On Stephanus of Byzantium f 188:
B0BAoc, BuProg, and gidvpa

Lucia Prauscello

HE ENTRY BoBAog (B 188) of the epitomized version of
Stephanus’ Ethnika is interesting on various grounds.!
In particular, historians of Egyptian and Near Eastern
religions have been attracted by the explicit link in the first part
of the entry between the Syrian city of Byblos and Isis” pere-
grinations while looking for the corpse of her dead husband
Osiris.? Less attention in recent time has been given to the lines

I Cited from M. Billerbeck et al., Stephani Byzantii Ethnica I-V (Berlin
2006—2017). The following are cited by author’s name: H. Erbse, Untersu-
chungen zu den attizistischen Lexika (Berlin 1950); P. M. Fraser, Greek Ethnic Ter-
minology (Oxford 2009); N. Lewis, Papyrus in Classical Antiquaty (Oxford 1974).

2 For an illuminating up-to-date treatment of the issue see J. F. Quack,
“Resting in Pieces and Integrating the okoumene. On the Mental Expansion
of the Religious Landscape by Means of the Body Parts of Osiris,” in S.
Nagel et al. (eds.), Entangled Worlds: Religious Confluences between East and West
m the Roman Empire (Ttubingen 2017) 244273, at 255-259. Until very
recently this sequence of events was surely attested only in the so-called
‘Byblos episode’ of Plut. De Is. et Os. 15-16, but the evidence provided by
P.Oxy. 5481 (1t CE) has shown that it must have had a wider and multi-
farious circulation: P. J. Parsons and L. Prauscello, “5481: Isis Romance,”
P.Oxy. LXXXV (London 2020) 19-29. For a more skeptical approach to
the relationship between Steph. Byz. B 188, the Plutarch passage, and

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 63 (2023) 157181
ISSN 2159-3159

Article copyright held by the author(s) and made available under the
Creative Commons Attribution License

CC-BY https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/



158 ON STEPHANUS OF BYZANTIUM B 188

that specify the material used for Isis’ headband. The present
contribution aims at reassessing the soundness of the text of
line 5 as printed in Billerbeck’s edition. I will show that what
we choose to read there has a not insignificant bearing on what
we envisage to be Stephanus’ Urtext and the sources at his
disposal.

Here follow Billerbeck’s text, apparatus, and translation of
Steph. Byz. p 188 (I 382-383):3

1 BOBrog moAg Powikng dpyorotatn rmoacdv, Kpdvou
2 xtiopo, &md | BOPAng 1A Midfjtov  Buyorrpdc.
3 (Anonymus) “BOPAog 8¢ mpoonyopedfn | €k 100 mdong
dpyoing [3{[37»01) evlaxny dowvéo év tovtn yevéoBor. ol
8¢ | ot év ovtf  “loig kAaiovoo  “Octpv 10 Sddnue
£0nke: 10010 & v BUBMIVOV (amo) BDB?\OD g (pt?u)png
6 thic Alyvmting, ng dvétpagpe Netdog év | tolg hect.” 10
é0vicov  BOBMog  xoi  BuPhdc.  eioi kol BOPAiot
7 Zxvbucov | #0vog. fott kol BOPlog év 1@ Neidw molig
dooodeotdtn. to0 £0vikov | BOBAhog, §i BuPAing 1o
TOR® 1) ATYLTTIOK®.

2 BoPAng RQ; Bi- PN 3-6 BOBAog — €heost anonymo, qui lonica
dialecto de Phoenice scripsit, attribuit Meineke 2 B0BAog PN:
Bi- RQ 3 dpyaing RQ; -ag PN Bifrov PN: Bo- RQ 4
*lowg Xylander: iowv RQPN  4-5 BOBAwov Salmasius: BiBAiov
RPN, BoBriov Q 5 (&ro) BOProv thg prddpng Berkel: BdBAov tiig
euAfic RQPN  dvérpepe RQ 6 BuPiidg R: sine acc. Q, BuPhiog
PN 6-7 0vog oxvbicév RQP 8 BifAwg R

(G2

Byblos, Stadt in Phonizien, die élteste von allen; sie ist eine
Grindung des Kronos <und ist> nach Byble* <benannt>, der

Lucian $yr.D. 7, see J. L. Lightfoot, Lucian: On the Syrian Goddess (Oxford
2003) 312-319.

3 I have reproduced the line numbers of Billerbeck’s edition, with a ver-
tical stroke indicating line divisions.

+ Billerbeck and Zubler, Stephani Byzantii Ethnica 11 310 (addenda to vol. I),
seem to accept the identification of Byble with Byblis (“Byble, bzw. Byblis™),
already suggested by A. Berkel, Zrepdvov Bv{avriov Efvika kat’ émitoutv,
Stephani Byzantint Gentilia per epitomen (Leiden 1688) 247 n.53, who emended
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LUCIA PRAUSCELLO 159

Tochter des Miletos. <So heisst es> (Anonymus): “Byblos aber
nannte man <die Ortschaft> deswegen, weil man dort Papyrus
aus altester Zeit schadlos aufbewahrte. Andere hingegen
<berichten>, Isis habe, als sie Osiris weinte, dort ihr Diadem
abgelegt; dieses aber sei aus Papyrus <verfertigt> gewesen, und
zwar aus Bast von dgyptischen Papyrusstauden, welche der Nil
in den Stimpfen emporspriessen liess.” Das Ethnikon <lautet>
Byblier und <das Femininum> Bybliadin. Ausserdem gibt es
noch die Byblier, ein skythisches Volk. Dazu kommt weiter <ein
Ort namens> Byblos am Nil, eine tiberaus sichere Stadt. Das
Ethnikon <lautet> Byblier oder Byblit, abgeleitet nach der Bil-
dungsweise der Agypter.

Many of Stephanus’ entries revolve around concurrent ety-
mological explanations and B 188 is no exception.”> Under the
entry BOBAog we are given three different etymologies:® Byblos
was so called either (1) “after Byble, daughter of Miletos,” or (2)
because in the city “were preserved undamaged every kind of
old book-roll”” (BOBlog 8¢ mpoonyopetfn éx 100 mdong dpxoing

the transmitted BOPAng to BuPAidog on the basis of schol. Theocr. 7.115—
118b Wendel. On what Berkel’s conjecture can tell us about the history of
the transmission of this entry, see §3 below.

5> For the prominent role of etymologies in the Ethnika see M. Billerbeck
and A. Hartmann-Neumann, Stephanos von Byzanz: Grammatiker und Lexiko-
graph (Berlin 2021).

6 Modern linguistics inclines to consider BoBAog the Hellenized version
of the city’s Phoenician name Gubal (“mountain”): see Lewis 7-8 n.7; G. J.
Thierry, “Gebal, Byblos, Bible. — Paper,” I'T"1 (1951) 130-131 (fanciful on
the etymology of mdmvpog, for which see A. Soldati, “Attorno alla voce
nanvpog nella tarda antichita,” Glotta 86 [2010] 159-169, at 160 n.6).

7 This seems to me the correct translation of the transmitted text, pace
Billerbeck: n6g (+ adj.) + noun without article has the sense of “totally/
completely” only with abstract or collective nouns (e.g. néoo Gvdykn): see
Smyth, GG §1171 with examples. Therefore naong dpyoing Birov does not
mean “Papyrus aus altester Zeit” but “every kind of old book-roll.” That
BoPArog refers here to book-roll and not to papyrus per se is confirmed by the
entry of EiGen. s.v. BOBrog (B 287 Lasserre-Livadaras) moiig ®owvixng
Gpyonotéan. elpnron St tor &v ot TBépeva BiPAio donnro SropuAdrTeTon
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160 ON STEPHANUS OF BYZANTIUM B 188

BiBrov @uhoxnv dowéa év tovtn yevésBor), or (3) because Isis,
while mourning Osiris, deposed there her headband made of
papyrus (BoProg). That (2) and (3), i.e. the sequence BOBAog 8¢
npoonyopevdn — év 1olg £Aeot, are very likely to be a quotation
from a (for us anonymous) prose writer (historian or mythogra-
pher?) in the Ionic dialect was first recognized by Meineke.?
Our concern will be mainly with (3), more specifically with the
nature of the dddnua worn by Isis and the possible sources
underlying this information.

1. Isis’ headband: todro 8 fv BoBAvov

Billerbeck printed: ot 8¢ 61t év ad1f} “loig xAalovoo "Ocipy 10
S148nuar #0nke: 10010 & AV POPAvov, (Gmod) POBAov ThHE PrADPNC
g Atyvrting, fig dvétpoge Nethog év 1oig #heot. In the apparatus
she tells us that BoBAwov is Salmasius’ (unavoidable) correction
for the transmitted Bipiwov (RPN) vel BuBriov (Q),° and that in
line 5 the MSS. reading is foprov tfic puAfic (RQPN); the emen-
dation {&mo) POPAov ThHg PLAOpNg 1s ascribed to Berkel. The MSS.
of Stephanus do indeed have BOPAov tfig @uAfig tfig Alyvrting,
but the correction of @uAfic to @Abpng (“lime-tree” and, by
metonymy, “its fibrous part,” hence “the internal part of the
exterior bark,” or “bast”) is Meineke’s, not Berkel’s. However,
before Meineke Berkel too had entertained serious doubt about
(:—Etym.Magn. B 357, [Zon.] Lex. B 410; cf. also schol. Dion. Per. 912 [GGM
IT 455] BOBrog dpyonotdan moAg elpnrod, kol St o v odtfi dmotifépeva
BBMa donnra SiepvAatre.

8 A. Meineke, Stephani Byzantii Ethnicorum quae supersunt (Berlin 1849) 188:
“haec verba usque ad év 1olg €lect nescio cuius scriptoris sunt, qui ionica
dialecto de Phoenicia scripserat.” lonic dialect: &pyaing in RQ), uncon-
tracted dowéo, and Alyvnting; on @iAvpng see below. Meineke wondered
whether also the infinitive yevésBou should be turned into the Ionic yivecBou.
A. Brinkmann, “Liickenbiisser,” RAM 64 (1909) 637-640, at 640, suggested
that the Ionian writer was Teukros of Kyzikos, author of a five-volume work
On Tyre (Tept THpov) according to Suda s.v. Tebxpog 6 Kvliknvog (= BNF 274
T 1; Ist cent. BCE).

9 Instances of the same scribal mistake are discussed by M. L. West,
Hesiod: Works and Days (Oxford 1978) 386 ad Op. 589.
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LUCIA PRAUSCELLO 161

the soundness of the transmitted text and his solution was far
more radical. Starting from the corresponding entry of Etym.
Magn. s.v. BOBrog,'? Berkel believed that already the preceding
phrase had been tampered with (10 8iadnuo €0nke required the
mention of Isis’ head—fi¢ xepaAfic—Irom which the headband
had been removed), and that an original tfi¢ xepoific had thus
been somehow transposed rightwards and corrupted into tig
evAic.l! The text that Berkel advocated was thus ot 8¢ &t év
atf} *loig khaiovsa "Octpy 10 diddnuo thg kepoAfig £0nke: todt0
8¢ v POPAwvov &md POPAov Thg Alyvmting, fig dvétpoge Nethog év
t01g €Aeot. 2

Berkel and Meineke adopted different solutions, but what
they shared was a sense of unease about the transmitted fOBAov
g eUAfg from both a syntactic (omission of a preposition in-
dicating origin, be it éx or &nd, before fOBAov)!3 and a semantic
(the contextual meaning of gvAn, usually denoting “tribe/race”)
point of view. The same unease had already been expressed by
Salmasius who considered the whole of lines 4—6 extensively

10 BHBAog moélg Dowikng Gpyonotdm. elpnton St tor év ovtf Tihépevo
BiBMa donmro.

11 For similar conclusions on the value of Efym.Magn. for the recon-
struction of Stephanus’ entry see J. Geffcken, De Stephano Byzantio capita duo
(Gottingen 1886) 17.

12 Berkel, Zrepdvov Bulovtiov EBviké 247: “Haec Salmasius in codicibus
Palatinis corruptissima invenit, quod itidem de Vossiano MS affirmare
habeo. Itaque res conjecturis peragenda, quibus non mediocrem lucem &
certitudinem praebebunt verba Etymologi, jam proxime allegata ... Pro
BipAwov reposui BOPAwvov: et ante 10 BOProv praepositionem &mod [sic] ex-
cidisse, evidentissime liquet ex verbis supra allegatis. Illud praeterea tfig
@UAflg non dumtaxat maxime deturpatum est, verum & loco motum, quod
In 1fg xepoAflg mutare placuit, & auctoritate Etymologici Magni cum
Suadnpo conjungere: nam papyri flore Dii olim coronabantur.”

13 See Billerbeck I 383 n.159: “Ob Berkel’s Erganzung éno (vgl. Sch. D.P.
912 [GGM 11 455.6] BOPAwvov drdpyov &mo thg év 10 Netho euopévng BOBAov)
oder éx das Urspriingliche ist (vgl. Eust. D.P. 912 [377.2] &14dnuo éx
BoProv dv Alyvrtiag), lasst sich nicht mit Sicherheit entscheiden.”
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162 ON STEPHANUS OF BYZANTIUM B 188

corrupted and proposed to emend to tobto 8¢ fiv BOBAwov A &nd
BOBAov 1fig @uAfic Alyvnting, f| and PoPlov, fv (sic) avérpagpe
Nethog év toig fhect. !4

My impression is that Salmasius’ solution was motivated by
an attempt to save the transmitted tfig guAfic in line 5 as a
prospective reference to an otherwise unspecified “Egyptian
tribe” possibly linked to the homonymous Egyptian citadel of
Byblos mentioned in Stephanus’ entry, €ott kai Boflog év 1@
Nelho noAg doporeotatn (cf. also BuPAling 1@ tome!® 10 Atyvrtt-
ax®).!® This, however, will not do: in line 5 we are stll in
Stephanus’ quotation of the Ionic prose-writer. €ott kot BOBAog
év 1® Neltho molg dopoareotatn in 8 is clearly no part of that
quotation but resumes the ‘original’ entry of Stephanus, who,
by the way, had already mentioned in between the existence of
a Scythian ethnos so named (BOBAor). To correct the embedded
quotation via what comes afterwards in Stephanus’ entry is not
advisable, since there is no guarantee whatever (it is, to the
contrary, quite unlikely) that the Ionic prose-writer went on to
mention the Egyptian Byblos.!” Other attempts to emend the

14 See Salmasius in T. Rick, Lucae Holstenii Notae et castigationes postumae in
Stephani Byzantiu EONIKA (Leiden 1684) 76, as reported by Holstenius (= W.
Dindorf, Stephanus Byzantius cum annotatiombus L. Holstenii, A. Berkeli et Th. De
Pinedo 11 [Leipzig 1825] 163). There is some point in Salmasius’ 1jv: the
indirect attraction of the relative (the transmitted fig) may seem out of place
in the plane prose of the anonymous Ionian writer.

15> For tomog + adj. in Stephanus to indicate the epichoric, locally current
form of a toponym as opposed to the common panhellenic usage, see the
several examples in Fraser 64 and 263 s.v. a 538 (Avevidv- ... 10 éBvikdv
Adevioviolog @ nywplo kol Adeviovitng 1@ “EAAnvL 10re); see also 268.

16 Cf. Ctesias FGrHist 688 F 14.37 (Inaros 11, the Egyptian rebel prince re-
treating before Megabyzos) gebyet 8¢ npog tiv BOBAov Ivapog (molig ioyvpd
év Alydmte obtm). Egyptian Byblos has been identified with Bilbeis in the
eastern delta by A. Nibbi, Ancient Byblos Reconsidered (Oxford 1985) 90-93.

17 It would not have made sense: the aition narrated by the Ionic writer
depended on Isis leaving Egypt and wandering as far as Byblos in Phoe-
nicia.
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LUCIA PRAUSCELLO 163

passage are that of an anonymous “vir doctus” mentioned in
Meineke’s apparatus,'® who suggested gvAfig to be a corruption
of YAng (presumably in the sense of “undergrowth/copse” as
opposed to “forest tree”?);!? and that of Brinkmann, who ten-
tatively suggested emending Boplov tfig AR Thg Alyvrting to
BOProv thg @ikng T Alyumtin.2’ The most recent editor of
Stephanus, Billerbeck, prints Meineke’s conjecture @ulopng.
What was the reason for Meineke’s emendation? On the basis
of what sources? And, above all, were Meineke’s sources also
the sources available to Stephanus? Before trying to see
whether the transmitted text in line 5 can be saved, let us first
have a closer look at Meineke’s @il 0prc.

2. BOPAog, ndmupog, and @ildpa

The Ionic prose-writer quoted by Stephanus tells us that the
headband of Isis was BoBAwov. What follows is a specification
of the precise kind of BOProg meant: the Egyptian BvBAog, that
1s, papyrus. So much is clear, even if the precise Wortlaut in line
5 remains obscure. But why was a qualification necessary? Was
the adjective BoBAwvov not enough to clarify matters? Modern
translations (e.g. Billerbeck’s “aus Papyrus <verfertigt>") tend
to obfuscate an important fact, namely that in non-technical
writings BOPAog and its derivatives can extend, via the trans-
cultural phenomenon of “borrowing of foreign nomenclature
for a similar local object,” to anything made of reeds of rushes
and similar aquatic plants, including (but not exclusively) also

18 T owe to the editor Jos¢ M. Gonzalez the observation that the “vir
doctus” was someone of unknown identity to Meineke who had annotated
the Aldine edition he was using. See his apparatus to line 16 at 385 ad
Kpokodeilwv moALG.

19 Cf. LSJ? s.v. BAn A.

20 Brinkmann, RrM 64 (1909) 640; quoted also by W. Knauss, De Stephan:
Byzantiw Ethnicorum exemplo Eustathiano (Bonn 1910) 63 n.1.
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164 ON STEPHANUS OF BYZANTIUM B 188

the Cyperus papyrus®' It is this potential ambiguity of BOBAwov
that explains the subsequent specification Boprlov — év tolg
gheor. We have also seen that Billerbeck accepts Meineke’s
emendation @iAvpng and translates (o) BOPALov ThHg EIAOPNG THG
Alyvrting, fig dvétpagpe Nelhog év t0lg €Aeot “und zwar aus Bast
von agyptischen Papyrusstauden, welche der Nil in den
Stumpfen emporspriessen liess.” Yet, if the Ionic author meant
to say that Isis’ headband was made “precisely of the fibrous
material (.e. bast) of the Egyptian papyrus-reeds,” the trans-
mitted word order is extremely convoluted: one would have
expected e.g. (ano) thig eLAdpng thig POPA0V THg Atyurting. Equally
problematic seems to me also the wnctura BOBAov tHg e1AdpNG: In
its proper sense @ilopo means “lime-tree” (Lat. #/la),?? but it
can also be used, metonymically, to indicate “the bass underneath

21 Thus Lewis 11-12, 15, 16 n.19 (the same applies for the Lat. papyrus),
78, and 79 with n.16. However, not all the evidence quoted by Lewis is
equally convincing. In particular, he seems to me to give too much weight
to Eust. In Od. 11 264.27-29 Stallbaum BifAwov 8¢ 00 16 £k BifAov, 8 éott
nanbpov Atyvrtiog, AR Potdvng Tvog Eueepods mombpe (commenting on
Od. 21.390-391 6rhov ... BOPAwov): this is just Eustathius’ interpretation of
the Homeric text (an interpretation that had an exegetic tradition behind it:
cf. schol. Od. 21.391 Dindorf BipAwov] kovvaBvov. {j 10 éx mamdpov [QV]).
The world of the Odyssey shows clear knowledge of Egypt: cf. M. Fernandez-
Galiano, in A Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey 111 (Oxford 1992) 197-198, who
takes POPAwov in its stricter sense, “made of papyrus.” On the (permeable)
distinction in Greek sources between BOpAog (usually denoting the plant as a
source of fibers for manufacturing book-rolls or woven items) and ndrvpog
(the plant as foodstufl) see Lewis 14—15; for Theophrastus see S. Amigues,
Théophraste, Recherches sur les plantes 11 (Paris 1989) 264 n.6. In non-technical
literature, ndmrvpog itself can simply denote a “rush”: e.g. the equation of
oréwg (Erianthus Ravennae: a kind of aquatic reed) with ndmvpog in schol. rec.
Ar. Ran. 243—244a 6 8¢ pAéwg 10 Aeyduevov Tamvpog.

22 See R. Stromberg, Griechische Pflanzennamen (Géteborg 1940) 117. The
correct paroxytone accentuation is defended by K. S. Kontos, “®tkoloyikd
ocovppikto,” ABnva 3 (1891) 523-576, at 574.
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its bark, used for writing” (instances in LSJ° s.v. @iddpo I1).23
Can ¢e\po in its metonymic meaning of “bast/inner rind”
refer to the fibrous part of any plant, not only that of the lime-
tree? If we then turn to the extant evidence, the term ¢iAvpa,
be it in the proper sense “lime-tree” or in its metonymical
meaning “bast,” is occasionally juxtaposed with or compared
to the papyrus, but never identified with it.2*

The main piece of evidence, which must have been the basis
of Meineke’s emendation, is a gloss by Aelius Dionysius (2nd
cent. CE), one of the founders of Attic lexicography. Ael. Dion.
¢ 14 as printed by Erbse reads:

PUAOpor eUTOV Exov eAotdy POPAOY, Tambpm Suotov, ¢€ ob Tovg

OTEPAVOLE TAEKOVGLY
This gloss 1s transmitted by various lexica and etymologica
(Synagoge ¢ 136 Cunningham, Phot. Lex. ¢ 207 Theodoridis,
Etym.Magn. s.v. eihopo. 795.3—4 Gaisford; [Zon.] Lex. ¢ 1810
Tittmann) and by Eustathius in his commentary on Dionysius
Periegetes (912, GGM 11 377.22-27) within a larger exegetical
section on the toponym BOBrog.?> We owe to Eustathius the
explicit attribution of the text to Aelius Dionysius (AThog 8¢
Atoviotog év tolg mept Attikdv Aé€ewv). However, the text printed
by Erbse is not immediately intelligible:?6 exactly what does

23 E.g. Joh. Lydus (6% cent. CE) De mens. 1.28 ol yap dpyotot Ebroig kol
eAow0Tg kol erlvpivolg mivoEl Tpog ypapmyv Ekéxpnvio. €01l O Kol GOvig
erAvpivn, €¢° fg to Ppota thg edevBepiag elwbe ypdeesBor. Tikio 8¢ mapd
101G 00ToTG 1 PLADPO: TO EDAOV: 80ev kDS 10 BiAiov.

2+ Cf. e.g. Hesych. s.v. Navkpotitng otépavog (v 123 Cunningham): ano
g Atyvrtiog Nawkpateng, 6 BOBAwvog (Musurus: BipAwvog H), i} 0 éx ¢1ldpag,
7l 0 capydyvog (Anacr. PMG £r.89); Eust. In Od. 11 264.27-29 BiBAwov ¢ ov
70 ¢k Biflov, § é¢ott mambpov Alyvrtiog, GAAL Botdvng Tivog ueepods Tomvp®.
ot 8¢ kavvEPvov eacty, Etepot 3¢ 10 £k PLALpOG.

25 Fustathius is discussing Dion. Per. 912 BOBiov 1’ dyyxiokov. On the
context of Aelius Dionysius’ quotation by Eustathius see §3 below.

26 The same wording is already in Schwabe’s edition: E. Schwabe, Aelit
Dionysui et Pausaniae Atticistarum_fragmenta (Leipzig 1890) fr.317.
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elowv POPrlov mean? @rowdg in botany is a technical term
meaning “bark”?’ that can be used with reference to various
parts of a plant: the stem, the leaves, the fruit, all of them have
a photdg, Theophrastus tells us.?® How should we then translate
eAowv Poprov? Since groidg is here predicated of a “plant” in
general (utdv), it 1s likely that in this passage @Aoidg refers, as it
commonly does, to the stem/stalk of the lime-tree and hence
indicates its “bark.” What kind of genitive then is BOBAov? A
gemitiwus materiae will not do: to say that the lime-tree is a plant
that has a bark made of BOProg defies understanding. A pos-
sessive genitive 1s also quite unlikely: “having a bark [that is
proper] of BOPAog” is hardly more comprehensible. To invoke
the under-determined meaning of “reed” is equally unsatisfac-
tory: in lexicographical works BOPAog never has the generic
sense of “reed” but is routinely and consistently glossed with
némupog:? this strongly advises against taking BOBAov in Ael.
Dion. ¢ 14 in the loose sense of aquatic “rush.”

If we look at the text of all the witnesses of ¢ 14, we see that
except for Eustathius all the other witnesses (Synagoge”’,%°
Photius, Etym.Magn. and [Zonaras|) read not €gov ¢Aowov Bo-

27 Theophr. Hist. Pl 1.2.6 ¢Aotdg pév odv €61ty 10 E630T0V Kol Xp1oTov 700
drokeyévov cwpatog. For the etymology of ¢hoidg see Beekes, EDG 11 1582
S.V.

28 See R. Stromberg, Theophrastea. Studien zur botanischen Begriffsbildung
(Goteborg 1937) 118-119, on the “Grundbegriff” covered by the term
@Mo1o¢ in Theophrastus and other technical writers.

29 Synagoge 3 115 (BOProv- mamvpov = Suda B 587), Phot. Lex. B 309 (BdHPAog:
nanvpog = [Zon.] Lex. B 410 BdProc. 6 mamvpog). This is true also for the
scholiastic literature in general, cf. e.g. schol. Nic. Alex. 362 BOBrov:
romopov, schol. D.P. 912 oA BOPAog Ekeloe pveToL, HTol TATLPOG.

30 Synagoge””” indicates an expanded version of Synagoge and denotes
agreement of MS. B of the Synagoge (= Coislin.gr. 345) with Photius: see I
Cunningham, Synagoge: Zovaywyn AéEeov ypnoiuwv. Text of the Orginal Version
and of MS. B (Berlin 2003) 50.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 63 (2023) 157-181



LUCIA PRAUSCELLO 167

Blov, marmbpe Suotwov (as printed by Schwabe and Erbse)3! but
gxov ohoov POPre mambpe Ouotov. Modern editors of the
Synagoge, Photius, and Etym.Magn. have printed different texts
over time.?? The most recent editor of Photius’ Lexicon, Theo-
doridis, prints at ¢ 207 €gov eloov BOPAov, Tombpe Guotov, thus
correcting Photius on the basis of Eustathius. Porson printed
mstead €xov elowov BOPA® mombpe Spotov (without comma be-
tween BOPAw and nombpe),>3 whereas Naber accepted Kuster’s
emendation eAoov BOBA® <i> momvpe Spowov.3* In the case of
the Etym.Magn., Gaisford s.v. ¢ilvpo (sic) printed €yov @Aoiov
BuPre momdpe Guotov but observed in the apparatus that ac-
cording to Sylburg “manbdpe glossema est.”3> In fact Sylburg in
his 1594 edition of the Etym.Magn. (and the posthumous revised
edition of 1816)% printed &yov eAoov BOBA® Spotov, athetizing
nanvpe. Still different is the solution adopted by Tittmann for
the Lexicon of pseudo-Zonaras: he corrected the transmitted text
to €qov AoV POPre momvpov Spotov (no Latin translation is

31 Both G. Bernhardy, Dionysius Periegetes graece et latine (Leipzig 1828) 958,
and Miller, GGM 11 377, register no variant for fOBAov in Eustathius’ MSS.
On the MSS. tradition of Eustathius’ commentary see A. Diller, The Textual
Tradition of Strabo’s Geography. With Appendix: The Manuscripts of Eustathius® Com-
mentary on Dionysius Periegetes (Amsterdam 1975) 81-207.

32 For the stemma of the relationships between Synagoge, Photius’ Lexicon,
Etym.Gen., and Etym.Magn., see Gunningham, Synagoge 13; in particular it is
worth remembering that Photius’ Lexicon draws on both Synagoge” and
Synagoge'", two expansions of Synagoge: Cunningham 29. The Etymologica also
depend on a further expanded version of Synagoge (that 1s, Synagoge"'') con-
taminated with Synagoge® (Cunningham 50).

33 R. Porson, @atiov tob atpiapyov AéEewv Zvovaywyn (ed. P. P. Dobree)
(London 1822).

3+ S. A. Naber, Photii patriarchae Lexicon 11 (Leiden 1864); L. Kuster, Suidae
Lexicon, graece et latine 111 (Cambridge 1705) 614 with n.7.

35 T. Gaisford, Etymologicum Magnum (Oxford 1848) 795.

36 F. Sylburg, Ervuodoyikov t0 Méya, editio nova correctior (Leipzig 1816)
870.
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provided).3” Finally, the entry ¢ 136 of the Synagoge printed by
Cunningham reads &gov Aowv BOPAe nomdpe dpotov (without
comma). Since both Photius and the etymologica derive from
the Synagoge,’® we have three possibilities among which to
choose: (1) &ov elowov BOBre marbpe Suowov of the Synagoge is
the original text of Aelius Dionysius’ gloss; (2) Eustathius alone
preserves Aelius Dionysius’ correct wording €yov ¢Aotov oprov
nanvpe Spotov; (3) neither the Synagoge nor Eustathius transmits
the original text but both represent different stages of cor-
ruption.

As 1 have tried to show above, @iAdpa is never used to
indicate the fibrous material (from the phloem) of the papyrus
proper, and in lexicographical sources nanvpog is the standard
interpretamentum of POProg. These two considerations strongly
support the view that the original text of Aelius Dionysius ¢ 14
must have been @ildpo: @utov €xov eAowov POPA® Spotov KTA.
(“lime-tree: a plant having a bark similar to [that of] the
papyrus” etc.). noandpe is thus a gloss intruded quite early in the
original text (as already seen by Sylburg) and Eustathius’ Aotov
BuProv mombpe Opotov represents a further stage of the corrup-
tion, where BOBAov 1s a clumsy attempt to make sense of the
intruded gloss mantpe. Aelius Dionysius’ gloss ¢ 14, once cor-
rectly understood, thus does not support Meineke’s conjecture
BuProv tfig eAdpng (thg eLATiG MSS.) tfig Atlyvrting for Steph.
Byz. B 188. A further element in favor of this conclusion is the
relative unlikelihood that the Ionic prose-writer quoted by
Stephanus would resort to such a technical source (Aelius Dio-
nysius’ collection of Attic glosses) to explain the material com-
position of Isis” headband. The use of Atticist lexicographers
and grammarians i1s well attested in Stephanus’ epitomized
Ethnika and 1t 1s possible that it was even more extensive in its

37 J. A. H. Tittmann, lohannis Zonarae Lexicon 11 (Leipzig 1808) 1810 with
n.74.

38 See n.32 above.
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Unfassung.?® Yet to suppose that the Ionic prose-writer cited by
Stephanus was equally familiar with Atticist glosses seems to
me quite an unlikely proposition (though unverifiably so).

On the Latin side, the famous and famously problematic pas-
sage of Pliny the Elder describing the manufacture of papyrus
roll (HN 13.74 preparatur ex eo charta diviso acu in praetenues sed quam
latissimas philyras)*® might at first sight support the extension of
e opo “bast” with reference to the Gyperus papyrus, since philyrae
is used as quasi-synonym for the schedae of the papyrus
proper.*! What these philyrae really are has been variously
debated (simply “strips,” a well-attested meaning in Latin,*? or

39 See the overview by E. Honigmann, “Stephanos (Byzantios),” RE 3A
(1929) 2369-2399, at 2379-2383, who is over-confident, however, on
Stephanus’ direct or indirect use of Aelius Dionysius (Honigmann relies
entirely on Stemplinger’s misleading identification of Dionysius son of Try-
phon with Aclius Dionysius: E. Stemplinger, Studien zu den EONIKA des
Stephanos von Byzanz [Munich 1902] 19-27, at 26-27). In the extant version
of the Ethnika the grammarian Pausanias is explicitly quoted at a 103
(AlyiAy) and variously referred to in the apparatus of loct similes of the Frei-
burg edition (x 269, v 47, y 18); Aelius Dionysius is never directly quoted in
the extant epitome. For Stephanus’ activity as lexicographer see A.
Neumann-Hartmann, “Stephan von Byzanz und seine Tétigkeit als Lexi-
kograph,” in Munera Friburgensia. Festschrift zu Ehren von Margarethe Billercheck
(Bern 2016) 89-110, and now the extensive treatment by Billerbeck and
Neumann-Hartmann, Stephani Byzantii Ethnica IV, esp. 57-70 (“Lexikogra-
phie als Kulturwissenschaft”).

10 “Paper is made from the papyrus plant by separating it with a needle
point into very thin strips as broad as possible” (Lewis 37). The exact
meaning of almost every word of this sentence 1s disputed: see T. Dorandi,
“Preparatur ex eo charta. Per una rilettura del capitolo di Plinio (Nat. Hust. XIII
71-83) sulla fabbricazione della carta di papiro,” JPE 202 (2017) 84-95
(esp. 85—86 with previous bibliography).

4 See TLL X.1 2040 s.v. philyra 1b (“adhibetur pro materia voluminum.
strictius de parte tiliac”: Plin. AN 13.74 is quoted with the comment “trans-
fertur ad schedam papyri.””

42 N. Lewis, Papyrus in Classical Antiquity: A Supplement (Brussels 1989) 19:
“as used by Latin authors philyra regularly denotes a thin strip; the Oxf Lat.
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“peeled off sheets”).*® Yet, whatever interpretation one adopts,
it 1s worth observing that in the passage of Pliny phlyra is used
in the plural, that is, not in the singular as it would be in Ste-
phanus’ entry if we accepted Meineke’s emendation. Philyrae in
Pliny 13.74 does not indicate the raw matter as such (bast) but
the shape (strips) in which the papyrus is cut. Neither Aelius
Dionysius’ gloss @ihdpa nor Pliny HN 13.74 supports Meineke’s
conjecture BOPAov Thig erAvpNC.

3. Eustathius on Dion. Per. 912 (GGM 11 376-377)

Meineke’s ingenious but ultimately unconvincing @u\opng
must have had its origin, as we have seen, in Aelius Dionysius’
gloss @ilopa (¢ 14), whose most extended witness is Eustathius’
commentary on Dion. Per. 912.4* In that portion of his com-

mentary Fustathius leisurely expands on the toponym BoBAog
(Miiller, GGM 11 376-377):%

N 8¢ BOPArog ktioua kol oot Kpdvov, Addvidog iepa, Kivhpov
Baoidelov dpyotdtatov, and BOPAov tvog otpotnyod f dmd
BOPANG yuvoukog obte xAnBeloa, | S 10 mdong dpyodog
Biprov kot ToLG TOANOVG TNV (45) QLUAOKNV dGVER €V aOTh
vevésBor, §| kol 81611 *lIoig 1oV "Octipy khoiovoa €xel 10 Thg
kepoAfig dmébeto S14dnua éx POPAoL Ov Alyvrtiog. Bvtov 88 1y
BOPAOg KkaTOr TOVG TOAMIOVG QLOUEVOV €V TOTG AlyLmTIOKOTG
£heot, paPdog wikn, @g ooy €xevol, €n’ Gxpe yoiltnv (50)

Dict. s.v. gives more than half a dozen citations, from Horace, from Ovid
and, most notably, from Pliny himself.”

1. H. M. Hendrik, “Pliny, Historia naturalis X111, 74—82, and the Manu-
facture of Papyrus,” SPE 37 (1980) 121-136, at 122-126; but see Lewis,
Supplement 18—19.

# Schwabe’s edition of the Atticists’ fragments (n.26 above) postdates
Meineke’s edition of Stephanus. The same applies to W. Rindfleisch, De
Pausaniae et Aelii Dionysu lexicis rhetoricis (Regimonti 1866). Bernhardy’s 1828
edition of Dionysius Periegetes (n.31) must have been the first port of call for
Meineke.

# For convenience’s sake I adopt here, as in the TLG, a continuous
numeration of the lines across the two pages of Miiller’s edition.
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gxovoa, GLOUEVN TOAAT Kol év Tolg KdTw pépest Tod AéAta, Mg
Kpelttwv, eacty, 1 Aeyouévn iepotikh. Thg 0¢ PUPAov 10 xdTw
Soov éni mhyvv tpodyeton, Mg enotv ‘Hpddotog, nviyev pndiiota
&v kKMPave dropavel. Zntntéov 8¢ un mote AmO THG TOTNg
BOProv, (55) ¢ mepukvicg LeaivesBor i mAékesBon 1| GAlwg
nog ouvtifesBot, kol ai t@dv ypoupdtov eOAoxeg ntoyeg Bo-
BAot éLéyovTo, 810 TO TLYXOV £k TOD TO100VTOV PLTOD TOG TOLHVTOG
to1e xotaokevdlestot, kol | kAfolg mopéueve kol eig MU,
gvoAdayévtog 10D v eig 10 cuyyeveg (60) dixpovov.+ Eyiveto 8¢
kol médho €k 10D @uTod ThHg POPAOL: o1 YoOv Alydmtion iepelg
BOPAwva. Aéyovtol mote @opelv LmOdNUCTO, Kol TAOlOV O
vournyoupévey ol appoviot PoPre mopeBiovto, kol iotior ¢
nAoloig €yivovto BOBAwva, kol v év ARude 8¢ 10D (65) EépEov
yépupav, og Hpddotdg enotv, Poilvikeg pev AevkoAlve £ye@v-
povv, Atyvrtior 8¢ POPre. Alhog 8¢ Alovioiog év 1ol Tepl
Attikdv AEEewV DIOYPAPEL GOPESTEPOV TNV TOD GUTOD VGV
g POPAov, #vBo mepl @ADpog enoiv, dt1 euTOV 1| EADpo
oho1ov &xov (70) BOPAov, Tambpm Suotov, £E ob ToVg GTEPEVOUG
TAEKOLOL. Kol ToDTor LV mept BOBAov.

Byblos itself too is a foundation of Kronos, a city sacred to
Adonis and the venue of the most ancient palace of Kinyras. It
was so called from a certain Byblos, a military leader, or from a
woman named Byble, or because according to the ancients it
was in Byblos that every kind of old book was preserved without
damage, or also because Isis, mourning Osiris, deposed there
from her head her headband made of Egyptian byblos. Accord-
ing to the ancients byblos is a plant that grows in the Egyptian
marshes, a bare stalk, as those say, having foliage on top and
growing in abundance in the lower parts of the Delta; its better
variety 1s, they say, the so-called hieratic. The lower part of the
papyrus, up to a cubit, is edible, as Herodotus says, especially
stewed in a red-hot pan. One must inquire whether it is from
such byblos—since its nature is such that it can be woven, twisted,
or put together to use in some other way—that the folded tablets

46 Cf. FEust. In Od. 11 264.29-31 Stallbaum: o¥tw xoi 7 pnbeica BOPAog
Supopetton kot 10 Siypovov, EppéBn pév kol év ol 100 mepmyntod, dnlot 8¢
ovtOd Kol O ypawog &v pntopikd AeEik®d, ott PuPAwvov kol Bifrwvov duyidg
(= Ael. Dion. 19 Erbse).
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that preserve letters are called bybloi, because it so happened that
from this plant such tablets were then made, and the name
remained up to our time, with the v changed into the cognate
anceps [that is, 1]. Sandals too were made of the plant of the
byblos. Indeed it is said that Egyptian priests once wore sandals
made of byblos; in ship carpentry byblos was used to caulk the
joints; ships’ sails were made of it, and so Xerxes’ bridge at
Abydos, as Herodotus says. Phoenicians used to that purpose
white flax, Egyptians bpblos. In his work on Attic words Aelius
Dionysius explains rather clearly the nature of the plant byblos
where he says about the lime-tree that it is a plant having the
bark of byblos(?)*” similar to the papyrus, from which garlands
are woven. So much about Byblos.

Eustathius’ familiarity with Stephanus’ Ethnika in his major
commentaries on the lhad, the Odyssep, and Dionysius Peri-
egetes is abundantly attested.*® The extent to which the version
of the Ethmika accessible to Eustathius differed (or not) sub-
stantially from its surviving epitome was hotly debated at the
turn of the previous century with divergent results.*? Recent

47 On the text of Aelius Dionysius’ gloss ¢ 14 as quoted by Eustathius see
§2 above. Miller (377) translates lines 68—71 “Aeclius porro Dionysius in
opera de vocibus atticis clarius indicat bybli plantae naturam ubi de philyra
planta dicit, philyram corticem bybli habere similem papyro, quo ex cortice
nectunt etiam coronas.”

48 See M. Billerbeck, “Eustathios und die Ethnika des Stephanos von
Byzanz,” in M. Tziatzi et al. (eds.), Lemmata: Beitrdge zum Gedenken an Christos
Theodoridis  (Berlin  2015) 418-430. In his commentary on Dionysius
Periegetes Eustathius never explicitly mentions Stephanus as his source (as
he does in his works on the /liad and Odyssey) but his use of it 1s well doc-
umented: see Billerbeck and Neumann-Hartmann, Stephani Byzantii Ethnica
IV 163, and Fraser 320 n.5.

4 L. Cohn, “Eustathios 18,” RE 6 (1907) 1452—1489, advocated the view
that Eustathius had at his disposal a text of the Ethnika substantially fuller
than our epitome; contra Knauss, De Stephani Byzantii 63 n.1, claimed that this
was not the case in the majority of the cases pleaded by Cohn and argued
instead that Eustathius had in front of him the Epitome more or less as we
have it.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 63 (2023) 157-181



LUCIA PRAUSCELLO 173

scholarship seems to agree that the version of the Ethnika used
by Eustathius did not differ very much from ours, apart from
the fact that his copy did not suffer from the loss of some text
for the letters x, A, and o as ours does.” Lines 43-48 of Eu-
stathius’ comments on D.P. 912 are close enough in wording to
Stephanus B 188 to assure us that Eustathius was here clearly
drawing on the Ethnika.

But should we suppose that the quotation of Aelius Dionysius
at the end of the Byblos excursus of Eustathius (lines 68-70)
also comes from Stephanus, in this case from a for us non-
extant portion of Ur-Stephanus still available to Eustathius, as
Meineke’s conjecture @uAvpng seems to imply? Under closer
scrutiny this assumption turns out to be highly unlikely, and
not only because of the consensus among scholars that
Eustathius’ Ethnika was very similar (without being absolutely
identical) to our epitome. More importantly, the whole text of
Eustathius is punctuated by clues, more or less explicit, that
make sufficiently clear that his Byblos section is a learned
potpourri of very heterogeneous origins. Apart from the ex-
plicit mention of Herodotus (lines 54 and 66, with reference to
Hdt. 2.92 [edibility of the papyrus] and 7.36 [Xerxes’ bridge at
Abydos]), Eustathius cites also ot moAowol at 49 (kotd Tolg
nadoovg) and 50 (dg gaowv éxelvol): these “ancients” are very
likely to be identified with Strabo (and perhaps also with the
Atticist grammarian Pausanias, but the matter remains sub

50 So Billerbeck, in Lemmata 418-430, and Billerbeck and Neumann-
Hartmann, Stephani Byzantii Ethnica IV 163—176; cf. Fraser 314 and 320 n.5;
Erbse 4; M. van der Valk, Eustathit archiepiscopr Thessalonicensis Commentarii ad
Homeri Ihiadem 1 (Leiden 1971) Ixxvii. For the most recent and detailed
treatment of the history of the epitomization of the Ethnika in Late Antiquity
and Byzantine times see M. Bouiron, “Du texte d’origine a I’Epitomé des
Eithnika: les différentes phases de réduction et la transmission du lexique
géographique de Stéphane de Byzance,” Rursus 8 (2012) 1-42, at 2628, on
Eustathius’ use of Stephanus; cf. also Billerbeck and Neumann-Hartmann
10-16.
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wudice).>! Also the very beginning of Eustathius’ lemma is quite
revealing: if compared with Stephanus, it adds the information
that Byblos was sacred to Adonis and establishes an early link
with Cyprus (Kwopov Bacikelov dpyordratov).>?

Above all, Eustathius does not identify Byble with Miletos’
unhappy daughter, otherwise known in all other extant sources
as Byblis, but speaks simply of “a woman™ Byble (line 44 ano
BOPAng yuvouxdc). We have already seen that Berkel was the
first to suggest that Stephanus’ BofAng of B 188 line 2 should be
corrected into BuPBAidoc on the basis of schol. Theocr. 7.115—
118b.5% The relevant portion of Eustathius’ text (lines 4344
amo BOPAov Tvog otpatnyod 1§ amd BOPANnG yuvokog ovtw kAn-
Oeloo) is telling in at least one respect. We know with certainty
that Eustathius was well acquainted with the incestuous love
story of Kaunos and Byblis.>* This suggests that already in

51 Cf. Strab. 17.1.15 ¢beton 8 &v tolg Alyvrtiokolg hect kol Tolg Alpvaoig
1l te BOPAOG [...] &AL’ T nev POBrog wikn paPdog éotiv €n’ Gixpw yottny €xovon
[..] év 8¢ t0lg kGt uépeot 100 AéAta mOAAN, | pev xelpov, N 8¢ Peltiov 1
tepotikn. As to Paus. 24* Erbse s.v. BOBAog @utov @uduevov év 1olg Alyvrtio-
k0lg EAectv, pafdog Widn, én’ Gkpw xdpty £x0v00, Lopévn TOAAN Kol &v 101G
Kot pépeot 100 Aédtor**, the fragment is marked as dubious by Erbse (Erbse
prints for Pausanias the text of Eustathius in GGM II 376.48 fI., which raises
the suspicion of circularity, as G. Ucciardello pointed out to me).

52 Cf. Strab. 16.2.18 # uév odv BOBroc, 1o 10D Kivhpov Baciretov, iepd éott
100 Addvidog ktA. For Osiris Adonis in Cyprus see Steph. Byz. s.v. Apofotc
(o 249) méMg Kdmpov dpyootdrn, év i Adwvig "Ocipig tiudito, ov Alydmtiov
Svta Kdmprot kol @otvikeg idronotobvrot.

5 See n.3 above. Schol. Theocr. 7.115-118b Wendel: ‘Yetig 8¢ xoi
BuBAic dpn kol kpfivor MidAtov. KLI2UIE!2AL2 MidAtov y4p, @octly, <100
AnoAhwvog> (suppl. Ahrens, coll. schol. A.R. 1.185, schol. Dion. Per. 825, et Steph.
Byz. x 139) kol Apelog €yévovto noideg Kadvog kol BuPBAig.

5¢ Eust. In D.P. 533 = GGM 1I 321 ictéov 8¢ 011 xoi noAg éoti Koplog
Aeyouévn Kabvoe, dmd tivog Karbvov dvdpde, o épacBeloo 1 ddehoh BuPAic
amnyEotor 80ev kol 6 mopd T mopowuien Kodviog #pag, ént tdv dbéoumg Epdv-
tov | kol &ni Tdv BraPéviav ¢’ oic dbéoumc fipdonoay. Cf. also schol. D.P.

825 (GGM 11 454).
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Eustathius’ time the entry of Stephanus must have read BHfAng
and not BuBAidoc: no need here to invoke access, on the part of
Eustathius, to a Stephanus uberior.

What should we make of the fact that Eustathius does omit
Byble’s parentage as detailed in Stephanus (tig MiAftov
Buyatpdc)? Eustathius may have been following another source
or a conflation of different sources; or he may have judged
Stephanus’ tfig Milftov Buyatpdg to be an unreliable auto-
schediasm.’ There is no way of knowing: the only certain fact
is that Eustathius did not think of connecting Stephanus’ Byble
with the famous Byblis of myth.>’

5 Knauss, De Stephani Byzantiz 64 with n.1, suggests that Eustathius’ words
and BOProv tvog otpatnyod may go back to Malalas Chron. 8.30 (BOBrog 8¢
T1g oTpaTYOg Suvartde, dg kol v i mopaiie Dowiky ndpe kdUNV Kod Enoince
Ol teyions avty, fiv ékakese BUPBAov eig Gvopa adtod).

5 Knauss, De Stephani Byzantiz 10 n.1, thinks that this omission is in
keeping with Eustathius’ more compendious attitude (Eustathius “saepius
vocabulo latioris significationis contentus est, ubi in epitoma ipsa nomina
patris aut parentum proferuntur”). On the possibility of an autoschediasm
by Stephanus (or his sources) see Billerbeck and Zubler, Stephani Byzanti
Eithnica 11 310 (“Ob hinter dieser Griindungssage mehr steht als ein Auto-
schediasma, ist schwer auszumachen”).

57 If we leave apart Steph. B 188, there is no extant ancient evidence
stating a direct link between Byblis, Miletus’ daughter, and the Phoenician
city of Byblos. For a critical survey of the sources on Byblis and Kaunos see
J. L. Lightfoot, Parthenius of Nicaea (Oxford 1999) 433—443. In our literary
sources the geographical context of Miletos and his children’s peregrina-
tions is that of “un ensemble caro-lycien, voire créto-caro-lycien,” where
Syria/Phoenicia does not seem to feature (quotation from F. Vian, Recherches
sur les Posthomerica de Quintus de Smyrme [Paris 1959] 144, cf. 141). Both Miletos
and Kaunos are explicitly cast as city-founders, but not so Byblis: she is the
eponym not of a city but of a fountain in or by Miletos, or anyway in Caria
(Antoninus Liberalis 30.2 is no exception). We hear of a tradition of Byblis’
wanderings (after Kaunos left Miletos) only in Konon Narr. 2 1 BuPAig éxhei-
nel kol odThv motp@oy oikiov, kol ToAANY épnuioy thavnBeioa ktA., and Ov.
Met. 9.639-650 (where she too leaves Miletos and in her peregrinations to
find her brother she wanders through Caria and Lycia reaching as far as

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 63 (2023) 157-181



176 ON STEPHANUS OF BYZANTIUM B 188

To sum up: this constant shifting and intermingling of
sources in Fustathius’ text, acknowledged and unacknowl-
edged, makes it extremely unlikely that the quotation of Aelius
Dionysius’ gloss on ¢u\vpa at the end of his Byblos tour de
force was something that he found in the version of Stephanus’
epitome at his disposal. Most probably it was something he
added himself out of his direct knowledge of Attic lexicogra-
phy.3#

4. Steph. Byz. B 188 line 5 again

Let us now go back to our point of departure: the transmitted
text of Steph. Byz. B 188 line 5, fOPAov tfig uARg tHig Atyvrting
ktA. Various editors, past and present, have considered the pas-
sage corrupt, but there have also been those who have retained
the wording of the MSS. (e.g. Dindorf, Westermann). While the
syntactic difficulty (absence of a preposition indicating origin
before BOPAov) is not insurmountable (the simplex genitive can
express genitiwus materiae), the sense of g @uAfig with reference
to a plant is at first sight perplexing and calls for some explana-
tion. In Stephanus’ epitome @uAf (“race/tribe”) is consistently
used to indicate, in Fraser’s words, “hereditary membership” of

Limyra). In Ovid we are told explicitly that she followed the steps of her
brother (640 profugi sequitur vestigia fratris), who, as far as we know, did not
reach Syria. Lightfoot (435) tentatively suggests that Nicaenetus too may
have known Byblis’ wanderings (fr.1 Powell: Byblis mourns Kaunos’ de-
parture anpond TuA®v, “outside the gates” of Miletos) and that he too should
be considered, together with Apollonius Rhodius’ Kadvov xticwg (fr.5
Powell), a possible candidate as the common source for Byblis’ peregrina-
tions. This may be (&rporo nvoddv is very under-determined spatially), but it
remains the case that the geographical horizon of these wanderings are
restricted, as far as we can tell from extant sources, to a Cretan-Carian-
Lycian scenario with no Phoenicia in sight, pace G. Huxley, “Nicainetos and
Oikous,” GRBS 11 (1970) 251-257, at 256: “In Stephanos of Byzantion (s.0.
BOPAog) she becomes the eponym of Byblos (to which, we may suppose, in
one version of the tale she wandered in search of her brother).”

58 For Eustathius’ first-hand access to Atticist lexicography see Erbse 7—

22.
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a tribe or race.’® However, in B 188 the Ionic ending of the
adjective Aiyvnting, unanimously transmitted by the MSS.,
strongly suggests that we are still within Stephanus’ verbatim
quotation of the Ionian prose-writer.%0

This authorizes us to look for a looser meaning of guAf in
our passage, a meaning not necessarily consistent with Ste-
phanus’ linguistic usage. LS]? s.v. uAn III alerts us that when
predicated “of things” euAh means “yévog, kind, species,” and
quotes (as sole example) Xen. Oec. 9.6 kot pulag diexpivouev to
émnha.®! Here Ischomachus is explaining to his wife the im-
portance of order in good housekeeping: everything must be in
its proper place, from weapons to kitchen utensils.52

This passage, however, is not so straightforward as it may
seem because all other instances of gvAn in Xenophon have the
usual meaning of “tribe” or, by extension, “military contingent
sent by a tribe,” whereas for “kind/type” Xenophon uniformly
uses elsewhere the neuter ¢dAov (as one would expect).53 An
added difficulty is that the rhetoric of Ischomachus’ reported

%9 For the terminology of ethnic, regional, or civic membership in Stepha-
nus of Byzantium see Fraser ch. 2.

60 Unless one is ready to argue that the ending -ing is a scribal mistake
induced by the ensuing f¢ (tig Alyvrting, fig dvétpape kTA.).

61 Cf. the repetition at 9.8 énel 8¢ éyoploopev TAVTO KOTG GUAGS TO ETTALL.
In both passages there are no textual variants for the transmitted ¢vAdc. To

the best of my knowledge, there are no other instances of ¢uAf meaning
“kind/set.”

62 Cf. Oec. 9.7 Snhwv GAAN @UAA, GAAN ToloclovpykdV Opydvamv, GAAN
GLTONOLK®Y, GAAN Oyomolk®v, GAAN Tdv duel Aovtpdv, GAAN duel udxtpog,
GAAN duot tpomelog.

63 As observed by S. Pomeroy, Xenophon, Oeconomicus: A Social and Historical
Commentary (Oxford 1994) 301, with reference to F. W. Sturz, Lexicon Xeno-
phonteum IV (Leipzig 1804) 513 s.v. In modern Greek ¢uAfi means only
“race/tribe,” not “kind” or “type,” cf. Triantafyllides, defiké tng xowviig
véoeAnvikiig s.v. Chantraine, DELG? 1233 s.v. ¢Ohov, @uAf, records the
meaning of “espece” for uAf in Xenophon; not so Beekes, EDG 1I s.v.
@uAf, where the meaning “kind” is ascribed to ¢OAov alone.
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speech aims at establishing a relationship of co-extensiveness
and almost equality between the public and the private sphere,
frequently applying to the latter vocabulary that belongs, at
least stricto sensu, to the former.5* At Oec. 9.15 Ischomachus goes
so far as to compare the perfect housewife to a guardian of the
law (vopogbAag), a garrison-commander (gpovpopyoc) inspecting
his guards, and the PovAf exerting its rights of doxwdlew: the
perfect housewife has taken on, in her own household, the roles
of Greek (specifically Athenian) male magistrates.5

This rhetoric casts an ambiguous shadow on Xenophon’s use
of evAn in Oec. 9.6—7. According to Pomeroy, Xenophon would
be here purposely using @vAf in its original meaning of “tribe”
as a unit of subdivision of the Athenian citizen body to assimi-
late once more the household sphere to that of the polis.5¢ Is
Xenophon’s metaphoric use of guAn at Oec. 9.6-7 in the sense
of “set/kind” enough to justify BOBAov tfig puAfig tHg Atyvrting,
that is, “made of papyrus of the Egyptian kind” in Steph. Byz.
B 188? Closer inspection leaves room for considered skepticism.
Pomeroy is certainly right to emphasize the rhetorical strategy
of Ischomachus’ speech (the constant assimilation of the private
sphere of the household to that of the city). One might observe
that whereas the image of the housewife as the garrison-
commander and city council at 9.15 is introduced in an explicit
comparison (®onep 0 epovpapyos ... wonep N PovAn; cf. 8.20
womnep kol kKOKAL0g xopdc), in Oec. 9.6-7 we have the bare xotd

64 Pomeroy, Xenophon, Oeconomicus 284, on Ischomachus’ analogies drawn
from the public realm of navy, army, and dithyrambic choruses in Oec. 8.

65 Pomeroy, Xenophon, Oeconomicus 302—303.

66 Pomeroy, Xenophon, Oeconomicus 301, who speaks of Ischomachus’
“tribal division.” Cf. the translation kot guiog Siekpivopev 1 Emndo by E.
C. Marchant, O. J. Todd, and J. Henderson, Xenophon. Memorabilia. Oeco-
nomicus. Symposium. Apology (Cambridge [Mass.] 2013) 469: “we set about
separating the furniture “tribe by tribe’”; P. Chantraine, Xénophon: Economique
(Paris 1949) 73, translates “Quand nous avons réparti les objets en diverses

catégories.”

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 63 (2023) 157-181



LUCIA PRAUSCELLO 179

eurog and @uAn, without the explicative and attenuating use of
wonep. This may suggest that Ischomachus is here not straining
usual vocabulary beyond common understanding and usage.
Yet this argument seems to me unconvincing. Ischomachus’
choice of guAf, rather than ¢OAov, is deliberate: it is meant, at
the very least, to evoke its civic overtones, in keeping with the
agenda of his whole speech.

The use of guAn as “kind” in Xen. Oec. 9.6-7 1s a hapax and
1s contextually motivated (metaphorical use of “tribe”). This
makes the case for guAn having a standard meaning of “type/
kind” quite dubious, especially when used by our lonic prose-
writer in a passage where the metaphorical use of “tribe”
would be, so far as we can see, not motivated by the context.5
But why the need to specify that the papyrus in the anonymous
quotation in Steph. B 188 was “of the Egyptian variety”? Ac-
cording to ancient sources papyrus grew also in Ethiopia
(Strab. 16.4.14), Syria, and Mesopotamia (Plin. HN 13.73% and

67 As pointed out to me by A. C. Cassio, the wnctura euAn Alydmrov is
attested in the Septuagint (Zach 14:18 édav 3¢ guAn Atydntov pn avoPfi unde
EM0n éxel xth.), where it does not mean “tribe of Egypt” but “Egyptian
people/Egyptian nation” i foto, since Zacharias is referring to the whole
ethnos of the Egyptians. In this passage ¢uAf translates the Hebrew npaun
(mispahah), whose primary sense 1s that of “clan” but came to cover also that
of “people/nation” (J. Strong, Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible 4940 s.v. 1.1,
https://biblehub.com/hebrew/4940.htm). What is particularly interesting in
our case 1is that according to Strong this term occurs once and only once in
the Bible in the sense of “kind/type,” in Jer 15:3 (Strong 3.a; LXX
translates NiNdWH here with €{8n). This provides comparative evidence for
the semantic extension of “clan/tribe” > “kind/type.” It remains the fact,
however, that I could not find any other Greek passage where @uAn =
“kind.”

68 Pliny’s comment that “it has been recently realized that papyrus grow-
ing in the Euphrates near Babylon can also be used in the same way for
paper” (nuper et in Euphrate nascens circa Babylonem papyrum intellectum est eundem
usum habere chartae) may suggest that it was the Seleucids who introduced the
papyrus plant in Babylonia: see Lewis 10—11.
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his unacknowledged source Theophr. Hist. Pl 4.8.4), in the
river Niger (5.44), and on Grand Canary Island (6.205).59 Al-
though a specification of the place where papyrus grew was not
so superfluous for the uninformed reader, line 5 of B 188 re-
mains problematic.

As alternatives to the transmitted text one could think of
either (1) pOPAov thg utiic [thg] Alyvnting “made of papyrus,
namely that grown in Egypt,” with eutiic verbal adjective from
@00’ or (ii) BOPAov tfig eutaMiic tHig Alyvrting “made of pa-
pyrus, the Egyptian plant.”’! Yet neither is entirely satisfactory:
why, in the case of (1), should a semantically transparent gutiig
have been corrupted into @uAfic? In the case of (i1), the attesta-
tions of gutoMd in the sense of “planting” > “plant” are very
few and exclusively poetic: Call. Hymn 5.26 t6g idlag €yxova
eutahog with reference to Athena’s olive tree; Anih.Gr. 6.44.2
(Leonidas?) mpatng dpdypota eutaliig referring to the first-fruits
of the vine and 7.714.6 (anonymous) Agvkod @utoAmyv KoAd-
nov.”? As a third possibility Giuseppe Ucciardello suggested to
me that the original text might have been Boplov tfig pvouévng
[tfic] Alyvrting, with the participle written in the abbreviated
form @uop(ev)ng, which would have mislead the copyist.

To sum up: the transmitted text of Stephanus B 188 line 5
BuProv Thg PUATRG tfig Alyvrting remains suspicious: fuBAov as
gemitius materiae can stay but tig euAfic meaning “kind/variety”
1s problematic. Aelius Dionysius’ gloss @idbpa (¢ 14) was most

69 Ancient sources are collected and discussed by Lewis 6-7.

0A form of ¢bw is present in schol. D.P. 912 (GGM 1I 455) BOBArog
Apyorotdtn moMg elpnton, ... ot 8¢ paocty 1 1y “loig ... €xel kol KAoovoo TOV
"Ocipwv 10 S1ddnuo g kepoifig dnéBeto, POPAvov Vmdpyov &mo thg év 1d
Neik uopévng BoProv: 7 St moAAn POPAog éxeloe eveta, fiTol TamLpog (=
LEtym.Gen. s.v. BoPAog 286 Lasserre-Livaradas).

71" Giambattista D’Alessio too independently suggested to me per lit.
correcting QUARG to guTaALfic.

72 Cf. LSJ? s.v. II. On the semantics of ¢utoda in early epic see J.-L.
Perpillou, Essais de lexicographie en grec ancien (Louvain 2004) 24—28.
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likely not part of the original entry of Stephanus’ epitome but
an addition by Eustathius; Meineke’s conjecture tfig @uldpng
should be abandoned and the text of Aeclius Dionysius ¢ 14
should read @iA\Opar @utdov Exov rotdv BOPBA Suotov €€ ob Todg
otepdvoug TAékovowv. Until further progress is made, the best
option for an editor of the Ethnika is to print a crux before tiig
VAT and suggest diagnostic conjectures in the apparatus.’?

July, 2023 Oxford

lucia.prauscello@all-souls.ox.ac.uk

73 My heartfelt thanks to A. C. Cassio, G. D’Alessio, E. Dettori, and G.
Ucciardello for invaluable comments on an earlier draft of the paper. My
sincerest thanks also to Annette Neumann-Hartmann for allowing me to
read, while still unpublished, the chapter of Stephanos von Byzanz on ety-
mologies in Stephanus’ Etintka. It goes without saying that I alone am
responsible for any mistake or infelicity.
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