Some Micro-Fragments of Menander
Protector’s Histories: The Evidence
of the Lexicon Atuwdeiv

Philyp Rance

ETWEEN the mid-ninth century and the late tenth, an un-

identified lexicographer compiled a specialized lexicon

designed to assist readers of four classicizing histories of
the sixth century: Procopius’ Wars and successive continuations
by Agathias, Menander Protector, and Theophylact Simocatta.
He assembled selected instances of words or verbal forms that,
by implication, were likely to be unfamiliar to a Middle Byzan-
tine readership and explained their meaning through glosses, in
some cases illustrated by quotation of the relevant passage(s),
along with notes on etymology and usage. Transmitted without
a title or ascription in copies known to later Byzantine lexicogra-
phers and nineteenth-century scholars, this work is conven-
tionally termed the Lexicon Aiuwdeiv, after its initial lemma:
alpedely (“to have one’s teeth set on edge”).! The compiler’s

! Critical edition: A. R. Dyck, Epimerismi Homerici 11 (SGLG V.2, Berlin
1995) 825-1016, 1033-1034 (“Addenda et corrigenda”), hereafter cited as
Dyck with page and line numbers. Of the three manuscripts, D and O con-
tain no title. In G, the most recently identified, an excerpt bears the heading
[Et]uporoyiafi] Awdgopot, which Dyck 846, 873, deems authentic. The con-
ventional designation is not wholly modern: see citations eig 10 Alpodeiv in
Etym.Magn. 780.35-36, 789.11, 814.22 (eig 10 Ai*) Gaisford. Dyck 867 re-
edits these testimonia. The chronological termini ca. 850-994 depend on
multistage, mutual interaction between the Lexicon Aipwdetv and successive
recensions of the Etymologicum Genuwinum: Dyck 859-864 (with bibliography);
K. Alpers, “Difficult Problems in the Transmission and Interrelation of the
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PHILIP RANCE 655

decision to compose a glossary of uncommon vocabulary found
in these four histories implies a perception of their intended
interconnectedness in a literary-historiographic continuum,
broadly in line with their categorization as a distinct quartet in
modern scholarship. In compiling a new reading aid, the lexi-
cographer presumably sought to meet perceived needs of certain
users and to cater to concerns for language and style beyond
historical content. This enterprise, in turn, points to renewed or
enduring interest in these authors, and perhaps their educational
and literary-cultural cachet, if not necessarily as curricular texts,
then as compositional models. Such collective treatment seems
uncharacteristic of their prior reception, insofar as it can be
traced from the seventh to early tenth centuries, while the manu-
script traditions of the four works offer no grounds for assuming
conjoined transmission.? In contrast, the generic affiliation and
quasi-canonical status of the four historians in palace-sponsored
compilatory projects around the mid-tenth century may imply a
connection between the Lexicon Aiuwdeiv and Constantine VII’s
historical Excerpta and/or related court-centred literary histori-
ography.? In any case, the lexicographer’s inferred objectives are
consistent with the heightened appeal of late antique histories,
especially Procopius and Agathias, during this period.*

Greek Etymologica,” in G. A. Xenis (ed.), Literature, Scholarship, Philosophy, and
History: Classical Studies in Memory of loannis Taifacos (Stuttgart 2015) 293-314,
at 309-310.

2 See, with bibliography, P. Rance, “In the Margins of Strabo: Menander
Protector on Persian Religion and the Passio S. Ishozetae,” JOB 73 (2023) 125—
150, at 127-131.

3 In the absence of comprehensive analysis, see provisional remarks in A.
Németh, The Excerpta Constantimiana and the Byzantine Appropriation of the Past
(Cambridge 2018) 18-19, 245-247; P. Rance, OB 73 (2023) 129; and n.39
below.

* See recently Németh, Excerpta 158—161; M. Jankowiak, “Procopius of
Caesarea and his Byzantine Successors,” in M. Meier et al. (eds.), 4 Companion
to Procopius of Caesarea (Leiden 2021) 231-251, at 247-248; S. Kennedy, “A
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656 ~ MICROFRAGMENTS OF MENANDER PROTECTOR

Although the content, character, and potential value of the
Lexicon Aipwdetv were indicated as long ago as 1910, it has been
almost entirely overlooked in studies of the text, transmission,
and reception of the four authors, and most surprisingly of
Menander’s Histories, whose fragmentary survival, primarily via
thematic excerpt collections, should pique interest in even the
smallest scrap of evidence. To some extent, this oversight is
understandable. Although a critical edition published three
decades ago resolved many complexities, the sources, evolution,
and textual tradition of the Lexicon Aiuwdeiv are especially intri-
cate issues even within this specialist field. Furthermore, with a
view to managing expectations, one should clarify that most of
the material in the Lexicon Aiuwdeiv assignable to Menander
comprises single words, 1.e. the lemma or headword of a lexical
entry, usually cited in the exact form in which that word was
encountered in historian’s text. Thirty-five such lemmata will be
examined below. In addition, five entries adduce six short quota-
tions; one of these partly coincides with an anonymously quoted
passage in the Suda.

Overall, this Menander-derived content, mostly lacking
historical context, may offer little of interest to historians, who
have formed a majority of Menander’s modern readers. Never-
theless, increasing attentiveness to the literary dimensions of late
antique historiography, including linguistic, stylistic, and inter-
textual aspects, affords a less restricted forum in which these
fragments can be discussed and acquire significance. In par-
ticular, Menander’s long-recognized imitation of the style and
vocabulary of Agathias,> whose Histories Menander’s work con-

Lost Classic: The Reception of Prokopios” Hustory of the Wars in Byzantium,”
Byzantinoslavica 79 (2021) 5-40, at 28-33; Rance, 7OB 73 (2023) 129-130; A.
Markopoulos, “Revisiting the Sources of Leo the Deacon. The Case of the
Excerpta Constantiniana,” ZRVI 60 (2023) 61-73.

5 M. Apostolopoulos, Mévavdpog Ipotéxtwp uuntng Ayabiov (Athens
1894), with B. Baldwin, “Menander Protector,” DOP 32 (1978) 101-125, at
119-120; R. C. Blockley, The History of Menander the Guardsman. Introductory
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tinues, reinforces some identifications of ‘Menandrian’ lemmata
and provides an existing strand of literary inquiry that the
present study can extend and augment. More generally, despite
obvious limitations, selected lemmata and quotations might
prove instructive to historical studies regarding the scope and
content of Menander’s Histories. Accordingly, the following
contribution seeks to present—or re-introduce—these ‘micro-
fragments’ or lexical ‘splinters’, to elucidate their nature and
transmission, and to tease out what might reasonably be inferred
from them about Menander and his work.

1. The Lexicon Aiuwdeiv and the study of late antique historiography

Although a relatively short work, the textual history of the
Lexicon Atuwdeiv is complex. The direct tradition is imperfectly
witnessed by three manuscripts containing: an abridged copy of
the whole lexicon (D), an excerpt of the same abridged tradition
(O), and an excerpt of an unabridged version (G).6 Subsequent
compilers of etymological dictionaries, principally the late tenth-
/eleventh-century Etymologicum Gudianum and the mid-twelfth-
century Etymologicum Magnum, independently utilized the Lexicon
Aluwdelv as a source. As they typically had access to a fuller ver-
sion of the text than is preserved in direct witnesses (DO), this
more complete indirect tradition provides firmer foundations for
a critical edition.”

Following the editio princeps by Friedrich Wilhelm Sturz in

Essay, Text, Translation, and Historiographical Notes (Liverpool 1985) 6-9, 287
n.333.

6D = Darmstad. 2773, 92v—101v; O = Oxon.Barocc. 119, 142v-143v (¢ 9-C 2);
G = Cppt. ZaIX, 6064~ (to o 111). See Dyck 846-848, 850-851, 864865,
and updated description of D in Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca et Byzantina,
https://cagb-digital.de/id/cagh4977917. In addition, MS. B of the Etymo-
logicum Genwinum (Laur.S-Marci 304, dated 944) is treated codicis instar with
respect to two dozen glosses interpolated from the Lexicon Aipwdetv: Dyck
859-860, 868; Alpers, in Literature 309-310.

7 Dyck 848-851, 859-865, 996-997.
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658  MICROFRAGMENTS OF MENANDER PROTECTOR

1818, lexicographical studies clarified aspects of textual trans-
mission, but its character and purpose remained poorly under-
stood. For the present investigation, two contributions shaped
the agenda of future inquiry.

First, in 1910 Eduardo Luigi De Stefani distinguished the core
component of the received text as a glossary of uncommon
words in four classicizing histories written in the period from
Justinian to Heraclius. Recognizing the implications, he ob-
served that, although all lemmata and quotations are cited anon-
ymously, as the works of Procopius, Agathias, and Theophylact
are fully extant while Menander’s alone 1s fragmentary, it follows
that those lemmata and quotations not found in the other three
authors or in surviving fragments of Menander, and which can-
not otherwise be explained, must be assigned, by default, to lost
sections of Menander’s Histories. In short, “tutto cio che non ap-
partiene a quei primi tre, ¢ di Menandro.”

De Stefani’s wider objective was a critical edition of the
Etymologicum Gudianum, a still uncompleted project that entailed
editing lemmata derived from the Lexicon Aiuwdetv, including
those originating in ‘lost’” Menander.!? With respect to extant

8 F. W. Sturz, Etymologicum graecae linguae Gudianum et alia grammaticorum scripta
e codictbus manuscriptis nunc primum edita (Leipzig 1818) 617.30-631.2 (based on
D). Dyck 845846 reviews nineteenth-century scholarship.

9 E. L. De Stefani, “Per le fonti del lexicon Alumdetv,” Stlt 18 (1910) 433—
444, quoting 435.

10 E. A. [L.] De Stefani, Etymologicum Gudianum (Leipzig 1909-1920) I (o—
Bouoroxle), IT (Bouordyor—Lewal). Regarding lemmata attributable to lost
sections of Menander (distinct from those identifiable in extant excerpts), De
Stefani published 13 lemmata that the compiler of the Etym. Gud. derived from
the Lexicon Aipwdeiv: Etym.Gud. apdpog 1 107.2-5 (= Lex.Aip. o 145 Dyck);
auprvottey 110.1-3 (= a 144); dvernoppdditog 141.2-3 (= o 141); deovpd
239.7-10 (= o 146); ypre@ddeg II 323.6-9 (= v 13); ypurdg 324.1-4 (= vy 15);
Sroknpukedeton 356.18-22 (= § 7); dwaoecofnuévog 360.8-10 (= & 10); éhen-
Ater 452.8-453.2 (= € 37); élwvbvew 457.4-7 (= € 41); évavdog 468.4-7 (= ¢
39-40); ¢méCovro 503.19 (= ¢ 35); éoxevopficBon 537.1-3 (= € 33). See Dyck
999-1002 for a full concordance. De Stefani alters his editorial format at II
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sections of Menander’s work, De Stefani identified one instance
where this indirect tradition of the Lexicon Aipwdetv transmits a
reading superior to that preserved in manuscripts of the Excerpta
and the Suda.'' Over subsequent decades, historiographical
scholarship seldom appreciated the logic and consequences of
De Stefani’s insight, partly owing to the obscurity of the Lexicon
Alnwdeiv and the absence of a critical text.

Second, more than eighty years elapsed before the publication
of Andrew Dyck’s superb edition of the Lexicon Aipwdeivin 1995.
His collation of all direct and indirect witnesses, including an
unexploited manuscript (G), and comprehensive investigation of
transmission and source-relationships, allowed the text to be
constituted on a more secure basis.!? In reassessing the testimony
of the Lexicon Aiuwdeiv as an indirect witness to the four histor-
1ans, Dyck affirmed De Stefani’s deduction regarding residual
fragments of Menander.!3 Furthermore, with greater under-
standing of the sources and evolution of the transmitted text,
Dyck was able to attribute additional lemmata and quotations to
Menander and, conversely, to exclude others that De Stefani
had assigned to Menander but which certainly or probably be-
long to one of the other three historians. In doing so, Dyck may
have disregarded analytical criteria applied by De Stefani in
light of the lexicographer’s compositional method, while several
lemmata discounted without argument merit re-evaluation.'*

452.8-453.2 éhenldzer, in that only from this lemma is Menander cited as
the ultimate source, though, as he argued in 1910, this is the case also with
preceding lemmata listed here.

1L Etym. Gud. éuBpuudpevol (masc. nom. pres. part. pl. éufpucopon) I1461.5.
Although it is not found in the direct tradition of the Lexicon Aiuwdetv (DO),
De Stefani derives this lemma, via a more complete indirect tradition, from
Menander fr. 10,3.16—17. Manuscripts of Exc.leg. I 193.6 and Suda ¢ 963
transmit éufpipodpevor, thus all editions of Menander. See Dyck 996.

12 See n.1 above, with Dyck 864867 for editorial principles.

13 Dyck 851, 857-858, 998.

14 Dyck 998 (App. 4), “Possible New Fragments of Menander Protector,”
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The Lexicon Aipwdetv has gone largely unnoticed by scholar-
ship on Procopius, Agathias, Menander, and Theophylact.
Studies of their reception, even where alert to Middle and Late
Byzantine lexica, do not mention this author-specific compila-
tion.!> With respect to constitutio textus, only Rudolf Keydell’s
meticulous edition of Agathias’ Histories integrates the Lexicon
Aluwdeiv into the critical apparatus. In at least two instances, the
lexicon uniquely transmits a correct reading.'® When Jacob
Haury edited Procopius’ Wars (1903), he overlooked this indirect
tradition. In a detailed review, De Stefani signalled the value of
the Lexicon Aiuwdetv and derivative lexica for confirming or cor-
recting readings in the direct tradition.!” Following De Stefani’s
observations, and his further study of 1910, Gerhard Wirth
incorporated these lexica as variae lectiones in Addenda et Corri-

where emendations are necessary: correct édvoew € 37 to 41, BpvAlodvreg 0
2 10 3, Bpiyxd 0 3 to 4, Beoxhutodow 0 5 to 6, loygvov 1 8 to 9. For Dyck’s
supplements to De Stefani’s catalogue see 677 below.

15 Surveys of Procopius-derived material in other lexica: Jankowiak, in 4
Companion to Procopius 247—250; Kennedy, Byzantinoslavica 79 (2021) 16. In ad-
dition, Procopius and Agathias are cited alongside canonical Attic and later
Atticizing authors in ITepi cvvtdéewg (D. Petrova, Das Lexikon “Uber die Syntax™:
Untersuchung und kritische Ausgabe des Lexikons im Codex Paris. Cousl. gr. 345 [Wies-
baden 2006]) 8§ 14 dwpodpor (Procop. 1.10.17, 3.8.9, 3.9.5, 8.35.33; Anec.
4.27); o 29 ovppaton (Agath. 1.21.7) [= Anecd.Bekk. 1 133.14-15, 174.3].

I6R. Keydell Agat/lzae/\/[yrmael hastoriarum libri quingue (CFHB 2: Berlin 1967)
xx—xxl, xxxili—xxxiv, 2 (siglum: Etym). Keydell cited quotations from
Agathias in the Lexicon Aipwdetv via derivative entries in De Stefani’s edition
of the Etymologicum Gudianum (n.10 above) up to Z, and thereafter from Sturz’s
editio princeps (1818). In two cases, Keydell (xxi) preferred a reading in the
Lexicon Aluwdeiv: 8 3 (Dyck 924.9) quotes dunrofeiog in Agath. 3.1.4, where
the manuscripts read dvonofelog (Keydell 84.20 app. crit.); ¢ 10 (Dyck
931.36) quotes évepdypwteg in Agath. 2.23.6, where the manuscripts read
érepoyportes (Keydell 71.3 app. crit.). Reporting only the first of these two
cases, Dyck 858 considers another possibility at ¢ 4 ¢uBpiBéotartov (986.15
app. crit., 987.21) in a quotation of Agath. 4.22.6, where Keydell (151.1 app.
crit.) favoured éuBpibéotepov in the direct tradition.

17 E. L. De Stefani, “Besprechungen: J. Haury (ed.), Procopii Caesariensis
Opera omnia 1-11 (Leipzig 1905),” ByzZeit 14 (1905) 636643, at 639-640.
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genda appended to his revised edition of Haury’s text.'® Con-
sidering that the Lexicon Aiuwdeiv predates the oldest surviving
manuscripts of Wars by at least three centuries, it 1s unremark-
able that De Stefani could identify two readings where the lexi-
con arguably preserves a superior tradition, though Procopius’
broader lexical usage undermines one of these cases.!? In con-
trast, the Lexicon Aipwdeiv offers no improvements to the critical
text of Theophylact’s Histories, despite the tenuity of its direct
tradition.?%

18 Procopui Caesariensis Opera ommia (Leipzig 1962—1964) I 552-572; I1 679~
699 passim, citing Sturz’s edition of Lex.Aiu. (under “EGud”) at I 553, I 679.

19 De Stefani, ByzZeit 14 (1905) 639-640; Wirth in Haury/Wirth I 564 (ad
233.2), 570 (ad 453.2); Dyck 858. Manuscript tradition of Wars: Haury/
Wirth I xxii—liv. First, De Stefani observes that Lex.Atu. € 17 (= Etym.Gud. 11
536.16-17; Etym.Magn. 385.15, 717.20) transmits éoxolevkdteg, where
Procop. 2.19.10 (Haury I 233.2) reads éoxvAevidteg based on two fourteenth-
century MSS. (VG). De Stefani sees éoxolevkoteg as “la lezione genuina.”
Similarly, Dyck notes that éoxodevkéteg in Lex.Aiu. is “now the earliest
attested reading, 1s lectio difficilior and yields good sense.” They do not ac-
knowledge that okvAedw occurs in five other instances in Wars (1.14.26,
1.18.50, 2.11.10, 5.25.9, 7.24.26), including twice likewise as masc. acc. perf.
part. act. plural éoxaievidteg (1.18.50, 5.25.9). Second, a more persuasive
case concerns Lex.Aiu. € 21 (= Etym.Gud. 11 447.6-7, Etym.Magn. 323.48),
which quotes Procop. 4.8.7 as €knvota énoinoe t0 ipoccipevo, where direct
witnesses diverge: Haury I 453.2 app. crit. prefers érnolet in V to éroinoe in
PO. De Stefani favours éroinoe in the indirect tradition. Dyck suggests that
the reading in Lex.Aiu. “tips the weight of evidence decisively in favor of the
aorist,” which is preferable contextually. Support for this view is found in later
instances of the same phrase at Procop. 4.25.19 and 7.11.27, where Haury 1
534.25, 11 344.19-20, reports the aorist without variants.

20 Although the Lexicon Aipwdelv includes many lemmata drawn from
Theophylact, the received text preserves only four quotations: Lex.Atu. o 150
axxileton (Th. Sim. 4.4.14); x 1 xoraeomiddlovreg (4.5.10); 6 21-23 otifilovot
(pref. 11); ¢ 6 pAivagos (2.2.1). Dyck 857 n.57 notes that the sole divergence
from the direct tradition is corrupt: ¢ 6: donep for o nep(iy (987.27 app. crit.).
The transmission of Theophylact’s Histories becomes more tenuous than Dyck
supposes, if the codex unicus, tenth-century Vat.gr. 977 (not, as Dyck, “twelfth
century”), is the exemplar used by the Constantinian excerptors: thus P.
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Most significantly, no editor or researcher of Menander’s frag-
mentary Histories has yet consulted the Lexicon Aiuwdeiv.?! Three
older editions long antedate De Stefani’s revelatory research.??
His 1910 study makes a single appearance in Barry Baldwin’s
survey of possibly Menander-derived anonymous quotations in
the Suda: noting—and dismissing—De Stefani’s attribution of a
three-word phrase in Suda ¢ 715 (= Lex.Aiu. ¢ 5) to Menander,
Baldwin does not refer to the Lexicon Aiuwdeiv or explain De
Stefani’s rationale, leaving readers to assume pure conjecture.
Baldwin thus misjudges one of the strongest cases for assigning
an anonymous quotation in the Suda to Menander.?? The most
recent presentation of Menander’s fragments by Roger Blockley,
essentially a composite of prior editions incorporating published
variae lectiones, neither mentions the Lexicon Aiuwdeiv nor cites De
Stefani.?*

2. The Lexicon Aipwdetv: textual history and compositional principles

A preliminary review of the Lexicon Aiuwdetv will clarify its
format, sources, and purpose.?®> A glossary of the four classicizing

Schreiner, “Die Historikerhandschrift Vaticanus Graecus 977: Ein Hand-
exemplar zur Vorbereitung des konstantinischen Exzerptenwerkes?” 70B 37
(1987) 1-29; with Németh, Excerpta 59, 102.

21 See briefly Rance, 70B 73 (2023) 129, 139 n.62. A new edition by Bruno
Bleckmann and Markus Stein will address this neglect: B. Bleckmann, “Zu
den Fragmenten des Menandros Protektor im Projekt KFHist,” in E. Amato,
et al. (eds.), Les hustoriens fragmentaires de langue grecque a époque romaine impériale et
tardive (Rennes 2021) 61-69, at 66-67.

22 1. Bekker and B. G. Niebuhr, Dexippi, Eunap, Petri Patricu, Prisci, Malchs,
Menandri hustoriarum quae supersunt (CSHB 14: Bonn 1829) 279-444; C. Miiller
and T. Miller, FHG IV (Paris 1851) 200-269; L. Dindorf, Historici graect
munores 11 (Leipzig 1871) iii—x, 3—131.

23 Baldwin, DOP 32 (1978) 125: “There is obviously no real clue to be had
from such a snippet.” Dyck 845 n.3 notes Baldwin’s dismissal “without
coming to terms with De Stefani’s argument.” See 693 below.

2+ Blockley, The History of Menander, with editorial remarks at [vii]. Blockley’s
numbering of fragments and lines is used in what follows.

25 Dyck 845-867 for detailed argumentation and bibliography.
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histories is the main and earliest component, which became a
nucleus for subsequent expansions. Each typically one-word
lemma 1is ordinarily cited in the form (case/tense, number,
gender) in which it appears in the historian’s text. One or more
glosses and other explanatory material follow, which the
compiler drew from mostly identifiable lexical and exegetical
sources.?® Some entries quote the passage in which the lemma
occurs. It is assumed that this was originally a more prevalent or
universal feature, but many quotations have been lost in all
textual traditions, a common trait in the transmission of Byzan-
tine lexica.?’” For most lemmata, Dyck’s edition supplies an in-
text reference to the relevant passage(s), though several additions
and adjustments are warranted.?® Sometimes a lemma or quota-

26 Dyck 1007 for an amalgamated Index fontium.

27 S. Valente, “Byzantine Greek,” in J. Considine (ed.), The Cambridge World
History of Lexicography (Cambridge 2019) 247-266, at 247-248.

28 For some lemmata Dyck gives no reference to the cited passage. Oc-
casionally, a lemma occurs in two or more of the historians, while its form
and sequence do not distinguish a particular locus: e.g. y 10 I'noideg; v 11a
yAyouevor / 11b yhydpevoe. Elsewhere, the source can be more confidently
identified. Lemma pu 4 udv, without reference in Dyck 954.13, is cited from
Agath. 2.10.5. Alternative Th. Sim. pref. 8 would be detached from other
Theophylact-derived lemmata at p 9—u 13. Accordingly, for the sequence of
Agathias-derived lemmata to be correct, following p 5 petovextetoBon is cited
from Agath. 3.9.3 rather than pref. 4; Dyck 954.17 adduces both passages.
Lemma v 3 vnrowei, unreferenced in Dyck 958.14, is cited from Th. Sim.
1.15.10, where the direct tradition transmits the form vnrowi (69.18 de Boor).
This is in sequence with following v 5 vnrevBég from Th. Sim. 2.11.7. For o 10
opedorv, Dyck 963.33 does not adduce Agath. 4.11.3, see 669 below. Lemma
o 15a otépyov, unreferenced in Dyck 954.13, must be cited from Agath. 4.3.3.
For ¢ 16 oepvidg, Dyck 976.61 does not adduce Agath. 4.9.9 and 4.22.2, see
669 below. For t 10 tevéyn, Dyck 982.39-41 does not adduce Th. Sim.
6.8.10. Lemma v 1 dndéyvov De Stefani, St/t 18 (1910) 440, and Dyck 983.2
refer to Procop. 8.29.6 vrdyvov, though likewise acc. at 8.22.16. For v 2
dretdnolev De Stefani 440 and Dyck 983.6 adduce Agath. 2.4.9, but seem-
ingly muddled sequencing of v 1—v 4 allows the possibility of citation from
Procop. 1.25.19 (cf. 2.5.15, 3.5.1, 7.4.26). Occasional supplementary lem-
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tion differs slightly from the direct tradition. Certain divergences
are explicable as transcriptional errors in copying the Lexicon
Atuwdeiv. In other cases, the lexicographer purposely modified
lemmata, often where he preferred the form of a headword
found in those earlier lexica that he consulted for definitions and
synonyms, and thus a lemmatic form in the Lexicon Aipwdetv in-
stead reflects that lexicographical tradition.??

After the compilation of the glossary, the lexicographer or a
posterior editor appended to some entries guidance on syntac-
tical usage, apparently to enhance understanding of this ancient
idiom.3% Later still, in a multistage process, new entries were
interpolated from diverse lexica, scholia, and epimerismi, often
via intermediary compilations, with the effect of transforming a
specialized wordlist into a general-purpose lexicon. For reasons
that are unclear, this development was restricted to letter-section
alpha, which is disproportionately swollen to comprise one-third
of the current text. These successive augmentations were largely
completed before the Lexicon Aiuwdetv became a source for
eleventh- and twelfth-century lexicographers.?! In letter-sections
other than alpha, no interpolation of additional entries has been
demonstrated. As most lemmata, in form and sequence, can be
cross-checked with the texts of Procopius, Agathias, Theophy-

mata, cited as an additional example of a headword, pose separate inter-
pretative challenges. Lemma ¢ 40 évow{opevov, despite the implication of
Dyck 942.93 app. font., lacks a lexicographical antecedent and must be cited
from Agath. 3.16.2, the unique instance in historiography. Lemma A 8 Ao
xetp, which neither De Stefani, St/t 18 (1910) 440, nor Dyck 952.20 recog-
nized as a citation from one the historians, has multiple instances in Procop.
3.23.18 (gen.), 4.13.15 (dat.), 4.28.11 (acc.), 7.24.24 (acc.), 8.35.27 (dat.); cf.
Aed. 1.2.11. In the absence of a lexicographical source (Dyck 983.6 app. font.),
lemma v 3 vrotorndlewv could be cited from Procop. 5.6.8, 7.26.17.

29 Such editorial interventions, where relevant, are noted below.

30 Dyck 851 identifies the source of these interpolations as “a syntactic
lexicon”; see 1007, Index fontium, s.v. “Lex. synt.,” and marginal annotation
“synt.” throughout the edition.

31 See analysis in Dyck 851-855, 861-862, with Index fontium at 1007.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 64 (2024) 654-695



PHILIP RANCE 665

lact, or extant Menander, questions of provenance, in theory,
affect only lemmata attributable by default to lost sections of
Menander, the material of interest here. The following analysis
found no grounds for excluding any such lemma. Even in a
handful of cases where position, form, and/or content might be
puzzling, the received text of the lexicon provides parallels
where authenticity 1s undoubted, while the cited headword
variously coheres with Menander’s known lexical tastes, stylistic
practice, and/or literary antecedents.3?

Beyond its arrangement in letter-sections, the Lexicon Aiuwdetv
has no alphabetic dimension. Under each letter, a basic organi-
zational principle groups lemmata by author, often in the chron-
ological sequence Procopius-Agathias-Menander-Theophylact,
though sometimes Agathias is first or the order otherwise varies.
As a rule, excepting occasional and minor displacements, lem-
mata cited from each author are arranged sequentially accord-
ing to their occurrence in his work. In only a small number of
1solated cases 1s a lemma demonstrably belonging to one author
misplaced among lemmata cited from another.?® Lemmata in
epsilon, one of the longer letter-sections, illustrate this scheme
and some of its interpretative challenges:

el[-2] éuneddoon (Agath. 1.1.6)

€3 évépoet (Agath. 1.3.4)

32 ] considered and rejected the possibility of interpolation at { 1 ouevig,
€ 3 Ldxopog, u 14 Moueptivor, © 26 néuredog, 6 1 cuvaouévile, T 9 tedyiveg,
o 4 opdw. An interpolator’s rationale for inserting some or all of these items
would be no less (and arguably more) puzzling.

33 Letter-section alpha, uniquely containing many interpolations, has
suffered exceptional disarrangement and should be treated as atypical. From
beta to omega, a handful of such displaced individual lemmata occur, often
at the beginning or end of letter-sections: 8 9 dotadedov (if correctly identi-
fied as Th. Sim. 5.5.9 and not lost Menander: see 675 below); u 14 Mapeptivor
(685 below); & 4 Euvictwp (686 below); o 1 cvvacuévile (687 below); o 21
otfifovoy; t 10 tevayn. Only towards the end of letter pi is more extensive
disruption found: = 1-11 Agathias, 13—18 Procopius, 19-20 Agathias, 21-23
Menander, 24 Theophylact, 25 Agathias, 26 Menander (see 669 and 687).
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e4 éyypintovoo (Agath. 1.12.6)

) énexeptopet (Agath. 1.20.10)

€6 elonppnoev (Agath. pref. 28)

e’ ¢g véoto, tov Tolepov petobécBon (Agath. 1.19.3)
€8 énio(o)wtpa (Agath. 2.4.5)

€9 épuuvooag (Agath. 2.4.6)

e 10 évepoypwteg (Agath. 2.23.6)

ell gwlokpacio (Agath. 2.29.8)

e 12 €otepyev (Agath. 2.31.2 or 5.12.6)

e 13 énéoxnyev (Procop. 1.2.7)

e 14 ¢10Balov (Procop. 1.7.17 or 2.8.6)

el5 ¢mBeidoog (Procop. 2.11.1)

e 16 eton (Procop. 1.14.8 or 2.3.38)

el7 goxarevkoteg (Procop. 2.19.10)

e 18 ékeyepla (Procop. 2.28.7 et al.)

e19 épeoynA® (Procop. 3.12.8)
(€0ehoxoxnoog (Procop. 3.6.10))34

€20 évedyumoev (Procop. 3.7.22)

g2l gkmvoto (Procop. 4.8.7)

€22 ¢mBpurodvreg (Procop. 4.21.2)

€23 €pavog (Procop. 5.8.30)

€24 éyxépotov (Procop. 5.21.20-21)

€25 elpovevesBot (Procop. 5.22.3)

€26 evffeia (Procop. 5.22.9)

€27 énod&ig (Procop. 5.22.10 et al.)

€28 épetvto (Procop. 6.20.32)

€29 évoBpovesBot (Procop. 7.24.25)

e 30 énePdrevoev (Procop. 7.34.21)

e 31 ¢0Aw (Procop. 7.35.2)

€32 £€wpog (Procop. 8.11.40)

€33 ¢oxevopficBaot (lost Men.)
€34 énutpoyddny (cf. Men. fr. 10,3.84)
e 35 éméCovro (lost Men.)

e 36 épeipévov (cf. Men. fr. 8.10)
£ 37 éhenAaret (lost Men., cf. fr. 21.13 Aenlotely)
€38 ékuaryelov (cf. Men. fr. 6,1.413)

3¢ A lacuna at Dyck 936.2-3 app. crit. (cf. Efym.Gud. é0ghoxaxhoog [I1
404.1]) is recognized by C. Theodoridis (review of Dyck), 70B 50 (2000) 378—
385, at 385 (citing Procop. 4.20.6; cf. 3.6.10, 4.27.29).
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¢ 39[-40] &vavdog (lost Men.) 35

e 4l éhvoewv (lost Men.)

€42 evtpomeAio (Th. Sim. 1.10.11)
€43 évelpo (Th. Sim. 1.11.8)

e 44 g¢ovkalev (Th. Sim. 3.7.8)

Within this sample, a few lemmata are out of sequence (¢ 6, 7,
16, 19-20), mostly, it seems, due to accidental transposition.
Several diverge from the direct tradition, owing to editorial
intervention or transmissional error: € 11 éwloxpacio < Agath.
2.29.8 ewloxpooig; € 17 éoxalevkoteg < Procop. 2.19.10 éoxv-
Aevkodtec;30 € 18 éxeyeplo < Procop. 2.28.7 et al. éxegepiov; € 19
¢peoynio < Procop. 3.12.8 épeoyehodvra;’” € 23 €pavog < Procop.
5.8.30 &pavov; & 24 éyxdpolov < Procop. 5.21.20-21 éykdpora
(neut. pl.); € 26 edNBera3® < Procop. 5.22.9 ednBeiov; € 27 Enailig
< Procop. 5.22.10 et al. éndr&eig; € 30 éneParevoev < Procop.
7.34.21 énePdrevoav; € 42 edtponeMa < Th. Sim. 1.10.11 edtpa-
nellog.

This author-citational scheme presumably reflects the lexicog-
rapher’s methodology of working through the four histories and
recording, under the relevant letter, any word he encountered

35 See n.28 above for supplementary lemma ¢ 40.

36 See n.19 above.

37 The entry € 19 épeoynAd : 10 gAvap®. | (...) is irregular in multiple
respects and, besides a terminal lacuna (n.34 above), transmissional difficul-
ties can be suspected. Found in the direct tradition (DO) but not in derivative
lexica, € 19 is evidently abridged, perhaps severely (cf. € 12b, 13b, 17b). In no
other lemma cited from an extant passage of the four historians (Procop.
3.12.8 épecyerobvra, var. lect. épeoyniodvra) is a verb changed to the first-
person singular (692 below). If a deliberate alteration, and not textual cor-
ruption, the motive for this intervention is obscure, not least because prior
lexicographical traditions known to the compiler already contained a lemma
in precisely the required form épeoyniodvro (Synagoge € 822 Cunningham;
Phot. Lex. € 1907; cf. Suda € 2936).

38 Accented eonBeto Dyck 938.35; correctly ebfBeia Lex.Aiu. Sturz 624.38;
Etym.Gud. 11 555.4.
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in need of explanation.?® Awareness of this compositional
process can assist in recognizing the provenance of unattributed
material: accordingly € 33, 35, 37, 39, and 41, owing to their
sequential placement and/or absence from extant texts, have
been assigned to lost parts of Menander’s Histories. Occasional
disruptions in the sequencing of citations may be due to au-
thorial muddle, copyist’s error, or editorial intrusion (especially
in alpha), but ostensible disarrangement might arise if two
historians used the same word/form, as when Menander imi-
tates Agathias’ wording (see below). If the design of the lexicon
is comprehensible, the content of the received text seems un-
balanced. Agathias is by far the favoured author. Even allowing
for differing frequency of initial letters, some sections are very
short, comprising a couple of lemmata. Some longer letter-
sections contain no lemmata from one or more of the historians.

39 Németh, Excerpta 18—19, 245-247, proposes that the lexicographer did
not consult the four histories directly but relied on (hypothetical) “draft
copies” of several now-lost volumes of the Constantinian Excerpla. Németh
does not acknowledge that prior scholarship derives the Excerpta and Lexicon
Atpwdetv from separate textual traditions: Keydell ed. xxxiii—xxxiv, with
Rance, 0B 73 (2023) 129 n.21; and n.11 above. Moreover, the number,
range, and sequence of lemmata do not favour Németh’s proposition. In the
case of Agathias, if the lexicographer extracted lemmata from excerpts
dispersed across multiple topic-based volumes of the Excerpta, he took the
trouble to rearrange those lemmata so as to reconstitute their original
sequence in the complete text of Agathias’ Histories. This does not seem a
logical or likely scenario. See e.g. Agathias-derived lemmata in epsilon: € 1
(Agath. 1.1.6: treaty obligations), € 3 (1.3.4: Frankish and Avar hairstyles); € 4
(1.12.6: poliorcetic stratagem); € 5 (1.20.10: jeering at the enemy); € 6 (pref.
28: Procopius’ account of the plague); € 7 (1.19.3: dismissing troops into
winter-quarters); € 8 (2.4.5: encampment defences); € 9 (2.4.6: ditto); e 10
(2.23.6: Persian funerary customs); ¢ 11 (2.29.8: a philosopher’s gluttony); € 12
(2.31.2: Roman philosophers exiled in Persia / 5.12.6: Roman-Utigur diplo-
macy). More generally, although important issues remain unresolved, one
might legitimately question the wisdom or utility of compiling an author-
specific glossary of four histories after they have been excerpted, dismem-
bered, and allocated to multiple volumes containing excerpts extracted from
a dozen or more other histories.
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It 1s unclear to what extent these peculiarities reflect defective
transmission, the compiler’s caprice, or undefined compositional
factors.

The task of isolating Menander-derived content requires
careful assessment of anomalies and ambiguities. This process is
unavoidably technical (readers more interested in results than
method may prefer to proceed to section 3). First, several in-
correct or dubious cases must be eliminated from the inquiry.
Four lemmata that De Stefani attributed to Menander should—
or can—be assigned to Agathias.*? Attribution of A 9 Ayvo®deg
(neut. sg.) to Menander is unsound when this word occurs at
Agathias 5.8.1 (though Awyvvedn neut. pl.), as De Stefani ac-
knowledged and Dyck (952.23) affirms, and this passage is cor-
rectly placed in a series of Agathias-derived lemmata. An earlier
instance at Agathias 2.15.9 (Ayyvvwderg fem. pl.) would disrupt
the sequence. De Stefani assigned o 10 épebowv to Menander,
without noting its occurrence at Agathias 4.11.3, a reference
Dyck (963.33) also omits. This would be slightly out of sequence
with preceding o 9 d6velov, if that lemma cites Agathias 4.15.3,
as De Stefani and Dyck (963.30-32) believe, though the form at
4.15.3 is dat. 66veio (cf. 4.26.6), whereas 6Bvetov occurs at 3.14.3
(cf. 1.5.5). Lemma = 25 npdpo (nom. sg.), the penultimate in pi,
which De Stefani assigned to Menander, is most plausibly ex-
plained as a displaced but broadly in-sequence citation from
Agathias 5.21.8 (at 192.5): mpopog (gen. sg.). This view is circum-
stantially supported by t 4 toAdnong, a lemma cited from the
same account of improvised boats at 5.21.7 (at 191.23).4! Finally,
De Stefani’s tentative attribution of ¢ 16 ceuvag to Menander
overlooked two instances at Agathias 4.9.9 and 4.22.2, not refer-

40 De Stefani, St/t 18 (1910) 440, 442.

1 Within letter-section pi, Agathias-derived lemmata are sequential but
not contiguous: t 1 (1.8.6)—x 11 (5.3.11), = 19 (5.14.7)—= 20 (5.22.1). Displaced
n 25 (5.21.8) would be only slightly out of sequence. Instances of ntpdpa in
Procop. 7.30.13 (dat. pl.) and 8.22.11 (acc. sg.) lack comparable supporting
arguments.
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enced by Dyck (976.61-64), even if 6 17 otigog, from Agathias
3.20.5 (cf. 3.28.6), would thus be out of sequence.

Challenges arise in demarcating Menandrian material even
when ostensibly cited from extant excerpts. In some cases, such
lemmata follow an expected sequence, based on their relative
positions in the Constantinian Excerpta, in which excerpts typi-
cally retain their original order.*? In one case, however, the re-
ceived text of the Lexicon Aiuwdeivis more problematic than prior
studies indicate:

e 34 émurpoyadnv (Men. fr. 10,3.84 = Fxc.leg. T 195.5)

€ 36 éoeévov  (Men. fr. 8.10 = Exc.leg. 11 445.7)

€ 38 ékpayelov  (Men. fr. 6,1.413 = FExc.leg. 1 182.34 ékpoyeiorg)

Although De Stefani and Dyck confidently located each lemma
in an excerpt, these three citations would thus be in reverse
order.*3 The issue is not confined to Menander: several lemmata
taken from Procopius and Agathias occur more than once in
their works, even in the same form. While it is logically assumed
that a headword is cited from its first instance, this is sometimes
unclear or demonstrably not so.** For lemmata cited from
Menander’s Hiustories, fragmentary preservation exacerbates
uncertainty about their original positioning. In some cases, the
form of a lemma confirms beyond doubt that it does not derive
from the surviving textual sample: 0 6 BeoxAvtodow (pres. ind.
act. 3rd pl.) cannot be cited from BeoxAvtely (pres. inf. act.) in fr.
6,1.403 (Exc.leg. 1 182.25), but must cite another instance of this
verb in a lost section.®> Likewise € 37 éAeniater (imperf. ind. act.
3rd sg.) is not cited from AenAatelv (pres. inf. act.) in fr. 21.13
(Exc.leg. 1 208.22-23), nor nt 22 noyiwbeioo (fem. nom. aor. part.

42 Correct sequence of lemmata cited from excerpts of Menander’s
Histories: e.g. t 7 tepBpeio (Men. fr. 6,1.45 = Exc.leg. 1 172.23); 1t 8 1paxtoicon
(Men. fr. 6,1.193 = Exc.leg. 1 176.26). See likewise o 142 dnoypavrag (Men.
fr. 6,1.18 = Excleg. 1 171.30); o 143 anogravpilovieg (Men. fr. 6,2.20 =
Exc.sent. 20.4).

# De Stefano, Stlt 18 (1910) 441-442; Dyck 941.73, 941.80, 942.89.

HE.g. 07 Borelo with multiple references cited n.56 below.

# Dyck 947.18; Rance, 7OB 73 (2023) 139 n.62. See 683 below.
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pass. sg.) from énoyi®Bn (aor. ind. pass. 3rd sg.) in fr. 6,1.365 (Exc.
leg. 1181.22).%6 Correspondingly, it is possible that € 38 éxpayetov
(neut. nom./acc. sg.), distinct from éxpayetog (neut. dat. pl.) in
its posited source at fr. 6,1.413, is in fact cited from a later, now-
lost passage, which would explain the position of € 38 relative to
preceding lemmata. Other factors may weigh against this in-
ference. In a handful of lemmata, the lexicographer modified
both the case and number of a cited noun. He might have done
so in € 38.47 Moreover, as fr. 6,1 is the source of other lemmata,
he is likely to have read éxpayeioig here, even if he encountered
éxpayetov elsewhere.*® Similar ambiguity affects € 34 énitpoyadny
and ¢ 36 épewnévov: the headwords find precise correspondents
in excerpts, but could also have occurred in lost sections. Ulti-
mately, while questions remain open, the ‘incorrect’ sequence of
citations in epsilon may merely reflect the partial survival of
Menander’s work.

Evidence of disrupted transmission in this part of epsilon
further complicates analysis. The Etymologicum Gudianum contains
two lemmata that, though cited from Menander and Theophy-
lact, are absent in the direct tradition of the Lexicon Aiuwdeiv
(DO), and were evidently transmitted via a more complete ver-
sion available to the tenth-/eleventh-century compiler.*? First,
rare éuBpwumpevol (Etym.Gud. I1461.5) 1s cited from Menander fr.
10,3.16-17 (Exc.leg. 1 193.6), the excerpt in which the extant in-
stance of € 34 émtpoyddnv occurs (fr. 10,3.84 = Exc.leg. 1 195.5).50
Second, éuprot (Etym.Gud. 11 461.1-2) derives from Theophylact
1.5.15, which is quoted in the gloss. This lemma, preceding € 42
evtponeAlo (Th. Sim. 1.10.11), originally would have begun the

46 Dyck 941.84-85, 970.82.

¥ Cf. & 42 edtpanedio < Th. Sim. 1.10.11 edrpomeriog (acc. pl.); o 14
olovpa < Agath. 3.16.7 ciotpoug; T 2 téprn < Procop. 1.18.52 tdprog.

8 Cf. o 142 dmoypdviag (fr. 6,1.18 = Exc.leg. 1 171.30); © 7 tepBpeia (fr.
6,1.45 = Exc.leg. 1 172.23); 1 8 tpoxtaicot (fr. 6,1.193 = Exc.leg. 1 176.26).

4 See 657 above, and specifically Dyck 996.

50 See n.11 above.
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Theophylact series.

For the present study, these various grounds for doubt and
signs of disarrangement, combined with Menander’s known imi-
tation of Agathias, have an important consequence: one cannot
entirely rule out the possibility that at least some of the lemmata
in epsilon that editors have assigned to Menander are in fact a
displaced series of Agathias-derived lemmata, especially as they
replicate the sequential occurrence of those headwords in Agath-
1as” Histories: € 33 éoxevwpiicBon (3.3.7), € 34 émurpoyddnv (4.1.2),
e 35 émelovro (4.20.4). This could also be the case with € 36
épepévov (1.20.5, 3.27.1, 4.5.8) and € 37 ékenkarer (4.29.8),
though considerations of sequence, together with Menander’s
proven usage of both words (fr. 8.10 épewévov, fr. 21.13 renha-
1€lv), more firmly anchor these two lemmata in a Menander
series.”! In the case of € 33-35, however, as no arguments can
tip the balance in favour of Menander or Agathias, these lem-
mata will be excluded from the sample analysed below.

Other disruptions of sequence may reflect vagaries of com-
position or transmission, but again linguistic affinities between
Agathias and Menander lead to uncertainty. Letter-section theta
serves as an example:

0 1[-2] Bopilewv (Agath. pref. 10 or Men. fr. 1,1.9)52

03 BpvArodvreg (lost Men.)

04 Bp1ykd (Agath. 4.14.3 or lost Men.)

05 Onticdv (Agath. 3.16.4, 4.21.6, cf. 2.8.2 Ontixod; or lost Men.,

cf. fr. 5,4.25 Ontixod)

06 BeoxAvtodow (lost Men., cf. fr. 6,1.403 BeoxAvreiv)

07 Boreto (Procop. 1.25.4 et al.; Agath. 4.28.4; Men. fr. 6,2.17)

Indicative of conscious mimesis, 0 1 Bapiletv occurs in the initial

5L If the lexicographer cited & 36 épeuévov from Agathias, he overlooked
two prior instances (1.20.5, 3.27.1) and cited a third (4.5.8), which is still out
of sequence with preceding & 35 émélovto (4.20.4). If € 37 élenAdrer is cited
from Agathias (4.29.8), the lexicographer likewise passed over a prior instance
(4.22.6 AenAotovpévev).

52§ 2 xai Bopiler, a supplementary lemma to 8 1 Bopilewv, derives from a
lexicographical source: Dyck 945.3 app. font. (add Hsch. 0 81).
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sections of both Agathias and Menander. Lemma 0 3 8pvAlodv-
teg, unattested in the other three historians, by default originates
in a lost part of Menander, likewise 0 6 BeoxAvtodoy, especially
as an excerpt verifies Menander’s usage. Given this sequence,
intervening 0 4 Bpryx® and 0 5 Ontukdy should also derive from
Menander. If so, as Op1yk® occurs in Agathias 4.14.3, the lemma
is cited from another, now-lost passage of Menander that imi-
tated Agathias.>? The source of 0 5 is more ambiguous. De Ste-
fani and Dyck adduce Menander fr. 5,4.25, though this excerpt
contains genitive Onticod, replicating Agathias 2.8.2.5* Nomina-
tive Ontikdv occurs at Agathias 3.16.4 and 4.21.6. Yet, again, the
lexicographer could have found the headword in a lost part of
Menander. Of potential relevance, Suda 0 376 illustrates Ontucdv
(acc.) by quoting an unascribed military narrative, which, as
argued below, 1s most likely to be Menander’s Histories.>> Finally,
while 0 7 Borelo occurs in Procopius, Agathias, and extant
Menander, circumstantial evidence slightly favours Procopius.>°
Accordingly, the Menandrian origin of 0 3 and 6 is secure. On
the grounds of sequence and external evidence, 0 5 is attrib-
utable to Menander, but a section other than fr. 5,4.25. Unless

33 De Stefani, St/¢ 18 (1910) 444, and Dyck 946.8-9, 998, by not registering
Opryxd in Agath. 4.14.3, imply that attribution to Menander is more straight-
forward than is the case.

5+ Men. fr. 5,4.25 100 Ontikod xoi oiketikod; cf. Agath. 2.8.2 10 e Ontucod
kol oiketikod. See De Stefani, Stft 18 (1910) 444 (also noting Agath. 3.16.4);
Dyck 946.10.

55 See 673 below.

36 The transmitted lemma is nom. sg. Boneio. Dyck 947.21-22 cites Men.
fr. 6,2.17 Boreiov (acc. sg.) and Procop. 1.4.21 Qonetong (dat. pl., cf. 8.18.6),
the first instance in Wars. Both citations assume that the lexicographer modi-
fied the lemma or it is corrupted. If, however, the lemma was once barely
distinguishable dat. sg. Bonelq, parallels are found at Agath. 4.28.4 and
Procop. 1.25.4, also Procop. 4.1.9, 4.18.5, 4.26.22, 8.7.4, 8.16.23 (see the
same transition from original dat. sg. fem. to a nom. sg. lemma at o 115
afedmpla < Procop. 2.15.8 &Peltepi; [ 4 Boloola < Procop. 8.22.29
Bolooig; € 11 émhoxpacio < Agath. 2.29.8 ¢émhoxpaciq). In favour of Procop.
1.25.4 is its proximity to the unique source of o 112 aipdrog at 1.25.2.
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displaced, 0 4 too should be assigned sequentially to a lost
Agathias-inspired passage of Menander. An alternative deduc-
tion that O 1-6 comprise two intermixed series of lemmata cited
from Agathias (1[-2], 4, 5) and Menander (3, 6) is unnecessary
and otherwise problematic.”’ In these circumstances, while the
soundest method of isolating citations from lost parts of Menan-
der’s Histories would be to admit only lemmata that nowhere
occur in the other three authors, given Menander’s mimesis of
Agathias, analysis should take into account those few lemmata,
like 8 4 and 5, where relative sequence and/or other criteria
point to a citation from Menander, even when the word/form 1s
found in Agathias.

Similar ambiguities occur in the second half of gamma. Fol-
lowing nine lemmata (y 1-9) cited in sequence from Agathias (up
to 5.22.4), a pattern becomes hard to discern:

v 10 TMroudeg (all four authors)

v 11la yAyyduevor | y 11b yAyduevog (all four authors)
v 12 vyéppa (lost Men.? Cf. Th. Sim. pref. 5 yéppov)
v 13 yproddeg (lost Men.)

v 14 yeyovitepov (Agath. 4.2.2 or lost Men.?)

v 15 ypumdg (lost Men.)

v 16 yoputolg (Agath. 3.28.5 or lost Men.?)

Not found in the other three histories, y 13 and 15 by default cite
lost sections of Menander. Accordingly, if in correct sequence, y
14 and 16, even though both lemmata occur in Agathias, could
also be citations from Agathias-inspired passages of Menander.%®
Alternatively, if in fact cited from Agathias, and thus now in

57 This proposition requires both (1) 8 3 BpvAdodvreg is displaced from a
Menander series into a preceding Agathias series; (2) if 8 4 Opryx® derives
from Agath. 4.14.3, then 0 5 Ontikédv should be cited sequentially from Agath.
4.21.6 (a chapter not otherwise cited), in which case the lexicographer
deemed it necessary to explain this third occurrence of 8ntikév but not two
earlier instances at 2.8.2 and 3.16.4, even though he glossed other words in
those chapters (o 132 < Agath. 2.8.7, 6 8 < Agath. 2.8.8, 0 8 < Agath. 3.16.8).

58 De Stefani, Stlt 18 (1910) 442, assigns all four lemmata y 13-16 to
Menander, but observes that y 14 yeyovétepov occurs at Agath. 4.2.2.
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reverse sequence, y 14 and 16 have been displaced from the
preceding block of Agathias-derived lemmata at y 1-9.59 In the
absence of additional evidence, this question remains open.
Separately, y 12 yéppa finds an inexact match in singular yéppov
in Theophylact’s preface 5, while this noun is absent from Pro-
copius and Agathias, but, as De Stefani observed, the occurrence
of plural yéppoa: in a lost part of Menander is possible.®0

Another debatable case occurs in delta: with initial 8 1-6 cited
sequentially from Agathias, and concluding 6 12-13 from Pro-
copius, intervening & 7-10 all derive from Menander, extant and
lost, with one apparent aberration:

87 Swknpukedeton (lost Men.)

38 dpbépav (Men. fr. 6,2.31)

89 dartaredow (Th. Sim. 5.5.9; thus Dyck 926.33)

810 SwoeooPnuévog (lost Men.)

The liminal position of 8 11 dwappndnv equally permits that it is
the last lemma cited from Menander (fr. 27,2.27) or the first from
Procopius (1.5.20).5! From this sequencing, unless 8§ 9 is trans-
posed, doutareborv could also have occurred in Menander, as De
Stefani inferred.5? Although these cases in gamma and delta are
insufficiently secure to be admitted into the selection of Menan-
drian fragments below, they should not be entirely discounted as
potential evidence.

One last example must be excluded. Dyck (859) places & 5
Euveppayer (Attic pluperf. ind. act. 3rd sg. ocvppfyvout) among

59 If this were the case, v 16 yopvtodg (Agath. 3.28.5) and y 14 yeyovotepov
(Agath. 4.2.2) were originally placed before or after y 3[-8] yeyovouévoc,
depending on which of two possible passages is cited in this lemma (Agath.
2284 0r 5.3.4).

60 De Stefant, St/t 18 (1910) 442. It is equally plausible that the lexicogra-
pher pluralized yéppov in Th. Sim. pref. 5, owing to the prevalence of yéppa
as the lemmatic form in his lexical sources: De Stefani, Etym. Gud. I1 303.12—
15 app. font.; Dyck 921.26-30 app. font. This interpretation may be sup-
ported by lemma 1 5 Tvyyt, undoubtedly cited from adjacent Th. Sim. pref. 4.

61 Dyck 927.40—41.

62 De Stefani, St 18 (1910) 440.
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“lemmata drawn from one of the historians,” but his edition
(960.18-20) gives no source. In fact, &uveppmyet 1s unattested in
the other three histories and Menander’s fragments. The word
1s precedented in Thucydides (1.66.1) and thence imitated by
Atticizing authors (e.g. Cass. Dio 38.47.4) and cited in lexica (e.g.
Hsch. 6 2538). While it might be tempting to derive uveppayet
from a lost part of Menander, this case is not straightforward.
The sequence of lemmata offers no firm assistance:

€1 &uvededéato (Procop. 2.8.15)

€2 &uvapoocBar (Procop. 5.13.14)

€3 Euvarlouevor (Agath. 2.29.4)

€4 Euvictwp (lost Men.)

E5 Euveppmyet

£6 EbykAvdeg (Agath. 1.6.3)
De Stefani assigned unattributed & 4 and 5 to Menander. He
placed also & 6 in this category, without acknowledging that the
lemma occurs in Agathias.%® However, § 5 can be linked to
Agathias indirectly. The first gloss of &uveppayet 1s cuveppdyn,
albeit the aorist of the same verb. This form 1s found in Agathias
at 1.6.4 (at 17.19), as Atticized Euveppayn, a hapax. Moreover, it
occurs within a few lines of the source of & 6 EbyxAvdeg at
Agathias 1.6.3 (at 17.14). The close proximity of the two lem-
mata within Agathias’ text cannot be accidental and conforms
to the lexicographer’s method. Irrespective of the sequential dis-
arrangement of these lemmata, therefore, and whatever the
reasons for the lemmatic form of & 5 (where &uveppayer may
reflect the influence of prior lexical literature), there are no
grounds for attributing & 5 to Menander.5*
3. Lemmata and quotations attributable to lost sections of

Menander’s Histories

The foregoing analysis permits compilation of a dossier of

material attributable to Menander’s Histories, but not found in

65 De Stefani, St/¢ 18 (1910) 440 (with editorial difficulties at & 5).

64 Other examples of a verb altered in the lemma: & 1 &uvededéoto <
Procop. 2.8.15 &uvdedéato; o 2 dotilovio < Agath. 3.7.9 @Bilovro.
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surviving excerpts and thus missing from all editions. This en-
deavour revises and elaborates preceding research. With varying
degrees of confidence, De Stefani (1910) ascribed 44 such entries
(lemmata and/or quotations) to Menander, on the basis that
whatever did not belong to the other three historians must be
his, but without detailed argumentation. Dyck (1995) affirmed
this interpretative logic, with adjustments, some explicit, others
unsignalled. He added four items (lemmata: x 2 katoyvovor, p 1
uario; lemma with quotation: p 2 peronndov; quotation alone:
x 1 xtAdc). Some lemmata that De Stefani deemed Menandrian
Dyck reassigned to another author (y 12 yéppa., v 14 yeyovotepov,
v 16 yopuvtolg, § 9 dortaredowv, A 9 Aryvuddeg, & 6 Ebyxivdec).
Dyck culled a larger number of lemmata from De Stefani’s selec-
tion without comment. Some of these I too reject as certainly or
more plausibly cited from one of the other histories, though
Dyck did not supply an alternative reference (& 5 &uveppdyet,
0 10 opebowv, T 25 npdpa, 6 16 oepvidg, T 10 tevayn). Dyck’s final
list comprises 20 lemmata and six quotations (two from ¢ 5). It
is unclear why Dyck includes only lemmata in alpha—mu and
phi—psi. I find no grounds for excluding ten lemmata in nu—
upsilon and omega, all previously identified by De Stefani, inso-
far as they conform to the same criteria as those lemmata Dyck
admits (v 6 veoyuodvreg, & 4 Euviotwp, 0 12 ovprodpouncavteg, o 13
oqudooc, © 21 maréa, © 22 noyiwbeloa, 6 18 oxvtolmtovg tpoyoie,
1 11 100d0vvot, v 7 Hrovhog GvBpernog, ® 4 @pdw). One lemma in
alpha selected by De Stefani but omitted by Dyck is cautiously
readmitted (a0 149 drputa). A lemma that De Stefani and Dyck
derive from an excerpt of Menander is reassigned to a lost
section, based on form and external evidence (6 5 Ontucév). Other
lemmata may belong to this category (¢ 36 épewévov, € 38
éxpoyetov). A few doubtful cases are not admitted, even if they
cannot be definitively rejected (y 12 yéppa, v 14 yeyovotepov, y 16
yopvtovg, 8 9 dartadedory, € 33 éoxevmpiicBat, € 35 éniélovro).
For organizational purposes, lemmata are listed first, then
quotations. The lemma and gloss(es) are quoted, etymologies
and syntactical notes omitted. Some entries allow limited com-
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mentary, of others little can be said. Occurrences of a headword
also in Procopius, Agathias, and/or Theophylact are recorded;
the absence of cross-references indicates that the word, in any
form, is not found in these three historians. Overall, the listed
lemmata exhibit affinities with the vocabulary and usage in
Agathias’ Hustories, consistent with Menander’s well-documented
linguistic-stylistic mimesis of his predecessor. Some words reflect
recognized traits in Menander’s diction, including a penchant
for poetic vocabulary ({ 1 Couevig, o 13 dxudoac, T 9 tehyives,
and quotation in y 1)%° and a taste for outré compound words
(o 141 dveroppdditog, o 1 cuvaouévile).0

3a. Lemmala

o 141 dqverappdditog (masc. nom. sg.): 0 un ényopne kol dmdhg, mg
énoppdditog 6 émyapng kol NdLe, “unfavoured by Aphrodite: one
who is not charming and unpleasing, as favoured by Aphrodite is
one who is charming and pleasing.” Menander’s choice of this
recherché adjective was presumably inspired by the prominent oc-
currence of énappoditog in Agathias’ opening comparison of History
and Poetry: pref. 9 Alov @divovowv érappddita, “give birth to [off-
spring]| of exceeding loveliness.”67 The placement of a0 141 first in
the series of Menander-derived lemmata in alpha may reflect similar
prefatory use of dverappdditog, while his selection of this cumber-
some antonym perhaps signals competitive inversion of Agathias’
wording.68

o 144 duprvattew (Attic pres. ind. act. inf): 10 TveA@dTTEW KOl Popd-
veaBot tovg deBaApols, “to be weak-sighted: to be blind and beset
with eye troubles.” Cf. Procop. Anec. 4.12 évBévde del auprodrtewy,
“thereafter always weak-sighted.” See cognate aupAtve in Procop.
8.11.40; Agath. 1.16.3, 5.8.4 &uPAdvecBor tog dyeig, “dulled the
sight,” 20.7.

o 145 dudpag (gen. sg. auapa): 0xetod fj 1éppov 1 VOpop(p)ofig: did TO
T &v odTf) Svto puTOL dpdpavta etvor, “conduit: channel or ditch or

65 Baldwin, DOP 32 (1978) 120; Blockley, The History of Menander 7 n.27,
with Rance, 7OB 73 (2023) 139-141, for Menander’s interest in poetry.

66 Blockley, The History of Menander 7 n.30.

67 See A. Kaldellis, “Agathias on History and Poetry,” GRBS 38 (1999)
295-305.

68 See generally Blockley, The History of Menander 2—-3 n.9, 13.
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watercourse; on account of the fact that those plants in it do not
fade.” This term apparently occurred in a description of a well-
watered landscape. Excerpts of Menander’s Histories include reports
of such rural landscapes within the ‘travelogues’ of Roman envoys:
e.g. fr. 19,1.21-26. See below ©n 21 and x 1. More specifically, fr.
9,1.19-21 records that an envoy at Dara tov kotd moAwv OAkOV 10D
Vdatog éneckedooe kol bOpoyeto enevonoe, “repaired the city’s water
supply and attended to cisterns.”

o 146 dgovpd (fem. nom. sg. or neut. nom./acc. pl. Goovpde):
dobBevéotepa, duovpdtepo, §| kovedtepa, “feeble: weaker, fainter or
slighter.” This adjective typically occurs in the comparative or super-
lative.5® The only instance in late antique historiography is Agath.
2.15.5 dpavpotdrn, describing earth tremors.”

o 149 drpute (neut. nom./acc. pl. dtputog): dxdpote, oxAnpo kol
toyvpd- onuatvel 8¢ kol GPAaff, olov drpnta, “unwearied: untiring,
hardy and strong. It means also undamaged, like unperforated.”

v 13 ypuo®ddeg (neut. nom./acc. sg. adj. ypromdng): onuaivel 10 dvoko-
Aov xail ovunendeyuévov Aoyrov, “riddle-like: it means the difficult and
complicated saying.”

v 15: ypundg (masc. nom. sg.): 6 émikekoupévny Exav v piva, “hook-
nosed: one who has a nose at a curved angle.” No suitable context
or personage has been identified.”!

O 7 dwoknpukedeton (pres. ind. 3rd sg. droxnpukevopon): die knpHxwy
ouvBnikog | TpecPeiog moeltan, “negotiates by herald: through her-
alds makes agreements or embassies.” Although precedented in
Thuc. 4.38.2, the verb is rare in late antique historiography: see only
Zo0s. 4.44.1. Doubtless the cited context was diplomatic.

O 10 dwoeooPnuévog (masc. nom. perf. part. pass. sg. dcoBén):

69 LSJ9 s.v. dpowopds. The three comparative glosses are a reflex of the com-
piler’s lexical sources: Dyck 915.41 app. font.

70 By way of comparison, ¢ 11 ctoudrog is cited from Agath. 2.30.1 ctopv-
AMdtotog, where the lexicographer altered a masc. sg. superlative adj. in the
source-text into a masc. sg. positive adj. as the lemma, following a persistent
lexicographical tradition of otepdrog (Dyck 976.50 app. font.). I have
discounted the possibility that o 146 davpd is likewise adapted from Agath.
2.15.5 dpovpotdrn (and not cited from a lost section of Menander), as there
is no corresponding development with deovpd in the compiler’s lexical
sources that might have motivated this intervention.

71 See Dyck 860 on a possible lost source of the gloss (distinct from the
lemma).
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TETOPOYUEVOG, BTtokTog, TeBopuPnuévog, “having been scared away (or
agitated): thrown into confusion, disorderly, set in turmoil.” The
verb is rare. The sole use in extant ancient historiography is Agath.
3.11.1 owtovg dvekivel kal diecdPet, “stirred up and agitated them,”
regarding a crowd’s reaction to a speech. Another instance occurs in
an unidentified anonymous quotation from a battle description in
Suda p 218 ot 8¢ drecoPriOnoav.

e 37 élenidrer (imperf. ind. act. 3rd sg. AenAotén): Nyuoidtevev,
éMotevey, fpralev, “(he/it) was plundering: was taking captives,
robbing, snatching.” This verb occurs in a different form (pres. inf.
act.) in Menander fr. 21.12-13 nobdoowto pev 100 v Popaiknv
Aeniatelv, “(they) would cease to plunder Roman territory,” con-
cerning raiding Sklavenes around 578. Widely used in classical
historiography, though not in Thucydides, AenAotéw is relatively
uncommon in the sixth century. Procopius’ oeuvre has one instance:
Anec. 2.28 Aenhornoete. Exceptionally, it is favoured by Agathias, in-
cluding in the cited form: 4.22.6 t®v Aendatovpévav, 29.8 édenldret,
5.1.2 éhenAdrovv, 11.7 Aendothcovtag, 13.1 élenidrovv, 23.9 Aen-
Aotobvreg.

€ 39 &vavlog (nom. sg.): Eunvoug - onpaivel 8¢ kol podv kol yopadpov
kol yxewadppovy, “still fresh: alive; it means also a stream and
mountain-torrent and winter-flow.” The lexicographer registers two
of several meanings, one adjectival, the other nominal. The priority
accorded to the adjective implies that this usage was found in
Menander. Correspondingly, &vavlog occurs in the other three
historians only in this sense, variously in relation to still-audible
sound, persistent fears and suspicions, or fresh memories: Procop.
5.10.10 mdrayog &vavdog, Agath. 5.5.6 &vovAov ... 10 déog, 9.1
évavdov ... 10 mdBog kol 1 vmoyic; Th. Sim. 4.6.5 &vavlov v
uvimy.

€ 41 éhwvbdew (pres. act. inf)): dpyelv, oxordlewv, “to rest: to be un-
occupied, to be at leisure.” Despite instances in canonical historians,
including Herodotus and especially Arrian, élvbe is rare in later
historiography: see only Evagr. HE 5.24 (219.23 Bidez/Parmentier),
6.13 (231.12), in both cases referring to individuals who do not “re-
main inactive” in response to events.

€ 1 Copevig (masc./fem. nom. sg. adj.): edyuyoc, puéyo pévog &xov,
TovtéoTt Yoy N Tpobupiov. i Lopevic, 6 dyav dpyitog, “forceful: of
good spirit, having great force, that is spirit or morale. Or ... one
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much inclined to anger.”’? The lengthy definition acknowledges
potential nuance. The headword previously occurs only in verse, and
dependent scholia and lexica, and is unattested in prose before the
Late Byzantine era. Well-known instances include Pindar and
Sophocles.’? Menander’s choice of this adjective may reflect his
poetic interests,’* though concern for distinctive lexical variatio 1s
discernible; for example, in the same semantic field, adj. dpyiAog,
“enraged” (fr. 9,3.82, 21.47), verb veuesilw “feel indignation”
(15.17), and noun pijvig “wrath” (25,1.79), none of which are found
in the other three histories.

€ 3 Céxopog (nom. sg. noun): veokdpog, “sacred warden: temple at-
tendant.”’> The evidence permits only conjecture. A possible context
1s Menander’s fascination with the story of the apostate magus Isao-
zites/ Isbozetes (Yazdbozed), whose public profession of Christianity,
as martyrial acta report, occurred during his participation in a
Zoroastrian fire ceremony at Dvin.76

0 3 BpvAhodvteg (masc. nom. pres. part. act. pl. OpvAréw): Tovtéott
B0pvPov éyeipovteg, “making a commotion ... that is raising tumult.”
No formal gloss is provided, but the etymological notice concludes
with this definition. Classicizing orthography prefers OpvAén, though
variation occurs between and within codices and editions.”” Besides
compounds and cognates, Procopius and Agathias use OpvA(d)éopon
in a distinct sense of information “noised about” or “tales told™:
Procop. 8.20.48 BpvAioduevo. (cf. Anec. 25.19); Agath. 2.24.8 Bpviov-
uévoug, 4.23.4 1o ... Opviodueva, 5.11.3 10 Bpvioduevov. Excerpts of
Menander attest only dioBpvA(Méw, similarly of news “spread

72 Dyck 943.2-944.5 app. font.

73 LSJ9 s.v. Lopevig.

7+ See 695 below.

7> Dyck 861, 944.8-10 app. font., shows that the lexicographer drew the
gloss and subsequent etymological notice from Efym.Gen. K. Alpers, “Beo-
bachtungen zur Uberlieferung und zum Text des Platonlexikons des
Timaios,” ZPE 166 (2008) 85-99, at 98 n.82, “mit Sicherheit,” brands € 3 a
later interpolation from Etym.Gen., though on doubtful grounds, while his

view of the chronology and editorial process is less certain in Literature 302
n.52, 309-310 nn.84-85.

76 Men. fr. 13.3—4; Anth.Pal. 1.101, with Men. T3 (schol. Strab. 15.3.15),
and discussion in Rance, 7OB 73 (2023) 133-147.

77 Procopius: e.g. 2.8.17 émBpviodvieg (Haury 1 187.1 app. crit.), 4.21.2
¢mBpvAlodveg (I 518.5). Agathias: Keydell ed. xxxv—xxxvi.
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abroad”: fr. 10,4.1 81BpvAAnBév, 20,2.34 d1eBpvAndn. Preceding
lemma € 22 émBpvlodvreg, citing Procop. 4.21.2, is glossed évo-
xhodvteg, BopuBodvieg, “being a nuisance, causing tumult,” whereas
here Procopius clearly means “spreading the report that...” The
lexicographer may have likewise misconstrued 8 3 OpvAlodvrec.

[13

0 4 Bp1yxd (dat. sg. Bpryxdq): 1@ tpoyduatt, “(by/to/on) a parapet: the
circuit.” The gloss is significantly rarer than the headword.” The
original sense of an uppermost course of masonry or coping stones
metonymically came to mean an entire circuit-wall. The lemma
occurs in Agath. 4.14.3 adt01g ... 1@ Opryx® mepieyopévorg, “being
enclosed by the circuit-wall.” This passage presumably inspired
Menander’s usage.”

0 5 Onticév (masc. acc. or neut. nom./acc. sg. adj. Ontikde): Bepo-
TEVTLKOV, DIOYXEIPLOV, EpYOosTIKOV TV debdvtav, picbopvikdy, “menial:
at one’s service, at hand, performing necessary tasks, working for
hire.” In sixth-century historiography, neuter substantive Ontixov,
relatively rare in all eras, becomes a collective designation for the
household servants or staff of military personnel, and, by extension,
“camp-followers” in general.80 Initially, this expression is particular
to Agathias and, in imitation, Menander. Agathias uses Ontixév to
denote a domestic retinue: 2.8.2 Ontikod, 3.16.4 Ontucév (nom.),
4.21.6 Ontcév (nom.). In Menander fr. 5,4.25 100 Ontikod xod
oiketikod the term possibly extends to armed retainers. In any case,
Menander reprises Agathias’ wording (2.8.2) 100 te Ontikod xoi
oiketikod.8! As the sequence of lemmata implies that 0 5 is cited from
Menander rather than Agathias, De Stefani and Dyck identify fr.
5,4.25 as the source, despite genitive Ontiko?.82 However, as the gloss
1s not obviously indebted to any lexicographical tradition that might
have induced the lexicographer to regularize the headword from
genitive to nominative, the possibility that 0 5 cites Onticév from
another, lost passage of Menander should be considered. In support
of this proposition can be adduced Suda 8 376, which exemplifies use

8 LBG s.v. tpoymuoL.
79 See 672-673 above.

80 A distant antecedent is found in Arr. Tact. 2.1. See Middle Byzantine
usage in LBG s.v. Ontixdv.

81 Blockley, The History of Menander 253—254 n.29; PLRE 111A 241, “Bonus
4.”

82 See 673 above. De Stefani, St/¢ 18 (1910) 444; Dyck 946.10.
83 Dyck 946.10—-11 app. font.
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of Bntukdv with a quotation from an unidentified classicizing history:
kol Ontucov énfyovto ot adtol &g 1oV moOAepov ot [Tépoot mhelotov Scov
Kol modlor Kol yuvolkog, oV¢ Kotd Tver 0N maTplov vOpov &g tovg
Kvdvoug Beartdig oixkelog dhxfig yov, “And a body of camp-followers
the Persians themselves brought forth into battle, of so great a num-
ber, and children and women, whom, doubtless in accordance with
some ancestral Custom they brought into danger as observers of
their own prowess.’ Leavmg aside prior conjectures, as the com-
piler(s) of the Suda drew this category of historical citation from
selected volumes of the Constantinian Excerpta, the range of possible
authors is confined to the canon of historians excerpted in that
project.8* More specifically, of the handful of those historians who
record—or, if fragmentary, could have recorded—“Persian” military
operations, only two are known to have employed the key-term
Ontikdv: Agathias and Menander. Other stylistic features also point
to Menander.8 At the very least, Menander must be considered the
most likely candidate, enhancing the prospect that his use of Ontikév
need not be restricted to extant fr. 5,4.25.

0 6 Beoxlutodoy (pres. ind. act. 3rd pl. Beoxhvtén): dg Beodg émi-
kohobvtal, “they pray to God(s): they invoke them as gods.” The
gloss excludes the possibility that BeokAvtoboy is alternatively neut./
masc. dat. pl. pres. participle. In sixth-century historiography, the
verb (pres. act. inf.) occurs uniquely in Menander fr. 6,1.403 unte
unv Beorxdvtely dikovsimg Tovg mopd MAdoig vevopiopévoug Beotc,
“nor against their will pray to the gods in whom the Medes believe,”
in a protocol appended to the peace treaty of 561/2, guaranteeing
liberties to Christian inhabitants under Sasanian rule. The lemma
BeoxAvtobov must be cited from another, now-lost passage, pre-

84 Németh, Excerpta 238-255, with bibliography. Previously, H. Valesius,
Ammiant Marcellint Rerum  gestarum ... lLibri XXVIII (Paris 1636) 278-279,
assigned the quote to Cassius Dio. A. Adler, Suidae Lexicon 11 (Leipzig 1931)
718.7-9 app. font., dismissing Valesius’ proposal, tentatively suggests Anon.
FGrHist 151: Anonyme Alexander-geschichte (Fragm. Sabbaiticum). Neither
conjecture has merit.

8 E.g. mAelotov Goov: exceptionally rare in late antique secular histori-
ography, the construction nAglot- 6o- is common in Agathias (Keydell ed.
229, Index graecitatis, s.v. 6c0g adiectivis subiectum) and imitated by Menander:
fr. 12,2.28 mAeloto Ooo xaxnyopnooavteg, 19,1.132 £repa mAeloto doo Sio-
AeyBeic, 20,1.48 mheiotov &8¢ Sowv pnudrov, 23,1.9 nleictog Joag kduog,
23.,9.61-62 mheiotog dcog Nuépo.
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sumably also concerning religious matters.86

1 9 {ogyvév: Bodnewov §j conpdv. The transmission of the headword is
unsure: ioyvov Etym.Gud. (MSS. CZ: Sturz 626.60) : ioyvov Lex.Aiu.
(D), Etym.Magn. (479.22). The lexicographer apparently derived the
glosses from Hsch. 1 107 idyeov: BoAnewvov. canpdv, where also the
transmitted headword is doubted.87 If ioxvdv is correct, as edited by
Dyck (949.25), the word is attested only in this lemma and derivative
lexica. The glosses indicate masc. acc. or neut. nom./acc. sg. adjec-
tive ogvog. The given meanings “warm(ing) or fetid” offer no scope
for comment. If ioyvév is preferred, adjective ioyvdg occurs in Pro-
copius and Agathias, but has a different semantic range, variously
“thin, lean, withered,”# which does not easily accommodate the
glosses supplied, unless the lexicographer erred.

K 2 xotoryvovar (pres. inf. act. KoTdyvopl): KOTAGGEW, KOTOKAGY, GUV-
tpiPewv, “to break apart, to break down, shatter.” The first gloss is a
late form of the headword. The verb occurs in Agath. 3.25.5 koto-
yvovteg (masc. nom. pres. part. act. pl.), of large stones, hurled by a
city’s defenders, “crushing” the besiegers’ mantlets. The form xoto-
yvovo is uncommon but precedented in Thuc. 4.11.4.89

u 1 porio: ornoyyiotpio - Both the headword and the gloss, apparently
fem. nom. sg. nouns, are unattested beyond derivative lexica. LBG
construes a female cleaner or servant, plausibly on the grounds that
verb stem (omoyyilw) + suffix -tpio. commonly denominates a fem-
inine agent. A partial correspondent in Modern Greek suggests

8 Rance, JOB 73 (2023) 139 n.62.

87 Dyck 949.25 app. crit. and font. Cf. Hsch. 1 107 ed. Latte II 345.107
(app. crit.), who marks idxeov with a crux and conjectures ioxvov on the basis
of Etym.Magn.; thus rev. ed. Cunningham II.1 (2020). See Theodoridis, OB
50 (2000) 385.

88 Procop. 4.13.13 ioyvdg, 6.20.23 ioyvot (cf. Anec. 8.12 ioyvdg, Aed. 4.10.6
toyvov); Agath. 2.23.6 ioyvol.

89 As letter-section kappa contains only two lemmata, with x 1 kotaont-
M&ovteg (Th. Sim. 4.5.10), sequence provides no assistance in identification.
I considered but rejected the proposition that lemma x 2 katoyvbvon (pres.
inf. act.) might be a ‘standardization’ of katayvivieg (pres. part. act.) in Agath.
3.25.5. The lexicon contains no other case of a verbal form in the cited text
changed to infinitive, while the most likely basis for such an intervention,
namely the lexicographer’s preference for the lemmatic form in a lexico-
graphical tradition or harmonization of the lemma with glosses imported
from lexical sources, does not appear to apply here (Dyck 950.6 app. font.).
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rather an implement such as a mop.%

u 14 Mopeptivor: Mdueptog €v Tradio 6 "Apng, 60ev kol ol év Zikehiq
olxficavteg otpatidtol Mopeptivol dvopdctncay, “Mamertinoi: Ma-
mertos in Italy [is] the [name of] Ares, whence also the soldiers who
dwelt in Sicily were called Mamertinoi.” While attribution of u 14 to
Menander has never been questioned,! it is perhaps the most
baffling entry in the Lexicon Aiuwdeiv. Certain aspects could signal
interpolation. It is seemingly tacked on to the end of letter-section
mu, widely separated from preceding Menander-derived lemmata (u
1-2). The lemma is unique in being the proper name of a people or
group. The reference to Italic mercenaries in Sicily in the third
century B.C. finds no obvious place in the historical and geographical
coverage of Menander’s Histories. In contrast, similar displacement is
found in sigma (o 1, 18[—20], 24), without controversy (see below).
Dyck persuasively derives the definition (Mdueptog ... @voudoOnoav)
from an early recension of the Etymologicum Genuinum, a source the
lexicographer used in other entries of undisputed authenticity.92 In
any case, positing interpolation does not resolve the incongruity: a
posterior editor’s decision to insert this entry would be no less
puzzling. Judging by surviving fragments, Menander’s narrative
occasionally touched on events in Italy during the 560-570s, par-
ticularly Roman-Lombard warfare and diplomacy, though this was
an explicitly peripheral, low-priority theatre, seemingly never treated
in detail (fr. 22 and 24). The wider historical record attaches no sig-
nificance to Sicily nor hints at why it might have been mentioned. A
context for “Mamertinoi” can only be speculated. Perhaps Menan-
der’s reports of Roman efforts to hire Lombard chieftains to fight the
Persians in Oriens (fr. 22.9-15, 24.11-16) prompted a strained and
arcane allusion to ancient mercenaries “from Italy.” Alternatively,
notwithstanding the transmitted lemma, the object of interest may
have been Mapeptog, adduced as an erudite synonym of Mars/Ares
or personified War.9 Neither proposal is compelling.

9 LBG s.v. paric, “die aufwischt, Putzfrau.” See Ae&ixo tng xowvijg veoeAin-
vikng (Thessaloniki 1998) s.v. uéro?, “eldog spovyyapilotpog.”

91 De Stefani, Stlt 18 (1910) 443 (cited as Mepeptvdg); Dyck 998 (as
Mopeptivog, correctly 957.49 Moueptivor); Bleckmann, in Les hustoriens frag-
mentaires 67.

92 Dyck 861-862, 957.49-51 app. font.

93 Cf. Hsch. u 214 Mapeprog: "Apng; schol. Lycoph. Alex. 937-938, 1409—
1410 (IT 307, 386 Scheer).
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v 6 veoypodvteg (masc. nom. pres. part. act. pl. veoyuoém): Hetoikocpobv-
teg, “making changes: rearranging.”¥* This verb occurs in two
excerpts of Menander: fr. 6,1.388 (Exc.leg. 1 182.11) 1@ 8¢ drotnAd
v 1€ dunedwbiviov veoyudood 1 BovAiouéve, “if someone deceitful
wishes to Change anythlng that had been ratified”; fr. 7,6.6 (Exc.sent.
21.3) N meprpopar veoyuodoo tod xpoévov, “the passage of time pro-
ducing changes.” See also Procop. 3.7.22, 8.1.11 (cf. Anec. 6.21,
30.21; Aed. 2.7.7,2.10.8, 3.5.5, 6.5.7); Th. Sim. 8.12.13. The verb is
not uncommon. Nonetheless, the lexicographer cites another form
(aor. ind. act. 3rd sg.) at € 20 évedyumoev (Procop. 3.7.22), a rare case
of such duplication.?

€ 4 &uvictop (Attic masc./fem. nom. sg.): cuunpdxtop, cdufoviog,
ovyyvootng. Without context, the glosses leave Menander’s meaning
uncertain: “accomplice, counsellor, confidant.” The headword is
otherwise unattested in late antique historiography. The Attic form
is rare, though precedented in Thuc. 2.74.2 with the sense of “wit-
nesses,” while Koine cvvictop occurs in diverse genres.

0 12 ovprodpounocavtes (masc. nom. aor. part. act. pl. 00plodpouén):
avtl tob @opd Gvéum miedoovieg, “having run with a fair wind:
instead of: having sailed with a favourable wind.” Use in prior or
contemporary historiography is rare, though see Evagr. HE 2.5
(51.15 Bidez/Parmentier = Priscus fr. 22.15-16 Carolla / fr. 28.14—
15 Blockley) oUto nvedpotog énttuydviog odplodpopiicat, “chancing
upon so fair a wind,” regarding troop shipments in the eastern
Mediterranean. Cf. Diod. 3.34.7 oUprodpopotvcaic voust gopticty,
“merchant vessels sailing with a fair wind.” Menander fr. 19,1.18
shows that he included such content: ypnoduevog 8¢ tolg ToyveAdolg
10V OAkadwv, “using the fast-sailing merchant vessels,” regarding
Roman envoys to the Turks in 575/6.

0 13 dyuacog (masc. nom. aor. part. act. sg. oyuélo): onpoivet 10 Kpoi-
thoog kot kdwog, “having held fast: it means having laid hold of and
checked.” Exceptionally rare in prose, the sole instance of the cited
form is Lycoph. Alex. 41. Apart from lexica, the only late antique use
is by another Constantinopolitan author and close contemporary:
Paul Silentarius, Descriptio ambonis 237 wiig 8 dmd déopov / dpyiic

9% Dyck 859 includes v 6 veoyuobvteg among “lemmata drawn from one of
the historians,” and at 959.20 app. crit. signals two instances of veoyuéo in
Menander’s excerpts, but he refrains from explicitly attributing the lemma to
Menander. See De Stefani, St/t 18 (1910) 413.

9 The only other instance is € 12 £€otepyev and ¢ 15a otépyov.
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oqualmv, “by a bond at one point holding fast.”

© 21 moAéa (fem. nom. sg. or neut. nom./acc. pl. moA€og): k&Bvypoc,
MPBada Exovoa, “...well-watered/waterlogged, having meadows/
marshes/springs.” This adjective, a late prose equivalent to wiwv, has
a wide semantic and contextual range denoting richness, fertility,
abundance, plenitude. The glosses lack obvious antecedents in lexi-
cal literature.% If specific to the cited context, they place TioAéa in a
description of landscape. Compare Menander fr. 19,1.22-26 éxetvo
&M odv & éx @V AMpvoiov vddTov teptBedpevo tedia ... inmacdevol
Kol €1épovg 8¢ mAEloTOVg dovaKkMddElS TE Kol AOYUddelg €11 Te Kol
Vdotddetg dreAnivBoteg ympovg, “having ridden over those plains
bounded by marshy waters and traversed many other locations
covered with reeds and thickets and wetlands.”¥7 Cf. o 145 and y 1.

T 22 noyiwBeion (fem. nom. aor. part. pass. sg. noydw): édpoaiwdeica,
BeBorwbelon, motwbeion, “having been resolved: having been estab-
lished, confirmed, bound with pledges.” This rare verb occurs in fr.
6,1.365 (Exc.leg. 1 181.22) énoyidBn (aor. ind. pass. 3rd sg.), “it was
resolved,” in the provisions of the Roman-Persian treaty of 561/2.
The differing form noyiwBeioo must be cited from another, now-lost
passage, probably in a corresponding context. See similarly Theoph-
anes Chron. AM. 6179 (364.6 de Boor): tv peta 1@v Bovhydpav moyt-
wBetoav eipfvny, “the peace that had been agreed with the Bulgars.”

n 26 méunelog: (nom. sg. noun): 6 yépov: mopd TO eivor TANGiov
100 {téott} néunecBor eig Adnv, “...the old man; [derived] from
being close to being sent to Hades.”?8 An approximate English ex-
pression might be “a goner.” This noun is a lexical curiosity; except
for lexicographical and exegetical sources, prior use is restricted to
Lycophron and Galen,? authors in entirely different genres, though
its currency widens in later Byzantine literature. A semantic parallel
may be drawn with Procopius’ fondness for topfoyépov, “grave
dodger” (8.12.33, Anec. 6.11), a possibly Aristophanic coinage (fr. 55
Demianczuk; Com. adepst. 1172 Kock), rarer than néurelog and
otherwise unknown in ancient historiography.

o 1 cuvoopévile (pres. imperat. act. 2nd sg. cvvaocuevil{o): cuvevepoi-
vov, “be glad with: rejoice with.” As this verb nowhere occurs in the

96 Dyck 970.80 app. font.
97 Apostolopoulos, Mévavdpog 16, draws parallels with Agath. 2.19.4.

98 See Dyck 971.94-97 app. crit. and app. font. on the source of the gloss
and textual transmission.

9 LSJ9 s.v. néumelog.
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three extant historians, the lemma should be assigned to Menander,
even if its detachment from other Menander-derived lemmata in
sigma (o 18[—20], 24) defies explanation and has elicited tacit hesi-
tation.!90 While cognates are lacking in Procopius and Agathias,
Theophylact favours simplex aouevilo (3.2.6, 3.7.6, 3.9.8, 3.14.1,
5.4.13, 5.7.3, 6.11.20) and once prefers compound xotocpevilo
(4.16.20 xatnopévicev). Use of cuvaopevilo is exceptionally rare in
any period and unknown in historiography; no earlier instance is
firmly attested.!0! Yet, scarcer still is Theophylact’s choice of xazo-
ouevilo, reportedly a hapax.19? Attribution to Menander is con-
sistent with his taste for unusual ovv- compound verbs: cuvovo-
Comvpel (fr. 6,1.483), cvveraudvav (9,3.66-67), cvveknoAepdoot
(13,5.5), cvveyebddeto (26,1.90), cvvaryuoroticdivor (27,3.17). Im-
perative cuvaouévile suggests a speech episode. In formal exchanges
between envoys and rulers the imperative plural is typical, while the
singular seldom occurs.!9® Nonetheless, certain diplomatic protocols
included invocations to “rejoice together.”104

o 18 oxvtodwtovg tpoyovg (acc. pl), “cogged(?) wheels.” One of a
handful of two-word lemmata (see v 7 below), clearly its context was
specific, if enigmatic. Adjective oxvtoimtdg otherwise occurs only in
mechanical treatises in reference to a “toothed” or “cogged” wheel
or drum (okvtaAntov Touavov) within a mechanism: Hero Diwpira
34, 36 (II1 294.9-11, 296.8, 298.12 Schone), whence derivative Pap-
pus Synagoge 8 (1028.27 Hultsch). The single-word gloss supplied,
adjective papdwtoig, variously signifies “made or plaited with rods,”

100 De Stefani, Stlt 18 (1910) 439, “da me non identificata,” though o 1
otherwise meets his criteria for attribution to Menander. Dyck 972.2 gives no
in-text reference.

101 Philo De specialibus legibus 1.316 (V 76.10 Cohn): cvvaouevilew is an
(uncompelling) editorial conjecture. The earliest secure occurrence is other-
wise eighth-/ninth-century Cosmas Vestitor Vita Joannis Chrysostomi, ed. F.
Halkin, Subsidia hagiographica 60 (1977) 434.9. Lexical sources: Dyck 972.1-3
app. font.

102 BG s.v. xotacuevilo.

103 I note two instances of imperative singular: fr. 26,1.131 npotte, 12,5.54
voule.

104 F o Men. fr. 19,1.37-38 cvvnobiivon @pdoog t® Keioapt Popaiov,
“declaring that [a Turkish ruler] rejoice with the Roman Caesar”; cf. Procop.
8.24.7 ypfiv udMorto Pocidén Tovotviavov cuvidecBor ®pdryyors, “Emperor
Justinian ought certainly to rejoice with the Franks.”
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“wicker,” or somehow “ribbed.”19> Evidently the cited passage con-
cerned some kind of device. Most likely is a description of poliorcetic
machinery, as found in unplaced Menander fr. 40 (Suda o 901),
concerning spaliones, portable hide-covered wicker and/or timber
mantlets employed by sappers during tunnelling operations (cf.
Agath. 3.5.9-11 on the same contrivance). It may be no coincidence
that following ¢ 24 onpayyeg seems to be cited from this fragment
(40.9 tobg onpayyag).1% This opens the possibility that o 18 and 24
derive from a single siege narrative. Alternatively, Agathias’ digres-
sion on Anthemius of Tralles’ experiments in hydraulics, catoptrics,
and acoustics (5.7-8) supplies another scenario for such technical
vocabulary, though there is no evidence that Menander imitated his
forerunner in this respect.

9 rs?»xweg (nom. pl. ‘ES}\,XIQ, later tehyiv): ot eBovepoi kol PBaokovor
daipoveg, “felchines: the envious and malevolent spirits.”107 In Greek
mythology, the Telchines were a primordial race of minor deities
with particular destructive attributes. This appellation was extended
to a wider notion of a malign or mischievous spirit(s) or evil sorcerer,
and, more generally, a spiteful person or slanderer.108 Although t 9
ostensibly distinguishes the intended sense, as the lexicographer
drew this definition from one or more of his usual lexical sources (and
possibly even adapted the lemma accordingly), the form and mean-
ing of telylc,-tvog in Menander’s text are not beyond doubt.!9 In
late antiquity, use is mostly restricted to oratory, epic verse, and
lexicography, and unknown in historiography. Beyond lexica and
scholia, the few sixth-century instances illustrate semantic range.
Menander’s contemporary, Paul Silentarius, Descriptio S. Sophiae 195
Tehyivag kakoepyéag, rhetorically implicates “maleficent Telchines”
in the collapse of the dome of Hagia Sophia in 558, presuming his
audience’s familiarity with this classical allusion. A few decades

105 LS9 s.v. pafdotds.

106 De Stefani, St/ 18 (1910) 439; Dyck 978.85. Nom. pl. onpayyeg occurs
in Procop. 8.1.9 and Agath. 1.10.8, but the sequence of 6 24 onpoyyeg favours
citation from Men. fr. 40.9, despite acc. pl. onpoyyac, as the case of the lemma

merely reflects the compiler’s adherence to a long-term lexicographical tra-
dition: Dyck 978.85-88 app. font.

107 See Dyck 865, 981.38 app. crit. on the textual transmission of © 9.
108 TJS9 s.v. Telyls.

109 Dyck 981.38 app. font. (where X is now Synagoge 1 85 Cunningham),
1007 Index fontium.
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earlier, Simplicius employs telylv in philosophical discourse as a
pejorative metaphor for a harsh critic of his writings.!'© While a
specific pagan-mythological reference to Telchines may seem incon-
gruous, Menander’s generic usage would be broadly consistent with
the language and causational concept of ‘daemons’ (daipoveg) and
‘envy’ (pB6vog, Bookavia) in the works of Procopius and Theophy-
lact, less so Agathias.!!! In addition, Menander’s fondness for ethno-
graphical exotica, especially arcane religious rituals of barbarians,
offers potential contexts particular to his Histories.112

T 11 tobdovvot: ot torotnpnrtol Topd Tovpkote, “loudounot: the topotéretar
among Turks.”’!13 Ordinarily prosaic administrative jargon, tomo-
mpntg variously denotes a representative, deputy officer-holder,
district overseer, or local commandant. As use in literary works is
scarce, whether Menander utilized this explanatory term remains
uncertain.!!* In Greek sources, tobdovvog is attested only as the title
(albeit misconstrued as a personal name) of a governor of Kherson
in 710/1, whom the Khagan of the Khazars had appointed as his
representative.!'> The etymon is Turkic tudun. Old Turkic inscrip-

110 Simplicius In Aristotelis de caelo commentaria (J. L. Heiberg, CAG VII [Berlin
1894]) 66.10; In Aristotelis physicorum libros octo commentaria (H. Diels, CAG X
[Berlin 1895]) 1117.16

11 D. Brodka, Die Geschichtsphilosophie in der spéitantiken Historiographie. Studien
zu Prokopios von Kaisareia, Agathias von Myrina und Theophylaktos Simokattes (Frank-
furt 2004) 31-39, 196-200.

112 E.g. Men. fr. 10,3.9-20, shamanistic rituals of Goktiirks; 19,1.118-131,
their funerary rites and facial scarification; 25,1.67-89, Avar khagan swear-
ing oaths. See Baldwin, DOP 32 (1978) 118-119, “addicted to the exotic”;
Blockley, The Hustory of Menander 13, “indulge a taste ... for exotic details”;
B. Bleckmann, “Christentum und nichtchristliche Religionen in nachjustini-
anischer Zeit: Das Zeugnis des Menandros Protektor,” in S. Ratti (ed.), Une
Antiquité tardie noire ou heureuse? (Besangon 2015) 227-250, at 241-243, “Un-
bekannte exotische und auch primitive religiose Vorstellungen”; further re-
marks in Rance, 70B 73 (2023) 139, 143-146.

113 Dyck 982.42 app. crit. prefers the indirect tradition (Efym. Gud. and Etym.
Magn.). The direct tradition (D) reads singular to08ovvog: 0 torotnpnng.

114 In late antique historiography, see only Evagr. HE 2.18 (91.3, 13—-14
Bidez/Parmentier), regarding papal deputies. See LBG s.v. torotnpntig, with
older literature.

115 Theophanes Chron. AM. 6203 (378.3-5 de Boor): TovSobvov 8¢, tov
Gpyovio. Xepo®vog mg éx mpocdnov tod Xoydvov dvta (also 379.1-2, 7-10);
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tions and Arabic and Chinese sources document this office or rank
among the Goktirks by the early eighth century, and it is also
reported among the eighth-/ninth-century Avars. Turkological
scholarship has not appreciated the potential significance of t 11.116
Menander’s detailed accounts of diplomatic relations between Con-
stantinople and the Khaganate of the Goktiirks ca. 568/9-576
provide an obvious and unique setting for this lemma. Information
in surviving excerpts, particularly details of Turkish titles and dig-
nities, strengthens this inference.!!?

v 7 YrovAog vBpwrog (nom. sg.), “treacherous man.” Menander’s use
of adjective YmovAog is confirmed in fr. 12,6.75 (Exc.leg. 1 197.34)
oliog brovAov kabestmong, “[the Avars’] friendship being treach-
erous.” Some features of v 7 call for caution. Only four other
lemmata are a two-word phrase, and in one instance the nominative
case 1s due to editorial interference.!8 No gloss is supplied. A partly
corrupted etymological notice, drawn from Orion Efym. s.v. YnovAog
(156.13—14 Sturz), explains a metaphorical extension of a term for a
festering sore hidden beneath healthy tissue.!'® While the exact
phrase Umovlog GvBporog may have occurred in a lost section of
Menander’s Histories, one might suspect the lexicographer of har-
monizing the lemma with nominative YrovAog in his lexical source(s)
and, perhaps, of inserting dvBporog to distinguish specific applica-
tion to a human character trait. Although the other three historians
also employ Ynoviog, none applies this word to a person: Procop.
7.16.11 drodAwv ... pnudrtwv; Agath. 1.15.7 VmovAov ... eipAvny,

Nicephorus Patr. Brev. 45 (108.16—-17, 40—42; 110.47-49 Mango). See PMBZ
10833 Anonymus; LBG s.v. 10080vvog.

116 G. Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica? (Berlin 1958) II 317-318; P. G. Golden,
Khazar Studies. A Historico-Philological Inquiry into the Origins of the Khazars (Buda-
pest 1980) I 215-216.

117 Roman-Turkish diplomacy: fr. 10,1-5, 19,1-2. Cf. especially fr.
10,3.93-101 regarding Turkish dignities, specifically that of Tarkhan
(Tapyév). See Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica? 11 299-300.

118 Besides acc. pl. o 18 oxvtohwtovg tpoyovg (688 above), there are three
nominative two-word lemmata. In p 6 MeAtoio kovidio (Agath. 5.8.2) and
n 19 nroton mapdroyor (Agath. 5.14.7) the original text is also nominative. In
supplementary lemma A 8 Aoid xeip, however, none of the five instances in
Procopius’ Wars is nominative (n.28 above) and the lexicographer evidently
standardized the lemma.

119 Dyck 985.31-32 app. crit. and app. font.
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3.9.12 16 ... Ymoviov €xelvo 10D Tpdmov, 12.9 v ebvolav ... Vrovlov;
Th. Sim. 4.15.9 100 [epoikod d6Aov ... 10 YmovAov. In any case, v 7
must cite UmovAog from a passage of Menander other than fr.
12,6.75, where it qualifies @iAio.

® 4 wpbo (pres. act. 1st sg.): onuaivel 10 kAoiw, “I howl: it means I
bewail.”120. A first-person verbal lemma is unusual. Excluding de-
monstrable interpolations in alpha, the only parallels are € 43 éveipw,
“I insert,” citing Theophylact’s authorial aside (1.11.8), and & 19
épeoynA®, which diverges from cited participial épeoyelodvto in
Procopius (3.12.8), possibly owing to a standardizing intervention,
though this entry is otherwise lacunose and corrupt.'?! Whether or
not the lexicographer thus intervened here, the apparent purpose of
the lemma is to register a rare instance of active @dpvw rather than
unremarkable middle dpdopor.122 If cited precisely, a speech-episode
must be assumed (as 6 1 and yx 1), perhaps a Roman emperor’s
furious tirade (fr. 9,3.82-85) or a barbarian’s bombast (fr. 19,1.50—
90). Elsewhere Menander employs another exceptionally rare verb
in this context: fr. 26,6.5—6 broloebpovtor g Euupopds, “they be-
walil their misfortunes.”!23 More generally, he records the Avars’ pre-
battle “howling” (fr. 12,3.3 dAoldypot).

3b. Quotations

U 2 petonndov: T eadoyyog petonndov otnoapevog’, “in line: ‘having
stationed the formations in line’.” The quotation evidently derives
from a battle description. Although adverb peronndév occurs in
canonical histories (e.g. Thuc. 2.90.4; Hdt. 7.100.3; Polyb. passim),
use 1s generally uncommon. In late antiquity, it 1s found solely but
often in Procopius, typically in formulaic phrases with Totnuu
1.13.23 {otovto, 1.14.29 otoav, 1.18.26 nommcduevog, 4.17.4 o1h-
cag, 8.8.31 €omoav, 8.23.30 otioavteg, 8.23.34 othcavieg, 8.31.1
g¢otoav, 8.35.19 éotnoav. By comparison, the lexicographer’s inten-
tion in citing Menander instead is not obvious. One might even
wonder whether the quotation is an editorial modification of Wars
1.18.26 v @dAayyo petonndov nommoduevoc. Such a multifaceted
intervention, however, would be both unusually intrusive and
motiveless, while divergence from typical Procopian diction, in more
than one respect, may in fact account for the lexicographer’s interest.

120 Dyck 991.16-19 ap. crit. and app. font.
121 See n.37 above.

122 LSJ9 s.v. dpdopo.

123 LBG s.v. bynolo@iOpopod.
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Quoted middle omnodpevog contrasts with active verbal forms in all
instances in Wars; indeed participial otnodpev- occurs nowhere in
Procopius’ oeuvre. Plural tag @aloyyag is also alien to Procopius’
style insofar as he invariably uses single ¢aAoyg to denote a battle
line in its entirety, rather than, as apparently here, its constituent
“formations.” In this scenario, petorndév entails a particular sense
of “aligned” components, rather than, more simply, troops arrayed
“in a line, along a front.”

@ 5 ‘ppruoccduevol e T Tapdy e droeuomdvieg’s kol dAloyod: ‘omnicBo-
punto. epipacciopevol gxopovv’, “‘snorting and puffing in the tur-
moil’; and elsewhere: ‘snorting, they came hastening back’.” The
missing lemma is obviously gpiaccduevotl (masc. nom. pres. part.
pl. eppuaocopot). Two quoted instances attributable to Menander
follow, probably from military contexts. Menander’s use of this rare
verb was undoubtedly inspired by its unique occurrence in extant
ancient historiography—and in the same form—in Agath. 3.27.4
nvevotidvteg Bopd kol eppaccduevol, “with much blowing and
snorting,” describing Persian cavalry mounts panicked by a
wounded war-elephant. Neither author prefers Atticizing gpiuort-.
The second three-word quote partly coincides with a longer anon-
ymous quotation in Suda ¢ 715 7 8¢ {nrog onicBdpunta ppruoccopévn
gxdpet kol advvora eiyev &c o adevdpa émBiivon, “the horse, snort-
ing, came hastening back and was unable to get up onto the treeless
terrain.” The textual parallelism leaves no reasonable doubt that the
compiler of the Suda also cites Menander’s Histories, via a now-lost
volume of the Constantinian Excerpta.!2* The attribution of Suda ¢
715 is reinforced by the exceptionally rare construction &dovarto
elyev (with neut. pl. adj.), which occurs also in Menander fr. 18,4.7
el 8¢ ye advvara Exotev, “if this were impossible.”125 Whether ) {rrog
denotes an individual mare or collective “horse” in the sense of
cavalry remains unclear, though the sole instance in the excerpts of
Menander (fr. 2.30 tv {rrov) refers to the herds of the Kutrigurs. In
any case, it seems that singular epipoccopévn €xdpet represents the

124 De Stefani, St/t 18 (1910) 439; Adler, Sutdae Lexicon IV (1935) 761.26—
27 (marginal “E” = Excerpta), with 'V (1938) 37 Addenda et corrigenda. Contra
Baldwin, DOP 32 (1978) 125; see n.23 above. Blockley, The History of Menander
297-298, omits the fragment.

125 This construction occurs also in a quotation from an unidentified his-
torical source at Suda o 537 a:dOvato £xovtog 100 oTportnyod kOPov dvapplyon
nolépov tocodrov, “the general being unable to take such a risk in war,”
repeated with a slightly different word order at x 2106.
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authentic tradition, while the compiler of the Lexicon Aiuwdeiv chose
to harmonize the two quotations under a plural lemma @pipuoccd-
HEVOL.

x 1 pAdc: “€potto x1AoD te Evexa kol thig Aetlag’ dAloyod: ‘pvovet Yop
Kol AoV kol EAdpov kol xoptov’, “forage: ‘was roaming about for
forage and plunder’ [Agath. 1.17.4]; elsewhere: “for they bring forth
forage and millet and grass/fodder’.” A quotation from Menander
supplements one from Agathlas 126 As the nom. pl. subject of govot
is presumably specified regions or topographical features, a descrip-
tion of landscape is again a likely context: see o 145 and n 21. While
gAM0pa is elsewhere unattested, LBG s.v. construes éAdpov as acc. of
é\Oun (rather than expected éAbunv), ostensibly a late form of
classical £lvpog, though found only in a seventh-century anonymous
De cibus.'2” Emendation of éAdpav to €lvpov is tempting, especially
given its similarly precise occurrence in Agath. 2.21.2 (p.68.2 app.
crit.) dgaipovpévoug Eloudv (VPRO : oédopdv L : oélopd W) te kol
Cewog kol GAAa dtto TV Edwdipwy, “carrying off millet and spelt and
other kinds of victuals”; and previously Procop. 1.12.17, 8.13.18.
The near-contemporary Strategikon singles out millet as a crop
“especially” grown by transdanubian Slavic communities, poiioto
kéyypov kot éddpov (11.4.14 Dennis). LSJ9 s.v. defines kéyypog as
common millet (Panicum miliacewm) and €hopog (s.v. pehivn) as Italian
millet (Setaria italica), widely known as foxtail millet. Used for human
and animal consumption, these coarse-grained, fast-maturing
cereals, typically cultivated in harsher environments where other
cereals yield poorly, were of military-logistical significance.

x 3 xMdn: ‘€€ovoraotiii Ao fixiota Exoipeg’, “luxury: ‘you were not
at all pleased by unrestrained luxury’.” The 2nd sg. verb and mor-
alizing rhetoric guarantee a speech-episode. Unnoticed by previous
scholarship, the headword occurs in Menander fr. 10,3.64 (Exc.leg. 1
194.18-19 = Suda x 340) oVt v odv 1@ 1@V Todpkwv Hyeudvi Evestt
xAiic, “such is the luxury available to the leader of the Turks.” This
noun is otherwise unattested in the sixth century. Furthermore, the
same verbal phrase is found in preceding fr. 10,1.25-26 (Exc.leg. 11
450.27) 10 yeyevnuéve fixioto xoipovtes, “not at all pleased by what
had happened.” This formula has precedents (e.g. Isoc. Areopag. 50;
Jul. Or. 2.28; Greg. Naz. Ep. 75.1), but no contemporary parallels.

126 Keydell ed. xxx, 32.13 app. crit. prefers époltwv in L to époita in all
other codices (WAV2RO) and the indirect tradition (S = Suda). He omits the
testimony of Lex.Aiu. x 1.

127 De cibus 14, ed. F. Z. Ermerins, Anecdota medica graeca (Leiden 1840) 261.5.
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v 1 yiB0piopo: “NdH Tt {10} wiBipiopa t@v dévdpwv nroveto’, “rustling:
‘like something sweet was heard the rustling of the trees’.” Context
is wholly obscure. The mystery deepens with the realization that the
initial words reprise the well-known opening of Theocritus’ Idyll 1.1-
2 A0 T 10 yiBlplopa kol & witvg ... Thva / ... uedicdeton, “Some-
thing sweet is the rustling the pine tree yonder ... makes like song.”128
While it may seem fanciful to infer that Menander indulged in a
‘bucolic’ passage, his poetic sensibilities are documented. His lexis
otherwise features poetic words. He inserted into his Histories an
epigram he had composed (fr. 13,3), which is also transmitted in-
dependently (Anth.Pal. 1.101). He reports that Emperor Maurice,
who encouraged him to pursue historiography, was especially
enthused by history and poetry (fr. 1,1.18-28).129 Emulation of
Agathias, as poet-historian, affords a hkely literary-cultural setting,
even if Menander was never part of his predecessor’s circle or
matched his achievements in either sphere.!30
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128 De Stefani, St/t 18 (1910) 444, “reminiscenza Teocritea (Idyll 1, 1) da
attribuire certamente a Menandro™; Dyck 861 n.69, 989.22 app. font.

129 Rance, JOB 73 (2023) 139-141, with bibliography.

130 T express my deep gratitude to the anonymous peer reviewer for ex-
tensive, meticulous, and insightful comments, which significantly improved
and enriched this paper.
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