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schlieBlich von den drei Versen, die er umstellt, tiberhaupt nur
den ersten beriicksichtigt und die beiden anderen (1251t), die
seiner Umstellung nicht giinstig sind, ganz auBer acht laBt.

Bonn - Adolf Kohnken

ON THE TEXT OF LEO MEDICUS:
A STUDY IN TEXTUAL CRITICISM

At some time in the Byzantine period, probably not before
the late ninth century, a certain Leo the Physician composed a
abvoyis elg Ty pow Ty drdedmwy, a work which is almost en-
tirely a series of excerpts from the similar work of Meletius
Monachus (printed in Migne, PG 64.1075—1310). This little
handbook of Leo’s has been preserved in a single manuscript
(codex Scorialensis @. —TI1. — 7) and has hitherto not been pub-
lished. I have prepared an edition for the CORPUS MEDICO-
RUM GRAECORUM and intend this paper to be an apologia
for some of the readings there adopted. The passages discussed
will, I hope, be of value to those interested in textual criticism,
for they well illustrate the way in which a Byzantine compiler
wotked: Many of them are strictly ungrammatical or erroneous
and would normally be obelized. However, by a comparison
with the original passages in Meletius, it can often be demon-
strated that the words in the manuscript are what Leo actually
wrote.

First, some examples of anacolutha: nddev naorol, mapd vo
waonrol, G’ 1 xai to udonua. (¢. 1). The feminine relative has
no antecedent and seems to be corrupt; Meletius, however, con-
firms it: paotol 8¢ xvpiwg éni T@v yvvauxdy, olov paontol. odrol
yao &Aows Toogr); 1) 4mo ToD THY pdotaxa, TovTéoTL TIY TEOPIY,
T0ls yewvwuévowg mapéyew. 4@’ 1c wal T0 udonua. (1088 A). s
refers to udoraxa,; Leo has abridged carelessly.

7aga Tov Gpuduov o mhcovdCov dotly 1) EAAetmoy &v Tois ubpeot.
70070 08 xal magd To uéyedos. 16 8¢ xoddfwua mapanhijooy adrod
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dotw. 10 08 mapcd TO oyijua, o¢ énl PAacdy xal gafdv xal ol
nadovuevor otpapiopol. To 8¢ mapd T Héow, olov Evregoy v doyéq
7) pmedy #w xotblns. (¢. 20). There is no grammatical reason for
the accusatives &vregor and pnpor, but it is clear from Meletius
why Leo wrote them: ...dAAa xol 6 mwagd T oyijud Tt éxwy: oloy
duaoTpdpovs Todg dpdatuods i) Tods mddag, 7} Ty yetpa peillova i
érépuc. opdddar 8¢ Aéyetar xal & magd Ty Yéow. oloy Evrega év
doyéw 7 pnoov Ew xotdlns xtid. (1141 B). The accusatives in the
original passage depended upon &ywr.

A similar case occurs in ¢. 25, where various words for
‘head” are listed along with fanciful etymologies: xepaly Adyerar
qapa 10 xdppeodar, & doti Enpalveodar. Emea yag xal dotwing
dowiv' 1) 4o Trjg #updTyTos 7 medvpiy, Oud T0 oxémew Tov Eyxépaloy.
ndpay 68, &x ToT <Testouydadat. xépag yag 1) Foif. 7] xpdva éx Tod
xpdrovs. 7) xpaviov... In Mcletius (1148 D-1149 A) we read in
patt ... rivég 88 xelvpi adtiy Aéyovar ... ol 08 xdgav Aéyovow ...
7) xpdra ... 1) xgaviov ..., whence the accusatives in Leo.

dbo 8¢ Suéves puvldooovol oy Syripaloy, mayeia xal Aemty) ...
(c. 30). Guujy is masculine; why then the feminine adjectives?
Because Meletius (1153 A-B) had used the synonym pijmiyé,
which is feminine.

wad of uév [sc. 60dyres] woyywrol elawy, o 8¢ xapyapddovreg, olov
Aovrog xal @ Suolwy. Ta 6 T@v dwv dupddovta, olov drdodmov
xal Ty Spolwy. td 88 ovvddovra, olov mpdfatra xal Suote. Ta 6
yavhddorta, olov yoipov xal t@v Suoiwr. (¢. 51). The anacoluthic
structure of this passage is a good illustration of Leo’s incuria
scribendi, for nothing in the parallel passage in Meletius (1193 C),
which is quite straightforward, prompted the irregularities.
dadodmov xal Ty dpolwy and yolpov xal T@y Gpolwy wete put in
the genitive rather than the nominative case under the influence
of oiov Adovtog xal Téw Spolwy, as if they were genitives dependent
upon 4ddrres, not {Pa. The numerous instances of anacolutha in
Leo argue against scribal corruption here.

7 wolirag 1) owpeorotijpas, it o gvesdar adrods v TH
doyeadar pooveiv. (¢. 51). Once again a condensation of Meletius
leaving two accusatives without a construction: ods 6¢ uviitag
T@v 80évTwy Tuds cwpeonatiipas éxdlecar, dua 1O piscdar Tepl
i 1ol doyeodar poovely Tods maidag doav. (1193 C).

Tov 08 dvdepecova, Ov xal Adpvyya xaloDuey, 1) Emvylwrtis
goti. (¢. 53). This is a difficult sentence; it seems to mean “and
as for the throat, which we also call the larynx, it is the epiglot-
tis”. Few are the grammarians who would not be distressed by
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this, and yet for once Leo is innocent. Whatever be the solution
of this sentence, Leo has written down exactly what he found
in his copy of Meletius (1196 C). (Some inferior manuscripts of
Meletius read by conjecture here 7oy 6¢ dvdepeva . .. Ty dmylor-
tida pacly elvat. This helps the grammar, but is still not satis-
factory since the dvdspedy is not the éniydwrric.)

lawuog 8¢ xal ddpu<ysé voig Grduact diapépovor udvov: dayuoy
dud 10 dmolavotixov elyar. (¢. §3). We have seen above instances
of bare accusatives to be explained by Leo’s omission of Aéyovo,
xalodou or similar verbs which were in fact expressed by Mele-
tius. Here Leo has gone one step further. Aéypovor vel sim. must
be undetstood, even though no such construction is to be found in the
corresponding passage of Meletins (1197 A).

1) 08 yoela abToD [Se. 70T Ynelwrdrog] hra un) duéows & mveduwy
SuuAi} T Sot @y xail dviarar. (¢. 60). Guidetv ¢. gen. is unparalleled;
Meletius (1209 B) has here: dyévero 0¢ odros 6 Sy mapd g
mpovoiag, va wi) TG mvevpove quécws éulodoa T@dy doTdw 1) odoia,
oxAnga xal dvtitvmos oBoa, Gy abToy xal émutdijoon T npooyadoet.
Leo, in abbreviating the sentence and rearranging it so as to
make ¢ mveduwy subject, has neglected to change 7@y dordw
to the correct case — the dative. (Here too, in view of Leo’s
practices, I am reluctant to assume corruption and add 77 odeia
after T@v doraw.)

70 0¢ negmal’vnww avrml [sc. T ﬁa/'la'uow] dépua néodn xal
mpdodepa xadetrar 1) dud 6 Eumgoodev civar. (¢. 74). The 7 is
superfluous, as only one etymology is given. Meletius (1237 D)
has: 76 6¢ mepueadbnroy adrny ddpua ndodn xai medodeua xuleivar.
oo pév dua 0 olov mixeioPou xai mpooediodar doxelv. mpdodeua
0¢ maga 10 dAjlowg év Tals ovvovoiag mpootideodar 1) dua 0o
énl va dumpdotha uépn elvar. Nothing has fallen out of Leo’s
manusctipt here; as often, he has not bothered to take overall the
etymologies which Meletius gives. Here he recorded only one-
and even that in a shortened form — and in so doing failed to
notice that 7} no longer made any sense.

I wish now to discuss certain passages in which either the
sense is erroneous or the reading is a corruption of what Mele-
tius wrote, and attempt to demonstrate that, despite these de-
fects, our manuscript has faithfully preserved the ipsissima verba
of Leo.

mwodey EuPovov; ... 4 dua o Evdoy elvar fpordv. (¢. 1). The
correct version of this etymology may be seen from Orion
(56. 6—7 Sturz): dufovov: dnd Tod ... &vdov elvar fporod. The f
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family of Meletius has here (1084 D), correctly, dia 70 &vdov elva
feorod. The a family, however, reads fpotdy and, since where the
a and f families disagree, Leo usually agrees with a, I have con-
cluded that Leo found fpotdv in his copy of Meletius and so
have retained it. Sense can be forced from the words: “Embryo
is so called because a mortal being (sc. the embryo) is within
(sc. the womb)™.

qodev Toéperar To Eufpvov; xal nddev dvasmvet; Tpépetar dmo
700 Gupalod, dramrel 0é éx Tol oTduaTOg Nal TAY GWdY. TODey
SupaAds ; mapa 16 Sumveiv, 8 éovw avamveiv. (c. 1). Meletius (1085 B)
wrote: tpéperar dé dv Tij piteq 10 Eufovoy, xal dvamvel oVx &x ToD
otduatog, GAL éx ol dupalod, & aipatiedy wyTEd WY TEQITT WU -
Tv. §0ev xal Supalds maga o Sumvely eipnrat, § éotw dvamveiy.
Leo, therefore, not understanding the manner in which foetuses
breathe consciously “corrected” Meletius — yet he retained an
etymology of dupaids which is no longer intelligible after the
change!

wlnowddy §¢ navd dpiouéroy yodvov, dyelpetar mpdToy 1 xe-
ali) xai ovy Ta Pagdrepa uéon génel xdtw Ty xata o xdnow.
uera 08 Ty 100 dupalot éxmipwow Teépetar xal dvamvel éx ToD
otduarog. (¢. 1). A difficult passage; Meletius (1085 C-D) reads:
xal Gtav Tov TeTayudvov Tijc mvioews xmlnodon yodvov, meog
Syxov 1) yaoTip dteyepopérn ddei 1o Eufpvov eig 10 EEw. xal mpdToy
Tijc ne@alilc dmolvouding gémer xava iy xhnow ta Paglrepa xal
Gyxwdéorepa T00 oduatos dmevoouérn. tatta 0¢ ot Ta mepl Tow
apor xal tov Sdgaxa péen. xal abin éotly 1) éni Tolc xata @how
TinTopérols € evdelag ¢ddg ... peta yodv T yewpovpylay Tob
Supalod uetdyetar 1 Tog) xail dvamron év TM oToHATL.

Tij¢ ®e@arijc drmolvouing: 1) xepaldn dmorvouéin a.

Several phrases in this passage must be examined. nAnowdéy
®atTd TOV doLouévoy yodrov corresponds to line 1 of Meletius and
is apparently an impersonal absolute construction. ovv ta fagd-
Tepa uéon gémel ndrw Ty xatd @bow xUnow presents several pro-
blems. gvv here may be a preposition governing the accusative,
as it sometimes does in later Greek. For example, Nilus of
Ancyra (died about 430 A.D.) has the following sentence:
avaytrwoxe 66 iy Néav Awadrjxny poprvewna 8é (te?) xal tovg
plove T@v matépwy odv T yeporTixd, xal oAy délelay xagmdoy
(Migne, PG 79. 544 D—545 A). Or else it may be adverbial, thus
making ra fagdrega uéon the subject of gémer: non liguet. In either
event the sense will be the same. iy xaza @dow xinow seems to
be a loose cognate accusative with géner. Line 3 of Meletius at



On the Text of Leo Medicus: A study in textual criticism 83

first suggests the conjecture xhnow for xvnow, but xinow is
supported by line 1 xvijoews and lines 5—6 éni Toic xavd @how
Tuerouévoig. (Note that Meletius speaks of birth, not motion, xara.
) pvow.) Leo has, in accordance with his practice, taken over
key words and rearranged them in his abridgment; similarly,
Leo adapts dweyergouérn (L. 2), which modifies 1 yaorrjp, and
writes dyelperar with 1) xepalsj as subject. Again, under the in-
fluence of éxmineddon (1. 1), Leo altered pera iy yewpovoyiay Tov
dugadot (1. 6-7) to perd vy To¥ dupalod xmlrjpwow, which
must mean “after the fulfillment of its function on the part of
the umbilical cord”. Observe that Leo has failed to notice that
this last sentence contradicts p. 16, 20 of his work (discussed
above): tpépetar Gro 100 Gupalod, dvanvel 0 éx ToT oTduaATOG.

Tavralg 68 Tals énva [se. mhevoais) Ymolwvyiel xal dmaleipe
T Yy xowog, 8¢ dmo s yoelag Svoudlerar dmelwxdg. (¢. 60).
Smalelpw and dmwoldwyvpe govern the accusative case, not the
dative; see, for example, Galen 2. 170 (6 yap &dov yraw g
YaoT0G ... 6 %al TOY orduayoy vmalelpwy xai 16 ordua...) and
2. 591 (Svoudierar 8 ... oUtw 10T Vnelwxox, énedn Tas mAevoag
8hag Eowdev vmélwxev). The B family of Meletius (1209 A-B)
has tavrag 6 Tag énvd but the a group read ravraw 0¢ Taic énta
and it was this lection that Leo found in his copy and faithfully
transcribed. Nz mutandum.

Aéyovor 8¢ twes [8vi] iy dpoevdrnTa Tolc dvdpdo év Tolg
doyeow Egew. (c. 77). The corresponding passage in Meletius
(1244 B) is as follows: 2éyovot 0¢ Tiwes i)y dppevdTyra Tols avded-
ow & voig Bpyeow Eyew. (I have deleted 67¢ as an unconscious
intetpolation suggested by Aéyovot, a verb very frequently fol-
lowed by ¢ — I do not think that §7. here may be defended by
Kiibner—Gerth 11. ii. 357 Anmerk. 3b — and corrected in Leo the
corruption dpyei to dpyeow.) The meaning of this sentence is
quite patent, the grammar hardly so. What is wanted is not &yew
but elva:; these two infinitives are sometimes confused in manu-
scripts and in fact one manuscript of Meletius, the codex Upsa-
liensis bibl. acad. 30, has elvau (by conjecture ?). The corruption is
cleatly an old one, and once more Leo has cheerfully welcomed
a solecism.

Now some passages in which I have introduced conjectures
of my own and a few sentences which require exegesis must be
considered.

7{ dotiy dvdowmos; (Dov Aoyuxdy <OrnTov> vob xal EmioTriung
dextixdy. (¢. 1). I have added <dvnrov> from Meletius (1084 A):

6%
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drdowmog ydp éott, gnoil, LPov doyuxov Ginrov, vob xal émoTiiums
dextuxdy. It is, of course, possible that the word was already
missing in Leo’s copy of Meletius, but this definition of d@dpw-
mog was so well-known that I have chosen to give Leo the bene-
fit of the doubt. A few examples will illustrate its wide currency:
i ydg éotw drdewmog ; Epor, pnai, hoyixoy Ornrdy (Epictetus 2. 9. 2;
compare 3. 1. 25). Note the idiomatic singular gno( here and in
Meletius; it is equivalent to gaci, “people say”. ddownds éott
Lov doyixov Doy 100 xal émovijuns dentiedv (Ps. Galen 19.
355 K); 60 6 xai wov dvdpwmov SpiCovrar Ldov doyuxdy drnrov vod
nal Emotiung dextocdy (Nemesius p. 55, 13—14 Matthaei).

T ot opuyuds; ximois xapdlas xal Gornol@y Tis CwTidis
dvrduews xata dwaotoly xal ovetodiy 16 mveduovog. (¢. 10). There
cortesponds to this in Meletius (1108 D-1109 A) the following:
0008y ydp €t apuyuos 1) xhnot xapdiag xal doTneLdy o CwTixdg
Sdvvdpews puotxds ywouérn xatd dtaotodiy xal gvatolw 10T mvev-
uovog. .. For wijg fwrinijc dvrduews some would perhaps restore
Meletius’ 676 {wizijc dvvduews puoixds ywouérn. Leo’s sentence,
however, though concise, is sound (note the article 7ijg, absent
in Meletius, which suggests a conscious revision); the construc-
tion is the common “double genitive” one: “What is pulsation?
A motion of the vital faculty of the heart and arteries according
to the expansion and contraction of the lung.” For the wotd-
order compare Headlam on Herodas 3. 16: ... the first genitive
depends upon the second, as usually in good Greek...”.

70 0¢ Sruadey ivior o ToT év i) xatafdoe <TH] dmd Tijg xopvis
xdTw Evaws 1) dno rovrov &épyeodar Tac Ivag frow 1a vedpa. (. 28).
The derivation of &{ov appears as follows in Meletius (1152 B):
10 0¢ dmuodey iviov amo 10T év Tf] xavafidoe Ti] 4mo Tijc xoQueis
®dTw vt 9 ano tob érreddey doyeodar vog drag ffyovy Ta vedoa.
It is clear from Leo’s 4] that he is here giving two alternate ety-
mologies and equally clear that the bare & 74j zarafdoe. alone
cannot be the first one; hence my restoration from Meletius. The
words dropped out through lipography: the eye of the scribe
was deceived by the similarity of xarafideer and xdrew iévar. In
the second derivation Leo has omitted the introductoty énd 7o
and substituted dno TovTov Eépyeadar for dvretdey doyeodar. For
the omission of the second dmo To compare below, ¢. 72: &yrepa
08 Adyetar amo to¥ eideiodar, olov &vreda, ta dvrdg eidovueva, ) 6
adr@v geiv ta Tijc Teoilc megwood. Here Meletius (1232 D) has
Evtepa € Adyetal amo ot évrdg sidelodar. . . 1) 4o ToD O adT v feiv . ..
This same failure to repeat dzd Tod before additional etymologies
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may be seen, for example, in Orion, p. 56.5 (Sturz). &&pyeodar
is mot to be altered to &dpyeodar, it is true that &pyecdar and
doyeadar are often confused in manuscripts, but 1) dno rodrov
8doyeadar, “to come out from this [iviov] and évretdey doyecda,
“to begin from there”, come down to the same thing, and 2)
ddpyeodar would mean something quite different (v. LS/ s. v.
éfdpyw). What motivated Leo to make suc.. pointless revisions
as the ones we have just seen? The only answer can be Hermann
Diels’ question — “Quis enim Bygantini hominis tricas enodaverit?”

ylavxog 6¢ épdatuds ylveraw 4) dw Ty Shydtnra 1) ot Ty
xadagdrre Tijs wedots Vyodtnros 7 O Ty vmepfdllovoay xada-
edtnra 100 xpvotaloedods. Tov 08 dvavting Eyovto uélowa avTov.
70 08 7oV Vyeov, el xal xadapdy oti, pédawa Tov Sedulucy xtl.
(¢. 39). This passage is a considerable abridgment and rewriting
of Meletius 1169 B-C; the words zov d¢ drartiwe — pédawa tov
dpdaludy are certainly corrupt. I would write the passage as
follows: ... 7a 68 dvavtiwg &ovra pédeva adrdv. To &8 molv vypor,
&l nal »adapdy o, pédava oy dpdaluoy xrA. ... but if conditions
are the opposite, they make the eye black; and a large quantity
of humor, even if it is clear, makes it black...” r¢ 6¢ could
easily have corrupted to tov d¢ under the influence of &yorra and
perhaps of avzdr; the phrase ra évavtiws &ovra derives from
Meletius’ ... & 8¢ dvavriv vovTw, yivera pédos (1169 C). The con-
fusion of pélara and pélawa in a sentence as obscure as this is
quite easy. sotel is to be understood as the predicate of va érav-
Tiws Eyovra and 16 mold Sypdy,; compare Meletius, 1169 B: el uéy
oUy oM o7t 10 d@deg Vypor, motel Tov plavxor dpdaludy. We have
already seen with what abandon Leo executes such ellipses,
unthinkable for a correct writer.

aidémepl ado [se. 10 fAépagor] Toiyes fAegapides mpooayope vov-
Tat. ob udvoy ydp xdopov mopéyovow GlAa xol Ta mpoomimTovTa
Tolg dpdaduoic EEwdev dmoxpodorrar. pediCover yap to fAépagoy
woer (c. 41). The original passage in Meletius (1173 C) has no-
thing answering to éoedilovat yap 0 fAépagov pder which is an
explanatory addition of Leo himself. Sense is restored to the
sentence by cotrecting uver to pdew “For they cause the eyelid
to close by their irritation [thereby protecting the eye from ra
apoonintovta).” Confusion of & and ew is not unusual, and the
construction is on the analogy of moweiy ¢. ace. et inf. (v. LS] s.v.
motéw A.IL. b.). dw is used commonly enough of the eyes, and
is, indeed, as old as Homer in this meaning: o0 ydp nw pioay
doce vmo fAspdooiow duois (I1. 24. 637).
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doponalc éotw dopn) Twog puawxijs vepyelac 1) dmotelovudvy
dua tod v Taig ol myevuatos, dia Ty umpooHiwy xothidy ToD
Syrepdlov el Ta ioduoeidij dotéa O avdtod Ty atodnow laufdvov,
00 dua vedgov. (¢. 44). (ta ioduoedij should be ta #duoeds, but the
error seems to go back to Meletius — or his manuscripts; the
confusion is common.) The final words 6 adrod — redpov ate
not sound; Meletius (1180 C) reveals what they ought to mean:
09 yap neta vedpov 1) gic T dvdpyetar adTic yvweilet Td dyxepdiw,
domep xal ai Aowwal Todv alojoewr, GAX adris dxeivog 8 drcow
Ty Ty alodnow 6éyerar. 1 therefore conjecture 8¢’ avrod i)y
aiodnow Aaufidvor, od due redpov: “the brain receiving the sen-
sation directly (/iz. “through itself””), not by means of a nerve”.
Palaeographically, airod for adrod is hardly a change at all, and
perhaps no confusion is commoner than that between o and .
The construction is an anacoluthic nominative absolute, quite
possible for Leo.

ai 8¢ Spodes ai ém evdelug xeluevar yonoTov xal mpdov xal
avumatdéc Noc onpaivovow. ai 08 mpooeminexaupdvar xal T gwi
mpogeminelpevar xal xoaunviddes eiotl, oTvpdy fdos xal flocvgdy
xal wavandnxrizdv. (c. 48). As the sentence now stands, otvpoy
Ndoc is in quasi apposition to ai 0¢ [dpevec]; this is awkward.
Meletius (1188 A) does not have ¢oi and this should perhaps be
deleted as a dittography after xaumviddes. do¢ would then be
governed by onuaivovst, understood from above (as in Meletius).

doti 8¢ 6 Tpdynlos Bloc GoTddidng 6 onrdvdnlog dmo ToT ivdag
Exovtog Umo pudw xal vedpwy xal ovrdéouwy ovveyduevos. (c. 58).
It is clear that this passage has suffered some corruption; Mele-
tius (1205 D-1208 A) has: domv ¢ loc 6 tpdynioc JoTdidng:
amorddlovs Gro ToD iviov Exwy V7o pvdv xal vedpay xal cvrdéouwy
meptexoudvovs. Leo should therefore be restored as follows:
doti 0é 6 TodynAos Shog datddns: [0] omovdvlovs Gmo ToT iviov
Eywy Do pvdy xal vevpwy xal cwwdéouwy ovveyoudvovs. The cot-
ruption of &ywy to &ovroc was due to the influence of the pre-
ceding ézo o, this left éréov in the wrong case and meaningless,
and #dag (an itacism for sjwiag) looks suspiciously like a con-
jecture made by someone who remembered an elaborate com-
parison made above, ¢. 31: ...00tws xal énl 10T Nuerépov ocdua-
T0g. Mpioyog uév avtog 6 gyxépalog, fia 0¢ adra ta vedpa, yalwol
0¢ adrol of weg, tnmor 8¢ adra ta lowma udpwa. Note that pdeg and
vedpa occur in both passages and answering to ovvdeouor we find
just above in ¢. 31 owdedeuévos. The ¢ before omovddlovs is
puzzling and should perhaps be retained, for 1) the corruption
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ondvdvlos is mote easily understandable as an accommodation
to 6, and 2) in two other places in Leo ¢ is found where it does
not seem to belong and where Meletius does not have it: &oze
0¢ 6 éyrépaloc <Aevxogs, [6] paldaxos, domep €& dppol Tivos
qemy s, Vypos xal puyeds ¢. 265 6 dupfinoteoediic aTiiplyud
dotw #vdodey 10T mavtos cduarog Tod Spdapod. ¢ Ié Emimepurag
[6] & wdev ¢. 36. The reason for these interpolations — if inter-
polations they be — escapes my wit.

ot wg pév 0By 1 Spekis yilvera, v xal meivay dvduaoe. (¢. 66).
BovBawvag 0¢ dvouace Totg elonuévovs témovs. (¢. 72). In both
places Meletius (1220 D and 1233 D) has dvduaoar. The change
of number, occurring twice as it does, seems to be a conscious
one rather than a corruption, for which there is no obvious rea-
son. I have therefore retained the singulars and would put them
in the same class as gnoi = @aoi, an idiom which was illustrated
above.

I may be permitted here to demonstrate by several examp-
les how little Leo understood the bizarre etymologies which he
was so fond of adducing.

yapd éotw boa tTijc Abmng évavtio mpoeipnTar mapd TO TA
yvia Mew, Tovtéote T uédn. (c. 19). (mapa To is my correction for
zapd Tob of the manuscript.) Meletius does not have this ety-
mology, but it is found in the Etymologicum Magnum (224. 31-2
Gaisford) — where it is correctly applied not to yapd, but to
yélawg!

Aéyetar 08 fmap ... maga 10 dpdedew 1o odua Slov aluate.
(¢. 67). For dpdevery Meletius (1224 B) has érnapdedew, and it is
only with this reading that the etymology makes sense (i.e.
énap from 7jmap).

In another etymological passage, Leo’s obscure abridgment
of his source has been further complicated by scribal corruption:

169y pépog; mapa 6 uepilecdar xal dwapépew Eregov érépov:
uéln 8¢ éx perapopds Tov uélovs TV Lovodv, émel xal Ta uéln
dopoviag Eyover tydowat 8¢ ds Soud Twa dmenuéva: +trémogt 08 dg
xal adra avfodueva xara Tag Teels daordoels xal ¢ mEQLERTIHA
Tdmog 0é xata dvo udvag dwaotdoels, Srep éovl mAdTog xal pfjxos.
(. 23)

For +ydpiat we must read udpia; the correction is confirmed
by the parallel passage in Meletius (1148 A). *rdmoc* is clearly
an unconscious anticipation of rdmog in the next clause; it has
ejected a neuter plural noun as the words ... adra adéodueva ...
aepuentind show. What is the noun? Meletius is of no help here,
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for he has nothing corresponding to *tdmogt dé s — mepiexTind;
Leo has borrowed from an unknown source. Nevertheless, the
noun is still recoverable. Read ywgior. This word may mean
“place, part of the body”; see LS] s.v. ywpiov 7 and compate
LS] s.v.vémos 1. 3. The clause ¢ xal adra —mepiextind offers two
fanciful etymological explanations of ywgiov which derive the
word from the verb ywpeir. One common meaning of ywoeiv
is “contain,” “hold” (LS s.».. III) and the larger parts of the
body “contain’ or “enclose” the smaller parts; meguextizd looks
to this meaning of ywpei». When parts of the body grow, they
in a sense “go forward”, “spread abroad”, and it is to this
meaning of ywpeiv that the words d¢ xai adre — daordoes
refer. Whatever the source whence Leo borrowed this etymo-
logy, it undoubtedly made the derivation clear by an explicit
statement: ywpiov swapa 70 yweeiy or the like. That ywelia is the
correct reading here is confirmed by the preceding *ydowat.
Just as +tdmog+, by an unconscious anticipation of the following
tdmog, ejected ywpla, so *xdpwat ejected wdpia at a time when
yweie had not yet corrupted to zdmog.

Finally, a note on the orthography. In a few cases where
the evidence indicated that inferior spellings had some currency
I have followed the manuscript authority (a practice which
would be rash in the case of a classical author, less so for a late
Byzantine compiler). Thus I have retained xpdoraltog and xgvora-
loeidrjc, palds (for nadldc), mapaordres (for mapaordrar), and
dpvrpoedrc (for 8lvrpoednc). It is a mistake to assume that only
copyists failed to subscribe to the orthography approved in the
best circles.
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