mMOOTOV Or TA TMOOTA ‘'repas, nourriture'
(p. 37) is not documented either in Homer or in Greek. (I very
doubt if it ever existed, in view of the reduced use of the Epic
—lonic verb matéopat).

The late Greek gloss maotd ‘barley —broth', quoted by the
author on p. 34, probably comes from nacow (so already Thes., s. V),
not from motéopar: cf. Ael. Dion. fr. 173 Schwabe ap. Eust. p.
127855 ... 10 GAimootov Kai To mapd AiAiwt Alovuciol mootd, €vog

1 Which is not documented in Greek: the remark of £ B (T) KIntikév
0¢ 0Tl TO éAwplov, @1 Avti Tou eAwpa éxpnoato cannot be taken seriously.

2 Cf. K. Witte, in RE VIII (1913) col. 2228" (,Neubildungen hinter der
Casur Katd Ttpitov Tpoxaiov*, MEPIKAUTOC, AyakALTOG, moAl@pova); K. Meister,
Horn. Kunstsprache (Preisschr. d. Jablonowskischen Gesellsch. 48), Leipzig 1921,
13 ff.; P. Chantraine, Gramm. Horn.3 I, 96.
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OnAadr AAQIToIg Peplypévov. Koi. EmimacTa, @noiv, outd T@ AAQITA;
Hesych. éwog dAgitolg peptypévov;3 Phot.; cf. Aristoph. fr. 687
K. = Edm.

xopdai, @lokal, maotai, J{wUog,

XOAIKEC

and Poll. VI, 56 nactai 0 eiotl. .. {WPOC AAQITWY.

The word maotdc, quoted by the author on p. 32 n. 37 and
on p. 37, according to its meaning probably comes from mopaoTag,
and the relation to macocBat is paretymologic.

€6eoTov Soph. Ant. 206, quoted by the author on pp. 33; 37,
is a bad example, because in the phrase d€pac. .. €3e0TOV aQiKIoBEY
T' the word is clearly participle (= eaten, cf. Trach. 677), and not
a noun, as maoTd is supposed to be.

(b) If the author rejects the reading doita on the ground that
the word is not documented in Homer as the food for animals (in 29
instances in the lliad and in 53 in the Odyssey)* and if he gives up
ddpna (which is also unknown in such use in Homer, in 40 instances),
how then can he accept maotd, which is not documented in any use
in Homer?

(i) MAZTA has been chosen by the author with the main
intention of explaining palaeographically MAZ(l) and (AADTA (cf.
pp. 32; 34; 37). But this was not necessary, since mdol and ddita
are not to be considered as textual corruptions, but obviously as
intentional variants (uariae lectiones antiquae), such as e. g.

T 113 mavta uNAQ

A 447 1eprv KAEITNV

A 195 Atpgocg uiov dpxov Axoiwv
E 247 peyaAntopog pev Auoduovoc
I 653 @A&&an (PI. Hipp. min. 371 C; X A) OpLEQL

X 478 évi oikwt (Z AT; Strabo 585) Katd dwua

Q 82 mAua (Plato, lon 538 D; Z A) Krjpa

and many others.

3 Hesych. Bpopa €k Tupol AvaAoL PETA OEUIdAAEWC Kai Onoopiol OKeva-
Copevov is of different kind and origin.

4 Q 43 being not an exception, and | am glad to say that Professor Pe-
trusevski is right in following K. Lehrs, De Aristarchi studiis Horn. (Leipzig
1833, p. 96=3rd ed. by A Ludwich, Leipzig 1882, p. 87), l. Beklcer (in his
second edition of the Iliad, Bonn 1858, not yet in the first edition, Berlin 1843)
and H. Ebeling, Lex. I, 269 b, and punctuating after pfAa (not after Bpotwv),
contra e. g. A. Nauck (1868 etc., quoted under Ill); M. Hecht, Quaest. Horn,,
Diss. Konigsberg (1882), 16 ff.; A. Ludwich, in Lehrs3 p. 87 n. 50a; Aristarchs
homer. Textkritik nach den Fragm. d. Didymos, Il (Leipzig 1885), 88 n. 54 and
in his edition of the lliad, Leipzig 1902; G. Hinrichs (quoted under IIl); Ameis
— Hentze (1886), 115 f.=19306; Dindorf — Hentze5 Leaf2 D. Monro— Th.
Allen (Ox. 1902= 19203, but without any punctuation Allen, Ox. 1931, maior);
A. T. Murray (Loeb, 1924); P. Mazon cett. (1938), and contra myself. Lehrs
referred to K 485 (and to ¢ 132; 134); the author referred to ¢ 539 (and to
i 405). As for the meaning of Aapniowv in Q 43, cf. | 324 and © 24.
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The idea to look for a palaeographical ‘common denominator' be-
tween the readings maol and daita [if so, then why not between ndvta
and pnia as well?] simply contradicts all we know about the transmis-
sion of the Homeric songs in antiquity.

(1ll) Thus, we have to chose between maot and daita, no other
reading being either necessary or probable [and if we needed one, the
best candidate would be kUppa, in view ofy 271; € 473; P 272; 151;
E 488; etc.].

Now, | still think that dadita is the better reading here, although
it is not used elsewhere in Homer as the food for animals. As is
known, daita has been accepted by:

1 A. Nauck, Bull. Acad. Pétersbourg 12 (1868), 482 ff. = Mél.
Gréco—Rom: 3, 12; in his edition of the Iliad (Berlin 1877), and in
Mél. Gréco—Rom. 4 (1880), 428;

2. G. Hinrichs,Bursians Jahresh. 26 (1881, appeared in 1883), 209f;

3. U. V. Wilamowitz, Homer. Unters: (Ph. U. 7, 1884), pp. 20;
385 f;

4. W. Leaf, 1.1 (London 1886) [but maot in 1.2 1900, reprint
1960];

5. C. Hentze in K. F. Ameis — Hentze, 11.3(1896), and P. Cauer
in Ameis — Hentze — Cauer, 11.7 (1913);

6. C. Hentze in W. Dindorf— Hentze, 11.5 (1899= 1931);

7. Ed. Schwartz, Adversaria, Progr. Univ. Géttingen, 1908, p. 7 ff.;

8. P. Cauer, Grundfragen d. Homerkritik2 (Leipzig 1909), 54;
(19213, 57;

9. A. Romer, Rh. Mus. 66 (1911), 334 ff.; etc.

The reasons:
(@) Aeschylus Suppl. 800—1 (lyr.)

Kuoiv d5emelf5 el wpa Kamywpiolg
6pviol deimvo \b

Sophocles Philoct. 957
Bovov Tapééw daTh5 0V’ v Epepfounv
(sc. mInvoic opvial 1y Bnpaiv opeiBataig)6and Euripides lon 504—5 (lyr.)
ntavoi¢ €E&vploe Boivav
Onpoi te @owiav daitab

(cf. 903 mravoi¢ ... 6oiva and Hec. 1078 kuciv te @owiov 6 aiT’6
seem to have read in A 5 daita. Notice the bipartite structure kOvegaiv
+ A : oiwvoiol +B both in Homer and in Aeschylus — Euripides,
which is not to be found elsewhere. Aeschylus probably has changed

5 Quoted for the first time by Nauck (1868), I. c. (and by M. Haupt
teste G. Hinrichs, /. c., but is not to be found in Haupt' s Opuscula, 1—III,
Leipzig 1875—76, edited by Wilamowitz).

6 First quoted by Lehrsl (1833) p. 164 = 18823 p. 160.
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daita into deimvov, because he elsewhere preferred this word: cf.
Agam. 138 (lyr.) ocinvov aietwv; P. Ox. 2256, 10a, 2 (de Sphinge?)
omjapaktdv eoftal] deimvov.7

If so, then the reading ddita is much older than Zenodotus.
This has been admitted even by Lehrs, /- ¢

(b) It seems that we can explain why daita was changed into
maot: because it contradicted the peripatetic (according to Schwartz,
1 c.) theory ofjustice and equality of civilized man, opposed to the
violence in primitive society. This piece of ‘cultural history' is well
preserved in Ath. 12 D — 13 A (hence Suda and Eust., //. cc.). The
passage reads:

émei oi mpwtol dvBpwrol, oig or o0 Taprv AeBovog ) TPoEH, APTI
@Qaivopévng GBpdov em’ alTAv iovieg Bial npmalov Kai deni-
polivto Tolg éxovtag, Kai WETd ¢ dkooupiag éyivovto [éyévovto
codd.] kai @ovor, (€€ wv €kog AexBrivan kai tAv atacBaiiav, oTi
év TOi¢ Bahiolg @ MPWTO €ENUAapTavoy oi avepwrol £1¢ AAAMAOUQ).
¢ O¢ TOPEYEVETO aUTOIC TOM] €KTNC ARunTooc, Slévedov EKA-
oTwl Tonv, Kkai o0TWC €1I¢ KOGUOV NABe TOiC AvBpmmoIg TA
dopma. 10 (PTOU TE £Mivolo TMEPMATOC T€ €1¢ Toov OdlAMEUOI-
popévou  Kai Toig dlamivouoty dAeloa8* kai ydp talta ¢ </107>
Toov [Kaibel: € foov <ytl> Desrousseaux (1956)] XwpoUviwv
[Wilamowitz: xwpolvta codd.] éyiveto. @wote 1 TpoPr daig
EMi Twl daiceocBat Aéyetal, 0 €0t dltapoilpdoBal €m Taong
(kai 0 TG kpéa omtv dautpdc, émei fonv €kAoTW! poipav
€0idov)* Kkai émi povo)v dvBpomnwv ddita [daitag codd., ex Eust.
corr. Kaibel] Aéyel 0 mointig, €mi d¢ Onpiwv oUKETI. Ayvowv o€
Ta0TNG NG QwvNg TV OUVOPIV Znvodotog &v TAL KT auTOv €kd6-
o€l ypdger*

autoug 8¢ [05 codd.] éawpla Telxe Klveaotv
oiwvoloi Tte daita,

TV TV YUTIOV Kai TV GOV olwvev Tpo@iy 00Tw KOAGV,
povou dvepwmou ywpolvrtog <fé¢ Kaibell> 10 Toov
€K TAC mpoobev Piag9 016 kai povou TOOTOL 1K TPOYN
dai¢, Kai poipa T6 €KAOTWI OIB0UEVOV.

Zenodotus probably did not share this theory of iocotng be-
cause he is said to have explained daiq €ion differently (12 CD): ék
TOUTWV 05 [sc. B 98; | 225] éneiobn Znvddotog ddita €'ionv v dyadnv

7 Late imitations are: Quint. Smyrn. E 209 daita kuai (= 0ducocelg);
Opp. hal. V, 55: Ael. V. H. 12, 27 dnoAcinev a0tolg (Sc. TOUG VEKPOUG) KUVGV
deimvov eivar. (Ps. Horn, epigr. 11 [Loeb Hesiod, p. 470] kuci d¢€imvov probably
imitates B 383).

8 Probably allusion to foog is intended.

9 The text given by Professor Petrusevski is mutilated (cf. p. 17 n. 1).
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[cf. W 810; o 507] AéyeoBar* €mei ydp N tpoery TWL AvBpwmwl dyabov
avaykaiov v, émekteivag, @noiv, elpnkev €ionv. So he let daita stay
in the text.

Anyway, we find in the passage from Athenaeus a good reason
why the grammarians should have changed daita into ndot (whereas
a change mac™> daita cannot be taken seriously10.

(c) A similar case of forgery has been adduced dy A. Rdmer,
0. ¢, 332 f., namely T 113

TiKTNL S’ euneda pnAa, BdAacoa de mapexnt 1x60C.

Since pnRAa usually means in Homer ‘small cattle, sheep or goats',
and it is clear that here the word implies ‘flocks' or GUAANTTIKAC
nmévta T@ tetpdnoda (as in p 170, cf. 181 and Eust. p. 1814,33;
1648,60), some ancient purist must have been shocked, and therefore
substituted prjAa by mdvta (the latter being unfortunately accepted
by V. Bérard).

(d) . The defenders of the reading ndot explained its meaning
either as = mavtoiolc, omnis generis (i. e. yuyT kai KOpo&l KTA.), o,
more frequently, as promiscue omnibus (C. G. Heyne, Ox. 1821),
»Sylleptisch: allen, die gerade in der Ndhe waren und Uberhaupt von
Leichen zehren“ (Ameis, 1868); ,allen ohne Unterschied, so viel
ihrer kamen*“ (J. U. Faesi, 5 th. ed. by F. R. Franke, 1871); ,allen,
die daran theilnehmen wollten* (Ludwich, o. c., Il, 89 n. 55 with
examples); ,all that chose to come* (Leafd1l; etc.

It can be so; nevertheless this mdvte¢ with owwvoi only here
differs from the way in which Homer elsewhere uses KOveC Te Kai
olwvoi (cf. X 354; y 259; Q 411; X 335; B 393; © 379; N 831; P 241,
2 271; X 42; w 292; as for & 133 klvec taxéeq T olwvoi, cf. Z 283;
X 89 and Q 292; 310; o 526).

And let us add that mdot would destroy the elegant Homeric
structure Kot xiaopov (a b : blal éropia KOveaatv oiwvoioi te daita
(cf. e. g. E 839 dewvnv ydp ayev Bedv, avdpa &’ dapiotov; A 255—6).

Thus, daita seems to be the most probable reading. By the
way, Wilamowitz was progressive enough when in 1884 he wrote
that Nauck's daita will be acceptable to all scholars who are not
slaves of tradition (,fur alle nicht unfreien kopfe“), and Professor
Petrusevski on pp. 30 f., I would say, was not fair to the greatest
classical scholar of our age indeed.

Cambridge (England), October 1964. M. Marcovich.

10 The latter opinion was shared by Ed. Kammer, Bursians Jahresh. 9
(1877), 82, and by A. Ludwich, o. c., Il, 89: , ...dass obige und ahnliche
Stellen aus den Tragikern zurlickwirkenden Einfluss auf Homer [i. e. on Zenodo-
tus] ausgelibt haben*

1 Cf. also Ebelmg Lex., Il, 143 ab,and > B &i 3¢ kai pn mavteg nabiov,
GAN’ o0y GVEdNV TAot TPOUKEIVTO; Eust. p. 19,43 moAAoi T[pOUKEl\)TO e\wp mdal
10i¢ émiywpidlouvat (cf. Aeschyl. /. c.?) capkogayolg Opvéoic.



