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GRIGORIOS PAPAGIANNIS

QUISQUILIA AND METHODOLOGICAL SUGGESTIONS ON THE OCCASION
OF THE EUSTATHIUS’ LETTERS

In 2006 a new edition of the Letters of Eustathius, Archbishop of
Thessaloniki, was published!, which replaced the previously available
edition by Tafel>. New editorial practices were applied to this edition and,
generally speaking, it was compiled according to modern requirements of the
Byzantine Philology. It received some reviews, among which one by Polemis?
with numerous suggestions for improvements regarding the text as well as
other issues. I also published an extensive article regarding the Letters*, in
which, apart from several conjectures, which I believe further improve the
text, I stand critically towards views that have been put forward by other
byzantinologists, and also point out citations that were either ignored or
falsely identified. A large part of that article deals with “secondary” issues
such as accentuation, punctuation, indices.

In this paper I intend to deal with some of these issues, the “quisquilia”,
as they are called by my beloved teacher A. Kambylis, and, prompted by
these, I shall formulate some general methodological suggestions. Thus I

1. F. Korovou, Die Briefe des Eustathios von Thessalonike: Einleitung, Regesten, Text,
Indizes [Beitrige zur Altertumskunde 239], Miinchen - Leipzig 2006.

2. G. L. Fr. TareL, Eustathii metropolitae Thessalonicensis opuscula, Frankfurt a. M.
1832 (repr. Cambridge 2013).

3. I. A. LiveraNy, book review of KoLovou, Briefe des Eustathios, BZ 101 (2008), 256-
259; Em. C. BourBouHAKIS, book review of Korovou, Briefe des Eustathios, Bryn Mawr
Classical Review 2008.01.34: http://bmcr.brynmawr.edu/2008/2008-01-34.html; I. PoLEwmis,
book review of KoLovou, Briefe des Eustathios, BuEavtiaxd 27 (2008), 317-320.

4. G. Paraciannis, TTogatnonoes oty €xdo0mn twv emtotohdv tov Evotabiov
Beooalovinng, Podorn 2 (2013), 131-159. But see also at the end of this paper.
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348 GRIGORIOS PAPAGIANNIS

will first refer to editorial practices regarding the issues of accentuation,
word-joining, orthographical variations and punctuation, and then I will
offer some thoughts about two indices which, as we all know, accompany
modern editions of byzantine texts: the index verborum memorabilium and
the index graecitatis. These indices form the basis for the compilation of
dictionaries of byzantine Greek, and are also used for several studies on the
evolution of the Greek language.

A. The issues of the first group (accentuation, word-joining,
punctuation, etc.) have been recently discussed by the academic society
in special articles and scientific announcements®. They are too varied and
complicated for detailed reference here. Therefore, the following remarks are
only selected and fragmentary.

A.1. Accentuation

The accentuation rules or habits of the antiquity change in the byzantine
era. However, we do not know when exactly each change takes place and
what is valid for each author. We, as editors, do not obviously have the right
to ‘normalize’ everything according to our concept, that is on the basis of the
ancient rules of accentuation, since, by doing so, we run the risk to ‘correct’
the author themselves, which is not legitimate. A very distinctive example is
the accentuation of the doubtful vowels in the penultimate syllable: dpdua,
OAyYis, artives, mod&ig, Poibog, etc. In the manuscripts the accentuation
of these vowels often varies from the standard. But is this accentuation
wrong? Does it represent the copyists’ habits of a post-author era? How
did the authors themselves accentuate the words? The answer is difficult
for the editor, who is frequently forced to make a more or less arbitrary
decision. Over the last few decades the prevailing tendency is to preserve
such peculiarities of manuscripts in the edition® I would argue that, while

5. Such subjects are dealt with in most of the papers in the volume From Manuscripts to
Books. Proceedings of the International Workshop on Textual Criticism and Editorial Practice
for Byzantine Texts (Vienna, 10 - 11 December 2009). - Vom Codex zur Edition. Akten des
internationalen Arbeitstreffens zu Fragen der Textkritik und Editionspraxis byzantinischer
Texte (Wien, 10. - 11. Dezember 2009) [Veroffentlichungen zur Byzanzforschung 29], ed. A.
GianNouLt - E. ScHirrer, Wien 2011. See also n. 15-18 below.

6. Cf. LiveraNi review, 258: “l'editrice giustamente tende a conservare alcune
peculiarita”.
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QUISQUILIA AND METHODOLOGICAL SUGGESTIONS 349

in the past we used to correct everything, we now run the risk of going to
the other extreme, that is, to easily accept every orthographical deviation.
However, as far as Eustathius is concerned, we have a safe guide for several
instances: his autograph of his Commentaries on the Iliad’. Referring to this
and presuming that van der Valk, the editor of the text, has loyally followed
it, we can determine Eustathius’ viewpoint on matters of accentuation,
provided of course, that the word in question does occur in the mentioned
text of the Commentaries. It goes without saying that the particular forms
can be easily located with the use of the TLG.

In my article mentioned above I often made comparisons between the
practices of the editor of the Letters and those of the editors of other works
of Eustathius. I noticed that she often diverges from the habits encountered
in the autograph, a fact that gives us the right to doubt her claim that ,,(es)
wird bei der Erstellung des Textes den Handschriften in den Punkten gefolgt,
in welchen sie den uns aus anderen Quellen bekannten Schreibgewohnheiten
des Eustathios entsprechen®®,

So, several cases can be observed in the Letters, in which the wrong
accentuation has been adopted (though it is not always made clear whether
these are typographical errors or the exact ‘reading’ of the manuscript has
been maintained), without support by any evidence of such an accentuation
by Eustathius, or —-even worse- against such a preference of his:

3, 70 (tov) dotiod’

45, 122 Avoov

19, 185 (= 3, 61) avau'* (It is noteworthy here, that the TLG does not trace
any other instances of gpavat in Eustathius texts, while gdvat occurs 93 times).

7. It is generally accepted that the codices Marc. gr. 460 and Par. gr. 2702, which
contain the Commentaries on the Odyssey, are also autographs (in total or in part) (see D.
R. REINscH, Bemerkungen zu byzantinischen Autorenhandschriften [1975], in: Griechische
Kodikologie und Textiiberlieferung, ed. D. HARLFINGER, Darmstadt 1980, 629-644, 636 and,
especially, E. CuLLHED, The Autograph Manuscripts Containing Eustathius’ Commentary
on the Odyssey, Mnemosyne 65 (2012), 445-461. However, there is no reliable philological
edition of this text as yet, Cullhed’s dissertation (which includes a Proekdosis) remaining
unpublished. This is why I limit the comparison here to the Comm. on the Iliad.

8. Korovou, Briefe des Eustathios, 80*.

9. Korovou, Briefe des Eustathios, 84*.

10. Korovou, Briefe des Eustathios, 84*.
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350 GRIGORIOS PAPAGIANNIS

On the other hand, on at least two occasions the editor ‘corrects’ the
received accentuation, against the classical rule (without being clear why she
does s0), and indeed despite the fact that similar passages from other works
of Eustathius advocate the use of the classical accentuation (also preserved
in the manuscripts):

6 passim uvac'' (while in the app. crit. is noted that Tafel had put uvog
in all cases): The TLG search reveals a total of 24 occasions of use of the
paroxytonic forms uves/uvag in other works of Eustathius, while no case of
utes/utag occurs. Furthermore, we possess the author’s opinion expressis
verbis, that the nouns o0, SpUc and uvg, do have a long v in the nominative
singular, but they shorten it in all the other cases'

A similar remark can be made about wtilov (43, 55). In the edition it is
written with a circumflex!®, while in the other works of Eustathius it occurs
four times (two of them in the autograph!) with an acute, i.e., according to
the ancient habit.

Of course, there are also some ambivalent cases:

PoiBoc occurs twice in the Letters (7, 127 wou 43, 190): We find
Bo1Boc¢ four times in other works of Eustathius, but it does not occur in the
autograph at all. Generally speaking, according to TLG, fotBog is much
more common (40 times, and always in the antiquity) than fo{Boc, which
occurs only eight times, all of them only since the 12th century.

Regarding the word dpyuid, we are not certain on which syllable
did Eustathius accentuate it. In his works there are examples of both
Soyvia and o6pyvid, while he expressly states that the word is usually
accentuated on the penult!'* (Note that the word is already ambivalent in
the antiquity).

11. Korovou, Briefe des Eustathios, 84*.

12. Eust.in Iliad. 1148, 49-50(=1V 197, 8-10 v. DER VALK) 87t 82 0USEm0TE tovoovAdafov
Svoua Poayvratainxtei, dnAol xai 1 TAws molig, xai 1 Kodg, xal 10 mag, xal uvs, xal
So0¢, ral ovg, xal Alg, xal Odg, xal Todc and ibid. 1286, 10-11 (= 1V 676, 24 - 677, 1 V. DER
VALK) T& €i¢ vS TOLaDTO OVOTEALEL TO U €V TalS mAayiog, uiic uvds, 5o SEUJG.

13. Korovou, Briefe des Eustathios, 84*.

14. Eust. in Iliad. 1304, 9-10 (= IV 741, 5-6 v. DER VALK) TO 8¢ Soyvia xévradho
mpomapo&ivetal, €i xal 1| xowi xofiots mapo&vver avtd (the editor notes in the app. font.:
“Eust. err. calami wrapo&uver”).
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QUISQUILIA AND METHODOLOGICAL SUGGESTIONS 351

A.2. Punctuation

I cannot refer here to specific instances, as I do not know the exact
punctuation of Eustathius’ Letters in each manuscript®. Rather I aim to
comment on the opinion increasingly prevailing over the last years among
byzantinologists, that in editing we should adopt at least some of the
punctuation marks found in the manuscripts'®. Firstly, I do not believe that
we can draw definite conclusions about the habits of the author on the basis
of copies of their works produced at a later stage. However, my objection
stands even in the case of the existing autograph: even then, it would not
be wise, in my opinion, to adopt the medieval punctuation unchanged (e.g.,
middle dot, triple dot, disjunction of terms that, according to our sense,
belong together, etc.), because of the simple fact that those marks do not
mean anything to modern reader, or at least they do not always convey
exactly the same notion that the byzantine author intended; on the contrary,
nowadays a different punctuation system is established, and I strongly
propose that we use the modern practice for the sake of clarity. Of course,
one should always seriously consider the punctuation of the manuscripts,
especially when a change in punctuation leads to different interpretation.
However, it is one thing to consider the manuscript punctuation'’ and
quite another to adopt it as it stands. In the latter case, i.e., if we adopt the
medieval punctuation, we demand from modern readers on the one hand
that they ignore some very common and established conventions of modern
typography, and on the other hand that they get acquainted with very
special rules which, moreover, do not apply in the same way to every author
(even the results of philological research on this issue are not absolutely
persuasive or conclusive). As a compromise between the adoption of the
medieval punctuation and its replacement by the modern one, Tocci has
recently proposed that the editor should offer a ‘double’ punctuation (the

15. About the punctuation system of Eustathius in general see I. A. Liverani, Sul
sistema di interpunzione in Eustazio di Tessalonica, Medioevo greco 1 (2001), 187-197.

16. See D. R. ReinscH, Stixis und Horen, in: Actes du VIe Collogue International de
Paleographie grecque, Drama, 21-27 Septembre 2003, ed. B. AtsaLos - N. Tsironi, Athen,
2009, 259-269, 267 (includes additional relevant references). It is fair, however, to mention
that this opinion is not unjustified: its purpose is to satisfy the need of viewing byzantine
texts as rhetorical pieces, aimed to be read aloud and perceived by listeners.

17. See KoLovou, Briefe des Eustathios, 81* (and author’s n. 2-5).
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352 GRIGORIOS PAPAGIANNIS

medieval one in brackets)'®. Even though such a practice appears to satisfy
both sides, I suspect it will soon be abandoned, since it will become obvious
that its application would offer very minimal benefit, whereas it would
grossly distort the text appearance.

Moreover, the exclusive adoption of the medieval punctuation practice
in critical editions would mean that one would not be allowed to use the
modern marks at all: inverted commas, brackets, dashes, etc. Already we
do not use the exclamation mark (!) in our editions. But is its use really
illegitimate simply because the medieval copyists (and authors) did not use
it? In such a case, the use of the other marks mentioned above would be
equally wrong. Likewise, it would analogically be erroneous to posit an
acute (instead of a gravis) on the ultimate, when a punctuation mark follows,
since we do not find this kind of practice in the manuscripts. But let us be
more realistic: Punctuation should be an absolute editorial privilege, and the
editor’s choices should be expressed with the established punctuation marks
and according to the modern rules or conventions. For example, there is no
point in maintaining the “colon plus dash” (:-) because it means nothing to
today’s reader. Preservation of the middle dot in every case that it occurs in
the manuscripts will only cause confusion, because it may represent either
the full stop or the comma of today. The extensive use of the comma, in
cases where this is not necessary, will be useless: thus, we will avoid 70,
yv@OiL oavtov and prefer 10 «yvdOL cavToV».

A.3. Word-joining

This is another common phenomenon in the manuscripts. Writing
habits do change in this issue also, but what matters is to find out the habits
of the author, whose text we are about to critically edit:

11, 33 éc rouetémerta ed.. TLG records uetémeita many times in
Eustathius (also in the Comm. on the Iliad), often preceded by the article
in various grammatical cases (70 u., T ., T@V p., T0IC K.), always written
separately as two words, while the joining occurs only at this very passage
of the Letters. The same applies to several word-joinings adopted by the

18. R. Toccr, Kopist vs. Verfasser: Zur Interpunktion im Codex Vatic. gr. 1889 (13. Jh.),
Parekbolai 1: http://ejournals.lib.auth.gr/parekbolai/issue/view/47 (2011), 61-86: 85-86. He
has implemented this suggestion in his edition of the Chronica of Theodoros Skutariotes (R.
Toccl, Theodori Scutariotae Chronica [CFHB 46], Berlin - Boston 2015).
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QUISQUILIA AND METHODOLOGICAL SUGGESTIONS 353

editor, e.g., dtatovto, Statalta, xOOexAOTNY, UETATODTO, UETATATTA,
10eVTEDOEY, é0VOTEQOV, Matiyvog, etc. (even though some of them are
already attested in the antiquity).

The manuscript texts abound with such phenomena. It is not possible
to prove that they originate from the author, unless we have an autograph
manuscript. Indeed, we do know Eustathius’ usus scribendi in regard to all
the joinings mentioned above: he always wrote two separate words! Thus,
by adopting such joinings as conveyed in the (later) manuscripts the editor
once again contradicts her promise that she will follow Eustathius’ usus,
when this is known'. A characteristic example:

30, 24 6 xabéva: A search in Eustathius’ texts (using the TLG) reveals 20
passages (13 in the Comm. on the Iliad®, six in the Comm. on the Odyssey?',
one in the De Thess. capta), where the word is edited as xa6’ &va, while,
conversely, only eight passages are found (four of them in this very Letter[!],
one in the De emend. vita mon. and one in a homily of Eustathius??) where
the editors (Kolovou, Metzler and Schénauer, respectively) prefer xa0éva.
Conversely, van der Valk, Stallbaum, and Kyriakidis edited xa® éva. 1
consider for sure that van der Valk, who has studied Eustathius’ autograph
very carefully, would have maintained the joining xa0€va, had he found it
in the autograph. Thus, xa0¢va must be considered as a preference of some
copyists, but not of Eustathius himself.

B.1. On the index verborum

Now I would like to offer some thoughts about the indices, and first of
all to the index verborum memorabilium, which is especially interesting,
because it has become customary to mark in it with a special symbol words
that may be hapax legomena, as well as rare or later (not classical) words,
and sometimes terms attested only or for the first time in the works of
the author-in-edition. In the case of Eustathius the contents of this index
become even more interesting.

19. Korovou, Briefe des Eustathios, 80*. (See also n. 8 above).

20. Among them there are two passages where x0.0’ €va is accompanied by the article
(tovg/t0 nal éva), similarly to the passage discussed here.

21. xaBéva is also found twice. But in this edition not much consequence is expected.

22. For the other two instances see n. 21 above.

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 27 (2017), 347-366



354 GRIGORIOS PAPAGIANNIS

When the edition of the Letters was published, the first volume (letters
A-K) of the Lexikon zur Byzantinischen Grizitit (LBG) by E. Trapp and
his collaborators had already been issued®. Consequently, in this volume
(almost half of the lexicon) only Tafel’s edition of the Letters was taken
into account. In the subsequent volumes, of course, it was the new edition
(by Kolovou) that was used. Neither the data of the first volume of the
lexicon can be updated on the basis of the new edition (as far as the LBG
is only published in traditional print book form), nor the index verborum
of the new edition, which has several serious deficiencies and errors, can be
supplemented in a way that would be handy to its reader.

Here are some categories of words that have not been registered in the
index:

Rare words:

avtompaotne (9, 74), dvoxeric (23, 21), dovAidovvoc (8, 43), érava-
SumAdlw (7, 159), émxaraponyvvuar (6, 95), evdidpOowtoc (30, 248),
gvavaxoutotoc (47, 5), Levxtijotov (6, 86), fuifioc (46, 30), Nuivexpog (4,
12), xailifdac (19, 218), xararo&dlouar (18, 27), ueyaiodo&drne (9, 3.
49, 55), oxovOUAAw (48, 31 éonovOvixndg!)

“Hapax legomena™

émeyrdOnuat (7, 210), evbvppove (7, 37), ratdoitog (6, 25), xayvao-
atwe (48, 15)*, mpooavadimridlm (7, 161)

Words found for the first time in Eustathius:

yvoudtevua (8, 106), tautovyia (46, 38)

Words used in Eustathius’ work with a special meaning:

Aextixni] (6, 63): dialect, personal diction of an author

otovevotne (19, 70) (in a positive sense): rhetorical acuteness

ovvoxéw (45, 123): participate, sympathize

Verba ad res byzantinas spectantia:

oxedixov vonuo (7, 190), oxedixdg édvyuog (7, 197)

Rare expressions:

23. Lexikon zur Byzantinischen Grdzitdt, 1. Bd. A-K, erstellt von E. Trarpp et al., Wien
2001.

24. The degrees of the adjectives and the adverbial derivatives from adjectives should,
in my opinion, be considered as separate lemmas: xayvmoxtog is common, but xoyvroTTwS
is a hapax legomenon! Usual is etipotfog, but not also edpoitlotaros.
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QUISQUILIA AND METHODOLOGICAL SUGGESTIONS 355

70 ToiTNG (6, 46), SovAdovva @eovd eic Tvd (8, 43), éxl Ao (8,
123) (= offhanded, opp. to émidé&ioc. [1 have restored émi Ao, Tafel had
changed it into ralai@®)).

Also there are several words which, after the corrections proposed
in the reviews, either no longer appear in the text, and therefore must be
removed from the index as well, or have emerged only after the corrections
and are possibly worthy of inclusion in the index):

to be removed: dpepemovmc®, énindavotog”’

to be added: dmexuviav (6, 69: hapax!)®, éxixAavroc (7, 10), vv-
xtnyoeoia (vuxtnyoetd) (6, 89), meoinyéouar (30, 248)%, vmotoavAiw
(10, 5), pepemovawg (27, 8)

Words/Data that must be supplemented in LBG:

avardmivroc (19, 158)™

the Letters passage for the very rare words awoxvxAilw (30, 55)%, Cevxtiolov
(6, 86), xaArPoac (19, 218)%, vuntnyoeota (with reservation) (6, 89)*.

Since there is the slightest possibility for a reading to be genuine, it
should appear in the index (with a “?”), especially when the word is so rarely
attested. The problem is a more general one: In the apparatus criticus of
every edition one may find peculiar forms/words/spellings, bound to be
forgotten, without certainty that they are erroneous. Besides, even if it was
certain that they are not genuine readings of the particular text, this would
not mean that these words had not existed at all. Yet, they are ignored and
left out of the lexicons by their compilers, who commonly index the text and
the indices, but not the apparatus criticus. Thus, it would be appropriate
to include such words too, perhaps with a special symbol, first in the index
verborum and then in the lexicons.

25. Paraciannis, Exiotoléc Evotabiov, 141.
26. Paraciannis, Eniotohéc Evotabiov, 150.
27. Paraciannis, Eniotohéc Evotabiov, 138.
28. Paraciannis, Eniotohéc Evotabiov, 137.
29. Paraciannis, Exwotoléc Evotabiov, 152.
30. Paraciannis, Emiotoléc Evotabiov, 148.
31. Paraciannis, Emiotoléc Evotobiov, 151-152.
32. ParaGiannis, Eriotolés Evotabiov, 137.
33. PAPAGIANNTS, Emtiotoléc Evotabiov, 148.
34. PAPAGIANNIS, Emtiotoléc Evotabiov, 137.
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356 GRIGORIOS PAPAGIANNIS

Finally, there are some words that might seem interesting to scholars,
which, however, should not really appear in the text of the Letters as they
have been edited out by the reviewers, e.g., dvaiayydavw®, rapatoavAilw?,
meoinyéouat®. Thus, these should be ignored in a future revised edition of
LBG.

B. 2. On the index graecitatis

The comments stated in the previous part of this paper are also valid
here: there are grammatical phenomena which do not appear in the present
index, whereas others should be removed, because of the changes in the text
that have been meanwhile proposed:

Verb forms:

aveotalovvto (8, 140-141): It has already been corrected into dveotn-
AoTvto®,

dumAatvvduevoc (8, 88): The verb éumAativouat is, generally, common,
but similar forms (of the middle Aorist: umiatvvduevog, éurdatvivaobat)
occur (according to the TLG) only in Eustathius (12 times in total).
gumAatvvauevoc is therefore worthy of inclusion in the index graecitatis.

aapeomovénOn (7, 190): This is unique instance of the Indicative of the
passive Aorist (and indeed, in impersonal syntax) of this particular verb. Even
though it is normally formed, it is worthy registering in the index graecitatis.

Adjective/noun forms:

The feminine forms mavoeBdotn and mayxdAn are attested (though
not always unanimously) in several Eustathius passages (but also in M.
Choniates). No matter how improbable it appears that Eustathius used
them, we cannot consider them all as copyist’s errors. About mwoyxdAn,
furthermore, we possess the testimony of Eustathius himself: in Iliad. 992,
55 (= III 664, 4-5 v. DER VALK) ¢ Y0 *OAOS TAYRAAOS, XAKOS TAYHAKXOG,
otitwe aifoc mavaifog, ov OnAvxov 1) mavaidn, d¢ 1 mayxdin. Should
these forms not be included in the index graecitatis?

ratépog (19, 272-273 100 ueydiov t@v @adTwv ratépoc): Eustathius
uses the form marépog, but only when he quotes the Homeric text (e.g., A

35. Paraciannis, Emiotoléc Evotabiov, 140.
36. Paraciannis, Eriotolés Evotabiov, 142.
37. Paraciannis, Eriotoléc Evotabiov, 152.
38. The correction was suggested by PoLEMIs, review [as in n. 3], 318.
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QUISQUILIA AND METHODOLOGICAL SUGGESTIONS 357

501) or in order to explain the form matods. However, it does not appear
likely that he used it in his personal speech; actually, it becomes even more
unlikely, because the phrase under discussion is a biblical quotation: lac. 1,
17 mav Sdonua téetov dvwOEY éotiv, ratafaivov amrd 100 TATOOS TAV
@otwv) which has been integrated in St John Chrysostom’s Liturgy (in the
final prayer: ‘dmtiofdufwvoc eOyN): ... éx 0oT 100U TATOOS TOV PWTWY, and
therefore must have been very familiar to the Bishop. Thus, zatépog has no
place either in the text or in the indices.

axvmétal (45, 17-18 Getol @x.): The manuscript reading is dxvaéTelg,
while @xvaétal is a correction proposed by Reinsch. A search (in the TLG)
for words ending in -7w€teig or -meTels traces, among others, the following:
TAYVTETELS, VTEQMETELS, VYITETEIS, VYITETELS, YouaimeTels, ete. Indeed,
the term Uyuwéteic defines (in the unique passage where it occurs) the noun
aetovc (as here): Theodoret. Cyr. De provid. or. V, PG 83, 629, 8-9 detovc

. 10v¢ vynméters. Thus, 1 suggest that we should either accept the form
aoxvréterc (as we do for so many other unique forms) or, at most, to correct
it into wxvmeteic (note that the form wxvmetés is also once attested in an
anonymous epic fragment). In either case, the form Grvnéteic/drumeteic
should be shown up in the index graecitatis.

Grammatical gender:

0 énwdoc (4, 124): If we were to accept the masculine gender as genuine,
it would be a unique instance, and thus it should be included in the index
graecitatis. However, in the article mentioned above I have proposed that the
article ¢ should be corrected to the pronoun 6.

The use of the Subjunctive followed by the particle dv is attested at least
three times, without being commented in the index graecitatis:

8, 52-53 xaba xal Poovtiic foufos VaeopwVviion AV TAVTAS XTUTOVS
T0VS Qo Yijg

19, 22 eiwn &v "Ounpog. instead of the Subjunctive with &v, one would
expect, especially in a main clause, the Optative eiot, which sounds the
same (according to the TLG, in Eustathius iy &v occurs only ten times,
while eimor &v occurs about 180 times). An instance like this should be
included in the index graecitatis.

39. PaPaGIANNIS, Emtiotoléc Evotabiov, 134.
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25, 8-9 0¥ yap av dAro 1t aittdomuar (cf. Theod. Stud. Epist. 82, 3-4
oV yaop av dAro T aittdoouatr). I cannot decide whether the Subjunctive
(preserved in P) or the Indicative (preserved in S) is better. In any case, this
point would be worth commenting upon in the index graecitatis.

nominativus pro vocativo (p. 152):

Almost all the instances in this paragraph should be deleted, because
they require the exclamatory ¢ and not the vocative @, and therefore the
Nominative is normal.

Use of prepositions (p. 153):

avd (43, 147-151): xal ujmote ... 006¢ eic To0QNYV dmoyofoecbat yon
7] wovddi Taity ava T QUoeL Tiutov avti mepumworjoeobar: This instance
should be removed from the index graecitatis, since the meaningless &va 70
@uUoet tiutov has been corrected into GAAY 10 pUoeL Tiutov*y.

Syntax of verbs:

45, 17 yewoioaobar émiotoAdv: The syntax of yeioiCouar with the
Genitive would be worth mentioning, but it is not actually attested: in the
sole existing manuscript only értoto is preserved, and Tafel has completed
the ending. Obviously, the original reading was émiotoAnv*! (cf. ibid. 27
xetoloeoBau yoduuo)*.

Orthographical ‘variations’

The word dwuaiaiotng (8, 63) is included in the index verborum as
a rare one, which is not true, because, according to the TLG, there exist
at least four other instances of this peculiar spelling (a hymnographical
text, Theod. Raulena, an anonymous rhetorical text and Genn. Scholarios).
However, it is not very wise to accept such an erroneous spelling as genuine,
especially for Eustathius, since he uses the word in the standard spelling in
his Commentaries about 18 times. Furthermore, in another Letter (13, 18)
the standard form gwuaieotnta is used. Thus, we should not be very hasty
to consider every peculiarity of the manuscripts as authentical.

avtopogov (18, 4): cf. Greg. Naz. Carm. 11, 1, 88, 101-102 (PG 37,
1439, 9-10) Oixdc oe mETOWOC TIC / avTWeOopoc xaAvmty. Eustathius uses
avTopo@o¢ in two passages (one in the autograph!): in Iliad. 1332, 14-15

40. Paraciannis, Eriotoléc Evotabiov, 155.
41. PoLemis (review, 319) has suggested émioToAds.
42. Also this syntax is to be referred in in the index graecitatis.

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 27 (2017), 347-366



QUISQUILIA AND METHODOLOGICAL SUGGESTIONS 359

(=TV 845, 2-4 v. DER VALK) 1] 6€ ye avto)Owv é0Tiat 1) TOU Xelpwvos dAroiav
el THV ovvleowv. SnAol yao ™V aUToQUi] xal oaniaiddn, v ETEpog
s A€yer avtopogov and in Od. 1743, 53-54 (= 11 52, 17-18 STALLBAUM)
Ennoepes 68, ®OLvOTEQOY UEV, TO QVTOQOPOV. 0i O& TaALOl YOAPOVOL
xal 10 yOaualov. There are only two cases in total where avtdoogog
occurs, but other words compound with dpogog are not rarely spelt with
an : SLMEOQOS, TOLWOOPOS, TETQAMOOPOS, TEVTWOOPOS, AVMDQOQPOS,
vrwoopog, etc. And in Eustathius’ works (and, indeed, in his autograph!)
we often find: woAvwpogog, taxweopiog, duwoeopiog. A ‘comment’ on this
issue should have been made in the index graecitatis.

Gxapf) (26, 24): 1 believe that the correction into dxael, which is only
reluctantly suggested by the editor in the app. crit., is required. However, we
should note that in all the other works of Eustathius (according to the TLG)
the expression appears in the form év @xapel (yoov).

uavooxalddynoov (36, 46). The ending has been changed by the editor,
whereas uavooxadoynowyv is preserved in P. The medieval Grammarians,
but also Eustathius himself, prefer expressis verbis the spelling of the ending
with w, e.g., Ael. Herod. Epimer. 205, 13-16 T& wapd 10 yhoas ovyxei-
ueva, xol éml TEAove Exovia 10 w UEya, SLo ToU w UEYAAOV yod@ovial:
olov- Uéoynowe eUyNows: xandynowe #xaAdynowe xal té Suota. Similar
passages are found in Theodosius the Grammarian and Thomas Magister.
Eustathius writes éoyatoynows, vaéoynows/-wv, dynows. Of course, I do
recognize the possibility that the correction is right, because here it is about
a folk word (although the third part of the word has the literary form yno-
and not yep-). However, the ending -wv (which is also preserved) is the
lectio difficilior.

Suggestions

After the above sporadic remarks which, I believe, have highlighted the
overall problem, I would like to conclude with two general methodological
suggestions.

The first regards the critical editions: In several cases in the Letters we
have observed that Tafel’s text had been better, that is, more accurate, than the
text of the recent edition (due either to inappropriate choices/‘corrections’/
changes or to errors/oversights of the editor). However, it would not be fair to
completely reject the new edition and restore the old one in use; neither can
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one demand from the reader to use both editions. In addition, the reviewers
of the edition have contributed more or less to a better constitution not only
of the text (after the publication of the edition), but also of other parts of the
book (e.g., of the indices). Consequently, the user of the new printed edition
will read a text, which, in several points, will be inaccurate/invalid or in a
form that has never existed; they thus might reach false conclusions based
on such a text, e.g., regarding the language of the author. How should we
tackle this problem?

My suggestion is that if our critical editions are electronic (rather than
printed) and tentative rather than definitive, they will be open to continuous
improvement. Not only the text, but the whole edition (prolegomena,
commentary, indices) should be uploaded on the “net” (perhaps with each
part as a separate web page in the same ‘core site’), where any philologist
(after the edition proper) could publish comments, remarks, criticism, or
corrections. At certain intervals, if deemed necessary, the text of the edition
could be updated, integrating corrections, readings and conjectures, that
in the meantime would have been recognized to be correct (after public
discussion). A similar updating process would be possible for all parts of
the edition: indices, apparatus, commentary. Even the theoretical chapters
of the prolegomena could be enriched with new bibliographical citations
even from later publications. New bibliography could be added either in
bulk (in the general bibliographical list of the edition) or as necessary
in the footnotes. Such a website would be the most natural place for the
collection of the bibliography relevant to the text. Related articles could
continue to appear in the traditional (i.e., printed) form in journals -in
this case only references can be given in the site-, but they could also be
published directly in the site, so that they would be more easily accessible
to the reader. Finally, the whole site could also be linked with TLG-online,
so that the latter would always include the updated form of the text and not
an outdated one which would not meet the latest demands of philological
research.

Thus, on the web it would be possible for every interested reader to
view either the original edition or the text as revised by a given reviewer or
as it stood at some defined period of editing, or the final version. Nobody’s
contribution would be in vain or misappropriated. The editor themselves
would have the chance to modify their edition, without being compelled to
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make a thoroughly new one. The user would be in a position to see either the
processing or the final result.

We should note here that even Eustathius must have followed a similar
practice. His autograph of the Commentaries carries numerous improvements
or addenda, either written in the text margins or on fragments of parchment
added on the original codex.

However, there is also much about our lexicons that can and should
be changed. As we mentioned above, even the most recent lexicons are not
totally up-to-date and in full synchronism with the latest data of philological
research. They actually cannot be updated, but are already out-of-date at
the time of print. What would be the solution to this problem?

In the Democritus University of Thrace we have produced a web
application, in which the user can find, in a fully digitized form (and not
simply scanned), an ever increasing number of scientific dictionaries of
the Greek language: LSJ and its Revised Supplement, LS intermediate,
Sophocles, the Greek version of the LS along with its Supplement, Lampe’s
Patristic Lexicon, Koumanoudes’ Zvvaywyn AéEewv dbnoavoiotwy,
Autenrieth’s Homeric Dictionary, Demetrakos’ Méya Aeg&ixov,
Stamatakos’ Ae&ixov Apyaiac EAAnvixiic yAdoonc (some of them are
already available and accessible to every user, while others are either about
to get “uploaded” or their digitization is ongoing). We even plan to digitize
the great Thesaurus Graecae Linguae, and also other dictionaries from
any era of the Greek language. In fact we can upload any existing lexicon
as long as the necessary permission is obtained.

The user of our application (called “dialG™ diachronic inter-active
lexicon of Greek) types the Greek word in the “search” field and can
immediately see in which (printed) lexicons the word is included/interpreted.
One can then choose one or more lexicons to look up the word in, always
through the same application.

But the major advantage of the dialG -apart from the availability of
several dictionaries- is that there is a pool of data, in which anyone can add,
either systematically or occasionally, lexicographical observations for any
lemma. Such comments may have already been published, or they may be
presented here for the first time. Thus, the user need not wait either for the
completion of LBG or Kriaras’ lexicon in order to see the latest data about
a word which belongs to a volume not yet published, or for an improved
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edition of the printed lexicon. Furthermore, the user will be able to read
there any existing contributions about words which emerge from the newly
edited byzantine texts, whose editions were not available when the usual
lexicons were compiled. Also, one can find there words/meanings/forms,
about which data has changed through academic discussion in the recent
bibliography. In general, it is meant to be a ‘living’ lexicon, for as long as the
web exists and there are people willingly to manage the site.

One can see our lexicographical attempt at the following website

dialg.helit.duth.gr and verify its usefulness.

As an example of implementation of my suggestions, my critical
observations on the new edition of Eustathius’ Letters, not in the redaction
as published (s. above n. 4), but in an updated web redaction, are available
via Dropbox at the following link:

https://www.dropbox.com/s/q04hsqramcdosjw/Eustathios.pdf?dl=0

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 27 (2017), 347-366



QUISQUILIA AND METHODOLOGICAL SUGGESTIONS 363

Index of names

Autenrieth, G. 361
Bourbouhakis E. 347n. 3
Cullhed, E. 349 n. 7
Demetrakos, D. 361

Democritus University of Thrace 361
Toannes Chrysostomus 357
Gennadios Scholarios 358

Harlfinger, D. 349n. 7
Giannouli, A. 348 n. 5
Kambylis, A. 347

Metzler, K. 353

Michael Choniates 356

Polemis, I. 347 and n. 3, 356 n. 38, 358

n. 41

Reinsch, D. R. 351, 353, 356, 358, 359
Schiffer, E. 348 n. 5
Schonauer, S. 353
Stallbaum, G. 353, 359
Stamatakos, 1. 361

Tafel, G. L. Fr. 347 and n. 2, 350, 354,

Kolovou, F. 347 n. 1, 3, 349 n. 8-10, 350
n. 11, 13, 351 n. 17, 353 n. 19, 354.

Koumanoudes, St. 361
Kriaras, E. 361
Kyriakidis, St. 353
Lampe, G. W. H. 361

Liverani, I. A. 347 n. 3, 348 n. 6, 351 n. 15

355, 358-359
Theodora Raulena 358
Theodosius Grammaticus 359
Thomas Magister 359
Tocci, R. 351,352 n. 18
Trapp, E. 354 and n. 23

van der Valk, M. 349, 350 n. 14, 353

Index of passages

Ael. Herod. Epimer. 205,

13-16 359
Eust. Epist. 3, 70 349
4,124 357
6 passim 350
6, 89 355
6, 99

7,127 350
7, 190 356
8, 52-53 357
8, 63 358
8, 123 355
8, 140-141 356
8, 88 356
11, 33 352
13, 18 358

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 27 (2017), 347-366

18, 4 358
19, 185 (= 3,61) 349
19, 272-273 356
25, 8-9 358
26, 24 359
30, 24 353
36, 46 359
43, 55 350
43, 147-151 358
43, 190 350
45, 17-18 357
45,17 358
45,27 358
45,122 349
Comm. in Iliad. 992, 55 356
1148, 49-50 350 n. 12



364

1286, 10-11 350 n. 12
1304, 9-10 350 n. 14
1332, 14-15 358-359

Comm. in Od. 1743, 53-54 359
Greg. Naz. carm. 11, 1, 88, 101-102
(PG 37, 1439, 9-10) 358

GRIGORIOS PAPAGIANNIS
Hom. A 501 356-357
Tac. 1, 17 357

Theodoret. Cyr. De provid.
or. V, PG 83, 629, 8-9 357
Theod. Stud. Epist. 82, 3-4: 358

Greek words commended

Graod /-ei 359
avalayxdave 356
&vamorAvtog 355

aveotalovvio | aveotniotvro 356

Gvwpopog 359
Grexuviav 355
GroxvxAilw 355
arouviav 355
avToTEAOTNS 354

a0T000Q0s/avTHEOoPos 358-359

Gpepemovmg 355
Poibog | Boibog 350
yvoudtevua 354
StoneAig 354
SLBOOPOS 359
dotnpoa | Sotijpa 349
SovAdovvog 354
S07¢g 350
umAatvvauevogs, éurAatvvaobal 356
énavadialdalom 354
émeyndOnuat 354
EmHATOQONY VUL 354
énixdavotog/énixdavtog 355
goxaToyYNOoWs 359
e0QVarOULOTOS 354
evynomws 359
£061APOPWTOS 354
e00VppOVS 354
Cevxtnotov 354, 355

nuiprog 354
NUIvEXQOS 354
radlipoag 354, 355
HOAOYNOWS 359
HOAXOYNOWS 359
®ATAOLTOC 354
ratato&dlouot 354
HOYUTOTTWS 354
AexTinn 354
AMioov/Atoov 349

uavooxaloynoos/-ws 359
ueyarodosotng 354
uves | uvag - uveg | uvag 350
vuxtnyoeoia (vuxtnyoetd®)355

OUWwOOPLOg 359
doyvia | dpyvid 350
Tayxan 356
mavaion 356
mavoepaoTn 356
maoatoavAitm 356
mapeomovdnon 356
TATEQOS 356
TEVTHOOPOS 359
meQLyEouat 356
meoinyéouat 355
TOAVDOOPOS 359
moooavadiaAdiw 354
nTidov/aTidov 350

dwuadaiotns/omuareotns 358

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 27 (2017), 347-366



QUISQUILIA AND METHODOLOGICAL SUGGESTIONS 365

ox0VOUAL® 354 vmotoaUAilw 355
OTOVQVOTNG 354 VTWEOPLOG 359
OUVOYEW 354 UTDEOPOg 359
ovg 350 vynmetels | Vyuréters 357
oxEdLROG 354 pavar [ pdvat 349
Tautovyia 354 PEQETOVIC 355
TOYVTETEIS 357 NOUALTETELS 357
TETOUHOOPOS 359 xeoiCouat 358
TOLWOOPOS 359 DORUTETAL | ORVTETELS |
UTEQYNOWS/-wV 359 ORVTETELS 357
UTEQMETELS 357

Rare greek expressions

SovUAOoUVA POV énl Aaud 355
gic ivd 355 OO TOITNS 355
&v arapel (yoove) 359

Word-joinings commended

dtatadta 353 HATIYVOS 353
dtatotito 353 UeTaTAUTA 353
éovoTteQOV 353 UETATOTTO 353
xaBexdotny 353 T0eVTEDOEY 353
xaOeva 353 TOUETETELTA 353

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 27 (2017), 347-366



366 GRIGORIOS PAPAGIANNIS

AEINITOMEPEIES KAT MEGOAOAOTIKES [IPOTASEIS
SXETIKA ME TIZ ENISTOAES TOY EYSTAGIOY

Me agooun v €éxdoon Twv EmiotoAdv tov Evotabiov, apylemiordmov
Otooalovinng, 0to TeDTo UEEOS (A) Tov GEBEOV draTvTDVOVTUL OREYPELS
YO, TOV TQOTO YELLOUOU TV «JEVTEQEVOVIMV» INTNUATOV ®ATA TNV
nortry €x000M €voc Pulovtivoy ®EWEVOU: TOU TOVIOUOYV, NG OTiENE,
™S OVVEVWONS TOV AEEEWV. ZYETHA UE TOV TOVIOUO AL TNV OVVEVION
tov AEEnv toviletal dtL Ba qtav acgorés vo Aaufdvovioal veeyn ot
TQOTWNOELS TOV OVYYQUQ@Ed, OMMWE QUTES @AIVOVTOL OTA QUTOYQOQd
tov. AvtiBeta, oto Tithuo g otiEng mporteivetal va arolovBovviol
oL OUVYYQOVES TEUXTIXES %ol ovuPdoels, ®abwg av viobetnbel n otikn
TOV UECALMVIXDY YEWROYOAPMV (axdun ®al TV avtoyedgwyv), Oa
TEOXANOEl OVYYVON GTOV CUVYYXQOVO AVAYVADOTY, YWEIC LOLL{TEQO GpelOC.
Z1o devtepo pépog (B) emomuoaivoviar «alhayéc» mov Ba €mpeme vo
yivouvv ota gvpetiola g éxdoong twv Emotohdv (aAld #at oto AeEnd
LBG) pe Baon v €ocvva mov €xel neoohofnoel amxd v §xdoon uéyotl
onuepa. Téhog, votepa amd T Stamiotwon ATl ®oL oL XOOCELS Rl T
ETLOTNUOVIXG AEEWRA TEEMEL VO WITOEOUV VA 0vOOEWQOUVTOL CUVEYDC,
meoTelveTtol 1 dnuloveyio NAEXTEOVIR®Y eXOG0EMY 0TO dLdINTVO, TOV
0o ToEExovv axEPKS avTh T dSVVaTOTNTA, eV YIoL T AeEurnd dilveTal
TO TOQAJEYUO ULOS OLOORTUORNS «EQOQUOYTHS» TOU AnNUorQLrelov
I[Mavemotnuiov Gpdxrng, otV 0TOole YPNPLOTOLOVVTOL XOL OVOLQTWVTIUL
otadord Oha to emotnuovird AeEwd thg EAMnvirnie, alld zol dmov
UITOQOVV VO ONUOCLEVOVTOL KOl OTTOQAOKEC AEEIHOAOYIRES TOLQATNONOELS,
UE ATDTEQO OTGYO TV dNuLovEYia evig «CmwvTavot» diaypoviroy AeErov
™ EAMAnvinnic
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