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Abstract. In this paper | will focus on a crux in two Platonic scholia, where manuscripts have the
impossible Siovuaiov, but Greene suggests Sikatov. This amendment was made on the basis of a
gloss of Photius’ Lexicon, although the corresponding gloss of Suidas confirms the text of Platonic
scholia. However the agreement with Photius is not so important, not only because it is impossi-
ble to prove that he reproduces the text of the glossary composed by the Atticist Aelius Dionysius
without any modification (it is also the source of Suidas and other Byzantine lexica, and especially
of the so called Erweiterte Synagoge, which the Platonic scholia derive from as well), but also be-
cause our scholia reveal elsewhere a major affinity with Suidas than with Patriarch’s Lexicon. In the
light of a careful review of the loci paralleli | therefore suggest the reading dnudotov.
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In this paper I will reconsider a famous
crux in two similar scholia to Plato, one to
Resp. 1344a8 (A, . 10r; T, f. 203r) and the
other to Leg. IX 857b5 (A, f. 243-244v';
O, f. 92r):

Resp. 1.344a8 06ol0 ta PéPnia, eic
0 &otv eioéval, O¢ ApPLoTOQAVIG
Avolotpdtys  “@  motvi’  Eidnova
(etmbvila. T), émioyeg tod TOHKOUL,
gng av eig Oowov amélbo yopiov”
(Ar. Lys. 742-743) ko1 6100 yprpoto 1o
un iepd. Aéyetan 8¢ Kol tO Tolovdolovt
dctov. AT

Leg. 9.857b5 6o10v €ott ympiov 10
BéPniov kai un iepdv, eig 6 EEeotv
gioléval.  Apilotoedvng Avoiotpdrn’
“@ motvi’ EiBuia (eikeibvio O),

' The folium would be numbered as 243, but, since
the next folium was given the number 245, a later hand
added to our folium the number “-244”.
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émioyeg tod TOKOL EmG AV €ilg Ool0V
anébm yopiov” (Ar. Lys. 742-743).
Kol Ootlo yprpHoTo T U iepd. Aéyeton
o€ xai 10 tolovooiovi. AO

Ruhnken and Hermann,? who knew
only the scholium to Respublica, printed
the text which they found in the manu-
scripts. Greene was the first to doubt the
word dtovdolov and to suggest dikotov
in apparatus, as in Photius’s gloss dclov
yopiov (o 553 Theodoridis), despite Sui-
das’ reading Aéyetat 8¢ kai 10 dtoviciov (o
688, vol. III, p. 568.11-14 Adler), which
apparently confirms the text of scholia and
especially the one to Leges.3

2 Cf. Ruhnken 1800, 147; Hermann 1858, 334.

3 Cf. Greene 1938, 196 e 343. 1 don’t know whether
the amendment was proposed by Greene himself or by
one of his forerunners, because, as he claims in the



My purpose is to demonstrate the in-
consistency of this very popular read-
ing and to suggest dnuocov instead of
d1ovVOGLoV.

This and other similar glosses are con-
sidered to come from the so called Erwei-
terte Synagoge (X"), a lost and hypotheti-
cally reconstructed lexicon, which is the
main source for Photius, Suidas, Lexicon
Aiuwoeiv, Etymologicum Genuinum and
scholia to Plato and Lucian, and represents
an increased version of Synagoge, a glos-
sary known in its relatively original form
through Coislin. gr. 347 (A, ca. 900), and
in another enlarged form through Coislin.
gr. 345 (B, saec. X).* The main source of
additions for " is identified with the lexi-
ca of Atticists Aelius Dionysius and Pau-
sanias. Based on this assumption, Hartmut
Erbse referred our gloss to Aelius Dio-
nysius (o 30). The German scholar, how-
ever, accepted Photius’ reading dikawov in
his edition of Aelius, because, according
to him, the patriarch gathered Atticistic
glosses from two sources, X" and 2P (scil.
the source of B-version of Synagoge),
and therefore he can preserve a better text
compared with the text of Suidas.’

Indeed, I have some concerns about
the fact that Aelius Dionysius really had
dikoov, but surely the comparison with
Photius does not allow to accept his
dikoov into our scholia: we have to re-
member, in fact, that the patriarch could

preface, he has only put the materials collected by J.
Burnet, F. D. Allen and C. P. Parker in order: cf. Greene
1938, XII-XIV and Cufalo 2007, XVII-XIX.

4 On the Erweiterte Synagoge, see Erbse 1950, 23
and 34 (with stemma codicum); Cunningham 2003, 13-14.
For the sake of simplicity, I don’t take into account the
other two recent manuscripts, C (Krakéw, Biblioteka
Jagiellonska, inv. nr. 2626, sacc. XIV) and D (Paris.
Suppl. gr. 1243 1, saec. XIV), on which see Cunningham
2003.

5 Cf. Erbse 1950, 28.

have had access to another version of X"
or that this reading can be the result of a
conjecture made by a scribe at any level of
the manuscript tradition of Aelius’ or Pho-
tius’ Lexica.®

On the contrary, the agreement be-
tween scholium and Suidas, not new in
our corpus, would need closer attention,
especially because it is known that Pla-
tonic scholia are much closer to Suidas
than to Photius.” Now it is not possible to
examine the entire corpus, but let me con-
sider a similar case in another scholium,
near to ours (sch. Resp. 1.343a7; A, f. 9v;
T, f. 203r), which shares with b (x 419)
and Suidas (k 2119-2120) an addition from
Timaeus (k 22 Valente),® missing in Pho-
tius’ corresponding gloss (k 986). Surely,
this is not an Atticistic gloss, but this case
demonstrates that the agreement with Sui-
das against Photius can take place also in
glosses penetrated into Synagoge at a very
early level, probably already in X', but per-
haps omitted by Patriarch due to a mere
omission.’

Further, there is no reason to refer the
whole scholium to Atticists and therefore
we cannot exclude the fact that at least its
final sequence has other sources. To sup-
port this opinion, we can perhaps adduce
the strict connection between our scholia and
the text of Plato: both in Resp. 1.344a-b and

6 Photios, as we know, had direct access to the text
of Atticists: cf., for example, Theodoridis 1982, LXXIII.

7 Cf. the stemma printed by Cunningham 2003, 14.

8 Cf. Valente 2012, 159.

9 We could suppose that this omission was
encouraged by the fact that in X' there were two glosses,
as now in Suidas, although joined into one by =P. If this
opinion is correct, the fact that our scholium also joined
these glosses becomes noteworthy. Cunningham 2003,
3006, refers the second part of X « 419, the one attested
only in B, to «X’ vel Z%» and in apparatus writes «fort.
recta e Tim. sumpsit Su.», but probably he was led to
this conclusion by the status of the gloss in Suidas.
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in Leges 9.857b, the word do1a is opposed
to iepd, and in both passages, although
with a slight difference, it is a matter of
stealing; only in Republic, besides the
6olo—iepd pair, we read the second pair,
koi {010 kol dnuooto. Therefore, after had
given the definition of the concept 6ciov in
implicit contrast with iepdv, the scholias-
tes takes care to define do1a ypipata as
iepd in consistency with platonic passages.

This topic leads us to the final consider-
ation, the one devoted to the general qual-
ity of Photius’ dixaiov.

The dclov=dikatov equivalence is well
attested in the erudite literature and appears,
for example, in Hesych. o 1404 &ciog
kabopog, Oikatog, gvoePng, eipnvikoc,
ayvog, in the Cyrillian gloss Hesych. o
1407 ocimg mpemdvtmg, dikaing, and, in-
side the scholiastic tradition, in scholia to
Thuc. 3.56.2 (p. 199.13 Hude), Aeschyl.
Sept. 1010f do1og dikarog, in Tryclinian
scholium to Aeschyl. 4g. 779a, and in the
so called Scholia Anonyma Recentiora to
Ar. Nub. 1439c.19 Elsewhere, on the con-
trary, the two words are definitely distinct,
as in EGud. 437.48-52 Sturz 66106 ayvog,
0 10 Bgputa Tpog Bedv Tpdocwv: 10 HGLoV
Aéyovoi tveg émitooic €ott 10D dikaiov:
Kkpelttov O¢ eimelv, 611 dwpépel dolov
dkaiov Kol yop dikoog pEv Aéyetal O TNV
160TNTO. TO1G OHOEDEST PVAATTOV: HG10G
d¢ 6 mepl 10 Ogla Eomovdakdc, in Tzetzes’
scholium to Eur. Hipp. 656 Apictotéing
enolv  dlkaov Kol  Ooov  dlopépety,
dikatov Aéymv 10 gig avBpmdmovg, dcilov 8¢
10 €ig Bgovg. TCéEtlng 8¢ pnowv drapépey
dotov dikatov gvoePéc, dikatov gig (dVTOG

10 Suid. o 4639 (vol. I p. 433.13-14 Adler) boto 8¢
Aéyetonr dhotta, dedevpéva Elai® Kol ofve' Kol KOplo
kol dikota is very doubtful, because here dikota (and
KkOpur) seems a gloss to the type of dAeira described
shortly before.
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avOpmmovg, evoefec eig Beove, dolov &ig
vekpovg, and in the so called Fragmentum
Lexici Graeci nr. 191 10 10 mpocnKovia
TPOg avOpdmovg molelv Aéyetan dikaiov:
6clov 8¢ TO TOL TPOCHKOVTO TPOG TOV
Bedv. 1!

The vagueness of the word dikaiov,
both per se and if considered in relation
with the lemma that the above cited /oci
refers to, is evident. The reading onpociov,
on the contrary, as we have seen, fits very
well with Platonic context and can easi-
ly explain the corruption to d10voGiov on
paleographical grounds, if we consider
the homoeoteleuton -oclov and the well
known tendency of the scribes of lexica
to abbreviate the words. Even in support
of the &oclov=0nuociov equivalence a
very strong parallel is Harp. o 38 6otov:
Yrepeidng &v 1@ mpog Apiotoyeitovad
PNol “kal o ypHHoTe TO TE 1Epd Kol TO
o1, 6 1¢ Tookpatng Apeomayttik® “Koi
TO1G 1ep0oic kol Toig 66i015”. &1L 6¢ T GO0
T Onpocto oniol AnpocOéving &v @ Kata
Tipokpdrovg cap®dS S100CKEL TEPL TOVTOV
“kol 0 PEV 1epa, TOC dekdtag Tig OeoD
Kol TOG TEVINKOOTOS TOV GAA®V Oedv,
GECVANKOTEG” Kol PeT’ OAiya “td 6& Hoto
0 &yiveto MUETEPO KEKAOQOTEG . AldVLOG
(cf. fr. 16 p. 40 et fr. 25 p. 316 Schmidt)
3¢ “Oyds” enoiv “Eheyov 10 dol0V, TO TE
iepOV Kol 10 1010TIKOV”, which presumably
derives from Didymus and which cites
Hyperides (fr. 32 Jensen), Isocrates (7.66)
and Demosthenes (24.120),!2 but we could
mention also sch. (aVxXLSf) Aeschin. 1.23
(55 Dilts) 6ol kaAel o dnuodowa, sch.

11" Cf. Hermann 1801, 351.

12 This is the text printed by both Dindorf 1853, vol.
1, 226-227 and Keaney 1991, 195, but the sequence &1t
8¢ 10 6ot T dnuodcta dnAol AnpocHivng v @ Koo
Tyokpdatovg cop®d S1OGoKEL TEPL TOVT®V iS not very
perspicuous, at least for me. From Harpocration” gloss
derive Phot. 0 554 and Suid. o 687.



(f) Aeschin. 3.246 (534 Dilts) dnudowa
knpoypoto dikote and Lex.Rhet. 288.3-
5 Bekker Octov: 10 idiwtikOv Kol TO
avOpdmvov, olov Tpdg O Epicton Padilety,
olov £ctlov kol mop’ O PEPNAOV KaAeicOar
10 Baowov. EAlot 62 té dnuodoio. '3

13 A later scholiastes of Vindob. Suppl. gr. 7 (W), a
ms. of XI cent., but where the Republic was transcribed
around 1200 (cf. Hunger & Hannick 1994, 12-16), to the
margin of our passage added the note Anpoc6évng v 1@
kot TiwokpdrTovg T0 pev tdv Bedv ypruata iepd, to
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AR GALI dikonov BUTI 6610v? PLATONO VALSTYBES IR JSTATYMU SCHOLIJU
KOMENTARAS (PLAT. RESP. 1 344A8; LEG. IX 857B5)
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Straipsnyje  nagrin¢jamas  Platono  Valstybés
(Resp. 1 344a8) ir [statymy (Leg. IX 857b5) scholijy
(A, f.10r; T, f. 203r ir A, f. 243-244v; O, . 92r) crux
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ir vietoj rankras¢iuose teikiamos glosos dioviciov,
kurig W. Ch. Greenas sitlé keisti j dikatov, sitilomas
skaitymas dnpociov.
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