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Aristarchus and his Use of Etymology”

The study of etymology, far from belonging exclusively to the scholars of Per-
gamum and serving as a tool for their allegorical exegesis, was also practised
by the Alexandrian grammarians and in particular by Aristarchus. Aristarchus’
use of etymology of course differs from that of Crates and his school in Perga-
mum in many respects. The object of this paper will be to analyse his ap-
proach to etymology and to show how different it was from that of Crates and
other ancient philologoi. 1 would also like to show how Aristarchus employed
etymology in his scholarly work, especially in his editions of the Homeric
poems, and how etymological study is perfectly in keeping with his main prin-
ciples, which are analogy in the fields of grammar and phonology and Home-
ric usage (‘Ounpxy; cuvrhBeta) in the field of philology. My article will be
based on examples illustrating his etymological analysis of the Gods’ epithets.

One of the most important aims of Aristarchus’ work was to trace the dif-
ference between Homeric and post Homeric usage; and etymology could pro-
vide an excellent means of doing this. The epithet Argeiphontes is a case in
point.! The EGud. reports the etymology of Aristarchus, which was also adop-
ted by his pupils Alexion and Archias:

EGud. 185, 8 De Stef. Apyerpévire (B 103), mapa t0 Evapyelc Tae Qavio-
ctag motelv, d¢ poowy Ahetimv (fr. 4 B.) nai Apytag nal Aptotapyog

Aristarchus thus etymologised the name Apyesipovtre saying that it was
formed from apydc, an adjective signifying ‘shining’, ‘gleaming’, and gaive,
‘to show’; more precisely, he paraphrased this epithet as follows: mapa T0
EVAPYELS TAS QavTaclac Totely, i. e. ‘making the images clear’, referring

*) I would like to thank John Lundon and Mauro Tulli for their comments and advice.

1) On this epithet cf. Scherer (1886-1890: 2384-2385); Jessen (1895): Kretschmer (1920: 45-49);
Chantraine (1935); Chittenden (1948: in part. 25-28); Carpenter (1950); Davis (1953); Heu-
beck (1954); Koller (1976); West (1978: 368-369).
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to the prerogatives of Hermes as the god of dreams. The same etymology re-
curs in EGud. 186, 16 De Stef. ApyeLpovtyg: mapa TO EVAPYELS TAG
pavTaciag motelv obtwg ehpov gv TmopvApatt ol Heédou ...,
where it is expressly said that this etymology was taken from a commentary
(hypomnema) on Hesiod. We know that Aristarchus wrote an UTGUVTUL ON
Hesiod? and there are good reasons to think that the commentary quoted in this
gloss is that of Aristarchus.3 This supposition is confirmed by Sch. Hes. Op.
77 d, which analyses the epithet Argeiphontes, and, after providing other ety-
mologies, notes: ot 3¢ vewtepor 6tr "Apyov Eplévevos TOV TAVOTTNY.
Here the name of Aristarchus does not appear, but the use of the expression ot
vewtepot, the post-Homeric poets, is a typical Aristarchean expression.4 In
addition to the reference to the hAypomnema on Hesiod in the gloss of the
EGud., this expression points to Aristarchean authorship. In this case, analy-
sing the epithet Argeiphontes in Hesiod, Aristarchus noticed the usage of the
vewtepot, who had interpreted this Homeric epithet as signifying ‘the murder-
er of Argos’. This was the most common etymology in ancient times> and it
was based on the well known myth of Io and the killing of Argos, her guard,
by Hermes,5 who was hence called Argeiphontes for this reason: from "Apyog
plus govedw, ‘to kill’ (similar to avdpetpévtyns and Behregopdvtrns). But in
Aristarchus’ opinion this etymology was not correct, as — he argued — the
myth of Io and Argos was posterior to Homer.7 Despite having no knowledge
of this myth, Homer nevertheless used this epithet.® Therefore in Aristarchus’
opinion Apyetepovtrs had to be etymologised in a different way; he derived it
from to évapyels tag gavtasiag moretv. Hermes was in fact the god of
dreams and this epithet was related to the activity of the god. Aristarchus was
able to find evidence for his etymology in Homeric poetry. In  445% and in o

2)  Cf. Pfeiffer (1968: 220).
3} Cf. also La Roche (1866: 202).
4)  Cf. Severyns (1928: 31-61, in part. 45-47).

5)  Cf. EGud. 185, 14. 19 De Stef.; EGen. a 1124 L-L = EGen. a 1578 L-L; ESym. a 1326 L-
L; EM a I74]; Sch. D ad B 103 = Sch. A ad B 103 (D); Sch. HMQE ad a 38; Sch. D ad a
38; Ap. Soph. 42, 10; Ep. Hom. a 356; Eust. 182, 22; 1809, 37; Sch. Eur. Phoen. 208.

lo, priestess of Hera at the Heraion of Argos; beloved by Zeus, was transformed into a white
cow by Hera, who gave her Argos mavomtys as guard. Hermes killed Argos and released her.
But Hera inflicted a gadfly upon lo, who, after wandering around the world, finally came to
Egypt, where she generated Epaphus.

7 The first trace of the myth of Io is in fact to be found in the Hesiodic Catalogue (frr. 124; 125;
126; and frr. 64, 18; 66, 4) and in the Aigimios, a work attributed to Hesiod or to Kerkopes
(frr. 294. 296). Cf. Severyns (1928: 179-180). Hypponax (fr. 3a W.) calls Hermes xuvayyea,
but the reference to Argos’ myth is not certain.

8  Cf. B103. P18]. F497. W 24.106.153.182.345. a 38.84. e 43.49, etc.
9)

6)

(2 443-445: 33X Bte &7 mipyous Te vedv xol Tdgpov txovto, /ol 8¢ véov mepl 8dp-
Ra puiaxTiipes movéovto, / Tolot 8 &  Omvov Eysue Btaxtopos Apyetpivimg.
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3-410 Hermes is in fact seen as the god of sleep, and in H. Hy. 14 he is ex-
pressly defined as M yytwe 6velpwv, the leader of the dreams.!!

Even in the field of etymology, Aristarchus analyses words following ana-
logical criteria. He is very attentive to the phonetic and morphological aspects
of words and attempts to give the correct etymologies for them. Let us now
consider a case in which this attitude is well developed. Aristarchus’ argu-
ments about the epithet ‘EAcxaviog applied to Poseidon exhibit a certain me-
thodological precision.!? Sch. D ad E 422 (= EM 546, 17) analyses the name
Kdmnete and other epithets of gods and is taken from the Ilzpt 9eGv of Apol-
lodorus (FGrHist 244, fr. 353). This pupil of Aristarchus was the first to de-
vote an entire work to etymologies, the 1legt étuporoytév.!? In the Ilept
Yeov he analysed the names of the Greek gods and his main thesis was that the
epithets of the gods cannot derive from their cult place, but only from their
moral and physu:al quahtles (1b1d ..... ®al TAAAX O Tav éntdétwv émiol-
Gy NIV TAPECTLY GpV, OUX GTO THV LEPHY TOTWY GOVOUAGLEV, ATO
3¢ tév dvepvetdv Tav Juyixdv, B dta ocupfefrxéteav tév mepl To
owpa). There is only one exception, the name Heliconius, which is derived
from a place. Apollodorus goes on to report the opinion of Aristarchus, who
preferred to connect the epithet with Helicon, the mountain in Boeotia:

Sch. D ad E 422 (= EM 546, 17) [...] nal yag, et onavieg, “Eiuxdviov” tov
Iooztdiva ctpnuev (U 404) améd ‘Ehwxivog, o¢ Aplotapyos Poldietor:
éret ¥, Bowotla 8An lepa llosetdivos. o vop dpéoxer and “Erinrng, émet
gnoiv, “ol 8¢ tou elg ‘Ertwry te xat Alysc 3&p  avdyovory” (0 203).
Ehuenirov yop Gv elme, ouyywpobvtos tol yétgou.

Aristarchus was against the derivation from Helice, a city in Achaia, famous
for an old cult to Poseidon.!4 The derivation from Helice was common in anti-
quity, dating back to Cleitophon from Rhodes, according to whom this ancient
cult of Poseidon in Helice was later inherited by the lonians of Miletus and
Caria.1> But Aristarchus opposed this etymology on the grounds that it was not

10y ¢y 1-4: Epp.v]1 3¢ Juyas Kurrrviog sEsxa)\ero JavBpiv pvnoThpwv: Exe Ot paBSov
p.sra /:,OGL [ wohy yeuoetny, T t dvdpav dupate Héhver, / dv Edéher, tols & alte
rat Omveovtag evetpet Cf. also Athen. 116 b.

1) Cf. Eitrem (1912: 788-789).

12) On this epithet ctf. Jessen (1912: 9-11); Wilamowitz (1931: 212-13); Schachermeyr (1950: 34.
39. 45); Nilsson (19617: 446-447); Chirassi (1968: 979-982).

13} Cf. Pfeiffer (1968: 260-263).

14} Cf. also Call., hy. 4, 101. This etymology was also taken over by Pausanias (7, 24, 5) and
Strabo (8, 7, 2).

15) Sch. D ad Y 404: oz 8’ ére tabpos “Ehxdviov dpgt dvaxta| tov Iooetdava, fira
éte v "Ennéve 8per tHg Botwtiag tipditar, §) v Eitxn udiihov olv mwapa Tév &v
‘Extny 9eév (= EM 547, 15). Swxpéper yap ‘Ehweov nat ‘Eriwr, étv "Ehotav pév
Bototiag &pog, 'Eilxn 8t vijoos Ayalog tepa Ilocetdivog. ¥ 8¢ totwgia alty.
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phonologically correct. In his opinion, if the epithet had derived from Helice,
it should have been "EAtxritroc, which would have been analogically correct
(as it would be formed from "EAtyy plus the suffix -toc) and would have fitted
the metre. On the contrary, the form ‘EAuxdvrog could not derive from ‘EAc-
1), as the infix -wv- before the adjectival ending -to¢ would be left unexplain-
ed. The epithet was thus formed from "Eluxdv plus -tog and therefore had to
derive from the mountain ‘EAtxcyv in Boeotia, a region sacred to Poseidon.

In this case even the criterion of Homeric usage comes into question. In
fact the supporters of the etymology from Helice could quote a passage from
® 203, where Hera exhorts Poseidon to help the Greeks, “oiL 8¢ Tor Eig
Eabwny te xat Alyac ddp’ dvdyoust”. But this passage in the Iliad did
not stop Aristarchus from refusing this etymology, which he had already dis-
carded on grammatical grounds. Grammar and correctness in spelling were
therefore the main features of his etymological analysis, and only when an ety-
mology could fulfil these criteria, was it acceptable and eventually confirmed
through the usus Homericus.1

A similar case is that of Alalkomeneis, epithet of Athena.!7 It was general-
ly derived from Alahxopéveov, a city founded by a certain AlaAxopevele,
where there was a temple dedicated to Athena, as Stephanus of Byzanzium
states in his dictionary of Ethnika:

Steph. Byz. 68, 12: Ahahxopeviov: nore Botwtiag, amo tol Alahxope-
véac, bc xal (dpuoe tiv Adnviv Aladzopeviida. od yap Topa TO AAXA-
elv, o Aptotagyos Tv yop dv xat Alahwrnic.

Stephanus of Byzantium rejects the etymology of Aristarchus, who linked the
epithet with the verb aAaixelv (epic aorist of dréfw), ‘to drive back’. He
claims that this etymology is not correct in terms of phonetic analysis, arguing
that in such a case it should have been Akohxnic and not Adakxopevnic. But
we can find something more in Sch. D ad E 422 (= EM 546, 17), where the
epithet of Athena is also analysed:

Nnrevg 6 Kédpouw yenopov rafav dmouxiay Eotethey ele Mihntov xoi Ty Kaplov
25 A9rviv not tHe Ayoiwdis Ellwmg. rapeyevbpeveg O elg v Kaplay tepov ITlo-
geSivoe Bpdoaro, xal amd Tod &v "Ehixy Tegevoug "Eaucdviov Teootydpeucey. do-
wel 8t dmav Ywowy tH ed Porodvtev uiv Poév npoadéyeadar to elov Ty Hu-
slav, otyovtov 3¢ Aumobvror prviewy voptlovtes. 7 Lotopta <mapa> Khettopavrt
(F.H.G. TV. 368 fr. 5). On this cult cf. Hdt. 1, 148; Diod. 15, 49; Strab. 14, 1, 20; Ael., NA
11, 19; Polyaen., 8, 46.

16) 1In this case Aristarchus could perhaps find other instances in which Homer refers explicitly to
Helicon as a mountain sacred to Poseidon; for example Hy. Hom. 22, 3 to Poseidon: &g &
Faxéva xai edpstag éyet Alydg and the Hom. Ep. 6, 1-2: wai9 TMooetdowy peya-
hooYevic dwvosiyate, / edpuybpou uedéov H3E Eavdol "Ehuxévoc. Even Pindar, 1 8, 57
calls the Muses “ Ervxaviar mopdévor”, with a clear reference to the Helicon.

17) Cf. Wentzel (1893); Usener (1929: 235-238).

_ 74 -



Aristarchus and his Use of Etymology

Sch. D ad E 422 [...] “xat Ahahxopevniic ASpvn” (D 8. E 908) mapa tolg
e Aoyloudvorg ame THg Evepvelag, ) ararébovoa TH Ol pEveL ToUg
dvavtioue. ob yap metdbuedo Toig vewtépolg, of gaowy dmo Alxhxope-
viou <Tomouv> TLog elpiloval.

Once again the name of Aristarchus is not mentioned, but I would nevertheless
attribute this note to him, since the etymology is very similar to the one that
Stephanus ascribes to him and the Wortlaut is typically Aristarchean, contain-
ing a reference to the vedtepot.18 Aristarchus thus noticed that the vewtepot
derived the name Alalkomeneis from AlaAxopéviov, the etymology which is
also accepted by Stephanus of Byzantium,!?

But if we compare what Stephanus says about the Aristarchean etymology
with the gloss in the D scholium, we find that Stephanus’ criticism probably
misrepresents Aristarchus’ view. Aristarchus did not derive Arairopevnls
only from &haAxelv, as Stephanus claims, but he also took into account the
last part of the epithet, that is -uevyig, deriving the epithet from amahéleLy
+ uévog, i.e. 7, anaréfovoa TG 13t péver tolg évavtioug, ‘the goddess
who drives back the enemies with her force’. This precise analysis of the dif-
ferent parts of a word in order to discover its etymology was also present in
the case of Extxaviog and is typical of Aristarchus.

The main target of Aristarchus’ criticism was Crates, with whom he also
had occasion to disagree in the field of etymology. Crates interpreted Homeric
poetry allegorically and used etymology to support his interpretation; whereas
Aristarchus used etymological analysis to show how misleading allegory could
be and therefore to serve his philological and rational interpretation of Homer.
Typical in this sense is the discussion of Apollo’s epithet ijtog / #tog20 in the
Itiad scholia and in the EGen.:

Sch. A ad O 365a (Hrd.)) {$c po ob} #ic| Aptotapyoes daclver, amo Tig
foewe thv Berdv. ol 3t mept tov Kpatnra (fr. 55 M) JLhie, amo TV
taoeng” [...]

EGen. AB fiiog: “ig pa ob e Doife”. Aptotapyos daciver, ¢mel mopa
Ay 1 5 / b b ) ~ 144 ~ ~ .3 f fee c A

w6 tnue éyévetor amd yop TH¢ éocwg TV Behdv exhndy flog, ot 3¢ Y-

roloLy amd tie teoeng: [...]

According to Aristarchus the epithets t¥itog / %rog have to be pronounced with
rough breathing as they derive from the verb Tnue and refer to the activity of

18) (f. Severyns (1928: 93. 200).

19} Cf. also EGen « 395 L-L = ESym. « 463 L-L. = EM « 758 L-L; Sch. D ad A 8; Ap. Soph. 22,
7: Hsch. a 2755; Ep. Hom. « 317; Eust. 439, 33; Corn. 38, 10; Paus. 9, 33, 5; Strab. 9, 2,
36, C 413; Sch E ad 8 766; Sch. T ad ¥ 783 b (ex.); Porph., ad Il. 316, 11.

200 On the different interpretations of this epithet, cf. Meyer (1914).
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Apollo as an archer. In giving this etymology Aristarchus probably referred to
Callimachus, who in his Hymn to Apollo told the story of the killing of Python
at Delphi;2! Apollo was exhorted to kill the snake Python by the people who
cried: Tet, ter Béhog, ‘hurl, hurl the dart’.2? Instead Crates read tvLog / 7Log
with a smooth breathing and took the words from igopac, on the ground that
Apollo was also a beneficent god, able to cure the sick and injured.?3 Aristar-
chus opposed this etymology because in his opinion Apollo was not a LaTROS
but rather this was an invention of the vewtepot, who identified Apollo with
Paeon. Some scholia assigned to the follower of Aristarchus Aristonicus insist
on the fact that in Homer it was Paeon and not Apollo who was the physician
among the gods:

Sch. A ad E 899 (Ariston.) &z @dto xat TMawhov’| tL latpov tav dedv
¢reoov mapk Tov AmdhAeva mapadiduct TolTov.

Sch. MTV ad 8 232 (Ariston.) [lawhovoch Tlathev latpdg Yedv, oy 6 attog
T ATORAOVL, XARA KEYOPLOUEVOS. Tapd wEVTOL TOLG VEWTEQOLE © aVTOG
vopiletar elvaw. xat ‘Hatodog (fr. 307 M.-W.) 3¢ pdgtug ottt Tl Etepov
ivar tov Tathove tol Améihovog, Aéyey “cl pi) AmoAiwy Doifog Umex
Yavdtoro camoar, 7 xot Hawioy, ¢ amavtay paopaxa oldev.”

In Homer and in Hesiod Apollo and Paeon are clearly distinguished. Only the
vedrepot identified them as one and the same. 2!

The different aspiration of the epithet, written by Aristarchus with rough
breathing, was thus also conceived as a means to point out the difterence be-
tween Homeric and later poetry and, above all, to argue against Crates. In this
respect we can perhaps go even further. In his allegorical reading of Homer
Crates identified Apollo with the sun (cf. Sch. A ad ¥ 240 b (Porph.): ...
Keatng (fr. 29a M.) uév tov adtov Amériova glvar nat fAatov). Crates’

20 Call., Hy. 2, 97-104: b4, b moufov dxovopev, olvexa tolrto / Achpos TOL TPWTLGTOY
Zpbuveoy elpeto Aabs, / uog ExnBoriny ypuatay ¢redeinvvuoo t6Eav. / [Tude to
RATLEVTL cUviyTeTo darpdviog Hp, [ alvdg pLe. TOV pev oY) ATAVAPES HAhov ET
Erhe / Badhav dxiv Gtotéy, émybtnoe 8¢ Rade /U L) madov, ter Béhog, =0y ot
whtne / yelvat dooontiiea” To 3 EEéT ueldev detdy. whtne / ystvat aooornTiipa”
w6 O 2EétL welev deidy. Cf. also Call. Aet. 4, fr. 88. This aition was taken over by Apol-
lonius Rhodius; ¢f. Schreiber (1879: 17-18); Radermacher (1901: 500-501); Hunter (1986: 59-
60).

The same story is found in EGen. AB s.v. ifite = EM 469, 41, which also reports another tra-
dition supported by the historians Douris (FGrHist 76, 79); he claimed that it was his mother
Leto who urged Apollo to kill Python (ibid.: ... thiFog 38 xal 6 Ambdhhav Acyetor, g
usv Aobipte, 6t &v dyxdhac PBaotdoxsm TOV Anbrheva 7 Ante Evexeredcato
eimoloa, inie maLfiov).

23) Cf. also EGen. AB s.v. tiic = EM 469, 41: ... ttveg 8¢ Yrhabowy: gmel ldoewg altiog G

Dedg.

22)

24)  The first poet we know to have done so is Sophocles, OT, 154, who referring to Apollo, in-

vokes him as i7te Aahte Towav. Cf. Severyns (1928: 197-198); Usener (1929: 152-155).
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etymology, t¥rog / #rog from taopat, could support this allegorical interpre-
tation: the sun in fact is a beneficent star, which favours human life with its
heat. Therefore, by opposing Crates’ etymology from taopat, Aristarchus is
also signalling his stand against allegorical interpretation.Z>

In conclusion, this brief analysis of some Aristarchean etymologies has
shown that the Alexandrian scholar follows his main criteria in this field too:
analogy in analysing the structure of words and Homeric usage to confirm his
ctymologies. The first consideration is always grammatical correctness (6096~
t15). Other occurrences in Homeric poetry and the ‘Opmpuxr, ocuvrieta can
only confirm an etymology, but are not a secure means of determining it.

Etymologies are phenomena related to grammar and sound, which cannot
be investigated by a purely semantic or philosophical approach. As we have
seen in the previous examples, Aristarchus is very attentive to phonetic rules
in order to give the most accurate analysis of a word. In so doing, however,
he seems to have no awareness of the theory of the wady. This theory (patho-
logia in Latin) aims to explain the present form of a word through a series of
phonetic developments undergone by the original form. The analysis of the
nathr, is already present in Plato’s Cratylus?¢ and will be developed later, in
the Tst century BC, by Trypho, in his Ilept madév,27 and, in the second cen-
tury AD, by Herodian. While the latter subjects etymology to grammatical
rules as the only criteria able to determine the orthography of a word, Aristar-
chus is not interested in explaining all the changes in letters and syllables, but
aims just to connect a word, or in the cases we have considered an epithet,
with another, more common word, which is phonetically close to the first and
which clearly pertains to the same semantic field. He uses etymology to con-
firm the coherence and the specificity of Homeric usage as opposed to that of
later poets, carefully noticing the differences between these two distinct
worlds. He also turns etymology away from Crates and allegorical interpreta-
tion. Etymology, in his opinion, does not seek to discover the intimate, intrin-
sic essence of reality, as Stoic philosophers, and Crates, thought. And we have
seen that Aristarchus prefers to interpret god’s epithets as referring to a quality
or to a particular activity of the divinities. He excludes any etymology that

215} Both interpretations are present to Macrobius 1, 17, 19. The source of EGen., s.vv. ¥log and
t#ie is Herodian. He probably agreed with Aristarchus’ etymology (cf. EGen., s.v. ¥ioc: ...
Tlog 8¢ Aévyetor 6 Tolixbg, mapo THv dpecty Tav Behdv). Nevertheless, according to
Herodian (cf. Sch. A ad O 365a), the epithets tvtog/ frog have in any case to be written with a
smooth breathing as the letter v; before a vowel is always pronounced with a smooth breathing,
as the case of #ug, Hra and others prove. The etymology therefore has nothing to do with or-
thography, which is subject to other grammatical rules,

26) Cf. Crat. 432 a 4.
I Cf. Wackernagel (1876).
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goes beyond analogy in grammatical and phonetic rules, or goes outside the
textual data, leaving allegorical and extra Homeric interpretation to others.

_78 -




