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Abstract: The tenth prefatory letter of Pollux’ Onomasticon transmits two other-
wise unattested pieces of information concerning the existence of an anonymous
commentary on Xenophon and of a treatise by Eratosthenes of Cyrene entitled
Zxevoypaptkog. The corrupt state of the text in the manuscript tradition, which
the standard edition by E. Bethe has not improved, has so far hindered the full
understanding of this passage. This article (a) argues that two corrections should
be introduced in 10.2-3 Bethe; (b) suggests that the anonymous commentary on
Xenophon quoted by Pollux concerned not only the Ilepi inmukfig, as traditionally
assumed, but also the Trimopykog; and (c) re-examines the evidence supporting
the hypothesis that Eratosthenes’ Xkevoypa@ukog was not part of the better-
known ITepi Tiig dpxaiag kwpwdiag, but an independent work.
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In the incipit of the prefatory letter to book X of the Onomasticon Pollux informs
his addressee, Emperor Commodus, that he once came across an exegesis on
Xenophon, which inspired him to consult the erudite work by Eratosthenes of
Cyrene entitled Zkevoypa@wkdg. This is a valuable passage because it records two
pieces of information attested nowhere else: the existence of an exegetical work
on a text by Xenophon usually identified as the ITepi inmukfig, and Eratosthenes’
authorship of a work entitled Zxevoypa@ikog. In all the manuscripts of the
Onomasticon the beginning of the tenth prefatory letter is corrupt, a fact which -
paired with Pollux’ terse style — has so far hindered the full understanding of the
information transmitted by this passage.!

In the present note I will newly examine the textual problems raised by these
first lines from letter X and its reception among scholars, suggesting some correc-

1 The Onomasticon has reached us in the form of an epitome produced before the 9th century and
transmitted by four different manuscript families, which E. Bethe traced back to a single author-
itative copy possessed and annotated by Arethas, Bishop of Caesarea: see Bethe (1900) v.

*Corresponding author: Olga Tribulato, Universita Ca’ Foscari Venezia, Dorsoduro 3484/D,
30123 Venice, Italy, E-Mail: olga.tribulato@unive.it

Brought to you by | Universita Ca' Foscari Venezia - Sistema Bibliotecario Ateneo
Authenticated
Download Date | 12/13/19 2:54 PM



238 —— OlgaTribulato DE GRUYTER

tions to Bethe’s text. In § 1 I present Bethe’s text and focus on the first sentence,
concerning the commentary on Xenophon. In § 2 I discuss the textual and linguis-
tic problems raised by the second sentence, concerning the Xkevoypagukog, and
consider what use Pollux may have made of this work by Eratosthenes.

1 The Anonymous Commentary on Xenophon

Bethe’s text and apparatus read as follows:

Koppodw Kaioapt TovAtog IToAvdevkng xaipetv. EveTuxdv
moTe BPAw Tw TOV Eevo@dvTog Trmik@v EEnyeiobat AéyovTt. elpwv 8¢
OVOpaTOG Kpioel ToDTO "Epatocbevy &v Td ZKEVOYpa@IK® AEyewy,
ENAAOE pot {NTelv 16 Tob Epatoabévoug BiBAiov 81a o mposaywyov
TAS XPNoEWS: (G 8 VPOV POALG, 0VBEV elxev W AATIOA.

(Poll. Onom. X 1.1-5 Bethe)

1-3 corruptae || 1 évtuxdv II || 2 B. 7@ t0d (twv F) 11 B. Tw E. ABB.
T@v E. CL | inruk@v 11 ABCL, Trirukov Schneider Saxo | 8¢] e 118’ €v? Bekker ||
3 xpAow IL | Aéyet 11 || 5 poyig I | Exew IT | fidmugov A

Bethe himself acknowledges the corrupt state of the first three lines. According to
the text he proposes, after the greeting formula Pollux states: “I once came across
a book that said to be an exegesis on Xenophon’s work on horsemanship”. The
use of &€&nyeiobat, which is a technical verb, makes it clear that this work
belonged to the genre of exegetical literature: it may have been an actual &§-
Nynotg, or a collection of interpretative notes; more likely, considering the kind of
sources used by Pollux, it was a lemma by lemma commentary or a specialist
glossary (more on this below).?
In the text transmitted by the manuscript tradition €€nyeiofat is missing an
object and is preceded by some syntactically unacceptable forms:
- codd. AB have BipAiw Tw Eevop@®vtog inmk®v: a comparison with the other
codices suggests that this is an error of haplography;?

2 It is clear that Pollux, like other lexicographers of his time, relied on previous collections of
lexeis, such as those compiled by Aristophanes of Byzantium, and on specialist glossaries such as
that by Rufus of Ephesus on anatomy. In letter IX he makes a passing reference to an onomasticon
compiled by one Gorgias. An up-to-date work on Pollux’ sources is a desideratum: for a basic
overview, see the classic Bethe (1917) 777-778. On the broader meaning of the term £§rynotg in the
context of erudite works, see Luiselli (2015) 1217-1218 with n. 15.

3 Cod. A (Par. gr. 2670) is the only representative of the third family of Onomasticon manuscripts
which Bethe (1900) ix believes may be traced back to a codex owned by Arethas of Caesarea, the
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DE GRUYTER Two Notes on the Text of Pollux X 1.1-5 Bethe == 239

— according to Bethe, the archetype which lies at the basis of codd. F and S,
which he refers to as II, had BiAiw T@ T0D Eevo@®vTog inmik®v; however, F
reads BPAiw @ TOV Eevoe@®vtog tmmik@v, which is close to the reading
provided by codd. CL;*

- codd. CL have BiBAiw T@v Eevo@@vTog inmk@v, here too with the omission of
one of the two articles.

Clearly, these variously erroneous readings must be corruptions of an original
text in which &€nyeioBat was preceded by an object. The first modern editions by
Manutius, Seber and Lederlin/Hemsterhuis overlook the problem,” but already
Johann Gottlob Schneider, in his 1817 edition of the Ilepi immkfig, suggested that
the transmitted text be emended to the accusative tov ‘Inmkov.® This conjecture
was later accepted by Bekker in his edition of the Onomasticon, which marked a
significant improvement compared to the previous editions (including Dindorf
1824, who still followed the 1706 edition by Lederlin/Hemsterhuis).” Schneider’s
conjecture has influenced the interpretation of this passage in all studies dealing
with it, down to Bethe’s edition and even beyond, since it introduces an alter-
native title for the Iept inmukAg.

In his edition, however, Bethe strikes a compromise: he keeps the Tw trans-
mitted by the manuscripts (= Twvt) but accepts Schneider’s tov, after which he
inserts the genitive plural Truk@v. Bethe, therefore, posits the existence of an
unexpressed noun (Aéyog may be a good candidate) referring to a work that
Pollux would cite under the title of ‘Trtruxd.

archetype for all medieval manuscripts of the Onomasticon (Bethe 1900, vi-vii). Cod. A was
created by combining parts of family III with a codex from family IV, the source for cod. B (Par. gr.
2647). This explains the fact that B agrees both with A and with C (Heidelb. Pal. gr. 375) and L
(Laur. plut. 56.1), the two main codices from family IV.

4 Onlland its descendants F (Par. gr. 2646) and S (Salmant. I 2.3), see Bethe (1900) vii—ix.

5 Both the 1502 Aldine editio princeps and Seber (1608) 455 print BiBAiw T® ZeVoP@VTOG iKY
€Enyeiobat AéyovTti, which translates into Latin as “Incidi olim in Xenophontis librum, de equorum
cura tractantem” — a translation which apparently ignores the problem of what governs &&n-
yelobau (for a description of the manuscripts on which Aldus’ and Seber’s editions were based, see
Bethe 1900, vii-ix; xvi). The subsequent Dutch edition, by Lederlin/Hemsterhuis (1706), is based
on codd. FS and reads BiBAiw T T@v Xevop@vtog Tnmkdv £Enyeiodat AéyovTi. This text stands at
the origin both of the Latin translation suggested in that edition, “Incidi quondam in Librum
Xenophontis, qui titulum praeferebat de re equestri” (Lederlin/Hemsterhuis 1706, 1146), and of the
text printed by Dindorf (1824) 1283.

6 Schneider (1817) 149. Cf. the apparatus in Bethe (1931) 191 and the subsequent edition of
Xenophon’s Opuscula by Sauppe (1838) 191.

7 Bekker (1846) 400.
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240 —— OlgaTribulato DE GRUYTER

Although Bethe’s reading solves the most obvious syntactical difficulties, it
raises other problems. Bethe seems to interpret the form ‘Trmk@v as an epexege-
tical genitive referring to a definite work of Xenophon’s, which the ancient
tradition unanimously transmits under the title of [ept inmkfig but Pollux quotes
as ‘Tmmka.® Of course, a priori it cannot be ruled out that Pollux was familiar with
an alternative title, that he rephrased the original title, or that the way in which
he cites the Ilepi inmikfig is simply an oversight.” However, the real hurdle lies in
the fact that the use of Trruk@v to further define tov (A6yov?), and hence to refer
to a particular work, requires an article, which here is missing (even though it
appears in the version transmitted by FCL).

In the light of these considerations, the genitive Tnmk®v printed by Bethe
strikes me as a poor choice. Schneider’s conjecture (tov Tnrukov or, alternatively,
TOV immukdv in lowercase) remains a much better solution, even though it assumes
that Pollux mentioned the treatise under an alternative title. But there is also
another possibility: to think that Pollux wished to refer not to a work entitled Trrux&
but, more generically, to “works on horsemanship by Xenophon”, i.e. immkd (in
lowercase). In other words, Pollux may be quoting an exegetical work that con-
cerned both ITept inmukfig and ‘Trmapykog. Of the two treatises, the former certainly
requires particular exegetical attention, as it is replete with rare technical expres-
sions that would have been unfamiliar to lay readers. However, it is not implausible
that both treatises received much the same attention and were therefore jointly read
and commented upon. Although we have very little information about their recep-
tion in Antiquity, indirect clues for this interpretation may be provided by the fact
that most medieval manuscripts present the two treatises side by side.'° Moreover,
the very fact that Xenophon composed them in sequence (notwithstanding the
doubts surrounding the date of composition of each) suggests that they constituted
ajoint project — something ancient exegetes may have been aware of."

8 Xenophon’s work is only ever referred to as Ilept inmikfg: see Diog. Laert. 57 and Ath. 3.94. A
complete overview of sources is provided by Tommasini (1902) 95-96.

9 This passage from letter X aside, Pollux never mentions the title of the treatise. However, it is
widely acknowledged that he draws upon this work in many parts of the Onomasticon: see Althaus
(1874) 23-26; Michaelis (1877) 15; Tommasini (1902) 95; Persson (1915) 92-93; Pierleoni (1932) 27—
44; Widdra (1964) xxi. The last part of book I (chs. 181-220) is particularly rich in material that may
be traced back to this treatise: see Pierleoni (1932) 27-44; other material is to be found especially
in books VIl and X.

10 This is the case with 10 of 19 codices recorded by Widdra (1964) v-vii. Most of the other
manuscripts contain both treatises, though not side by side.

11 See Blaineau (2011) 60. Concerning the dates of composition of the two works, see the
overview in Petrocelli (2001) x-xv. Most scholars today believe that Xenophon wrote the Ilept
inmukiig first, since in one passage (which some scholars consider spurious) from the last chapter
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This interpretation also allows us to reconsider the issue of the article tév
inserted by Bethe. Although it cannot be ruled out that with Tov inmuk@®v Pollux
was referring to more than one work on horsemanship — as [ have just suggested —
the expression is certainly a peculiar one. One possibility is to conjecture T0,
neuter, instead of Schneider’s tov, masculine. Unlike the masculine accusative
10V, the neuter 16 would find an immediate antecedent: the neuter noun BifAiw.
Pollux would thus first be mentioning a BiAiov which in turn contains the
exegesis “to that on horsemanship by Xenophon”. What we would have is an
elliptic structure: an article defined by a genitive (10 ... immk®v vel 1O TGOV
inmk@v) that lacks the noun which it agrees with, but which can nonetheless be
reconstructed based on the context.”” As a loose parallel, though perhaps not
entirely matching Pollux’ style, let us consider the two following passages dis-
cussed by Peters in his study on the use of the article in the New Testament as an
example of “shorthand”:®

Ev. Luc. 5.33: ol podntai Twdvvou vnotevovaty mukva kai 8enoelg motodvrat opoiwg kat ot
TV Dapoaiwy.

The disciples of John often fast and pray as also those of the Pharisee.

Heb. 7.27: 8G 0Ok €xel KB’ fuépav Gvayknv, WoTep ol dpYLEPELS, TPATEPOV VTEP TV (Siwv
apapTI@V Buaioag Gvagepey Enerta IOV 100 Aaod.

Who does not have a daily obligation, such as the high priests, first to bear sacrifices on
behalf of their own sins, then the ones of the people.

In both these passages, an article followed by a genitive (ol T@Wv ®aploaiwv, TV
oD AaioD) lacks the noun which it agrees with, but which has just been mentioned
before (pabnTai, apopti@v). Of course, if the 16 I suggest inserting into Pollux’
text refers back to a BiBAiov, intended as a physical vector of text(s), this means
that Pollux considered Xenophon’s works on horsemanship to make up a single
book. This raises the question of whether it is likely or even physically possible

(12.14) it refers to the Tnmapykdg: see again Petrocelli (2001) xiii-xiv and the cautious position
adopted by Delebecque (2002) 12, who had previously argued that the ‘Innopyikog was the more
recent of the two (Delebecque 1950, 12-15).

12 The hypothesis that the sentence should be emended as évétuydv mote BIBAIW Tw <TO> TV
Eevop@vtog ik @v eEnyeiodat AéyovTt is perfectly likely, since it presupposes an easy haplology
in the transmission of the sequence Tw 16 T@v. The article T@v agreeing with inmk@®v would make
the meaning even clearer, but is perhaps not strictly necessary, given Pollux’ customarily terse
style.

13 See Peters (2014) 219.
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that the two rather extensive treatises by Xenophon were copied on the same
scroll. Despite the poor information we have on the matter, there are at least two
factors that make this hypothesis not entirely unlikely.

First of all, examples are known of scrolls that bring together several books
from the same work (e.g. the Iliad) or different prose treatises, even though the
general tendency was to divide an author’s works into separate scrolls.* Sec-
ondly, the average length of such scrolls known to us shows that they could
contain two works of the length of the Tnmopykdg and Ilepi immkfg. Of the
Oxyrhynchus papyri, POxy. 1810 (= MP? 00256.000, first half of the 2nd cent. AD)
contains five orations by Demosthenes (Olynth. 1-3, Phil. 1, De pac.), while POxy.
4314 (= MP? 00255.010, late 1st—early 2nd cent. AD) contains Olynth. 2-3 and Phil.
1.” Using the number of words recorded for each work by the electronic TLG, we
obtain an overall length of 9,525 words for POxy. 1810 and 7,690 for POxy. 4314.
Johnson, moreover, discusses the case of PSILaur. inv. 19662 (MP3 2087, 3rd cent.
AD), which features the catalogue of a book collection on its verso.® This cata-
logue mentions a scroll containing the Platonic dialogues Meno and Menexenus
(10,269 words in total) and another one containing the two Hippias and the
Euthydemus (25,769 words in total)."” If these figures indicate the rough extension
of a multi-work scroll, we can conclude that Xenophon’s two treatises on horse-
manship could easily fit on a single scroll: their overall length is 12,765 words.

One must also consider the fact that, as already mentioned, these works on
horsemanship were chiefly read by specialists, as shown by the limited number of
actual quotes from these works to be found in Greek literature. Therefore,
although it cannot be ruled out that some quotes were lost along with much of the
technical and erudite literature of Antiquity,' it is likely that the two treatises on
horsemanship circulated through reference editions of the sort that favoured
usability over aesthetics (smaller characters, narrower margins) and brought
together several works in the same scroll.

Similarly, it cannot be ruled out that these miscellaneous reference works
also included the Kvvnyntikog, which is longer than the other two treatises but
only brings the overall length of the hypothetical miscellaneous scroll up to

14 On miscellaneous Homeric scrolls, see West (1967) 24-25, although these are for the most part
Ptolemaic age copies: see Johnson (2004) 144.

15 See Johnson (2004) 143, who rules out that the fragments of POxy. 1810 come from different
scrolls.

16 Johnson (2004) 144.

17 These miscellaneous scrolls are also studied by Puglia (1996), who discusses the length of the
prose works that could fit on a single scroll. See too table 3.7 in Johnson (2004).

18 See Blaineau (2011) 62.
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21,910 words — less than the longest scroll described by PSILaur. inv. 19662. Over
a century ago, at the end of his survey of the Onomasticon material probably
deriving from Ilepi immkf¢ and Kuvnyntkog, Persson concluded: “Da ja die
Handschriftentradition fiir den Kynegetikos und Ilept inmukfg dieselbe ist, muss
auch die Rolle, die Pollux fiir jene Schrift spielt, dieselbe sein”.” One may
suggest, therefore, that the transmission of these ‘technical’ treatises by Xeno-
phon via papyri foreshadowed the kind of practice that is later reflected by much
of the medieval tradition of the Opuscula.”® Clearly, these considerations do not
prove the existence of a scroll exclusively devoted to Xenophon’s technical works,
or the correctness of the conjecture 6 (vel T0 T@V) Eevo@@VvTog inmik@v, but they
do make them likely hypotheses.

Having examined the first sentence of epistle X, it is now necessary to draw
two more general conclusions. First of all, there is no evidence that in Antiquity
Xenophon’s Ilept inmukiig circulated under the title of Trukdg or ‘Trrmkév. I would
argue that the re-evaluation of the textual tradition of Poll. Onom. 10.1 and the
new reading that I have suggested make Schneider’s conjecture redundant. The
whole question is usually ignored in more recent editions of the Ilept immkAg,
with very few, usually dated, exceptions.” However, it is a question worth addres-
sing, since a reference study such as the classic Pauly-Wissowa entry for Xeno-
phon* — which evidently is still based on the text by Bekker, ignoring Bethe® —
states that the treatise circulated under this alternative title.**

19 Persson (1915) 99. The ancient tradition of the three technical treatises is practically unknown
to us, with the exception of Xen. Cyn. 13.5-74, which has been transmitted by PReinach Gr. 2 78
(MP? 01562.000, 2nd cent. AD). In the Middle Ages the technical treatises were instead partly
transmitted via different channels compared to Xenophon’s main works and his other four
treatises: in addition to the critical reference editions, see Erbse (1961) 268-269 and Jackson
(1990).

20 In this regard one may note that the five speeches by Demosthenes transmitted by the
miscellaneous papyrus POxy. 1810 are the very same treatises that mark the beginning of the
medieval tradition of Demosthenes: Johnson (2004) 143.

21 Ruehl (1912) and Widdra (1964) are silent on the matter. Tommasini (1902) 95 and Pierleoni
(1937) 193 only record the correction Trrukdv made by Schneider, without taking any stance. See
too Pierleoni (1937) xxiv. Marchant (1920) 143 instead presents the alternative title as the one
actually transmitted by Pollux, thereby following Bekker. Persson (1915) 92 also claims: “es
scheint also, als ob Pollux Ilepi inrukiig des Xenophon unter dem Namen ‘Inmikog gekannt hitte”
(cf. Persson 1915, 160; Miinscher 1920, 168).

22 Breitenbach (1967) 1761.

23 Bekker (1846) and Bethe (1931).

24 This is probably due to the fact that, as Pernot (2014) 281 n. 2 informs us, Breitenbach (1967)
drew much of his information from the classic study by Miinscher (1920), which was published
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Secondly, it is worth carefully considering the information concerning the
existence of some kind of exegesis on Xenophon. In the most recent bibliography
on Xenophon there is almost no mention of an erudite work of this sort, which it
is worth reconsidering from a fresh perspective.” Since we know absolutely
nothing about the kind of exegesis to which Xenophon was subjected in Anti-
quity, it is impossible to pinpoint the genre of the exegetical work to which Pollux
refers. On balance, I would be inclined to think that the infinitive &&nyeioBau
identifies a work devoted to the explanation of the language of the two (or even
the three) technical works: perhaps a lemma by lemma commentary or a technical
glossary.* Even though its real nature and author are probably destined to remain
anonymous, this erudite work is likely to have constituted an important source for
Pollux, particularly since the extensive presence of both the Kuvnyntikog and the
‘Innapxkog in the Onomasticon seems to have been based on a second-hand use,
which no doubt was aided by the existence of an exegesis of some kind.”

2 Eratosthenes’ ZKEUOYPOPIKOG

In the next sentence of the letter, Pollux states that when reading the commentary
on Xenophon he came across a quote from Eratosthenes. Bethe’s text reads:
e0pwV 8¢ GVOpaTOG Kpioel ToDTO "Epatocfevny év 1@ ZKevoypa@ik® A&yewv. At
first sight it seems natural to construct ToUto as the object of Aéyewv and 'Epo-
T000EVNV as its subject. However, the comment that Bethe makes in the apparatus
to another passage, 1.145,% clarifies that he actually took TobTo to be a reference

before the second volume of Bethe’s edition (1931). Miinscher (1920) himself, however, widely
drew upon Persson (1915), who — as we have seen — accepted Schneider’s emendation.

25 After the fleeting remarks in Schneider (1817) 149, Michaelis (1877) 15, Miinscher (1920) 168,
Pierleoni (1932) 42, Pierleoni (1937) xxiv and Marchant (1925) xi = Marchant/Bowersock (1968) xi,
no reference to this work is to be found in the section on the Iept inmukiig and the Nachleben of
Xenophon in Breitenbach (1967), as well as in the reference editions Marchant (1920) and
Delebecque (1950) = (2002).

26 For lemmatized commentaries, concerning narrow aspects of a literary text, see Dubischar
(2015) 557; 599. Technical glossaries focusing on specific authors or works are discussed by
Dubischar (2015) 581-584.

27 On the Kuvnyntikog see the divergent stances of Persson (1915) 93 and Pierleoni (1932) 42 n. 1.
Quotes from the Trmapykdg have been detected by Althaus (1874) 26 and Michaelis (1877) 15-16,
but Delebecque (2003) 31 — possibly following Miinscher (1920) 167? — claims that Pollux never
quotes the work directly. Even Bethe’s indexes make no mention of the Trmapykog, despite the
fact that some passages from this work are recorded in the apparatus (see e.g. 1.196.22 and
1.214.21).

28 Bethe (1900) 47: “toUTo (sc. de re equestri) 'Epatoofévny Aéyewv €V Td TKEVOYPAPIKD ...”.
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to the Ilepi inmukfig and hence that he interpreted the sentence as “having found,
in the evaluation of a term, that Eratosthenes cited the Ilepi immkfig in the
Zxevoypa@kog ...”. This seems difficult to me, since Pollux would use a neuter to
refer back to a work which, if we follow Bethe’s text, he has previously defined
with the masculine Tov Eevopdvtog Trmuk@v. In fact, this seemingly ‘natural’
construction has caused difficulties not just to Bethe, but also to the other
scholars who have tried to come to terms with it.”

I believe that a better candidate as the antecedent of ToD7o is the anonymous
BiBAiov consulted by Pollux, which — if correct — forces us to take tobto as the
subject of the infinitive and 'Epatocfevnv as its object: “having found, in the
evaluation of a term, that it stated Eratosthenes: in the Xkevoypagixdg ...”. In other
words, this short phrase would be a brachylogy meaning that in consulting the
anonymous BiBAiov Pollux literally found the expression “Epatogfévng év @
Zxevoypapk®”, a shorthand comment on the locus in which a certain term was
used.® Short expressions of the kind ‘author X (uses) word Y in work Z’ are
perfectly normal in exegetical literature and especially in glossaries and lexica, a
fact which may provide an additional hint as to what type of text Pollux was
using.

In this sentence the expression 6vopaTog Kpioel is also problematic. Suppos-
ing that the text is correct, the simple dative can only be a complement of
limitation or of purpose: “as regards / for the dvopatog kpiog”. But if this were
the case, kpioel ought to be defined by the article: ebpwv 8¢ Tf GvopaTog kpioel
“having found that, as regards the evaluation of a term ...”. This would yield the
required meaning, because in this passage kpiolg must be determined (Pollux is
referring not to a general assessment but to a specific circumstance).

29 For instance, Nesselrath (1990) 88 n. 67 posits a lacuna: “wenn man diese drei Zeilen nicht
gleich mit Bethe zu ‘corruptae’ erklaren will, muf; man zumindest eine Liicke ansetzen, in der ein
Begriff verschwunden zu sein scheint, iiber den Pollux dann im Anschlufl sagt: ebpwv 8¢
OVOpaToG Kpioel ToiTo "Epatoofévny €V () ZKeVoypa@Ik® Aéyety KTA”.

30 Geus (2002) 302 n. 103 makes the claim that “Pollux wird die Angabe iiber den Zxevoypapikog
vielleicht in den Studien (A¢&eig) des Aristophanes von Byzanz, einer seiner Hauptquellen,
gefunden haben”, but it seems to me that this connection is impossible to prove.

31 Lexica and glossaries often use short expressions in which a gloss is followed by indication of
author and locus classicus, the latter in the dative. In Atticist lexicography alone, cf. e.g. Antiatt. o
1 Valente: &nd 0topatog Eevoewv év Tij AvaBdoet, [IAdtwv Ocattrtw; Phryn. Ecl. 330 Fischer:
TOV Taida TOV dkoAovBobvta pet’ avtod- Avgiog &v 1@ Katr’ AVTOKPETOUG oVTw Tf OUVTGEEL
xpfita; Poll. Onom. 2.61.1: Gvémnpog 8’ €0Tiv 6 MGV TO UK TEMMPWHEVOS, WG 100T0g £V TG KaTd
Apeoaiypov; 2.61.2 Avtipdv &’ €v Toig iept dAnbeiag kai dvarmpa iprkev. Comparable examples
are frequent.
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Actually, the best solution, which Bethe recorded in his apparatus but
rejected, had already been outlined by Bekker, who suggested changing 8¢ into &
€v.2 In the expression § €v 6vopatog kpioet the lack of an article does not
constitute a problem, because it is the very use of the complement of place
followed by the genitive that determines kpioig: “in the evaluation of a term”. I
therefore suggest that we emend the text of these two sentences from letter X as
follows:

Koppodw Kaioapt TovAtog IToAvdevkng xaipetv. vétuxov mote BBAlw Tw 0 Eevopdvtog
ik @v e&nyeiofot Aéyovtl ebpwv & év 6vopatog kpioet Toito ‘Epatocdévny év @ Zkevo-
YPa@K® Aéyew, EMAOE pot {nteiv 10 100 Epatocdévoug BiBAiov & 1O mpooaywyov Thg
XPNOEWG.

Pollux salutes Caesar Commodus. Once I came across a book that commented upon Xeno-
phon’s one on horsemanship. Having found, in the evaluation of a term, that it stated
“Eratosthenes: in the Xkevoypa@ikdg”, T thought of searching for Eratosthenes’ book,
intrigued by the possibility of using it.

The corruptions of this opening section of letter X are probably due to the very
succinctness with which Pollux refers to the anonymous exegetical work on
Xenophon. In my opinion, this succinctness is not casual, but depends on the fact
that Pollux’ real concern was to prove that the Zxevoypapikog, the work of an
important Hellenistic erudite, was not as good a source as his Onomasticon. In
these lines Pollux describes how he felt the desire to make use of this text by
Eratosthenes, but was disappointed: the sentence 81 TO Tpocaywyov TAG
xprioewg therefore plays a key role because, by creating a contrast, it is used to
highlight the merits of the lexical selection of book X of the Onomasticon, accord-
ing to a comparative procedure that Pollux already used in relation to the
onomastic lexicon of the rhetor Gorgias in letter IX.

It is precisely the way in which Pollux describes his use of Eratosthenes that
clarifies — in my view, beyond all reasonable doubt — that he was not yet familiar
with the Xkevoypa@kdg and that therefore he never used it before he started
working on book X of the Onomasticon. Note, in particular, the enthusiasm with
which he set out to look for Eratosthenes’ text ({nteiv here means ‘to search for,
discover’ rather than ‘to consult’) and the statement of disappointment that
follows: (g 8’ ebpov POALG, o0V eixev Wv AAMOA.

32 Bekker (1846) 401.
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All this does not help solve the long-standing question of whether the Xkevo-
ypa@kog was part of Eratosthenes’ Iept g &pyaiag kwpwsiag.> There is no clear
evidence that Pollux made use of this better-known text when writing his previous
books: the only direct quotation of the ITepi Tfg &pyaiag kwpwdiag occurs precisely
in 10.60.>* The question, therefore, is destined to remain open; but while it is true
that Pollux did not directly draw upon the Ilepi Tfg &pyxaiog kwpwsiag before book
X, it would certainly be odd for him to refer to the same work by Eratosthenes in
two different ways within the same book: once as Zkxevoypagikog — a work
unknown to him until then, but which he claims to have then made first-hand use
of — and once as év Toig mept kwpwdiag (10.60). In consideration of this, I would be
inclined to conclude that for Pollux the Zxevoypapikdg was a self-standing work,
and that perhaps it was so from its very conception.

Acknowledgments: I wish to thank Federica Benuzzi, Lucia Prauscello and Fran-
cesco Valerio for advice on some aspects of this article and the Seeger Center for
Hellenic Studies of Princeton University for electing me to a Visiting Fellowship in
summer 2017, during which this article was written.
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