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PREFACE

Our source material is abundant and fruitful for ancient scholastic activity surrounding many of
the literary productions that have come down to us from Greece and Rome—and indeed even for some
which have not. The textual remains of this scholarship give us a sense of the breadth and depth of
thinking that ancient academics applied to the literary heritage that in part defined them and was defined
by them. Deprived as we are of so much of the ancient tradition of literary exegesis, this source material
is critical for our understanding of how ancient Greek and Roman scholars went about their practice.

Though some independent treatises exist, the bulk of this scholarship has been transmitted to us
through the scholia, a term exposed to varying definitions by scholars in different branches of Classics, as
explained by Eleanor Dickey." Employed most broadly, a “scholion” is any scholarly comment applied to
a text (what I will call the “original text” to distinguish it from the commentary) and often but not always
initiated by a lemma to mark the corresponding location in that text.> “Scholia” as it is used today is an
exceptionally broad term, encompassing glosses, historical notes, snippets of grammatical theory, textual
emendations, observations on cultural practice, aesthetic/ poetic evaluations, philosophical musings,
nuggets of zoological lore, bouts of fisticuffs between rival scholars, and so forth. The scholia vary
widely in form, clarity, intended audience, and insightfulness, but it cannot be denied that they are an
invaluable source of information, not only for the fragments of otherwise lost works they frequently
preserve for us, but also for the revelation of ancient scholarly practice that comes through them.

The problem is that, while the study of this source material is full of promise, our understanding

of scholia on the whole is crippled by a lack of systematic investigation.> Scholia are frequently accessed

12007, 3ff,, 11 n. 25

% Most editions mark these with < >, as | will do here.

® Historically, much of the attention that the scholia have received has focused on aspects of individual corpora as
opposed to the commentary tradition as a whole. This approach has led to a number of faulty assumptions that
unfortunately still color modern understanding of the scholia. A good example is the hasty assumption by Rand



by modern scholars for individual points of reference when dealing with original texts, but without
sufficient understanding of the scholia in general, and even when they are studied in their own right, the
projects mostly have a narrow focus.” In this dissertation | aim to perform such a systematic analysis of
various scholiastic corpora in order to say something about the general strategies and methodologies
employed in the interpretation and explanation of the original texts, an analysis that will provide a basis
for comparison for future investigations of the ancient scholarship on other authors as well, both Greek
and Roman. | have selected four case studies not only because of the relatively good state of their texts,
but also because of the magnitude of the material and the breadth of topics and methodologies displayed
therein. I must stress, however, that such analyses can and must be carried out for other authors if we are
to understand the scholia broadly. This study is meant as a foretaste of the possible fruit of such
endeavors, and it is hoped that my project will add to the rapidly increasing interest in ancient scholarly
practices. A completely exhaustive analysis of the scholia to any one author would require a project all
its own, and | do not presume to provide an explanation for every single one of the thousands upon
thousands of scholia included in my study. What | do offer is a formal typology showing the general
trends, concerns, and approaches found in the scholia, a typology derived from my case studies, but one
which could also be applied easily to other types of commentary. What | thus aspire to achieve in this
study is to instill in my reader a firm sense of the basic form and content of ancient literary scholia
through the lens of a few select corpora, but at the same time to cultivate a gnawing sense that much more

work remains to be done and that many more scholia must be read.

(1916) that the Scholia Danielis from the Servian tradition represented the commentary of Aelius Donatus, a
position challenged powerfully by Travis (1942) and Daintree (1990). As the latter specifies (72f.), there is
noticeable in the modern scholarly tradition a patently unfair tendency to see an ancient source behind every quality
scholion that we have and a medieval source behind every silly comment. This principle also surfaces in assumed
quotations of Alexandrian scholarship in the Greek scholia.

*E.g., Budemann’s study on metrical scholia to Pindar (2010). Dickey’s systematic introduction covering a huge
range of Greek scholia is altogether unique. Nunlist (2009) too provides a comprehensive look at all Greek scholia,
but limits his focus to literary critical terms. Jakobi (1996) offers another paradigm by setting out a typology for a
range of critical exegetical notes in Donatus’ commentary to Terence, but does not cover the tradition in general.
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The lack of attention given to scholia in the modern period (certainly not the case in the ancient
world®) can perhaps be explained by certain aspects of the text that make treatment difficult. For
instance, source attribution is in many cases completely impossible, for only occasionally is the
provenance of an idea given.® While occasionally there are resonances of the scholiast himself (e.g.,
through the use of first-person speech or internal references to other portions of the commentary), we are
not often able to say who the “scholiast” is or how he came about his material.” Accordingly, it becomes
difficult to know the date of a given comment even in the most general terms. The textual history of the
scholia, which | summarize in the first chapter, is also quite complicated; apart from a general division of
“old” (vetera) scholia from antiquity and “new” (recentiora) scholia from the Byzantine world, our sense
of the chronology of the notes is severely compromised.® Though in some cases it is possible to
distinguish the old from the new, and though we can be confident that the scholia preserve much ancient
information, the potential complexity of scholiastic transformations by the hands of many scholars over
the space of hundreds of years is quite dizzying.

The scholia therefore need critical attention, and in spite of the problems inherent in their study,
much can be gleaned from them besides the quotation of lost original texts, perhaps regarded as their
primary contribution to modern scholarship. Indeed, rather than dismissing the problems in the scholia
tout court, the problems themselves might be tackled more constructively by asking why they exist in the

first place. For instance, while it is frustrating to have such limited awareness of the identity of the

® For discussions of, e.g., Vergil’s implementation of and reaction against the Homeric scholia, see Schlunk (1974),
Schmit-Neuerberg (1999), Hexter (2010).

® This does not apply in the case of citations and quotations of other original texts, which are very often labeled,
sometimes with specific titles or book numbers. The origin of most scholia is obscure, however, and even when a
scholar is named as the source of a particular note, it is not automatically clear whether that scholar was the
originator of the thought or collected it from somewhere else.

"It is evident that many writers are represented in our extant text of the Greek scholia. Let it be noted that when |
refer to “the scholiast,” it must not be assumed that there is only one, or that he is readily identifiable. As will be
seen, some examples from the Roman commentary tradition can be associated more accurately with individuals.

& | will examine the scholia vetera only, since what | am aiming at is a holistic view of ancient approaches to
Euripides, though see Dickey’s endorsement of the new scholia and their importance not only for an understanding
of Byzantine scholarship, but for their preservation of ancient material not otherwise extant (2007, 15). In future
research I will complete systematic comparisons between techniques in “old” and “new” scholarship.



vii
scholiasts from the notes themselves, it is worth investigating what this lack of self-identification could
mean for ancient scholarship. If names were originally attached to commentaries, what does it say about
the scholarly tradition that these names have been largely erased through the transmission of the scholia?
Avre there types of information that are regarded as “common” and therefore warrant no mention of
specific provenance? If scholars are cited so rarely, what motivates the citations when they do occur?
Further, perhaps blatant repetitions in the scholia are a mark of carelessness or ineptitude, but we might
do well to consider whether repetition is not rather at times a pedagogical technique designed to teach a
certain principle via sequential iterations. Answers to these questions, however provisional they may be,
can be formed by interrogating not just the material that we do possess, but also that which we do not.

In the course of this investigation a few central questions will arise. What are the major concerns
of the scholiasts, and what types of questions did they ask when interpreting original texts of various
kinds? Or the corollary—what are the topics in which they demonstrate no concern or perception? Are
the notes meant as a reductive minimum for understanding the original text, or are there things one might
call “extraneous™? What are the techniques of scholarship employed (e.g., allegory, analogical and
etymological arguments, comparison with other literature), and do these change based on the genre of the
original text? Are distinctions in genre even recognized? On a related note, what assumptions do the
scholiasts make concerning the author of the original text and its composition or performance? What
purpose do the scholia serve, and for whom are they intended? What other original texts are brought to
bear on a discussion of the text at hand, and for what purposes? Though it is impossible to determine the
chronology of most scholia, are there any provisional criteria that can be established as an initial
foothold? Finally, what relation do the various scholiastic corpora have to each other, if any?

I will begin with an introduction to ancient scholarship and the development of the scholia,
followed by four sequential case studies on the commentary traditions surrounding Euripides, Aeschines,
Terence, and Vergil. | have selected these authors in part with the aim of investigating the variations

between commentaries of different genres. Euripidean scholarship provides an opportunity to examine
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the exegesis of a dual text that is approached both as written text and as performance. Aeschines too
“performs” on a “stage,” though in a context that requires a vastly different set of knowledge and that is
intimately tied to the tradition of rhetoric. I return again to the theater in my chapter on Terence, but
again there are important changes, not only in genre, but in culture: here we will we begin comparing
Greek and Roman scholarship, and for the first time we will also see commentaries attributed to known
individuals, such that we will be able to investigate the exegetical tradition from a more personal
perspective. The final chapter on Vergil will further develop our understanding of individual exegetical
methodology with an investigation of the texts of Servius and will permit a more nuanced evaluation of
the Roman appropriation of Greek scholarly methods and concerns. Each chapter will begin with a short
summary of the text(s) available, followed by a systematic outlay of the major categorical concerns of the
scholiasts with particular attention paid to literary issues (e.g., genre division and aesthetic evaluations),
and concluding with an analysis of the exegetical methods employed by the scholiasts for interpreting the

original text.



CHAPTER 1

Introduction to Ancient Scholarship

The title I have chosen for this chapter is perhaps an inauspicious one. Dickey begins her
comprehensive Ancient Greek Scholarship (2007) with a chapter of the same name, but with a learned
authority that comes from knowledge and experience that are far greater than my own. To start my own
project under the same banner, insofar as it implicitly suggests that my introduction is to be compared
with hers, makes me look a bit of a Marsyas, challenging my betters when | should be nodding
respectfully to them. While | do indeed cover some of the same ground as she, however, | will take a
slightly different tack, for instead of providing a comprehensive sweep of the entire field of ancient
scholarship, | wish to examine some of the same historical movements more specifically with a mind to
my rélos Of understanding the scholarly origins behind the principles and methods of the scholia I will be
examining. This is not to say that Dickey is not interested in principles and methods, but only that the
impressively broad scope of her project limits the amount of attention she can give to its subcategories. |
will thus follow Dickey’s lead up to a point, for while | aim to provide sufficient information on the
textual history of scholarship that eventually resulted in our extant scholia, | also want to focus on the
broader movements of scholarly thinking so that I can introduce some conceptual topics that will be
crucial for my project. Lest | be flayed as a Marsyan imitator, therefore, let me state here at the beginning
that | shall be piping a lesser tune in a different key, and any riffs on the archetype are to be taken merely
as respectful nods: silvestrem tenui Musam meditor avena, quaero modos leviore plectro, etc., etc.

Thus, in this chapter | aim to summarize the tradition of scholarship from pre-Alexandrian times
to the Roman and Byzantine periods that eventually produced the scholia as we have them now,
specifically with a view toward the questions most commonly asked by ancient literary critics and the

theoretical principles of exegesis they employed. Although most scholia are impossible to sort out



chronologically, at least to any significant degree of specificity, it is possible to identify in many notes an
inheritance from the Classical and Hellenistic past. Sometimes that relationship is explicitly elucidated
by the scholia themselves, as in the case of quotations and terminology with the name of a source
attached, though there are also a number of general techniques or strategies of exegesis without any
attribution that are nonetheless traceable to the work of earlier thinkers. After setting out what we know
of the intellectual background to the commentaries in their later form, we will have a more
comprehensive picture of the development of at least some strands of ancient exegesis. With the

completion of this and similar studies in other scholiastic corpora, that picture will become even clearer.

Defining Scholarship

A fundamental question presents itself: what do we mean by “scholarship”? At least two general
approaches are available for formulating a definition: to evaluate the activities of Greeks and Romans on
the basis of our modern sense of “scholarship” by mapping our own perspective onto theirs—a
problematic if useful approach, as it assumes (incorrectly) that there is a single modern perspective to
begin with—or to establish an ancient definition of “scholarship” from the ground up by assembling the
evidence in an effort to determine whether antiquity even constructs a distinct category of “scholarship”
and, if so, what constitutes it, all with the understanding that our categorical distinctions may
misrepresent the ancient reality. Both approaches may be fruitful, but regardless of the choice it is
important to be explicit about which has been selected.

Pfeiffer is rather forthcoming on his understanding of the term, as the opening statement of his
History of Classical Scholarship makes clear: “Scholarship is the art of understanding, explaining, and
restoring the literary tradition.”® There are several important aspects of this definition. First, scholarship

is an art, and if we can take Pfeiffer to mean this in terms generally akin to those found in Plato’s lon,

%1968, 3



then there will be associated with it a certain émoriun, a Systematized body of knowledge that pertains to
the practice of that art—e.g., linguistic ability, methods of exegesis, and so forth. Secondly, scholarship
is inherently responsive: it does not create, but rather reacts, and specifically it reacts to something called
a “literary tradition.” In a sense Pfeiffer has shifted the burden of definition somewhat, as there is no
specification of what “literature” means, but in any case the tradition of scholarship is said to have
originated as a response from within—*literary” men developing a systematic set of practices for a self-
conscious theoretical approach to their own “literary” work, whatever we mean by that term. Third,
scholarship is for the “restoration” of that tradition, by which Pfeiffer seems to indicate textual criticism,
and perhaps we may also assume under this heading such activities as “preservation” and even
“propagation.” Dickey is a bit more pragmatic in her own definition of scholarship, stating that she uses
the word as a cover term for the kinds of texts she discusses in her book, namely “any type of work
concentrating on the words, rather than the ideas, of ancient pagan authors: textual criticism,
interpretation, literary criticism of specific passages, grammar, syntax, lexicography, etc.”*® The
separation of words from ideas is a difficult one to accept, but Dickey has to find some way to
differentiate literary commentaries from, e.g., philosophical or religious texts that engage with another
text on the level of doctrine, and perhaps there is no good way to express this."* In any case, in the
opening to her first chapter Dickey describes “scholarship” in a way that is analogous to Pfeiffer: “For
almost four thousand years, the peoples living around the Mediterranean have been attempting to improve
their ability to understand ancient texts by systematic study of their language, context, and textual
tradition.”*” The mention of systematic study recalls Pfeiffer’s description of scholarship as an art, and

his “restoration” is paralleled by the reference to the study of the “textual tradition.” Both authors take a

10 ..

2007, vii
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One might use such distinctions as “didactic vs. literary,” which can help distinguish the pedagogical aims of a
philosophical or rhetorical text from an appreciation of literature-as-art, but it is easy to see how this dichtomoy
quickly comes crashing down as well. Let it suffice to say that any system of categorization is slippery.

12
2007, 3



modern perspective on scholarship and evaluate antiquity in those terms, and both consider our modern
notions of scholarship to have begun in the context of the Hellenistic library.*®

In some sense | wish to steer clear of these formulations. While it seems reasonable to speak of
Alexandrian scholarship as a definitive break from the handling of literature that came before—not least
because of the important developments made possible through a comprehensive library collection and the
powerful political forces that supported such academic endeavors—to say that “real scholarship” was
unknown or partially unknown to the Greeks before the Library at Alexandria can be misleading. Indeed,
there was momentous change in the third century, but it seems to have been a change more in
sophistication of method and of medium (i.e., through an increase in the availability of written texts) than
in essence. The concerns of Alexandrian scholars are not particularly different from the concerns of
“scholars” (pace Pfeiffer) in the Classical period. Aristarchus and his textual critical methods in third-
century Alexandria were antedated by the rhapsodes of the sixth century, who were also interested in
establishing an authoritative “text” of Homer. Grammatical concerns were not comprehensively
developed into full-fledged theory until later, but fifth-century sophists posed the same types of questions
about the relationship of words to one another, and their treatises on various topics show at least some
sort of systemized approach to the material. Explicit recognition of various modes of exegesis appears at
least as early as the sixth century with the tradition of allegorical interpretations. Lexicography too seems
to stretch back into the earliest period of Greek literature, for the interpretation of words is an inherent
feature of Greek poetry itself from the very beginning.** The resources and rigor of scholarship may have
been expanded significantly in the third century, but the essential questions and concerns of those who

paid particular attention to literary texts are similar, if only in basic form.

3 Dickey is sure to nuance her position by acknowledging that, when she says that scholarship truly began with the
founding of the Library and Museum at Alexandria in the early third century BC, it is with an understanding of
scholarship “in our sense of the term.” Pfeiffer does not seem to allow alternative definitions to exist, or at least
cares only for the modern definition against which he judges antiquity, the result being that only a few men such as
Aristarchus and Aristophanes of Byzantium are allowed the name “scholar.”

1 pfeiffer (1968, 197f.)



Another cornerstone of Pfeiffer’s approach is a prejudice against the academic work of the
Roman period, an attitude made clear at the end of his volume, where he attributes the rise of epitomes to
the demands of a “declining civilization that wished for short cuts to knowledge.”™ There are certainly
other ways of explaining such “short cuts,” however, and the selection of the best samples from a large
body of material need hardly be an uncritical activity that is designed to cater to a reader’s laziness or
stupidity and that is devoid of any “love of letters,” as Pfeiffer describes the “pure” impetus of
Alexandrian scholars.”® Indeed, such a process of academic winnowing by compilers and epitomizers
would seem in essence to be much the same (or at least possibly the same) as the process of textual
criticism going on at Alexandria, where an authoritative text was constructed by sifting through multiple
versions to find the best available sources. Even the work of summarizing may be done systematically
and self-consciously on the basis of carefully chosen principles, which would at least provisionally seem
to fit within Pfeiffer’s definition of scholarship.

Thus, where Pfeiffer stresses a firm break between “scholarship” and “not scholarship” in
accordance with a modern notion of the term, I wish to stress a continuity—not in terms of academic rigor
or refinements in critical methods, but in terms of the general approach to the explication of a text,
including the basic types of questions that scholars asked and some of the tools they used while going
about their work of interpretation. Certainly Pfeiffer’s approach is a valuable one, and in many cases he
will be right in discounting the abilities of, for example, Roman-era compilers vis-a-vis the primary
intellects at Alexandria,” but the exclusivity inherent to his definition of scholarship can be
counterproductive, especially in a discussion of the scholia. Indeed, Pfeiffer seems not to have written a

History of Classical Scholarship, but a Classical History of (Modern) Scholarship, given his severe

121968, 279

1°E.g., 171; motive is one of his primary deciding factors in separating sheep from goats—real scholars love
knowledge, whereas sophists or teachers acquire knowledge only in service of their professional goals.

"1t is even still perhaps a little unfair to speak of intellectual failing without considering the goals and intended
readership of scholarly works: if the target audience is school children or anyone else apart from advanced scholars,
it would be silly to assume that the writer/ compiler was only as intelligent as the depth of his material and no more,
an argument also made by Daintree (1990, 73). Errors are another thing, of course, but even these have been
common to scholars and “scholars” of all eras.



curtailing of post-Alexandrian developments—“Classical” seems to mean “Hellenistic.” Broadening our
perspective on the realm of scholarship and its several subcategories can help us to appreciate the
continuity that exists between them and also frees us from the need to make value judgments about the
motivations behind scholarly practice, whether it is for “pure” reasons or for pragmatic, professional
ones—a judgment | am entirely unable and unwilling to make.*®

For these reasons I find it more appropriate to evaluate the scholia not merely as a vehicle for the
transmission of (“real””) ancient scholarship, but as part of the continuum of ancient scholarship itself that
continued through the Byzantine period and continues to leave a strong impression today.*® For the
scholia, at least, such a model seems to be a more appropriate paradigm, for just as Hellenistic scholars
collected, interpreted, and shaped their literary heritage, so too did the scholiasts mold that tradition by
their additions, omissions, and reorganizations of older academic work. The processes that gave us our
extant scholia may partake of a different type or quality of scholarship, but it is scholarship nonetheless,
and we cannot truly understand the “history of scholarship” unless we take into account all of its
incarnations. Thus, when | evaluate the scholia and remnants of ancient commentaries in the subsequent
chapters, it is with the assumption that the later hands that excerpted and modified the scholarship from
the past were also themselves partaking in that tradition, and that this tradition did not begin in
Alexandria, but rather in the critical approaches of the Classical period and, in some respects, even with

the very dawn of literary activity in Greece.”

18 What is more, I lean toward the view that ancient scholarship—like modern scholarship—is inextricably linked to
the political realm and as such can never truly be proven to be “pure.” It would be hard to believe, at any rate, that
the scholars at the Library and those who wished to be scholars at the Library were in no way motivated by the
economic and political benefits of the post, and yet this does not mean that they did or did not love knowledge for its
own sake.

9 The impression is stronger than we may realize. | take as evidence for this assertion that in coming across ancient
scholarly texts we are often surprised and/or tickled to find ancient critics addressing the same questions as we do,
and often in the same terms, even if so many features of their work surprise us instead because of their oddity. In
future work | intend to give more careful attention to the ways in which ancient and modern literary commentaries
overlap.

20 | et me stress that | do not want to gloss over the important developments in the critical scholarship of Alexandria
and the fact that modern notions of scholarship find some of their closest parallels in the Hellenistic period. What |
wish to emphasize is that we can use the same term “scholarship” to refer to pre- and post-Alexandrian academic
work and still recognize the important distinctions of that period.



Ultimately, however, while my adoption of this definition of scholarship affects the terms in
which | evaluate the scholia, it does not change the boundaries of my project. Like Dickey, | operate
somewhat more pragmatically by researching a reasonably well-defined corpus of texts, namely the
tradition of texts that systematically explain other texts—perhaps a reasonable starting-point for a
definition of a “commentary”—and will set out the features of those explanatory texts whether they seem
“scholarly” or not. On the other hand, | am still concerned with theoretical divisions pertaining to
“scholarship” and “literature.” The four case studies I present here deal with original texts that may be
called “literary,” but the future of my project necessarily includes commentaries that might be considered
“less literary,” including exegetical work on religious, philosophical, or medical texts. After expanding
the scope of my research | will be able to offer a more definitive characterization of ancient commentaries
and the extent to which we might isolate a “literary” approach from within them. For the present
investigation I will be content to analyze how these “literary” commentaries mark out their own
subdivisions: e.g., prose vs. poetry, tragedy vs. comedy, and so forth.

Having defined scholarship in this way, or rather having hinted at a definition of scholarship and
left it hanging for a later time, | will proceed to give a brief history of the ideas and techniques employed
in the ancient engagement with literary works through the Roman period. This summary will provide

some hint as to the type of phenomena we will see when | begin my analysis of the case studies.

Pre-Alexandrian Roots

The roots of scholarship in its sense of the self-conscious interpretation of literature were present

in early ancient Greek poetry itself.** Being able to produce quality work necessitated the ability to

critique it as well, and passages in the earliest extant Greek literature demonstrate some form of poetic

2! pfeiffer (1968, 1, 8, 12, 47), Ford (2002, 1ff.)



self-consciousness, which we may call a certain “interpretation” of what poets were doing.”> A sort of
exegesis was also present in the craft of the rhapsodes, who interpreted Homer with each re-performance
and who would have been very interested in establishing the correct Homeric “text,” especially when
rhapsodes in different locations, most notably Chios, sought to claim as Homer as their own and would
accordingly wish to advertise their texts as the most “Homeric.” Thus, performing poetry necessitated an
ability to approach it critically, and Plato’s Socrates even refers to them in exegetical terms as
“interpreters of interpreters” in the lon; that is, the poets decipher what comes from the Muses, and the
rhapsodes in turn communicate what the poets share.”® The reverse of the sentiment is also found in the
same dialogue: if one can interpret poetry, one should also be able to produce it. While Plato was hardly
a great advocate for poetry, it is interesting to note the observation that if there were an art of poetic
composition or re-performance, it would have to include a twofold ability both to create and to critique
that poetry—and not just one’s own literary output, but any poetic production at all.** On the
understanding of Plato’s Socrates, at least, anyone affirming the existence of an art of poetry cannot
divorce that poetry from an attempt to understand itself: practitioners necessarily double as interpreters,
and vice versa. The idea of such self-reflexivity is at least moving in the direction of the work of the
scholar poets at Alexandria, even if it was only in the third century BC that fields such as literary criticism
began to be approached in a more rigorous way.

Poetry was not judged only through itself, however. As early as the sixth century some Greeks
began to confront certain issues of interpretation more directly, and Homer was naturally the starting
point for central questions of literary criticism, with some of the earliest debates focusing on the very

function of poetry. The sixth-century Xenophanes objected famously that Homer and Hesiod attributed to

%2 The self-referentiality in the Catalogue of Ships in Iliad 2, for example, demonstrates the poet’s awareness of his
own role (and limits) as singer. The poet of the Odyssey introduces himself in his second word. Hesiod relates his
inspiration emphatically in the Theogony. Archilochus demonstrates the ability of poetry to shift speaking personae
in his animal fables. Even inanimate objects could be given a poetic voice: “I am the cup of Nestor,” a hexameter
reads. These examples show a self-aware Greek poetics that engages with the limits and features of its own
discipline—certainly not with the systematic critique of Alexandrian intellectual circles and not to the extent of the
Laslter epigrammatic tradition, but nonetheless with some similar concerns.

535a
? Compare also the end of Plato’s Symposium (223d), where Socrates argues in the presence of the strong-to-the-
finish party guests that a writer of tragedy should also be able to compose comedy.



the gods all the defective characteristics of mankind® and questioned the anthropomorphizing of the
divine in general.?® It is implied in these accusations that the chief of Greek poets had failed to reveal
truth. Defenders of Homer rose up against such criticism, most notably among them the sixth-century
Theagenes, who did not justify moral defects or claim they did not exist on a literal level, but employed
an allegorical form of interpretation that transcended them. It is unclear whether allegory arose
specifically for the purpose of answering these challenges or was instituted independently and then used
by Homer’s defenders, but in either case it was specifically through a discussion of exegetical strategy
that the debate was played out. Inherent in this debate is an argument about the exclusivity of knowledge,
since only those who know what interpretive framework to use can arrive at the proper interpretation of
Homer.?” Thus, even if it was not until Alexandria that literary criticism blossomed, it is clear that
already in the sixth century there was a self-conscious engagement with poetry and the question of literal
vs. metaphorical interpretation.

The objections of Xenophanes reached their climax in Plato, who famously described poetry as
mere imitation of true reality with a potentially debilitating effect on morality. Since poetry was harmful,
certainly putting any effort into explicating it was questionable from the start, and no allegorical model
could salvage the endeavor. Again, Homer was not without his supporters. Viewing Homer as the telos
of epic poetry, Aristotle argued forcefully in his defense, but not by the same means as Theagenes. The
language of Aristotle’s engagement with Homer reveals something of the thinking behind his hermeneutic
model: mpofAripara and Aveecs, “difficulties” and “solutions.” Rather than viewing Homer as the source
of metaphysical knowledge that required a special key to decode, Aristotle used his breadth of learning to
resolve individual objections on a literal, factual level; instead of changing the terms of the debate, he met

the accusers on their own terms and then refuted them one by one, solving the “knots” of Homeric poetry

® ravra feols avédnrav “Opnpés 6” ‘Hoiodés Te / 6ooa map’ avlpamoiow dveidea kal féyos éotiv, / kKAémTewy poryedely
Te kal dAjlovs amaredewv (fr. 10 Campbell 1982, Greek Lyric Poetry).

% Fr, 13 Campbell; this latter criticism stretches beyond literature itself, but it nonetheless has specific relevance for
the Homeric and Hesiodic gods and their (at times) very human characteristics.

%" For Plato’s mention of such contests between poets and philosophers, see Russell (1981, 19f.). See also the
Introduction in Ford (2002) for a discussion of how praise and blame were interwoved into the very fabric of Greek
song performance and its social context.
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that needed “untying.” Thus, Homer’s detractors were found guilty not of a foundationally inaccurate
exegetical approach, but rather simple ignorance of the facts, in contrast to Aristotle’s own wide-ranging
knowledge.?® It was this method of answering critics that would later become such a central part of
poetic criticism.

One of the early preoccupations of Homeric interpreters was textual criticism, or at least a form
of it. Pfeiffer holds that true textual criticism, along with other “pure” forms of scholarship, emerged only
in the Hellenistic period. Even so, he admits that the roots of such criticism can be found early on. Even
if the famous Peisistratus recension has no earlier evidence than the first century BC,% and even if this
episode is a retrojection of the model of the literary-minded Hellenistic monarch back onto a sixth-
century tyrant, it stands to reason that the popularity of Homeric poetry in the sixth century would have
necessitated at least some thinking about the accuracy and consistency of the “text” for each performance,
and probably the rhapsodes would be first in line to hammer out such issues, as | suggested above. If
nothing else, there is the notable example of Herodotus, who argues about the Homeric authorship of the
Cypria.®® The first full edition of Homer that we know of was completed by Antimachus (fl. 400 BC),*
at which time there may also have been at least ad hoc textual criticism by a certain Hippias, said by
Aristotle to have proposed two alternate readings in the Iliad in order to “untie” some problems.*

Another demonstrable feature of pre-Alexandrian scholarship was the organization of knowledge.
Typically, scholarly systems of classification are thought of as an Alexandrian development, and to be
sure the physical demands of a library collection made such systematization via a catalog indispensable,
but let us observe a few ways in which this practice was already underway. Hippias of Elis, for example,

compiled a list of Olympic victors and used it as a basis for chronology.*® Given the fact that we are left

%8 pfeiffer (1968, 69f.) gives an illustrative example: Plato says that Achilles could not have dragged Hector’s body
around the tomb of Patroclus (Rep. 319b), but Aristotle points to a contemporary Thessalian practice of dragging the
bodies of murderers around the tombs of those they had murdered (cited in a scholion to 1. 24.15).
zz Cic. de Or. 3.137 (possibly using Asclepiades of Myrlea as a source, according to Pfeiffer 1968, 6)

2.116
%1 pfejffer (1968, 72)
%2 Poetics 1461a
% This coheres with the Platonic image of Hippias as someone interested in antiquarian issues of all kinds, and
indeed it is the character of Hippias who provides our first extant use of dpyatodoyia (“antiquarianism”) in the
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mostly with mere titles of investigations of this kind, it is difficult to know exactly how such antiquarian
works were organized, but we may point out that antiquarianism itself is often defined in contradistinction
to history as a “thematic” or “topic-driven” organization of historical knowledge, whereas history proper
moves along a more chronological trajectory.®* However that may be, the description of antiquarian
studies as the study of genealogies and ktisis stories® assumes some level of systematic organization in
the setting out of available knowledge. The shape of these early documents foreshadowed Alexandria’s
vast array of “mepi literature,” or monographs on specific areas of expertise and knowledge.

Avistotle too was responsible for a similar list of Olympic victors, and also for the Pythian games
at Delphi, a work which met with great success.®* Aristotle went further than Hippias by also
systematizing literary knowledge, perhaps most notably in the Didascalia, a catalog of information on the
history of Attic theatrical productions that seems to come from the same general impetus as the athletic
catalogs.®” Further, one finds in his Poetics distinctions between tragedy, comedy, and epic, a topic of
inquiry that will be a crucial component of my investigation of the scholia as | consider the effects of a
change in the genre of an original text on the content and form of the commentaries devoted to it.

Perhaps his system of understanding different types of poetry was not as thorough as the next generations
of scholars would produce, but again we are witnessing steps in this direction.

Language too was the subject of much scholarly attention from at least the fifth century.

t % as did earlier Milesian thinkers.*®

Herodotus explored the origin of the Greek language and its alphabe
Such a historical appreciation of the Greek language also included the investigation of the sources of
individual words, and the tradition of glosses may even have begun as early as the sixth century through

informal collections of rare or obscure phrases common in epic poetry. However that may be, etymology

Hippias Maior (285d). Similar attempts had been made by Hecataeus (~500 BC), who employed lists of Spartan
kings for such purposes. For fifth-century efforts in establishing chronology, see Jacoby (1949, 59).

% For instance, Thucydides details the history of a war, whereas the antiquarian Varro outlines specific topics of
culture such as language or customs—both concerned with the past, but in different ways (Momigliano 1950).

* Hipp. Mai. 285d

% pfeiffer (1968, 80)

3" Aristotle also collected proverbs as relics of ancient wisdom, and it would be surprising if he did not develop
some sort of classification for these as well.

%558

% pfeiffer (1968, 21)



12

thrived in the fifth century, and later by the time of Plato’s Cratylus we see a wide-ranging discussion on
the origin of words. Of particular interest to us here is the notion that one should recognize differences in
meaning for words over large stretches of time,*’ a type of distinction that Aristotle would use in addition
to a similar approach to changes in words across dialects.* Such an approach is again crucial for the
hermeneutic techniques we shall see in the scholia.

Though formal grammatical theorization was still to come, the foundations of grammatical
studies also had obvious starting points in the Classical period. Pfeiffer is correct to observe that poetic
tropes such as polyptoton in early archaic lyric*’ are not an attestation of any kind of grammatical
scholarship, but rather a simple poetic leaning toward wordplay. By the time of the sophists, however,
various aspects of language were being systematically explored. Gorgias became interested in linguistic
figures and the incorporation of poetic style into prose, including the ability of literature to create an
emotional connection with the audience.”® Protagoras worked on the gender of nouns and the mood of
verbs, including an Orthoepeia, evidently a list of “proper” words differentiated from metaphorical
language.** Studies on the definition and morphology of words were carried out by Prodicus and
explored in Plato’s Cratylus.” Aristotle too showed concern for such things, and Dio Chrysostom could
look back at him as the start of “critical and grammatical studies”: Apiororélys, 4’ o daot v kpeTiriy
Te kal ypappariy dpxiv AaBeiv.*® That such grammatical studies were being applied to specific
instances of literary exegesis is clear from Aristotle’s depiction of Protagoras in the Poetics, where the
man is said to have subjected the opening verse of the Iliad to scrutiny for its propriety as a command vis-

a-vis a wish.*’

0] e., what the maacoc said vs. what is said “now” (407a).

41 E.g., yAdooar and xopea (Pfeiffer 1968, 78f.)

*2 E.g., the famous Cleobolus fragment of Anacreon (fr. 359 Campbell): K\eoBovdov pév Eywy’ épéw, / Keofovde &
empaivopat, / KAe6Bovlov de drookéw.

** Russell (1981, 22ff.)

* The concern over proper/ improper and metaphorical speech is a ubiquitous concern in the scholia, as will quickly
become evident.

* For all these, see Kennedy (1994, 26); for Prodicus specifically, see Mayhew (2011).

“53.1.9

“71456b
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Finally, what we call literary criticism also had its roots in the Classical period. Certainly by
Avistotle there is a sophisticated way of talking about various features of poetry and how it can be
assessed, but such terminology also appears in less-expected places, most notably Aristophanes.”® His
parody of tragedians in particular gives evidence of how different aspects of poetic language could be
evaluated and what the terms of that evaluation were. The most famous example of such literary criticism
comes amidst the underground poetry slam in the Frogs, a contest between the deceased Euripides and
Aeschylus for the rights to return to the world above. Aristophanes sets the debate predominantly over

which words are “weighty” and which are “light,”*®

a distinction picked up later by Callimachus. There is
also discussion over the importance of consistent characterization and propriety, two topics that will
prove to be important later on.® So too does one find criticism on the grounds of pleonastic speech,
showing the importance of concision and clarity, another ubiquitous principle in the scholia.>

Thus, even before Alexandria we find several important strands of scholarly investigation,
including questions of hermeneutics (e.g. literal versus figurative), textual criticism, the organization of
knowledge (including some form of genre classification), and language. The level of research was not as
thorough or intense as it would become in the Alexandrian Library, but it is important not to ignore the
fact that many types of inquiry did not emerge suddenly in the Hellenistic period. Even if Pfeiffer and
others may wish to reserve the term “scholar” for the likes of Aristarchus or Aristophanes of Byzantium,

there is no doubt that men were taking part in scholarly activities much earlier. In time we will see how

later traditions of scholarship reach all the way back to these pre-Alexandrian roots.

8 A point made also by Russell (1981, 20f.). See especially Ford (2002) on this general topic.

* E.g., Frogs 939ff., where Euripides claims to have put the bombastic Aeschylean style on a strict diet; cf. Frogs
1380ff.

%0 Frogs 1058ff.

*! Frogs 1155ff.
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Hellenistic Scholarship

In his account of the politico-academic crisis of the 140s, Andron of Alexandria® reported that
Ptolemy VIII’s tyranny caused a mass emigration of scholars from Alexandria that then “filled the islands
and cities with grammarians, philosophers, geometers, musicians, painters, physical trainers, doctors, and
many other rexvirac, Who out of their poverty taught their field of expertise and so made men educated.”
He had stated just previously that Alexandria was the educator of the entire world, a nod to and expansion
of Pericles’ claim that Athens was the education of Greece, and in light of the scholastic diaspora induced
by Ptolemy V111 this statement is not entirely hyperbolic. Scholarship had indeed flourished in
Alexandria, especially in the third century, and the Library allowed a depth and breadth of research that
had not been possible before. The traditions of critical academic investigation birthed in this context later
became the standard for Roman scholars, and insofar as our modern notions of scholarship have arisen
from the same source, Alexandria may truly be considered an education for the world and deserving of
the distinction Andron accorded it. Even so, it will become clear that the questions being asked and many
of the topics being researched were not much changed from the Classical period, though the methods used
to perform that research and the degree to which it was executed were more advanced.

First, a word is in order regarding the forms that such scholarship took, since this is highly
relevant to the scholia. As in the Classical period, textual criticism was crucial, though now we find the
first attempts (excepting Antimachus, perhaps) to establish critical editions, as opposed to individual
corrections aimed at solving literary mpoBAsjuara. Other Hellenistic monographs took the form of “mpés
literature,” or challenges to the work of other scholars. Academic contentions were by no means original
to this era, but it is true that a new level of carping is found amongst these Alexandrian scholars.>
Further, some scholarship took on the mepi type, or monographs (possibly peripatetic in origin) that dealt

with specific topics in isolation. Such topics could be a specific episode like the catalog of Trojan forces

2 Athenaeus 4.83, Pfeiffer (1968, 252)
%% Regarding the Library, Timon of Phlius famously remarked that scribblers on papyrus feuded without end in the
“bird-cage of the Muses” (Frag. 12D).
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in the second book of the Iliad (Demetrius of Scepsis), an individual author (Apollonius Rhodius on
Archilochus), or a broader category of literature (e.g., on comedy or the lyric poets). A final group—and
the one that will concern me most—is the vmopvijpara. Immediately we run into trouble, as the Greek
term encompasses at least two types of document. In the first sense, dmopvijpara are merely “notes,”
without any implication of a specific direction or goal. In the second sense, dmopvijpara are running
commentaries to a literary work. Callimachus furnishes an example of this problem: we know that he
collected “notes” on mythology, geography, and other topics in a loose collection, but according to
Pfeiffer there is no evidence that he wrote any running commentaries like his successors did.>*
Elementary explanatory notes must have accompanied the Homeric text for a long time, and the Derveni
papyrus (fourth century BC) offers interpretations of Orphic texts, but there seems to be no evidence of
full running commentaries before the Hellenistic period. It is therefore with caution that we must
approach ancient references to vmopvijpara.

In the realm of textual criticism, scholars continued to do some of the things they had done for
centuries. The concern over the authenticity of literary works shows up, for example, in Apollonius
Rhodius’ discernment as to which works did or did not belong in the Hesiodic corpus, just as Herodotus,
Avistotle, and others had discussed the authenticity of parts of the Homeric corpus. Full recensions of the
classical texts, however, came only with Alexandria. Though Antimachus had produced a full text of
Homer—and here we recall as well the instability of our “evidence” for a Peisistratid text—there is no
hint that this was a critical recension, and it is not referred to in the scholia as a c6pfwaes. Rather
Zenodotus, who was among the first generations of scholars at the Alexandrian Library, was considered

by Suidas the first true 8.0pfwr7s 0f Homer. Known as a conservative critic, Zenodotus was followed by

> 1968, 138. See also Lucian’s use of the term (How to Write History 47ff) and the uncertainty surrounding
Plutarch’s “notes” (Pelling 2002, 66; Montana 2011). One might also think of the term in relation to the
commentarii of Caesar, ostensibly executed in a plain and unadorned style (Cic. Brutus 262).

% pfeiffer (1968, 144)
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Aristophanes of Byzantium and Aristarchus, also conservative in their treatment of texts.>® In addition to
Homer there were also recensions of other authors, including Aristophanes’ influential edition of the lyric
poets.>

Specific aspects of textual criticism deserve mention here, since they will recur in the scholia.
One special concern for editors of dramatic or lyric poetry is the division of lines and cola. Aristophanes
of Byzantium (known as the originator of colometry) arranged his lyric texts by cola instead of
continuous lines as in prose texts, a technique that is attested by Hephaestion in his metrical handbook.
On the evidence of Hephaestion we can also say that Aristarchus followed suit, though there was not
always perfect agreement about how to divide the text.>® For dramatic poetry, we may assume that in this
process of organization one also would need to designate the start and end of lines for different speakers,
though for Aristophanes at least we do not have evidence for any one particular decision of this type.

A kindred issue is that of punctuation and critical onueta. Punctuation was in fact as old as Greek
writing, as a graffito in Ischia shows,*® but in the Hellenistic period one finds a more systematized use of
various marks to give information about the text. Zenodotus was the first to introduce the obelus to mark
text he found suspect but was not willing to omit entirely (see above on his extreme caution).
Aristophanes too employed such oqueta, and in particular was famous for introducing a system for
marking Greek accents, though whether he in fact originated this system must remain a guess, as the
“evidence” for it has been shown to be a later forgery.*® However that may be, it is clear that a basic
system of punctuation was preserved from Aristophanes down to Dionysius Thrax. The only difference
for Aristarchus was that in his running commentaries he could explain his reasons for the various stops,

obeli, or other marks that he placed in the text itself.

% Aristarchus was even supposedly criticized for his excessive caution by Didymus in his TTepl t7s Aporapyov
Suopbigews. See also the case of his rejection of Satra at lliad 1.5 because it lacked sufficient parallel for its
apparent use as animal food, as described by Pfeiffer (1968, 227).

> pfeiffer (1968, 183)

% pfeiffer (1968, 185)

% pfeiffer (1968, 179)

80 pfejffer (1968, 179)
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Remembering to differentiate carefully between the multiple meanings of dmopvijpara, we can
now make some observations on Hellenistic commentaries. Though as already stated there was to some
degree a tradition of commenting on a text in various forms—for instance by a monograph on a single
topic (the mepi type) or by engagement with individual mpoBAsjpara selected from a larger text—it was not
until Aristarchus that full running commentaries on whole literary works appeared. Among his subjects
were the works of Archilochus and Herodotus, and he was perhaps the first to provide a full commentary
on Thucydides as well. Like other Alexandrian scholars, Aristarchus also spent much effort on comedy
and produced commentaries for at least eight Aristophanic plays in addition to his commentaries on
tragedy and lyric poetry. It must not be suggested that Aristarchus suddenly hit upon brand new methods
of scholarship that had never been used before, but it seems clear that the scope of his dmopvijpara went
far beyond that of his predecessors. He could still write concentrated treatises on individual topics (e.qg.,
Iepi 100 vaverabuov, @ Work describing the arrangement of Greek ships on the shore at Troy), but it was
in the vast output of notes to the classical literary canon that he stands out from the rest, an output that
would have been impossible without the intense work done on editions of those texts in the previous
generations at Alexandria.®

It is appropriate here to say a few things about certain aspects of these commentaries and other
works of scholarship like them. In general we see the same concerns as in our pre-Alexandrian examples,
though here executed with more vigor and thoroughness. Such is the situation for glosses, which had
been a crucial part of poetic interpretation from early on, but which were treated comprehensively for the
first time by Simias and Philitas, whom Lycophron followed with his glossological work on Old
Comedy—and he also famously showed off his extreme lexical erudition in the highly esoteric

Alexandra. Aristophanes of Byzantium then brought this research to a new level in his comprehensive

81 Other notable commentaries include a running metrical commentary on Aristophanes by Heliodorus, Hipparchus
of Nicaea’s astronomical explication of Aratus, and the Tpwxos Suaxoapos OFf Demetrius of Scepsis, a work
supposedly 30 books in length treating a mere 62 verses of the second book of the lliad. There were also non-
literary commentaries on material objects, including the work of Polemo and Antigonus Carystus.
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Lexeis, a model for later Greek and Roman antiquity.®® Lexicography and other linguistic concerns
continued on in later generations through men such as Philoxenus, who among other things dealt with
dialects, and notably the “dialect” of the Romans.*

Grammar also continued to be a primary concern for scholars, though whether it truly became an
independent theoretical field of study in this period is uncertain. The first work that could be classified as
such is the r¢yvy of Dionysius Thrax (first century BC), if in fact what we have is an accurate
transmission of his original. Even if there is no strong evidence for a comprehensive and systematic
theory of grammar, however, one does find instances of Hellenistic thinkers engaging with grammatical
concepts. Aristophanes, for example, identified some rules for declensions and developed some
principles of analogy, in contrast to the Tlept avapadias of the Stoic Chrysippus. The Stoics in fact
achieved notoriety even at Alexandria for their development of grammatical studies, especially through
Crates, who was an expert in grammatical usage and irregularities in spoken language. Ultimately,
however, the very definition of % ypapparucy Téxvy Was not agreed upon, as Asclepiades of Myrlea,
Tyrannio, and Dionysius Thrax all had different perspectives on what constituted that field of study, and it
was not until the Roman period that grammatical knowledge would be more precisely codified.

In the Hellenistic period there is also an increase in efforts toward classification and organization
of knowledge, exemplified primarily by the exhaustive catalog of literature by Callimachus, the ITivaxes.
The extensive nature of this collection—ranging from poetry to science to the culinary arts—
demonstrates something of the attitude toward knowledge present in Alexandrian scholars, and it is this
that drives Pfeiffer in particular to see a difference between this era and the past: if men like the sophists
researched academic matters, they did so with a mind toward helping themselves along in their
profession, but scholars of the Callimachean mold pursued knowledge for its own sake and thus went to
extremes of erudition unmatched by earlier men. Hellenistic classification covered not just poetry, but

also the tougher task of organizing prose works, accomplished most notably by Callimachus, but also by

82 pfejffer (1968, 198)
83 pfeiffer (1968, 271)
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Aristophanes, who according to Diogenes Laertius was interested in the organization of the Platonic
dialogues.* Ultimately, the fact that a man in this era could be called Apollonius the Classifier
(etdoypadpos) suggests something of the Hellenistic attitude toward the organization of learning. Such
epistemological classification, which was displayed in physical form on the shelves of the Library, would
be carried through to subsequent generations.®

Even so, while the extent of scholarship was different, I must stress again the continuity with the
past. If Eratosthenes is considered the founder of critical chronology, his efforts cannot be fully dislodged
from the context of previous endeavors by Hippias, Hecataeus, and Aristotle. If Aristarchus solidified
generic distinctions among lyric poets and discerned that which was “Homeric” and “cyclic” in the
Homeric corpus, Aristotle too had done substantial work in this area, though to be sure Aristarchus
employed a much more systematic method of examining specific phrases and marking them as Homeric
or cyclic on the basis of their diction. The same may be said for Aristarchus’ collection of proverbs into
four books (two for metrical proverbs, two for unmetrical), again apparently a development of Aristotle’s
research. The extent to which knowledge was organized surpassed that of previous generations, but the
impulse to do so was by no means a new thing.

The classification of knowledge implied selection as well, and in the Hellenistic period the
literary canon (o éyxpi8évres) was more firmly established. As Pfeiffer points out,’® the “selected”
authors very naturally became the “treated” authors, so that classification was part of a larger interpretive
process insofar as it outlined what was to be interpreted. Of particular interest to us is the set of methods
used by Hellenistic scholars in that interpretive work, which I highlight briefly here.

One fundamental exegetical technique seen in various incarnations is the distinction of past and
present. Though it may seem obvious that cultures, languages, and ideologies change over time, the

appeal to “old vs. new” is a crucial and ubiquitous mode of reasoning for Hellenistic and later

% 3.61f.

% For example, note that Aristophanes’ use of the term “lyric” to describe archaic poets took hold as the common
term instead of “melic.” Didymus and Proclus, at least, seem to have followed through on Aristophanic systems of
organization (Pfeiffer 1968, 183f.).

%0 1968, 208
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interpreters. We know now, for instance, that Aristophanes’ magisterial Lexeis contained one section that
distinguished between old and new words, and Aristophanes exhibited concern not just for dialectal forms
in the literature of the past, but also in modern usage.®” Avristarchus too paid attention to how words
changed meaning over time,® and the same is true for other aspects of culture, such as religious or other
cultural practices. In moments of uncertainty, interpreters often turned to distinctions between ot maacoc
and ol vedgrepor, and in many cases this type of reasoning served as an effective Avous to the mpoBAfjpa, a
procedure found throughout the scholia.

Another fundamental issue pertains to the decision between literal and allegorical interpretation.
Encased in this dilemma is not only the nature of a text’s “truth,” but also its purpose: texts could be for
instruction, pleasure, or both, a distinction observed by Neoptolemus and followed famously by Horace in
the Ars Poetica. The Stoics did not invent allegorism (which as mentioned above seems to have come out
of the sixth century), but they did make this interpretive technique more widespread, as opposed to the
ongoing tradition of a carping literalist tradition summed up best in the figure of Zoilus, the so-called
Homeromastix, “whipping” Homer for errors in historical fact, plausibility, or language use. Eratosthenes
seems to have found a middle ground, being neither completely literal or completely allegorical, but
rather viewed Homer as pleasure (not instruction) and granted a degree of poetic license for an author
who was not necessarily trying to reproduce a narrative that was perfectly plausible—a principle of
interpretation followed also by Aristarchus. On the other hand, Aristarchus also wrote a detailed treatise
on the arrangement of the Greek forces, akin to Demetrius of Scepsis’ work on the arrangement of the
Trojan army, so the expectations of realism and narrative consistency are evident even in those who
allowed the poet some extra leash. This would continue to be one of the fundamental issues in the

scholarly battle between supporters and detractors of classical authors.

%7 pfeiffer (1968, 202); cf. Crates’ interest in the same topic as mentioned above.
%8 pfeiffer (1968, 228)
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The Roman Period

Pfeiffer takes the lead in charging the Roman period with inferior, unoriginal scholarship that
involved compiling academic writings from the past without creating any new knowledge. Accordingly,
he devotes approximately 10% of his volume to a discussion of scholarship after Alexandria, most of it
spent on Apollodorus and Didymus, with scarcely a page total for actual Romans.®® Whether this is fair
based on the testimony of the Latin scholia remains to be seen, but for now it is sufficient to give a brief
overview of the context of scholarship in the Roman period so that it is not overlooked in its place within
the history of scholarship. This contextualization will be especially important for my project, since one of
my central concerns will be analyzing the extent to which Roman scholars adopted the techniques and
strategies of their Hellenistic or Classical Greek counterparts.

The transference of Alexandrian scholarship to Rome—or at least a form of it, depending on
one’s view—was made possible in part by the political crisis of the 140s that distributed scholars abroad
and in part by the Roman tendency to conquer peoples and then bring the spoils back to the city. Included
in these spoils were some influential Greek scholars-turned-slaves who were brought to Rome and kept in
the intellectual circles of leading men. Tyrannio the Elder, a prisoner of Lucullus in the early first century
BC, was known for his linguistic prowess, including his work on meter and the doctrine of Aeolism.” At
about the same time the Mithridatic Wars brought to Rome Alexander Polyhistor, a man of legendary
learning, as his name suggests, with particular renown in philosophy, literature, and especially geography
(he would later teach Hyginus, a freedman of Augustus who also showed great range in scholarship and
was employed in the Palatine Library). Parthenius too may be added to this number, also a prisoner from

the Mithridatic Wars and recognized for his literary acumen (he may have taught Vergil Greek and seems

% The “founder of classical scholarship in Rome,” L. Aelius Stilo, gets one sentence and a footnote; for more on
him, see Rawson (1985).

0 See Rawson (1985) and Stevens (2006); Tyrannio was also placed in charge of salvaging Aristotle’s library after
Sulla brought it to Rome in a state of disrepair, and when Cicero needed help organizing his own library, it was
Tyrannio (also the tutor of his nephew Quintus) to whom he turned.
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to have been responsible for encouraging a number of Latin poets to study Greek literature).”" The most
significant and productive of all scholars of this era, however, was the Alexandrian Didymus (first
century BC to first century AD). Didymus was a prolific compiler and scholar whose supposedly
thousands of books earned him such names as XaAxévrepos (“Bronze-guts”) and BeBAcoAdbas (because he
forgot which books he had written). Didymus is of utmost importance to us, for it is largely through his
composite commentaries that we have remnants of earlier scholarship on classical Greek texts, most
notably Homer, but also Euripides and others. His work is not always of the highest quality—
commentators ancient, medieval, and modern have pointed out his errors in judgment”>—but the immense
breadth of his learning is remarkable.

Other important scholarly work was also being carried out in this period. As Dickey describes,”
the first century AD saw Heraclitus’ allegorical interpretations of Homer, the Homeric lexicon of
Apollonius Sophista, and a range of “popularizing” works aimed at a more general audience, including
the so-called “Tales of Euripides” and other prose summaries of classical literature and mythology. In the
second century we find developments in grammar (Apollonius Dyscolus), accentuation (Herodian), and
meter (Hephaestion), as well as additional lexica that would eventually be used in some of our larger
extant works from late antiquity (e.g., Hesychius). Commentaries also appeared, most notably Galen’s
extensive response to Hippocrates, Porphyry’s work on classical Greek authors, and the first extant
commentaries on Aristotle. Late antiquity saw the continuation of these traditions, especially with lexica
and commentaries on Plato, Aristotle, Galen, and scientific/ mathematical writers such as Ptolemy and
Euclid.

Roman scholars were also active, such as L. Aelius Stilo, who is thought to have been the first
true scholar of Rome and was the teacher of Varro and Cicero. Varro’s work on the Latin language and

its ancient customs would continue to be hugely influential to later commentators and throughout the

™ Other important Greek scholars at Rome include Aristonicus and Seleucus, both of whom produced work on the
critical signs of Aristarchus as well as many other topics.

"2 For modern examples, see West (1970) and Harris (1989).

72007, 8ff.
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ancient and medieval periods. Other scholars include Nigidius Figulus, whose work covered a range of
topics from astronomy to divination to grammar and antiquarianism. We also hear of men such as Pliny
the Elder working on commentarii, which according to his nephew were notes and extracts taken down by
a slave at the scholar’s side.” Later antiquity preserves a strong tradition of Roman grammatici, such as
Aemilius Asper and Probus, and it was through some of these later scholars—the predecessors of the
commentaries by Donatus and Servius—that the tradition of running commentaries was continued. At
least some of the thrust for such academic endeavors should be viewed as a direct descendant from the
Alexandrian tradition, perhaps most notably in the late Republic, when Julius Caesar supposedly planned
to have Varro set up the “greatest possible libraries in Latin and Greek” in order to surpass the
Alexandrian Library—and to proclaim himself a new Alexander.” The extent to which Latin scholia

show a similar influence from Greek scholia will be a focus of my approach in my later chapters.

The Formation of the Scholia

In her discussion of late antiquity, Dickey also provides an extremely helpful introduction to the
complex process of the formation of our extant Greek scholia as marginalia to ancient texts, a process |
summarize here.”® Based on papyrus finds, the tradition of ancient literary marginalia was rather thin,
with most notes providing interlinear glosses or other elementary help. The scholia, however, were taken
not from ancient marginal notes, but from free-standing commentaries that were often based on
scholarship from Alexandria, as the scholia themselves testify, filtered through the composite

commentaries of Didymus and his contemporaries. The scholia are not to be regarded as a transcript of

™ Epist. 3.5.15ff.

™ Div. lul. 44

2007, 11-14. The formation of Latin scholia is a different matter. Although we can never be totally certain, in
some cases we can be reasonably sure that we possess the work of known scholars, or at least something like their
work, even if not in its full form or exact language, which for my purposes is sufficient to say something about those
scholars’ methods and concerns. | will outline the situation for Terence and Vergil individually in their respective
chapters, for as Zetzel asserts (1975, 354), “no single pattern of development is correct for all scholia.”
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these commentaries, but rather a reworking and (often) an epitomizing of such work. As such, they
cannot be taken wholesale as a faithful reproduction of Alexandrian or even Roman-era scholarship,
though in many places they will have accurately conveyed older material of a high quality, sometimes
through quotation with explicit mention of the source. The timeline for this process of scholia creation
from free-standing commentaries’ is extremely uncertain, with guesses ranging from the fourth to the
tenth centuries—and as it was not all accomplished instantaneously or in equal measure across literary,
philosophical, mathematical, and medical works, we should probably think of the transition as a long one.
As Dickey points out, however, the process could be reversed, as in the case of the D Scholia to Homer,
which were reassembled into a free-standing commentary in some of our manuscripts.

Thus, the Greek marginal scholia in our medieval manuscripts is in large part a transmission of
ancient Alexandrian and Roman-era scholarship, but certainly not in its original form, and not without
manipulation or in some cases even mutilation. As a collection of ideas, the scholia may generally be said
to contain much ancient material, and they represent the full gamut of notes from within the varying
traditions of ancient scholarship, ranging from highly professional academic commentaries at the peak of
Alexandria to popularizing mythographic information and basic glosses and paraphrases that are probably
intended for young (possibly Roman) readers of Greek in a school setting. Because of their composite
nature and the limits on our knowledge about their chronology, it is extremely important to handle the
scholia with care. Even so, it is possible to see in the scholia quite a few of the foundational principles of
literary exegesis as we know it from Alexandria and beyond, such that the scholia should be viewed as
another step in the continuum of ancient scholarly practice. We may now proceed to the examination of

the scholiastic corpora themselves, beginning with Euripides.

" And I do mean “scholia creation,” vis-a-vis “scholia transmission” or some other term. The process is not simply
a cut-and-paste job from older commentaries, but an evaluative reworking of and response to that material.
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CHAPTER 2

Scholia and the Stage: Interpretations of Euripides

The scholia to Euripides offer a fascinating vista into the world of commentaries on tragic drama,
where the original text receives exegetical treatment that mirrors its complicated identity. While to the
scholiast the text is truly a text that is examined under a reader’s eye and that can be cross-referenced with
other written texts and with itself, at the same time the “text” has a double life because of the performance
context associated with it, and the commentators show by their methods that in their minds a correct
understanding of tragic drama hinges necessarily on an engagement with the material on both levels.
Notes on etymology and discussions of precise grammatical rules reveal a commentator and his reader
(emphasis on “reader”) closely dissecting the written word, while remarks on stage direction,
pronunciation, and evidence for a live, interactive audience place the exegesis back in the theater, even
going so far as to recreate certain aspects of what the experience would be like.”® This chapter provides a
an analysis of the efforts of some ancient thinkers to reconcile this gap in interpretation and will serve as a
launching point for understanding exegetical endeavors aimed at other kinds of literature.

This chapter is also crucial insofar as it is the initial exposition of my own interpretive method
and the typology | have established for studying ancient commentaries. For this reason | am especially
thorough in the provision of examples so that | can give as accurate a sense as possible of the range of

facts, questions, opinions, and techniques found in the commentaries, whereas in subsequent chapters |

" In this sense it may be particularly useful to consider the reader of the Euripidean scholia as an “audience” in its
formal sense of “listener.” At least to some extent it is the implicit aim of the scholiasts to recreate the scene so that
it may be seen and heard (audire). Of course, this sort of duality is inherent to my other case studies as well, though
it remains to be seen whether the commentaries to those authors treat the text as writing, as performance, or both. In
very general terms it is also useful to contrast the phenomenon of running “director’s commentaries” in modern
film, where a knowledgeable source (auctor ipse!) gives audio “marginalia” via a separate overlaid audio track as
the “drama” unfolds in real time; the scholia cannot do this, but there are nonetheless ways in which the reader is
permitted a seat in the 6éarpov.
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focus my attention more selectively. After a short description of the text of the commentaries, I will
outline exhaustively the topical categories found therein. | will then describe what | see as the principal
methods of exegesis used by these ancient scholars to find meaning in the original texts and to explain

problematic passages.

The Texts

Of the 19 surviving plays of Euripides, scholia vetera exist in substantial form for nine.” The
best edition for these, though occasionally misleading and lacking some important manuscripts,® is that
of Schwartz, an approximately 800-page volume with thousands and thousands of scholia ranging from
single-word glosses to page-length expositions of historical and mythological information or paraphrases
for large sections of the original text.®* The concentration of notes per page of original text is usually
more or less the same, though there is a general tendency to offer fewer comments toward the end of a
drama (a common enough phenomenon in ancient commentaries), and sometimes a dozen or so lines can
go by without receiving any attention.

Source criticism is extremely important but notoriously difficult for most scholia. While some

are attributed to specific scholars, the majority can be discerned only very generally—that is, a comment

™ I'include the debated Rhesus in this count. Although there are compelling reasons to doubt its authenticity, what
concerns me in this project is not the actual authorship so much as the thinking of ancient scholars, who themselves
debated its authenticity. The others are the Hecuba, Orestes, Phoenissae, Hippolytus, Medea, Alcestis, Andromache,
and Troades (for these | employ the standard LSJ abbreviations). | also include the Euripidean hypotheses, for
which see Rossum-Steenbeek (1998).

8 One notable omission is the Jerusalem Palimpsest, edited by Daitz (1979). This volume is important for
understanding the manuscript stemmata, though | do not cite it in my discussion here, not only because it is
fragmentary and difficult to use with confidence, but because | see no evidence in the fragments for types of notes
that are not found in abundance in Schwartz.

8 The scholia are gathered from numerous manuscripts, and many of the notes are essentially the same, though with
different wording and frequent lacunae. The prevailing aim of modern editions of ancient scholia seems to be a
collective, representative “unity” of the scholia from their varying constituent parts. This means that the
“collective” text of a scholion may claim a certain reading for a manuscript that is not exact, so the critical apparatus
is extremely important for an examination of individual manuscript characteristics—and some noticeable tendencies
do appear.
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might convey a certain philosophical stance that is in accord with a specific individual, or literary critical
notes may be derived from Aristotelian or other types of scholarship. As Dickey states, we can trace the
Euripidean scholia ultimately back to Aristophanes of Byzantium as filtered through Didymus,® but even
if it is relatively easy to separate the old scholia from the Byzantine material, we have simply no known
provenance for the vast majority of the notes and do not know the extent to which the Alexandrian
material has been altered. Thus, to provide any kind of guidance whatsoever as to the origin of a given
scholion, one must become familiar with ancient scholarship and scholia of all kinds so as to discern
tendencies and correspondences across different commentaries.®

Like the scholia to other authors, the Euripidean comments have a number of formulae and
patterns that, when mastered, greatly aid one’s journey through this material that is, as a rule, abbreviated
and idiosyncratic. For instance, unfamiliar vocabulary may have a simple one-word gloss attached for
clarification, though there are often formulaic markers for this.?* Restatements of various kinds may also
bear no special marker, though frequently they are introduced by rot7” €arev OF Béder Aéyewv (“s/he intends
to say that . . .”). Other passages begin with such phrases as o Aéyos éariv (“The sense [of the passage] is
as follows”) or 7 svvraéis éorwv (“The arrangement [of the passage] is as follows”), the latter particularly
in cases of unconventional word order—not a rarity for tragic drama, especially in the choral odes.®

These scholia also frequently present competing claims on the meaning, explanation, or
significance of a portion of the original text, mostly without any perceptible preference for one option or
the other. Here we often see formulae such as rwves pev . . . 7wvés (GAAoe) 8¢ ... and ot pev . .. ol 8€ . . .,

“Some say . .. but others . ...” When a solution is preferred, it can be marked by phrases such as o

822007, 32; a note to Medea 1415 states that the material has come from the copies of Dionysius and Didymus (mpos
Stadopa dvriypada Avovuaiov odoayepés kai Tiva v Audvpov), but there is hardly any guarantee that this statement
applies to all the scholia we possess.

8 Schwartz is not so helpful in this regard, but more modern editions of scholia often include, in addition to the
critical apparatus, a separate apparatus listing parallel passages for a phrase or thought found in a given scholion.
This practice can give some context to an otherwise obscure note, and in particular it will be a chief concern of mine
in the future to examine how the scholia depend on writers such as Pausanias, Plutarch, and others.

8 E.g., the word év¢ can signal a replacement, whether a gloss or a paraphrase. See Hecuba 165, where éveyxotoar
is accompanied by the note avri od amayyeidacac.

8 E g., Or. 439, Ph. 1498, Andr. 168, Hec. 37, et al.
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dpewoév éotuy, “which is better.” Another ubiquitous feature of the scholia is dAws, a word used to
introduce additional notes for the same lemma—be they complementary, repetitive, or contradictory.®

In addition, there is a wide range of technical terminology that is utilized throughout the
Euripidean scholia in discussions of rhetorical figures, issues of literary criticism, grammatical theory,
and more. These can be mastered only through painstaking reading of many scholia while cross-checking
the use of a phrase or word with other examples. Dickey’s Ancient Greek Scholarship provides valuable
assistance to beginning and advanced readers, though there is no substitute for great quantities of
reading—a fact that Dickey understands as well as anyone.

Further, let me offer a very brief word on the “personality” of the Euripidean scholiasts. It is
incredibly difficult to come up with any reasonable assessment of individual commentators given the
anonymity of most notes, which are presented in a variorum style that heaps together opinions from
different sources without much streamlining, but even so we can glean some information from the ways
the commentators insert themselves into the text through first-person speech. Scholia in general have
certain identifiable formulae in which first-person references normally occur, including such phrases as
“it seems to me” or “other say this, but we say . . .” or internal cross-references via phrases such as “as we
said above.” Statements of this kind are useful not only for the content of the notes themselves, but also
for the implications of the first-person references for considering the didactic role of the scholia, that is,
the way in which the teacher-student paradigm is evident in the formal structures of the commentaries.
The Euripidean scholia have relatively little language of this type, though note several examples of the
“as we say” formula to contrast out-dated Euripidean locutions with contemporary common usage.®” As

will become obvious in subsequent chapters, other scholiastic corpora have more first-person language of

% |t quickly becomes clear through the use of such language and the often contradictory or, more often, repetitive
nature of adjacent notes that the Euripidean scholia in their current form are largely a cut-and-paste affair, with
compilations of notes thrown together without much energy spent in creating a streamlined whole. On the one hand,
this gives the scholia a sometimes sloppy, juvenile appearance. On the other hand, it is through such minimal
tampering that we are more likely to have received well-preserved comments from earlier sources.

8 E.g., Hec. 241, Or. 1617
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the other types—e.g., the commonplace “as we saw before” of the Aeschinean scholia—culminating in
the frequent use of first-person speech in Servius.

Finally, let me cover a few technical points pertaining to my approach. There is no adequate
system for citing an individual scholion in Schwartz, or for that matter in most modern editions of scholia.
All that can be done is to provide the citation for the verse of Euripides to which the scholion is appended
and leave it to the reader to track down the specific portion of text amongst the other scholia to that
verse.®® Given the unavoidable vagueries of this method and the fact that not many readers will have a
copy of Schwartz on hand, | have tried to include the Greek text wherever it is necessary. Because
scholia can be difficult to translate with their idiosyncratic and often abbreviated language, | have
provided translations or at least a basic paraphrase for most of the Greek text that | quote, while in other
cases it is necessary only to observe a specific phenomenon and keep moving, and so a translation is not
always given. As far as good methods for translating the scholia consistently, | know of none. A literal
translation would in many cases be illegible or at minimum grotesque.® A looser translation escapes this
problem, but if it goes too far afield it stirs up dangers of its own. | pray the reader’s pardon as | sail
toward these Symplegades. Because the scholia are so abbreviated, | have supplemented many of my
translations with appropriate additions in square brackets in an attempt to give the full sense of the note
while still communicating the brevity of the scholia. Square brackets are also used to add the reference
numbers (provided by Schwartz) to the citations found in the scholia: for example [2.17] would be used to
designate the source of a quotation from Thucydides 2.17, where the scholiast may give only the author or
perhaps a vague reference to the second book. Lemmata and other quotations from the original text are

enclosed in diamond brackets.

8 As will be seen in the next chapter, Dilts’ edition of the Aeschinean scholia combines a system of reference to the
section in the original text and a continuous numerical sequence for each scholion in each speech. This makes it
very easy to identify a specific scholion, but only if the reader possesses a copy of Dilts. Until this method is
commonplace across different editions, it is not a universally friendly method of citation, and so throughout |
continue to cite scholia by the verse or section number of the original text to which they are appended. Itisa
regrettably unspecific system, and | am sympathetic to any disgruntled readers.

8 McDonough et al. (2004) opt for this method of translating Servius’ notes to Book 4 of the Aeneid, but must resort
to end notes to explain what some translations mean.
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Topical Concerns

Presented here is an analytical summary of the wide-ranging topics addressed by the Euripidean
scholia. It must be said at the outset that such a categorical division of topics is artificial, and that | find
no evidence in the scholia themselves that the commentators conceived of their project as a systematized
process of examining these several categories distinctly. Rather, we should say that in explaining the
original text a scholiast might find it appropriate to employ many branches of knowledge to make sense
of an otherwise obscure passage, to resolve a problem in the text, to blame Euripides for a mistake, or
conversely to defend him against detractors. A game of knowledge is thus played out in the scholia, the
implicit assumption being that no one can understand Euripides without a wide-ranging general émoriun.

What topics are found or not found within this ém.orijun may be seen from the following.

Textual Construction

One key area of interest for the scholiasts is the establishment of the Euripidean text itself, a
foundational practice for literary exegesis—after all, one cannot interpret something until one has decided
what is to be interpreted. We might call this project “textual criticism,” though one must be careful not to
import notions of modern textual criticsm into an understanding of ancient scholarly practice, and what |
mean by “textual construction” is really somewhat broader than “textual criticism” would imply. What |
outline in this section is a process by which commentators “put the text together,” an endeavor that
includes the presentation of alternate readings and varied orthography, discussions of accentuation in
cases where the identity of the word itself is at stake, implementation of a simple system of punctuation,
and various other syntactical markers that show how the reader is to distinguish between segments of the

text.
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Though specific details are often lacking, the scholia frequently provide alternate readings to the
text, many of which are useful for modern textual critics. The ancient commentators have no
sophisticated system of handling the manuscripts, though there are vague references to source material
through such terminology as veot dvriypagoi OF Hmopvipara,” and one also occasionally finds critical
evaluations of those manuscripts.”* Most alternatives come without provenance, introduced simply by a
set phrase such as ypagerar or Aéyerar, but a few have names attached, as at Hecuba 13 where Didymus is
claimed as the source for an aberration from the manuscripts. For Orestes 314, Callistratus advocates the
removal of a final sigma, resulting in a generalizing third-person verb (“if someone is sick™) instead of a
second-person version referring specifically to Orestes: <«av 1 vooijs yép> KaAdiorparos v éxtos
70D 0 ypadny Siddoker- <kav ) voa) yap, aAda Sofdly vooetvs, (v’ ﬁ amo Tob 'Opéarov els koLvov
petaBefnras o Adyos. Callistratus again appears at Orestes 1038, this time as a spokesperson for
Aristophanes of Byzantium: ypagerac kal <86povs. obTws yovv kal Kadiorpatés pnoww AptoTodavy
ypépewv, “Sépov is also written; Callistratus in any case says that Aristophanes writes thus.”%

In many cases a variant or variants are given without any specification as to which is better, and
even when a preference is stated, it is often without any explanation as to why it is preferred. Such is the
question over whether to read a form of mimrewv Or maiewv at Orestes 1547, the uncertainty of whether to
read a participle or an infinitive at Phoenissae 1547 (<éxwv loov> éav ypadmrar <éxeiv>, kal <amovéuelv>:
éav 8¢ <Eywv>, kal <d7Tové‘U,wV>),93 or a similar question at Alcestis 734 (rwes e <éppwv> ypapovor ovv 7é
<v>, lva 7) petoxq vt prjatos Tob éppe). The same is true for discussions of dubious verses, where some
are marked simply as missing in most or at least a few manuscripts, with no preference stated as to

whether they truly belong.*

% Hec. 13, Or. 957, Ph. 642

o 14 kad& T@v avTLypéav <dpagovs éxer (Hec. 225).

% See also, among others, the note on Philochorus at Hecuba 1 and on Aristophanes at Orestes 713.

% Neither of these options seems to be the correct reading is irrelevant to the present inquiry. As shall be true
throughout, I am concerned with the principles and methods of ancient scholarly practice even when it is shown to
be faulty.

% 0r. 1229, 1394; Ph. 375, 1075, 1225, 1282; Hipp. 1050; Alc. 820; Andr. 1254
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This is not always the case, however. The scholiast will sometimes indicate a preferred option
plainly with a “which is better” formula, as in the case of Troades 40: ypaperar <oikTpa>, 0 kal duetvov.
He can also provide more substantial grounds for the variant, as in Hecuba 70f., where there is a debate
over the verse ending vo¢ or yfiv: el 8¢ ypaderar <xbiv>, obrws elmev, émel éx Tijs yijs Aéyovrac
avamépmeatac ot dverpor, “But if yfawv is written, [Euripides] spoke thus because dreams are said to be sent
forth from the earth.” Similarly, consider the original text of Andromache 89f., where a servant girl
unwillingly agrees to deliver a message to Peleus for Andromache, possibly at her own peril: 46X ey,
emel oL kov mepiAemtos Bios / 8ovAns yuvaikés, fv Tu kal mabw kaxév, “But I go, since the life of a servant
woman is no precious thing, whether | also suffer some evil.” A scholion remarks that some manuscripts
omit the od in crasis, leaving only «at mepiBAemros, in Which case the handmaiden’s comment is ironic—
that is, she claims sarcastically that, of course, her life as a slave is of utmost concern.

As before, there is a parallel with verses marked as dubious, for while a preference is unspecified
in some cases, others come with a rationale. A key example is Orestes 957, where the chorus laments
Electra’s sorrowful appearance: év éviots 8¢ ov dépovrar o Tpels orixoL obTOL. TS Yap oUK Epele
otvyvalew; “But in some [manuscripts] these three lines are not contained, for how was she not about to
have a gloomy countenance?” Here it is revealed that some textual critics have excised the lines on the
principle that needless, unnecessary, and gratuitous pleonasms are unworthy of the poet, a principle we
shall address later when discussing the aesthetic/ literary critical approaches found in the scholia. Also of
note is Orestes 641f., which is marked by some for deletion on account of its un-Euripidean flavor: évcoc
abetobor TobTOV KAl TOV éfﬁs oTix0V" 0UK EXOUUL yap Tov Edpumidetov xapaktipa. AS for what is meant by
“Euripidean,” let us save this matter for later. Suffice it for now to say that the scholiasts may give
reasons, however limited, for textual variants and verses of doubted autheticity. %

Separate mention is owing to one of the more interesting instances of textual criticism found in

the Euripidean scholia. Phoenissae 682-7 reads: ot viv éxyovor ktioav, / kal duévupor Oeai, / Tlepoépaooa

% For other examples of the defense of certain textual readings: Ph. 378, 393, 566.
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kal pida / Aaparnp Oed, / mavrwv dvacoa, mavrav 8¢ I'd Tpopés, / krjoavro, “Your ancestors founded it
[Thebes] for you, and the two-named goddesses, Persephone and her dear mother Demeter, queen of all,
and Earth, nurse of all, founded it.” A scholion to the first line mentions a variant: <o v éxyévw
kTioavs, (v’ 7; 76 ekyévw oov, " Emage, 7 Kadpw, at Oeal karéktioav Tas 0nfas, “So that [the verse] is,
‘Epaphus, the goddesses founded Thebes for your ancestor Cadmus.”” The replacement of ooi viv éxyovor
with o6 vev éxyéve is unexceptional, but the reason behind it is one of the most elaborate textual notes
found in the corpus:

yéyove 8¢ mepl TV ypadny apndpTnpa. dpyovros yap Abivnoww EdkAeiSov pwiime Tév pakpdv

evpTpévay Tols PpaxéoLy AVTL TOV PAKP@Y EXPGYTO, TG <€> AVTL TOD <T> KAl T® <0> AVTL TOD <w>.

Eypagov o0V 7O S1jpw peta o0 <u>* Stjpot. p1) vorioavtes 8¢ 0TL kaTa TNV apxaiav ypadiy

€oTL kal Set petabetvar TO <0> €ls TO <w> e’poafav To vonTév.

And an error has occurred in the manuscript. For when Eucleides was archon at Athens [403-402

BC], since long [vowels] had not yet been discovered, they were using short ones instead of long:

epsilon instead of eta and omicron instead of omega. Therefore they used to write x7pw With the

iota as 7juoc. And not knowing that [the text] is in accordance with the old style and that it is

necessary to transpose the omicron into the omega [i.e., making the word a dative singular instead

of nominative plural], they confused the sense.
The “they” is left unspecified, though it is worth nothing that additional scholia to this verse as recorded
by Schwartz assume a nominative plural, so there do seem to have been some who favored the reading oo
v éxyovor. It is impossible to know whether the source of the first note would have known of the
others, but in any case the existence of variants is clear. There are a number of issues at stake here, not
least the idea of scholiasts butting heads, but for now let it suffice to show that the textual criticism of the
scholia occasionally goes beyond simple collation of different readings and preserves a sometimes fine-
toothed standard of judgment.

These issues of orthography also include uncertainty in accentuation in those cases where a
different diacritical marking changes the word entirely. Since that is so, choosing accents—Ilike
choosing word variants—is often a matter of interpretation. For some of these situations the scholiast is

confident in his assertion, though at other times the door is left open for multiple readings. See Medea

365, which gives the example of rat7a VS. Tadrd, Which in some places gets a circumflex accent and in
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others an acute with crasis: 7o <ratTa> 7jj pev mepiomarar. i 8¢ ofvverar, 6 €0ty AAAG KaTA TODTO TO
pépos, kabo merabels Kpéwv amijAbe, ov TavTa Ta mpdypard éorwv, alda Bedriova. At Hecuba 155, some
give an alternate accent that shifts the tense of the verb from present to future: rwes 8¢ mepiomdor To
<dx@>, v’ 9 omotav fxTow Bosiv. Changing accents can also affect the syntax of a clause, as in Orestes
757, where the eta is either an intensive particle or a relative pronoun standing in for an indirect
interrogative pronoun: <z xpwvet Ti ypija Aéfovs 6 7 avri T0b 81 AvaaTpemTéov 8¢ Tov Adyov: Ti 81) KpLvel,
Aééov: 7 oUTws* TC 89 1) PYijpos kpLvel, elme, 5TL poPodpar: 7) oUTws® TO 7 AVTL TOD NTLS <NTLS>, AVTY 7 Pijos,
Ti kpvet, Aé€ov. See also an example of shifting technical vocabulary at Phoenissae 84: <vaiwv wruyés>
€av pév amo Tod wTHE, TTUXaAs, éav 8¢ amo Tob TTUXT, wTUXas, “If it comes from mro¢, then [the accents
appears as] wroyas, but if from mruys, then mruyas.”

It should be mentioned too that other scholia give instructions about accents that go beyond the
original text at hand and aim to teach general principles, a didactic tendency that | shall be highlighting at
various points throughout my project, especially for the ramifications this practice has for determining the
intended audience of the scholia. For instance, a number of notes explain that the accentuation of a
particular form is parallel to that of other words. Note the corresponding example for the acute accent on
the final syllable of gay at Rhesus 207: ws apayi, oévrévws. SO too with the acute accent on the
penultimate syllable of cépcac at Orestes 261: 1o <téprar> mpomapolivovary ws To Tepdprat kal aitiar. The
note at Phoenissae 468 does one better, citing analogous examples but also giving a more general
principle that the reader can use for the correct accentuation of other nouns derived from verbs: <kat
StaddakTis kakdv> dtallakTis ofvTévws® Ta yap mapa piHpa ofdvovtar ws To koAvpBnTis mOLYTIYS,
“Scaddaxtiis has an acute accent on the final syllable, for [nouns] from verbs get this accent, like the

words kodvpBnris and mouyrijs.”®’ These scholia go beyond the immediate necessity of explaining the

% Compare the distinction between the adverb and imperative with Sov at Hecuba 808 (<iSous: Bapvréves o pijua,
oévTévws TO e’ﬂ'ippmux); cf. Ph. 227, 697; Andr. 816.

*" It is worth noting the scholiastic convention of the neuter singular article to indicate an entry of a word or phrase,
where we would use quotation marks.
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text by appealing to analogical examples that demonstrate the same phenomenon, all with the purpose
(ostensibly) of equipping the reader to have a better handle on Greek grammar.

Especially for those reading texts that may not have word breaks and a consistent system of
punctuation—or any at all—a commentary must also provide help in distinguishing syntactical units.
That this is a concern for scholiasts is evident in the many passages in which commas or periods are
mandated through language such as dmoorikréor (“a comma must be placed here”) and orirréov (“a
period/ colon must be placed here”). As with other kinds of notes, though, there is not always certainty as
to where punctuation should go, for which see Orestes 933: rwves eis 10 <madar> arilovary, “Some put a
period/ colon after maAac.”*® Further, punctuation is recognized not simply as a means of helping a reader
comprehend a text, but rather as a means of interpreting that text. For example, take Euripides’ verses
beginning at Phoenissae 1356 where the messenger relates the death of Polyneices and Eteocles: ra pev
mpo mopywv ebTuympara xBovos olal ob pakpav yap Teryéwv mepumTuyai, “You know the good fortunes of
our land that were before the walls, for the enclosing of the walls is not far away.” The scholion reads:
<ola¥™ 0 pakpav yap TeLyéwvs Twés els T0 ob arilovawr ovk olaba, ¢mat, T4 O THV TOPYwY edTUXTRATA"
pakpav yap elow, “Some punctuate after the oo, “You do not know,” he says, ‘the fortunes in front of the
walls, for they are far away.”” However strange it may be for scholiasts to accept this interpretation, note
that different possibilities for punctuation result in completely different meanings.” Punctuation is thus
recognized as an element that is just as central to the construction of the text as the selection of the words
themselves.

Allied with the use of punctuation marks is the mention of various types of syntactical
organization. Just as a scholiast might point to a comma or full stop to show the reader where to find the
beginning of a new sense unit, so too could he point out hyperbaton, parenthesis, and other types of word
grouping or separation that might require elucidation. There is often clarification, for example, when

normal word order is disrupted. A scholion at Orestes 1378 offers help of this type with its instruction to

% Cf. Ph. 217, 234; Hipp. 573; Alc. 909; Andr. 480; Rh. 508
% Cf. Hipp. 1378, Med. 1124
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read the original text (wa. ¢vyw, &évar, modiov aibép’ aumrajpevos ) mévrov, Qkeavos ov Tavpbkpavos
aykddais eXioowv kukdot xBévas) as if the delayed relative pronoun were actually at the head of its clause
according to normal word order (dvacrpemréov 8¢ Ty A€, Tovréoriv dv ‘Qreavés;).'® The figure of
vmépbeos IS also pointed out for Hecuba 391 (vpets 8¢ pw” alda Buyarpl ovpdovevoare), meaning that the
delayed aAAé would normally be first in its clause. Also included is the figure of rufous (though it is not

always given its formal name), specifically with compound verbs separated into root and prefix.10!

Identification of cola divisions is another common feature of the scholia, as at Orestes 168 (amo
Tob <0V yap viv> €ws Tob <bwiéaca> 1o kdAov) and 1419 (1o <ui Tis el 86Mos> dAo kdAov). This includes
pointing out parenthetical phrases, which have “middleness” (1ecé77s), meaning that they are inserted in
the middle of a different syntactical construction. Other phrases marking this phenomenon include év
pecoovaBia, év péow, OF Sub péow," all indicating that the given group of words has interrupted a
statement and that the reader must take together what comes before and after, despite the separation.
Akin to this is the idea that certain phrases must be read “by themselves” (kar’ (8iav, amodvTws, kal’
éavrs),"® opposite in force but similar in concept to statements that certain sentence elements “must be
joined together” (suvamréov).'® As with the other kinds of textual notes demonstrated so far, such
comments may be assertive or noncommittal in case of a debated reading.

Thus far | have shown a range of different types of comments that relate to alternate readings,
punctuation, and word order or cola identification. It would be misleading, however, to suggest that these
are distinct patterns of thinking, for the various concerns frequently appear in conjunction with one
another. Instructions to add a comma, for example, go naturally with instructions to take certain words

together.'® So too may a variation in spelling affect accentuation: <8épmyv> i pert Tob <u>, dévTévas

1% gee the similar case of anastrophe at Phoenissae 1498 (1o 8¢ <riva mpés> avaorpemréov, TovTéare mpos Tiva); Cf.
Rh. 783.

1%L ph, 325, Andr. 552

192 Respectively: Med. 1085, Or. 340, Ph. 341; for further examples, see Ph. 341, 583.

1% 0Or. 327, 446; Andr. 1042, 1273; Tr. 951

1% Med. 1053, Andr. 807

1% E g., Ph. 101; Hec. 1029, 1035
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Setpriv: €l 8¢ ywpis Tob <u>, Bapurévws dépmy.'® Further, different forms of punctuation may lead to
emendations in accentuation, as at Phoenissae 196: &vioc 8¢ arilovowy els T0 <méAwv> kal TO <y@peL>
mapobivovar kal ovTws éényodvTa . . ., “But some put a full stop at méAcwr and make an acute accent on the
penultimate syllable of ydpe. and interpret the passage as follows . . ..” My distillation of these variant
subsets of textual construction is meant only to help us examine different aspects of a general approach to
the text. In summary, we should say that the scholiasts were concerned with an accurate rendering of the
original text, and in their work they made use of a variety of tools, all of which—as the scholiasts were
well aware and as the last example shows especially—affected the interpretation (éé7ynacs) of the original

text.

Lexicography

Lexicographical notes are some of the most pervasive and essential of all the scholia. | say
“essential” because at the heart of the commentary is exegesis of the original text, and the definition of
individual words is the most fundamental element of this endeavor. As described in the first chapter, the
tradition of lexeis literature is huge, and although the “scholarly” treatment of the topic begins to appear
more in the Hellenistic period, lexicography in practice is inherent to the composition (and digestion, and
re-performance) of literature itself. In the Euripidean scholia this practice exhibits itself primarily in the
form of the gloss, but also in etymologies, notes on lexical figures, and discussions of lexical propriety.

As discussed above, the scholiastic gloss can take several forms. The most fundamental is a one-

for-one pairing of a common word with an unfamiliar word in the original text,"’

the central assumption
of this ubiquitous technique being that words have more familiar correlates that are sufficiently

synonymous to clarify what the poet is saying without compromising his meaning. Glosses are also

106

Med. 29
197 For just one of the multitudinous examples, see the gloss 76 pavrikéy for pavrésvvov, with no other explanation
given (Andr. 1032).
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needed for common words used in uncommon ways, that is, when those words function outside of their
normal lexical or grammatical domain. For example, it is common to read that aAAa should be understood
as meaning yap, or that mps stands for dva, or that ds is a replacement for 57..'% Such cases do not usually
come with any explanation for why the substitution is made, but regardless it is clear that this practice
implicitly acknowledges that the poet will from time to time utilize a word in a way that is not in
accordance with the commentator’s sense of standard usage.

Other types of glosses might seem to us more encyclopedic than lexicographical, though I find no
reason draw too fine a distinction here. These notes provided extended definitions of specialist
terminologies in various fields, such as military language pertaining to certain kinds of equipment or
tactics.’®® Other examples include the terminology of sailing, family relations, sacrifice, drinking cups,
and more.™® Some of these glosses aim at drawing specific distinctions in usage between terms, as in the
note explaining the phrase popgij pev odk edwmés, avdpetos & avijp (“He is not fair to look upon in form,
but he is a courageous man”) at Orestes 918: av8petos 17 puxf). avdpeia yap emt puxis. papn de emt
odpartos, “[He means] avdpetos in soul, for avdpeia pertains to the soul, and papy pertains to the body.”
Likewise, note the distinction at Phoenissae 1010 that different words are used to label the bedroom of a
mortal and a sacred room belonging to a god: Scagéper ankos kai ddvrov. o pev yap onxos eml avlpdymov, To
8¢ d8urov éml feod.™™ Other glosses define idiomatic phrases, as at Andromache 1120: <ywpel 8¢
mpUvav> 6 0TIV €ls TOUTLO®W avemédiaey ur Sovs T4 vHTA, AAAL Tpos Tovs evavTiovs opav, “The phrase
xwpet 8¢ mpopuvav means to backpedal without showing [your enemy] your back.” And as we have seen in
other types of notes, not every assertion made by the scholiast is rigidly dogmatic. At Orestes 21, for

instance, it is remarked that the bed of Clytemnestra could be émionpov either on account of its cw@poaivy

198 Respectively: Ph. 529, 1519; Or. 93. For further examples: Hec. 94, Or. 439, Ph. 643, Hipp. 525, Med. 912, et
al.

199 Hec. 133, 1155f.; Or. 1302; Ph. 1095, 1240, 1386, 1400; Alc. 498; Rh. 2

110 Respectively: Or. 57, 1233; Ph. 274; Rh. 419

L Cf. Ph. 1116, Andr. 282
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before her adultery or in a bad sense (i.e., “infamous”) after the adultery.**> The possibilities can also
become more numerous, as for ¢uows at Orestes 126: ot puév paot ouvwvvpety T4 popdi kal T4 dopud, ot de
TV eVmpémeLay Tob TdLaTos Kal TO kGAAos, ol 8€ Tov Tpémov kal TNV PvoLy eéxdaTov, “Some say it is
synonymous with form and figure, and some say a decent physical appearance and good looks, and others
say character and individual nature.”**®

Such distinctions may also include general didactic information in addition to specific exegetical
help for the passage at hand. For instance, to understand the meaning of peAavSerov in Orestes 821, one
does not need to know that other compounds that are not found in this passage behave similarly."* One
can also grasp the idea that mapapovaos is a synonym for duovaos Without being instructed that dvocav and
mapavorav are analogous.™ Likewise, once a definition for iefjuss is given, one does not necessarily need
to know how it differs from mopfuss, a word not found in this passage from the original text."®
Moreover, although the reader has already been told that rérpwpov means rébpcmmov, the scholiast goes
further in linking the language of yoking horses to a word referring to a spouse: xat suvwpis 8¢, oTav
€repos eTépw ouvelevypévos ﬁ amo TovTov Kal ouvdopos 1) yuvy Aéyerar, 1) ouvnpTYUéVT Kal ouvelevypév,
“And also a horse is called suvapts When one is joined to another. From this also a wife is called a
ouvéopos, one who is joined together and yoked [to her husband].”*"’
One may argue as well that notes containing a profusion of glosses for a single word also smack

of a didactic approach, though less explicitly than in the aforementioned notes. It is true that in these

instances of heavy glossing the scholiast may be aiming at establishing the full range of meanings so that

12 Cf. Hec. 865

'3 The issue of ambiguity in the original text is crucial for the aesthetic judgments found in the scholia. Poets are
generally expected to be precise in their diction, but not pleonastic. The concept of wesérys that we encountered in
our discussion of syntax also recurs a few times in lexicography for words that are “middle” (i.e. they are
ambiguous, as if vocabulary is being charted via Venn diagram). This concept will be prevalent in other scholiastic
corpora as well, especially in the commentaries of Servius.

WS o pédawvav Aafny Exewv, TouTéaTL peAdykamov. 7) pélav mapa Tod Pévov yevipevov. moAda 8¢ elor T ToLadTa
otvfera, otov ‘kedatvedés alpa’ olov TO védos obk Eykeitat, ovTws Kol évradfa 7o SeSéabar ovk EykeTal.

5 ph, 785

116 3Lagbép€L Se Za’@;u‘)g ‘n'op@;wﬁ. ZG@;LE); ;Lév yép éoTLy 0 ;Leraft‘; dvo Baraoody TOpeVTLLOS TOTTOS, Wop@pbg 8¢ 10 avdmaAy
(Hipp. 1210).

"7 Alc. 483
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the reader can appreciate the original text on a variety of levels, but at a certain point it seems that the
note becomes a thesaurus lesson more than an interpretation of the Euripidean text. Andromache 46
provides one such instance: <eppijvevpas dmépvnoLy dyyelov onuetov prnuéovvov TekLipLov. TAHTA
onpaiver To epprvevpa. Note especially that the second entry, dyyelov, would make no sense in a
translation in the original text, an indication that we are being treated to extraneous knowledge to help us
round out our understanding of a multivalent Greek word. So too there is an abundance of glossing at
Hippolytus 935 (<€&edpoc> ot ééedpomotol v ppevdv pov fTow pacvdpevor, ééeatnriéTes, ddikol,
mapadoyiaTikol, 1) Kadds Aeyépevor, al’ Ew Tijs Siavoias ovres) and Orestes 922 (<avemimAnkrov>
avemiAymrov, avapdpryrov, adidpbopov, aBAafi), ovk d€iov Tod émmijrreatal, avemTipnTrov, ov oddels Sta
10 ad¢ppov UPpeaev). Surely one or two of these glosses would have been sufficient for understanding the
Euripidean sentiment, and yet the scholiast provides much more than that, seemingly seizing the
opportunity to provide the reader with a lexicographical lesson.

I proceed now to describe some aspects of semantic theory found in the scholia, that is, principles
by which the definitions of words are constructed and interpreted. One of the foundational principles of
this type of area of exegesis in the commentaries is that words have different meanings in differeng
temporal, cultural, and lexical contexts. A number of times, for example, the word vov is included in an
otherwise basic gloss to signal that the synonym is applicable “now” (i.e., in this passage), but with the
implication that elsewhere this may not be so. Such is the case at Orestes 605: suppopas 8¢ viv Tas
ouvruyias, “And here oupdopas [means] ovvruyias.”™® Though there is no help as to how this definition
varies, nor any examples given as to what the other possibilities might be, the scholiast alerts the reader
that the gloss is contextually determined. Scholiasts also identify flexibility in meaning across different
cultures, as with the term oxéreoe at Alcestis 989: oxériow Aéyovrar ot Aabflpator matdes kai €€ adadovyrirwy
yapwv yevépevor. “Opnpos [Z 24 ‘okéTiov 8¢ € yeivato pijrnp’. TovTous 8¢ ‘Pédiow parpoéévovs kalobouv.

Kpijres 8¢ Tovs avijfous oxotiovs Aéyovarr, “Children born in secret and through secret marriages are

118 The same use of vov occurs at Phoenissae 963, 1025, and 1098, among others.
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called oxéreoe. Homer [6.24]: ‘And his mother gave birth to a child in secret.” And the Rhodians call
them parpoéévous, and the Cretans call them avzovs ororiovs.” Other words change semantically over
time. Much more attention will be given to this concept later in this chapter, but for now it suffices to
note a single example, the word vépov at Hecuba 685: avri od Bpmuyrixiis @dijs vépovs yap Aéyovoy ot
malacol Tas pdas, “This word means a threnetic song, for the men of old call songs vépoc.”

The scholiastic approach to lexicography also involves the principle of analogy, where the
meanings of two or more words are linked through some special relationship between them. | have
already noted the argument implicit at Phoenissae 785 regarding the similar morphological formation of
mapépovoos and dpovaos, Which is parallel to the relationship between wapavocav and dvowav. The same
principle is visible for semantics, as at Hippolytus 1352: <o¢dakelos> o peta 68vvrs omaouss, kata
ovyyévelav Tob <m> els <¢>, “opakrelos [iS] @ omaouss With pain, according to the kinship/ closeness of pi
and phi.” Here a curious procedure emerges for establishing definitions: if a word contains phonological
similarities to another word, it may indicate that their meanings are closely related. Consider also a
double example at Andromache 167, where Hermione refers to sprinkling water with the phrase
omeipovoav Ayeldtov Spéaov, 10 Which the scholiast adds: avri Tob paivoveav: ws yap ol omeipovres
piTTovoL T4 omépparta €v T4 yij, 0UTws Kal ol paivovTes To Ldwp. AxeAdov 8¢ TAV ToTauLOY Udwp Padly ws
Spdv mav dévSpov kal akpéSpva mavTas Tovs kapmovs. The first instance of analogy is that the phrase
“sowing water” comes from the affinity of sowing seed and sprinkling water, so that the two phrases have
become mixed because of the likeness of the actions that they represent. The second instance is that one
may read “Achelous” as “water” in the same way as “oak” is used for all sorts of trees, while the
specialized term axpsédpva (Used especially for hard-shelled fruits) may refer by extension to fruit in

general.



42

A further key aspect of scholiastic semantics is found in its use of etymology, the elucidation of
meaning on the basis of a word’s origin."® Many etymologies are simply stated without any specification
of what that etymology has to do with the interpretation of the word at hand, but throughout there runs the
assumption that knowing a word’s origin will help a reader understand its meaning (though as before,
some may be included for more general didactic purposes and not only for the exegesis of the passage

120

itself). Some are stated plainly, as is the naming of Oedipus from his swollen feet™" and the term péAafpa

from the blackening (ueAaivestac) of a roof by smoke from the hearth.*** Words may also result from the
combination of two near-synonyms: <mpevpéveta> mpaos ebpevis: ex yap Tdv Svo cbykerrar 7 Aééis. 2 In
other cases there is disagreement about an etymology, and so multiple possibilities are given.*”® There are
also examples of etymology e contrario, in which a word is said to derive from something that is its
opposite. Thus it is suggested by some that, among other possibilities, the name of Atlas may come from
the fact that he is moAvrAas,™* that is, “unburdened” really means “much burdened.” In other cases,
etymologies are claimed on the basis of another poet’s work. The scholiast states, for example, that
eamépa is so called possibly because evening is when we “pass over to ourselves” (eis éavrovs mepdyev), a
derivation to which Sappho is said to nod in her verse &omepe mavra ¢pépwv Soa paivolis éoxédac’ abws.™
Also of particular note is the etymology of the name Aphrodite at Troades 990: one possibility is that
given by Hesiod (sea foam), but the scholiast also 100ks to agspyrov (“unbearable”), noting that Euripides
himself puns at this etymology at Hippolytus 443, which reads: Kompts y&p ot dhopyros, iy mody) pug. >
These latter examples are critical, for they represent the sort of analogical reasoning from external

citations that is a cornerstone of the exegetical methods employed by the scholiasts, a concept | will

address in more detail below.

1191t is widely known that ancient etymologies are highly creative, to put it gently. My concern for the moment is
not the accuracy of the claims made, but rather what the claims tell us about the practices of these ancient scholars.
120 mapd 7o oldelv Tols m6das éx Tév mepovav (Ph. 27).

121 Andr. 882; Hecuba 649 is a parallel, but it should be noted that Schwartz deemed this the work of a later hand.
122 Hec. 538; cf. Or. 1323

1 E.g., Or. 220 (méAavov); cf. Or. 268 (kepovAxd)

24 Hipp. 747

% 0r. 1260

1251t is perhaps interesting that the scholia to this verse from the Hippolytus say nothing of the etymology.
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Also under the umbrella of our theory of semantics is the category of linguistic figures, or
oxipara. The assumption behind this type of note is that there is a collection of irregular manners of
speaking in which meaning is constructed in a way that is not intuitive. The scholia do contain formal

128 synecdoche,'® etc.), but the

labels for certain types of this phenomenon (e.g., periphrasis,**’ hyperbole,
thrust to establish a clear typology is inconsistent, so instead of presenting a full range of these terms, |
wish to consider them as a whole. These figures constitute a recognized feature of poetry*® in which a
thing is denoted in language that varies slightly from what is expected. Euripides might, for example, use
some variation of a part-for-the-whole construction (dmd évos & mavra Smha Sphot™>) oF a type of
metonymy that represents a thing that is made with the the thing that makes it, as at Hecuba 1153 where
the chorus praises the “shuttle of the Thracian hand” (kep«8’ "Hdawvijs xepos), the shuttle standing in for
the garment: <kepxida> ¢nol 10 ipériov 70 yevépevov amo Opakikis xeLpés, Ao S ToD ToLoDYTOS TO
mowobpevoy dvipacev.*2 By a similar token, a place may be called from the thing that is found therein.**®
Other variations include a species-for-species switch, as in the herpetological terminology in Orestes 479:
eldos dvTi elSous EXafev yévos pév yap 6 Seus, eldos 8 6 Spakwy kal Eyus Kkal T4 Aoumd TGV Spewv: vV Sé

Spakav dvri Tob &xus.”> Similarly, the poet may call a category of people or items by the name of its most

distinguished subcategory, which we (applying same principle) might call a bucolicism on the basis of its

" Hec. 21, Or. 270, Ph. 699, Med. 425
% ph, 111
2 Med. 4, Rh. 360
130 On the other hand, such figures appear very frequently in the scholia to Aeschines as well, and a general reliance
on Thucydides and Demosthenes in scholia to Greek poetry (and for Roman scholarship, Cicero and Sallust) for
linguistic purposes shows that the division between poetry and prose is not that great, at least in terms of oysjuara.
The most significant distinction will be drawn by Servius, whose delineation of poetica licentia clearly marks out
boundaries upon which prose style cannot and should not encroach.
BLE g., Hec. 920
132 Cf. Ph. 1351

® <rrecoovs> 8¢, émel amo TG év Tols TémoLs wvépalov Tovs Témous (Med. 67).
34 This note is particularly useful for highlighting the importance of using the scholia to help interpret other scholia.
The note to Phoenissae 1138 contains the same argument, but in abbreviated form: <8paxovres Eépepov>: ai éxidvirders
Keq’m)\al Tﬁg 55pas. SPdKovrag 8¢ elmev €Z80§ avTl eldovs Wapa)\aﬁa'w. This scholion would be much more difficult to
comprehend without the more explicit note in the Orestes, and so it is with many other kinds of notes.
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most frequent application: <immoBovkédows imrmodopBoi: 76 8¢ BovrdAor dard Tob émaripov Lpov.™* In all
these cases, whether a specific term for the figure is employed or not, the scholiast calls attention to a
manner of speaking that is not in accordance with normal expectation.

In a related category, the scholiasts will often mark a lexical anomaly as something written
“improperly” or “contrary to common usage” (axtpws, kataypnorikds). While not quite an instance of
figured speech, this type of anomaly operates on a similar principle: Euripides has used a word or phrase
that is not exactly what one would expect, and thus clarification is required. In a note to Medea 1122, the
scholiast explains that Euripides has improperly named the ship a “vehicle,” which is more fitting for

136 At Phoenissae 851 it is pointed out that almos 6805 can mean either the weariness

land-conveyance.
that comes from the journey, or as some say, aimos means “height” and is here used improperly
(kaTaypnorukds) for “length.” Not all notes of this type, however, single out Euripides for anomalous
usage. Itis acknowledged at Orestes 382 that Euripides’ phrasing is “proper,” since he used mpwrédera in
its true sense of “firstfruits” instead of a common improper use of the term to describe all things that are
“first”: <mpwréleia> 8¢ kvpiws 1) Tis Aeias amapyr vov 8¢ mpwTéAeld pnou Tijs Lkeaias TV dmapiiv.
KATAXPTOTLKAS Yap TPWTOAELQ TAVTA T4 TPOTE paow.

Of particular note is the tendency of the scholia to include citations to other poets (including other
examples from Euripides himself) in cases of anomalous usage. It seems that these notes constitute an
appeal to authority, implying that Euripides can get away with irregularities if they appear in similar form

elsewhere in literature. A fuller discussion of this technique of cross-referencing is forthcoming later in

the chapter, and citations of other authors are employed for much more than lexical reinforcement, but for

135 | e., those who care for horses are called horse-cowherds, since the most salient type of herdsman is a cowherd
(Ph. 28); cf. Alc. 8, Andr. 281. This figure recurs under a different name in Servius (kar’ éfoxijv).

% KaTaXPNOTLKGS TV vady amiyny avépacey: amivy yap kupiws 7 apada.

37 Cf. Ph. 203; such comments on propriety complicate our understanding of the purpose behind this type of note.
On the one hand, one suspects that in some cases it is a matter of understanding the passage: if an anomalous term is
used, this might result in a misreading. On the other hand, it could also be that the scholiasts do not want their
(possibly young and impressionable) readers to develop a bad habit, assuming that anything they read in a tragic
drama will pass for proper, regular Greek. There is also the fact that sometimes the marker is not for improper
language, but proper language (as shown just below), in which case there should be no need to clarify the original
text. This latter phenomenon suggests more strongly that the commentators are interested in establishing good
writing habits in the reader.
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now a small selection will suffice to show the range of authorizations that appear. Unsurprisingly, Homer

is the most frequently cited author and is called in to defend such things as the use of Aiuvy to mean

13 99138 140

sea,”™® mévos as a synonym for Zpyov," the use of special equine vocabulary,'* the labeling of time as
cyclical,*** and the Euripidean phrase oréparos év modacs.** Pindar too is brought in for comparison, as
at Phoenissae 683: <éxrioavro> avti Tob dkmoav, ws 10 ‘opetktiTov ovés’ mapa Iwdéapw [frg. 313], avri Tob
opetoikov. That is, Euripides and Pindar both use a root common with «ri{w instead of the expected
oixéw.™ Other examples include references to Menander,*** Apollonius Rhodius,* and a few passages

from Aristophanes™* and Aeschlyus,**’

all to show parallel lexical phenomena.

Euripides himself is also used for lexical comparanda. The use of gyAos in the sense of gyAnacs at
Hecuba 605 is cited also from the Medea. Similarly, foalwv at Orestes 335 is linked to similar passage in
the Andromeda. See also a note on the terminology at Medea 216 that turns to the Hippolytus for a
comparable use of oepvév: kal vov 8¢ 10 gepvév avri Tob vmeprdavor ws kal ev lmrmodvTw [92] ‘uioel To
oepvov kal To u1 maow ¢pidov.” Finally, the term olxeiov at Andromache 986 is paralleled by a similar use
in the Bacchae. These passages show that the scholiasts were sensitive to similar locutions in other plays
of Euripides and help the reader keep track of irregularities that Euripides uses multiple times.

Contrary to what one might expect in a commentary on poetry, there is also a selection of prose

citations used for the same lexical purposes. Thucydides is cited for an analogous use of ausvew and an

'3 Hec. 446

9 0r. 343

1% Med. 134, Andr. 729

M Alc. 449

142 opoiws 76 ‘Opnpikd: ‘€pros 68évrwv’, “This is like the Homeric phrase ‘boundary of the teeth’ (Hipp. 882). For
other instances of Homeric text used to justify lexical phenomena in Euripides: Or. 24, 393, 408, 1137, 1197; Ph.
789; Andr. 107, 1120.

%3 The same passage from Pindar is evoked for the same reason at Orestes 1621. See also Phoenissae 1285, where
Pindar is cited as an analogue for Euripides’ use of an adjective of “shuddering” to mean “causing shudders.”
Pindar is again used at Andromache 107 as an example of the verb aipéw used in an amo xoivov construction in which
the first means mopféw and the second means avacpéw. Interestingly, it is noted that this formulation has “Homeric
force” (‘Opmpukd {#Aw), and a line from Iliad 11 is also quoted.

14 vewrepov (Hec. 217)

Y5 rtvos (Or. 225)

' 0r. 210, Ph. 1668

" Ph. 209, 1194
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idiom for backpedaling or “backing water.”**® Herodotus is cited for the use of 6pilw to mean “passing
between two objects.”**® Demosthenes too is included in a short note explaining Euripides’ use of Sewvés
at Andromache 985: avri Tob* aldTapkes kal tkavov els émikovpiav év Tals auppopals. 70 O¢ Sewvév kal o
priTwp avtl Tob tkavéy Térayev [Olynth. 1, 3] Sewos mpaypaot xpijobac.” These passages raise interesting
questions regarding the methodology for examining Euripidean lexicography, for the implicit assumption
is that lexical irregularity is not a phenomenon confined to poetry, an important factor to consider in
judging the extent to which the scholia represent the existence (or non-existence) of categorical

differences in genre.

Grammar

In addition to the task of determining and communicating the meaning of words is the exposition
of how those words relate to one another—a concise, if over-simplified definition of the modern
conception of grammar. In this category | isolate notes pertaining to the following: parts of speech,
morphology, case systems, dialects, and various syntactical issues. Here, as in the lexical notes, there will
be seen a didactic tendency, as some comments not only help a reader through the difficulties of the
passage at hand, but also teach a broader grammatical lesson.

One feature of the scholia that modern readers will find charming is the implementation of a
taxonomy of grammatical terms that is surprisingly similar to what we generally employ in teaching
Greek nowadays. Comments about verb tense and the gender of nouns, for example, ring familiar in our
ears and help us to see the extent to which ancient scholarly texts have shaped our modern understanding
of the Greek language and the way in which it is taught. Not all such comments are clear to us, and

indeed a few demonstrate a fundamentally different approach to certain aspects of the language, so the

148 ph. 688, Andr. 1120
149 Med. 433
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correspondence with modern usage should be recognized, but not exaggerated. Even still, in general one
finds the same basic impulse in the scholia to identify words and explain their form, often with similar
terminology.

Let us begin our sequential look at the various parts of speech with verbs. As part of the
explication of Euripidean texts, the scholiasts recognize various features of verbs that may be altered, so

that one form should be read as another. Such is the case for several examples of tense inversion: a

151 152

present form is interpreted as a future,™ a present for an aorist,"" and an imperfect for a present,"* where
the scholiast adds a sort of label for this phenomenon, “tense for tense.”™> The same may be said for
mood, as when an imperative is said to stand in for what we would call a hortatory subjunctive,** or for
voice, when an active form is used instead of a passive.™™ Other notes offer a simple identification of
verbal forms. A scholion to Andromache 37 labels éxAéoura as a perfect middle form (wéoov
mapaxetpévov), where “middle” here means “intransitive”; that is, the meaning is “I remain [alone]”
instead of “I have abandoned.”**® A humorous note on mood also appears at Orestes 169, at which point
the chorus attempts to calm Electra down so that she does not wake Orestes, saying etdewv pév odv €dofa
(“And so I think he is sleeping™). The scholiast adds: dvri Tod Sokd.™ kabnovydoovoa 8¢ v "HAékrpav
$notv 67L kabetSewv adTov vopilw. Sto émpéper To <OmViiooEL> OpLOTLKGY, €TEl Tpdmy apdifolov elmodoa
ovk Emeroev, “Instead of Soxa [i.e., the aorist stands for the present]. And in order to hush Electra they say

‘I think he is sleeping.” For this reason they add ‘He’s sleeping!” [vs. 174] in the indicative, since in

speaking in noncommittal fashion [i.e., “I think that . . .”] they did not persuade her [to be quiet]”).

%0 <kaTeyyvd> avtl Tob kateyyviow (Or. 1675).
o <kelpopar> avtl Tob éxerpapny (Ph. 322).
192 <7?]v> avTi Tob éoTi, xpévos avti xpévouv (Med. 703).

% Cf. Hec. 1, Ph. 207, Ph. 1212

14 <Babe mpos edvas>: Bab avri ot Papev (Rh. 1).
1 <paav puldooewrs: avti Tob Pulaxdivar kai Typnbijvar, évepymriov avri mabnrikod (Med. 320).

156 Note the analogous example provided by the scholiast: dis odv Trike adrov kal Térnra d1° adrod, obrws ékAédoua
v’ avTod, dvTi Tob KaTedeidbny, (i.e. the perfect form means “I melt because of him/it”).

" Note the interpretation of the aorist as a present, where Z8o¢a must have a perfect sense, “I have judged” = “I

think.”
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Nouns too receive comment concerning their gender, number, and case. As with verbs, the note

158 159
1” 2. I n

may simply state a characteristic of a certain form, such as “this is a dua or “this is nominative.

addition, there are a number of examples of inversion, such as a plural form being used in place of a

160

singular.™ Also abundant is case inversion, or as the scholiasts sometimes call it, avrimroos.® A few

examples will give a sense of the pattern: <ayaluara> 8¢ avri Tod C’L’yd)\‘u,aO'L.lSZ UGV, avTl ToD DLV

° ﬁ VEVLKT

'yevucﬁ avTL 801’LKﬁ9.lG3 70 8¢ <poi> vt T0D ;Loﬁ.lM <TONTOV> QVUTL SoTikijs, Tols ﬂo)\[TaLg.lS
éoTLy QuTl aZTLaTLKﬁg.leG Case inversion, like other types of notes examined so far, can be left open, with
the scholiast providing multiple possibilities, perhaps without expressing a preference.’® The scholia also
contain information on the gender of nouns, mostly when it is thought that Euripides has done something
unusual. Examples include using orifos as a masculine and xauaé or aiava as feminine.'®® In another
passage, when one might have expected a masculine form to agree with dépoc, the scholiast remarks that
the neuter ¢podda refers to the understood neuter form oixrpara."® Compare also a note to Orestes 2 in
which the gender of the relative pronoun matches the feminine instead of the neuter noun in the
compound antecedent: Sca Ti elpnrws <émos> kai <mabos> mpos To Onlvkov Ta €&fjs ouvérae paokwy <7?79 ovK
av dpart’ dxbos>. papev odv ot mpoTidTal Tod 0vSeTépov TO BpAukov kal Stk ToDTO TPOS aVTO émoinae TV
oovrafv. Issues of gender are not always clear-cut, as at Phoenissae 1149, where it is unknown from
context whether Euripides used “heads” as a masculine or feminine noun,"” and where corresponding

passages from Archilochus, Homer, and lon are brought to bear. These examples show that for gender, in

%% Hec. 896, Or. 50

159 ph, 1722, Med. 638

160 mAnbuvTikds elmev [i.e., TotadTa] avri T0b* TorobTév Ti éoTv, Hec. 776; cf. Ph. 943, Med. 449, Andr. 771, Tr. 372.
181 E g., Ph. 793; the formulation may vary somewhat, as at Hecuba 847 (neraddaxréov tas mréoeLs).

%20r. 1434

193 P, 460

1% Hipp. 1102

1% Med. 11

188 Alc. 117; cf. Andr. 53 (which gives a similar example with a relative pronoun, an explanation of the phenomenon
we call “attraction™). For other examples of case inversion in general: Ph. 350, 1286, 1564.

19" Med. 910, Andr. 1014

158 Or. 1274; Ph. 1403, 1484; cf. Ph. 1488, Hipp. 852

199 Med. 139

170 » . . \ ~ 3 »n \ ~
G}L(}SLBOAOV TTOTEPOV TAS KOATAS ELTTEV 7) TOUS KPATAS.
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any case, there is little in the way of general instruction apart from a loose remark now and again, with
most mentions of the topic coming in only when there has been some deviation from the norm.

A few notes pertain to pronouns, though these are generally more difficult to understand. While
no full taxonomy is evident from the Euripidean scholia, we do see a couple of technical terms, including
Hecuba’s use of an “anaphoric” deictic pronoun: & <ratode> dvagopikév éort kal Sekrikév.'™ One also
sees at Orestes 142 a mention of what we would call an “ethical dative”: Scaféoews 8¢ éorv éupavriov To
<wou>. Itis unclear to me at this point exactly what “emphatic of condition/ disposition” means, but in any
case it is recognized that the pronoun does not quite indicate a real first-person reference. Further, there
are notes that show a certain degree of flexibility with pronouns. Again, it is not made clear on what basis
the irregularity is possible, whether through dialect, poetic language, or some other variant, but only that
one form should or at least can be understood as a replacement for a similar word. Such is the treatment
of Hecuba 1059, where Polydorus laments his betrayal by the Trojan women: moiav 7) TadTav 7 T4vd’
efaééw. The scholiast rephrases slightly, adding a pronoun to the series and giving us our familiar line-
up of Greek demonstrative pronouns: moiav mapéfw 686v+ apa TadTyy, dpa ékeivny, apa Tivde. In other
examples, the scholia show how vov may represent any of the three genders, or that it can be expressive of

a singular or plural entity.”* Compare too the substitution of a “definite” demonstrative pronoun for an

173 ~ 174

indefinite,” or the use of epoi in place of the reflexive épavré.

Adjectives and adverbs also get some limited treatment. For adjectives, one finds a transferred

175

epithet,'”> a comparative used in place of a superlative,'”® and a masculine adjective in place of a

177

feminine.”"" Adverbs are at times simply noted as such (émippnua), for example at Phoenissae 1224, but

' Hec. 1014

"2 0r. 289, 1659
183 75 <révdes aptapévov ENafev avri dopiaTov Tob Twvd (Or. 508).

174 pp, 508; cf. Hipp. 978: <éavrév> 8o dvrwvupiar émaAdnlot, kTeivewy € adtév. <i> abvbeTov avTi amlod, Tis avTés.

For the concept of “compound for simple,” see Orestes 382.
175

176
17

10 émifetov Tis yijs éml T4 apdyia perijyayev (Ph. 174).
<udAov kaTéxovoLvs: AvTl Tob PaALaTa, CUYKPLTLKOV avTl Tob UmepbeTikod (Hipp. 1466)

! <7) OTEPPOS odaa wéayos>: avri Tob aretpa (Andr. 711)
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there is also some system for describing different types of adverbs. These may be “invocational,”*"®

| 179 « 95180
'

adverbs of groaning or denia optative adverbs,”*® or even “adverbs of inspired frenzy.”*® Other,

less common grammatical phenomena include “interrogative conjunctions,”

a so-called pév solitarium
at Orestes 8,'® various interjectory words (ém.¢éypara) ranging from threnetic to invocational,'* a
discussion about causal vs. interrogative 6r. at Orestes 439, and the delineation of the meaning of certain
prefixes.'®

In addition to a classification of the parts of speech, the scholia also provide a number of notes on
morphology. Among other things, one finds dictionary headwords given for unfamiliar inflected forms,
a feature common in modern beginning and intermediate commentaries to Greek texts. A gloss at Rhesus
74 explains that AeAnppévor comes from Aqilw, for example, and other passages give similar help with
nouns: yépviBas is labeled as arrd Tob yépvu,'* the nominative plural is given for reppéver,'® and the
form of 8pn is clarified with an analogous pattern for the noun Béos. '

Other morphological notes point out variations in spelling and pronunciation that could confuse
the reader. Such variations are recognized as a result of various processes, including the following:

d;189

ovykom), the cutting out of syllables from the middle of a wor ouvvadougij, the coalescing of two

190

vowels into one; ™" dpaipeots, the removal of letters from the start of a word:*** and kpaas, the joining of

8 oy (Hec. 501, Ph. 1067)
179 émippnua orevaypod (Ph. 1274), émippnua apvijoews (Hec. 613)

emippmua evxticév (Med. 1, here describing eife in an “optative of wish” construction).

! émppripara Beaopod (Tr. 325, in reference to the cries of Bacchant revelry)

épwrnuarikds 6 7 avvdeapos (Hec. 765).
183 ook dmédwne T <pév> Tov O€.
184 3 rorot (OF. 1388), anj (Ph. 269)
18 E g., the use of xara- to indicate abundance in the compound kataféarpuyos (1o yap <kard> mAjfovs éupavTikéy,
Ph. 146).
18 ph, 662

187 7 8¢ edfeta TovTov Ta Téppova (Med. 276).

188 o yevikis Tis Sépeos kal dépea kal Sépn ws Bélea BéAy (Rh. 274).
189 E.g., mpeaBirar from mpeaBirepar (Hec. 323); cf. Latin periclum from periculum
YO E.g., pourdon for ourijeawy (Ph. 1027); cf. Hec. 419 and Alc. 710, the latter of which includes a note on

pronunciation (<ot 8dv>: gob 87 dv, kal év ouvadordf) <ood 8dv>. EkTaréov ovv TOV dv).

YL E.g., Svpy for 686py (Hec. 740; cf. Alc. 1033)
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two vowels.’? Other passages describe similar phenomena without giving specific labels, as for the note
on Phoenissae 451: <76v8’ eloedéfw> elow €dééw ws kal eloibi, elow (bi. TovTo 8€ evavriov ¢ “1Aiov elow’,
avi Tob els v " 1Aov éxeloe yap avri mpobésews mapalapPaverar. Here the prefix is noted as having
adverbial force, with an analogous example provided, and with a counterexample from the Iliad where
elow functions not as an adverb, but as a preposition. The scholia also demonstrate an awareness of
flexibility in inflection. These can come from alternative word endings,** irregular declensions,** or
other types of variations.® The flexibility, it should be noted, sometimes goes farther than we would
like, as in the case of the note on Phoenissae 846, where the word é€sppeaac is taken as an equivalent to
eeappuoa—in reality a perfect form—due to a supposed fluidity with the omicron and omega.*®

The morphological notes presented thus far have been aids designed specifically for the original
text at hand, but others demonstrate an interest in teaching miniature lessons as part of a broader
education in the Greek language.'®” At least a couple of notes discuss noun declensions, and one in
particular provides a rather full explanation of how the word xépa can represent any case: <euéd xapa>
oUTws 1) ypagj: od yap mpoaypamTéoy TO <L>. EGTL Yap €& ATOKOTTS TOD KAPMYVOV, OTEP KATA TATAY TTHOLY
amokéTITETAL, TO KAPTVOV TO Képa, TOD Kapfvov Tod Képa, TG KapHvw Td Képa, TO KGpYVoV TO Kapa, o Kapmrov
o kapa.® The scholiast really has nothing to say about «apa in context except that it is a viable form—
the suggestion that an iota should not be added implies that others had indeed added one—and the rest of
the note exhaustively provides forms for which, one would think, a couple of examples would have been
sufficient. Though they are not altogether common in the Euripidean scholia, such notes show at least

some interest in teaching morphological lessons along the way that help the student (assuming that is the

192 jard kpaawv Suia éyévero dia (Rh. 226).

193 E.g., between ¢udaipdrov and gedacpdaroro (Ph. 174); cf. Hec. 496

B4 E g., the forms of Oisimous (Ph. 379, 1533)

% EQ., oxvpds and éxvpas (Med. 124)

1% See the aforementioned note on the history of vowel quantity and the Athenian alphabet (p. 33).

971 do not wish to suggest that these notes are totally unconnected with the original text, but rather that, in
explaining the passage, they take liberties to expound upon general principles of morphology that are unnecessary
for understanding the passage at hand.

%% Andr. 1210
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identity of the audience) become a better reader of Euripides and of Greek in general, not just of the
verses at hand.

Perhaps not unexpectedly, the majority of such notes occur with reference to verbs. Some
comments perform the regular function of identifying a feature of a verbal form, but go a bit further by
providing other information. For instance, the scholiast shows that xuvpot is optative at Orestes 514, but
also gives part of the relevant paradigm so that the reader can think of this form in connection with related
forms: edricév éori- kupoipe kupois kvpol.™® Note also how the commentator provides analogous
examples for conjugational patterns at Alcestis 795: miopac miy, ws mAéopar wAéy. Compare too the
treatment of alpha-contract verbs at Andromache 337: <pévov: 70 ouvdpavs> ws yeLTvidv, ouTw cUVSPGHY Kal
mavra 74 ths Sevrépas ovlvyias.”®® A note at Andromache 260 provides an even fuller example regarding
the word guarouvv: avri Tob aipacoe. ws xptoov: 6Te 8¢ mepiomaral wabnTikéy €0TLy. <pUATOUY> TUATOVS
npéTov atpdTov [6€] ws éxpvioovy éxpioovs éxpiioov Xp()cov.zm Finally, observe the clarification given for
the form eZ at Hippolytus 1065: 70 elue 70 mopetopa, kal 76 €lui 0 dmapyw, év i ovvybeia kara 7O
Sevrepov mpéowmov dmofoly mhoyovat Tod <a> mapaddyws, “elue Meaning ‘1 go’ and elui meaning ‘I am’
similarly suffer the loss of the sigma in the second person contrary to expectation.”?? It would have been
sufficient simply to gloss €. as mopeve. to clarify the verse, but the extra information again shows an
interest in teaching the reader to read.

Also within the broader category of grammatical scholia are numerous notes specifying what we
might call an “economy of speech,” namely that certain words must be understood for the Greek to make
sense and that other, redundant words may be taken out. The latter category is marked by a limited

technical vocabulary including forms of wepur7és, mAeovalw, and mapélrw, all of which indicate that words

199 Compare Orestes 753 with its three verbal forms, akin to a listing of principle parts familiar to modern students
of Greek (Aalvw Adlvpe Adlupad).

2001t js possible that by “second conjugation” the scholiast means what we call alpha-contract verbs. It is perhaps
relevant that a note at Medea 60 gives the omicron-contract form peoot as a “third conjugation” verb. In any case,
there is an attempt to establish a pattern for the reader so that new vocabulary can be associated with familiar words.
% See also Phoenissae 407: <008’ ovopdoar dvvap’ dvs: edkTLréY éoTt. TO Bépa Sdvw ws paivw, 6 adpLaTos Eduva ws

Epmra.
202 Cf, Ph. 614: <€&0u>t 7O pev GZ;LL dua Tijs <er> Sthbéyyov mapaldyws, 1) 8é am’ adTod Taga kAloLs Sta Tob <t>.
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in the original text are unnecessary or excessive, with no careful distinctions between the use of each

9203 and

marker as far as I can tell. Some common examples of this phenomenon are the “pleonastic re
multiple incarnations of the double negative.® Individual letters may also be marked as pleonastic, as at
Hecuba 1103, where "Qapiwv is glossed as follows: "Qpiwv kat kata mAeovaouov Tob <a> Qapiwv, “[This
word is written as] 'Qpiwv and 'Qapiwv with the pleonasm of the alpha.” Interestingly there is also a
linking verb marked as unnecessary at Orestes 86: <ov 8 €l paxapia> mAeovaler To dmaprricdv pipa.’
Similarly, many scholia clarify passages with words or letters that are left to be understood by the
reader.””® Relevant markers include Aeime. (“there is missing”), mpooAnmwréov (“there must be added”),
and (mpoa-)omarovaréov (“there must be understood”). At Orestes 240, for example, the scholiast notes
that mapa and éuod should be supplied, and at Medea 1316 there is a missing xai.°" Most instances of

this phenomenon deal with prepositional phrases, though some mention verbs,**®

and a few give
individual letters, specifically where there has been an elision. For example, a scholion at Phoenissae 293
states that the elided o’ is written fully as coi (<coi> 70 évrerés). Compare Phoenissae 1495, where the
scholiast mentions that the full form (7o TéXecov) Of kpavbeia’ IS kpavBeioa. Other examples include a
missing dv in what we would call a past potential construction at Phoenissae 1561 and a missing as (“as/
like) with an appositive noun.?*

It should be mentioned here that these numerous mentions of excessive or missing words and

letters are rarely, if ever, attached to explicit value judgments. Later on we will investigate passages in

23 E g., Hec. 464, Or. 118, Andr. 1097

2% E g., Or. 1059, 1572; Ph. 814, 1176; Andr. 656; Med. 1151

205 For other examples of marked pleonasm: Ph. 448, 497, 791, 986.

206 1t is to be noted that many of my examples come from the Phoenissae, and that Aeie. in particular seems to be
absent from Alcestis and mostly so from Troades and Rhesus. For now this is just an interesting observation; more
work is necessary to determine if this and other such language is equally imbalanced.

7 See also Phoenissae 1574, which marks a sentence as asyndetic (6 8¢ Aéyos dotvderos).

28 E g, Andr. 292, 1032

9 E o . instead of saying, “The Titan Prometheus held a torch in his right hand in order to burn the city,” Euripides
means that Tydeus came against the city as the Titan Prometheus (Ph. 1122; cf. Ph. 416). Such a scholion seems
daft on the surface, but when one considers that Elizabeth Wyckoff (1978, Euripides V, Univ. of Chicago) translates
the phrase in such a way as to make it appear that Prometheus is actually present, the note does not seem so
unnecessary. The scholia are by no means obsolete and can handsomely repay investigation for modern
commentaries, editions, and translations.
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which the commentators praise or blame Euripides for matters of style, and my own assessment is that
ancient commentators have a keen eye for the balance of concision and clarity, but for the passages
discussed above and for many others like them there is no discussion of whether it is good or bad for extra
words to be added or for others to be left out. Further, there is rarely mention of why this is done,
whether for the sake of meter, as a feature of the poetic art, or something else.”’® In any case, it seems
safe enough to say that at the very least the scholiasts point out these additions and omissions to prevent
basic misreading of the text on a grammatical level, and these notes are probably also intended to promote
good stylistic tendencies in the audience, lest the example of the poet induce any wandering from the
narrow path of grammatical accuracy in a hapless reader who does not have the literary authority to do
such things.

A few miscellaneous grammatical notes related to various issues of syntax should also be
mentioned, and it is perhaps not accidental (as | shall discuss later) that all my examples here come from
the Phoenissae. The notes to two passages show recognition of flexibility between verb and participle: in
the first case, a finite verb stands in where a participle was to be expected;*™* in the second case, vice
Versa: peroyy dvrl priparos.”” Elsewhere at Phoenissae 658 there is an explanation for the particular
force of the genitive case, what we would classify as a brand of subjective genitive: <Apeos apéppwv
$oAaé&> as 10 ‘PaoctAéws dpxwy’, avTl Tod Vo Tob Pactiéws kaTaaTabels dpywv, “The phrase ‘the savage-
minded guardian of Ares’ is similar to faoiAéws dpywr, that is, the archon appointed by the king.” These
and similar examples demonstrate some of the breadth of coverage that is possible in the syntactical

notes.

219 Servius is much more prone to attribute irregularity to metrical demands, as | will explain in my chapter on
Vergilian scholarship.

Y Gt Tob mpookefdapevos phpa avti petoyis (Ph. 473).

12 ph. 668
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Comments on dialect constitute another substantial category under the umbrella of grammatical
notes.”** One scholion marks a pronominal adverb as a Doric form: <é\ws> 76 ¢ Awpukév éorey avri Tob
7%, 6 éorwv Smov),”* and another sees a potential lonicism in the accusative plural (Sovarar 8¢ 7o <répius>
mAnBuvTicy elvar alrarcy Taovenr),” but by far the most prevalent reference is to Atticism, which is
pervasively cited as the reason for many grammatical phenomena. The inflection of verbs and nouns
appears a few times, as in the Attic substitution of Jv for 7uyv.*® In another passage, the troubled word
Sa is cited as a pleonastic syllable, akin to extra syllables found in some verb forms.?” Further, Atticism
may be the reason behind unexpected noun gender: oi Arruikol kvvaydv Tov kuvnydy Aéyovar.*®  Other
notes deal with accentuation, such as the circumflex accent given to rpomraza by Attic speakers.”™® Still
others pertain to the aforementioned type of note on “extra” or “missing” words, such as at Hecuba 198:
w6 v ArTikds Aeimer 7O Evekar @ SvaTvyeoTaTn pifrep €vexa tis ablias Lwijs oov.?? Elsewhere the
periphrastic imperative dmolaBiv £xe is noted as an Attic equivalent to damédafe.” Some comments are
rather surprising, as when it is explained that the use of comparative 7 (“than”) is an Attic expression
equivalent to the comparative genitive: ryudvrés pe 0ddév qrrov 7 Tods Avooképovs. Arriky 8 7 ovvradus,

vl Tob ovKk EXatTov Tdv Avoorspwr.?? Still other examples include voice inversion (active for

223 w225

passive),*® case inversion,??* and a triple repetition of the particle dv.

213 1t will be noted that various phenomena are noted as “Attic” when we would hardly have said so, though for the
scholiasts this is a significant method for explaining grammar that seems irregular to them. | will address this
phenomenon later in the context of other appeals made by the commentators as part of their exegetical methodology.
°“ ph. 683

215 Andr. 94

18 Hec. 13; cf. Ph. 784 (< moAGpoxBos Apns>: Eder & molvpoyle Apes. Arrikn 8¢ éarw 7 kdiats), 1716 (<yevépeatas:
ATTikds peta Tob <o>).

a7 <peb 8a peb da> avTi Tob Peb Pped. B <da> ovAAaf ATTikds TAeovaler ws émi Tob ﬁaea kal ¢pioda (Ph. 1296).

18 Hipp. 1397

219 ph. 572, Andr. 694; cf. Or. 425

220 ¢f. Or. 599 (ypagerar <pboerar 70 un Bavetvs. meptaoov 8é o ev <uif>. EoTiv ATTirév)

2L 0r. 451
22 Or. 465
23 évepynTiiov avti mabnTikod, TobTo ¢ Efos ws éml TO mAetaTov Tots AtTikols (Med. 320).
240r. 29, 46; Ph. 478
225 Tpls 8¢ 70 dv mapélafe déov dmaé. ArTikov 8e To Ebos (Tr. 1244).



56

Finally, it would be misleading to let the reader presume that the grammatical scholia always deal
with discrete topics in isolation, for many of them integrate multiple syntactical, morphological, or
dialectical principles all at once. For an example, let us return to the scholia to Phoenissae 1296:

<ped 8a Pped a> oL puev ws ev pépos Adyov avéyvmoav TO pebda ws €v Tapodk) Tod <da>* éviol 8€ avTl

70D Peb 81 TLves € avTi Tob ped Y1), kata wabos petafAnbévros Tob <y> els <8>, ws év TG AnpijTnp,

Y oY, Tapa To TO VWP TYSAY dvw: <AAws> VTl ToD Ped Peb. 1) <da> ouAAaBy ATTikds

mAeovalel ws éml ToD ”7}0'6(1 kal ¢ijoda

Some take these as one word, $et8a, with the 3a being pleonastic. And some take it as a

substitute for ¢et 87, others for ¢eb y7, in accordance with the switching of gamma and delta, as

in the Demeter with =yy+ and =85, from water ‘springing up.” Or else: It is a substitute for ¢ed

$eb. The 8a syllable is an Attic pleonasm, as with 7ofla and ¢7oba.
Note the various possibilities of interpretation here. On the one hand, the matter could be a lexical one,
with a pleonastic syllable not affecting the meaning. There is also an implicit phonetic argument
involving a vocalic change in the equation of ¢et da with ¢t 8. There is also an etymological argument
for taking 8a as “earth.” Finally, the pleonastic argument is mentioned again as if it were a new
explanation—a reminder that we are working with a variorum commentary that has not been
streamlined—and this time it is suggested that the phenomenon is a dialectical one. Here and in many

other places we observe that the scholia are a composite affair, and that for any given note a scholiast may

access a variety of concepts in order to explain grammatical irregularities or potential problems.

History and Mythology

As can be expected in commentaries on Greek tragedy, there is a great deal of information
pertaining to mythological subjects, with hundreds of notes containing identifications of characters and
places, summaries of past events, aetiologies, and more. The notes themselves are wide-ranging and full
of details that aim to clarify the original text, provide general educational material on mythic variants, or

both, and I will offer a small selection of notes that will demonstrate some of the operative principles
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behind these scholia. First, though, let me add a word on my classification of this material. It is perhaps
uncomfortable for modern readers to see how our distinct categories of history and mythology are
conflated so readily in the scholia. Some notes on the past do actually provide historical information (or
at least claims that are “historical” in appearance, even if they are inaccurate). For instance, the scholiast
remarks that the Argives used to hold their kxAnoia on the Tpav (“Headland”’)**® and that Euripides
chooses the wording of Orestes 1682 as a reflection of the real political situation between Sparta and
Athens (more on this later). On the other hand, the treatment of the past also includes what we would
consider mythological insertions, and often it is difficult to see where (if) the scholiast makes a
distinction, so we will need to examine the use of the term “history.”

Scholiastic (aropia encompasses an array of “facts” we would situate more comfortably under the
category of mythology, or perhaps legend. Take, for example, the genealogical information for legendary
figures in a note to Hippolytus 35: 7 8¢ toTopia ovTws éxer Nioos kat [1aAdas kal Alyevs Tpels adedpol éx
avdiovos yeyévaow, kal 6 pév Nigos Ta Méyapa gxer, Alyeds 8¢ kai TlaAas Sijpaw Twwdv fpxov, Tis
ArTikijs obmw cuvekiopévns els év. The term is also used to describe, among many other things, the story
of Iphigenia’s sacrifice to Artemis,?*" and the “fact” that the Cyclopes fitted Zeus with the thunderbolt.”®

In a number of cases toropia is treated as a single, authoritative account of how things actually
happened. When the character of Andromache states that it was in Phthia that Peleus lived with Thetis,
the scholiast refers this to ioropia, regarded here as a “true account”: TotTo amo toTopias elApev. avTéO
yap adrfi cuvgrnoev Tinkess.”” Indeed, at Phoenissae 584 it is noted that it was binding upon Euripides
to make Polyneices and Eteocles kill each other so as not to violate history (6mws Ta T7s taTopias pévy
BéBara). In other cases Euripides is demonstrated to have gone against coropia, as at Troades 943, where
Helen implies that Menelaus was present when Paris came to his house, but then left, whereas the

scholiast claims that he was not home at the time of arrival: xat ratra mapa Ty toTopiav ¢naiv: od yap

26 Or, 871

21 Tis kata Ipryéverav LoTopias pépvyrac, v édékel opayiaoar i Aprépcde (Andr. 624).
228 o <« . (Y \ ~ L. P
ovs 1) LaTopia ¢nol Tov kepavvov Td Al kataokevdoar (Or. 965).

229 Andr. 17
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mapévTos adTod, AN’ amodnuotvtos o ANéSavdpos mapeyévero. Elsewhere, when Andromache states that
her husband’s corpse had been dragged around the city three times, the scholiast replies that the circuit
around the city was actually the chase itself preceding Hector’s death, after which time it was around the
tomb of Patroclus that his body was thrice dragged: mapa v ioTopiav: Tpis yap mept T Teiyos edidydn
b0 AxtMéws 6 “Exrawp, vekpds 8¢ mepi 76 Tarpérdov afpa Tpls éatpn.>° Thus, to state that Euripides has
diverged from (oropia Suggests that there is only one, and that it is the truth.

Other notes, however, demonstrate a more flexible view of history. While it is immediately
evident that the scholia present various accounts of mythical and historical events, it is instructive to see
explicit acknowledgement of this variation for our term coropia. FoOr instance, it is recognized that the
reports concerning the events of Hecuba’s life are not consistent: ra mept 77js ‘Exdafns Scapépws
iorépyrac.®t At Rhesus 185, Euripides is said to have taken his version of events from Homer (ap’
‘Oprjpov EXaBe Ty toTopiav), With the implication that there was a different coropia that he could have
chosen.?®? Further, according to a note in the Andromache, some say that Telamon accompanied Heracles
in his assault on Troy, but Pindar says it was Peleus, and it is from him that Euripides seems to take his

233

version.” What is more, even the poet himself can introduce new toropiac, as the scholiast suggests with

regard to how Rhesus was conceived when a Muse walked through the river Strymon and was

impregnated: psjmore 8¢ Emace T ioropiav, “Perhaps he fabricated the story.”**

2% Andr. 107; | have excised the Homeric line numbers given by Schwartz, on account of the fact that, while they
are helpful as a crossreference, the scholiast makes no mention of Homer, but appeals only to history in general,
even if it is highly probably that the commentator does have Homer in mind. In cases where the scholiast does
mention an author explicitly or gives a direct quotation, | find the provision of a specific citation to be more
appropriate.

%! Hec. 3

%2 |t is possible that this means that Euripides learned the true account from Homer, but the formulation seems
rather to suggest that there were multiple versions he could have used. There is less point in suggesting that
Euripides “found about these events by reading Homer.”

233 map’ ob Zotke v LaTopiav Edpumidns AaBetv (Andr. 796).

34 Rh. 351; a note at Troades 90 (kowa 8¢ 7a s ioropias) May be relevant, but | am unable to determine the exact
meaning of it at this time, and it does not seem to appear elsewhere in any extant scholia. Perhaps it indicates that
this version of events is the one that is generally known.
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This latter view of history is in fact much more in keeping with the manner in which the scholia
normally discuss mythographic information.® Indeed, variability is the most salient feature of such
notes, a fact that is due in part to the variorum nature of the scholia as we possess them, but one that is
also recognized explicitly by the scholiasts themselves. Instead of being synthesized and structured,
mythographic discussions of the same person or theme are often scattered unevenly in various locations,
especially as we shall see in the case of the Sphinx, and are also occasionally contradictory. In what
follows | provide a representative sample of this widely-divergent mythographical information, and along
the way | will point out some of the purposes which those notes seem to serve.

First, though, a quick word on the use of citation and quotation is fitting, since these are so crucial
to mythographic notes. Later I will discuss more fully the use of citation as an exegetical methodology,
but for now let it suffice to give some glimpse of their general form. | have already presented some
examples in which external sources are brought to bear on the original text, sometimes with a name
attached—e.g. Homer on Rhesus, Pindar on Peleus—and sometimes not—e.g., through some incarnation
of the ot pev . .. ol 8¢ . .. formula. Very often authors such as Stesichorus, Ibycus, Homer, Hesiod,
Sophocles, and others are cited as the source for a particular version of events or details about a
character—as well as a mention of an anonymous “word of mouth” and “popular” report.”*® There are
also citations of the works of scholars who have documented such things, including Crates and

Aristarchus on genealogy,?’ Aristodemus on the death of Parthenopaeus,®®

Didymus on the Lemnian
women,?* Epimenides and Pherecydes on the family of Oedipus,?*® Callisthenes on the date of Troy’s
fall >* and Parmeniscus on how Medea’s children might actually have died.*** Sometimes the scholiast

will include rather large quotations from these authors, as in the case of the note at Orestes 249, which

2% T use the term “mythographic” with some reluctance, since I do not wish to posit a strong distinction between
myth and history in the scholia.

2% 7 8ta oTépatos kal dnuwdys tatopia (AlC. 1)
70r. 1233, Ph. 126

2% ph, 1156

% Hec. 887

#9ph, 13,53

1 Hec. 910

22 Med. 264
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contains a seven-line fragment of Hesiod, and another at Orestes 1648, with a sizable quotation from the
prose writings of Hellanicus on the judgment of Orestes on the Areopagus, or a full quotation of the
Sphinx’ riddle in the hypothesis to the Phoenissae. Such notes can become quite detailed, with numerous
citations provided to document the source of variant versions, including one note that contains a series of
different opinions from Parmeniscus, Hippus, Hellanicus, Eumelus, Simonides, and Musaeus.?*® This all-
inclusiveness is for the most part indicative of the generally open nature of the scholiasts’ method, as they
are mostly content to list alternatives without being very assertive.”** Not all mythographic notes are like
this, though, for some scholia do contain an expressed opinion (whether defended or not), such as a
critique of Pindar’s claims about why Tantalus was punished by the gods: émi akoddorw Tivi Adyw daoty
avTov kodaleofac. el yap perédwre Tis apPpooias kara Tov [livdapov Tols Bporots, pardov av Tijs
Pdavbpwias mapa Oedv ebdavpdlero, “They say he was punished for unbridled speech, for if as Pindar
says he had shared ambrosia with mortals, he would instead have been marveled at by the gods for his
philanthropy.”®* Whether or not one lends any credence to this interesting view of the suddenly
philanthropic Greek pantheon, the disagreement with Pindar’s version is clear.?*®

As for the content of these mythographical notes, a few subcategories can be loosely delineated.
Among the foremost would be the identification of less familiar characters, a sort of extended gloss where
the reader is expected to need help. Many of these notes are brief, giving location of origin, ancestors,
social position, or other basic characteristics. A few others are rather more robust, going above and
beyond the necessitites of basic mythographic knowledge needed for understanding the essentials of the
original text. At Orestes 430ff., for instance, a brief mention of Oeax as the opponent of Orestes launches

the scholiast into dozens of explanatory lines detailing the death of Palamedes, the source of his brother

243 Med. 9; cf. Or. 872, Alc. 1
24 1t still remains uncertain whether their sources were dogmatic. When a scholiast says that, e.g., Didymus feels a
g:grtain way about a myth, the original assertion may well have come with harsh critique of other options.

Or. 10
248 The passage at hand demonstrates how difficult it is to distinguish between the opinion of the scholiast and the
opinions recorded by the scholiast. In whose mind does the yap introduce the cause for attributing Tantalus’
punishment to a loose tongue? However we understand the thought, it is worth observing that, at the very least, a
scholiast has thought it worthwhile to record in his notes an argument for one version of a myth over another.
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Oeax’ anger. The scholion itself is exhaustive, where a few simple lines could have explained why Oeax
held a grudge against Orestes; | cite the whole passage simply to give a glimpse of its length:

<Ota¢ 16 Tpoias pigos> Navmdiov kai Kdvpévns tis Karpéws éyévovro Olaé kai Iarapidns. o Se
[adapidns ameXbov eis Tpoiav Ta péyiara dvnoe Tov ‘EAqrikov Aadv. Apwoodvrav yap év ADALS
Kkal mepl TV Stavouny Tob oiTov SuayepalvévTwy Te kal aTaotalévTawv, mpdTov pev Ta Powvikia
8i8aas ypappata avTovs Loy Te kal dveﬂ'i)\nﬂ'fov 77‘71/ 8Lavo;m\7v €V TOUTOLS EMPAYLATEVTATO. ETELTA
kal mepl kUPovs ETpeipev adT@Y TV OAywplav kal péTpa efebpe kal Yijpov woTe péya axely ovopa
\ ~ < b \ - \ , < \ D , D , \ ’
mapa Tols " EAAowv. émt TovTw 8¢ Pplovijoavtes oL mepl Ayapépvova kat ‘Odvooéa kat Avopridny
ToL6vde TL akevwpoiaL kat adTod. AafdvTes yap Ppiya alypawrov ypvoiov kopilovra Zapmndéve
naykacav ypapar Ppvyiots ypaupast mepl mpodoaias ws mapa [piapov mpos alapidny. kal
TobTOV pev povebovat, Bepamovra 8¢ [lalaundouvs meibovor xpripaoy apa Tots Tpwikots ypripaot kat
\ \ , < \ \ ’ , , k \ \ s ’
T0 ypapev mvakiov vwo T kAivyy Béobar Iladapndovs. avTol e mapeAbsvres mpodooiav
kaTiyyeAdov Tob fpwos kal pwpabijvar v oknuiy eéxélevov. evpebévTos 8¢ Tob mvakiov kal TGV
xpnpdTov vmo v kAivny Aifois povederar [lataundns. NavmAios e akovaas nkev ets ”1Aov
Sukdoal Tov Pévov Tod mawdés. Tév de ‘EAMjvwv kaTodvympotvTwy avTod mpos To kexapLopwévov Tols
~ 9 , ) \ . \ . 9 ~ \ 192 Gl ) ”
BaoiAebowy amomAedoas eis T maTpida kat mubépevos amomAely Tovs ~ EAAnvas mxev ets EoBorav
\ ~ . . T \ \ ” ~ E) . 3 \ ) . . \
Kkal yewpdva puAéas ppvkTwpias e mept Tas dxpas Tis EvPoias. ot S evemifarov vopicavres Tov

Témov mpoooppilovral kal év Tals méTpats améAvvTaL.
Following this mammoth scholion, a further note adds even more after an adAAws transition: <dAdws> rov
[Madapridovs Bdvarov ot pev év Ieparard, ot 8¢ év Tevédw, ol 8¢ év Kolwvats tijs Tpwados vmorifevrar. paat
8¢ avTov ef)peiv dpukTwpias Kkal péTpa kal O‘Taﬂ,uobs Kal TETTOUS Kal ypappata kal qﬁv?\akds Kal
dorpayatovs.”!’ Palamedes—whose connection to the original text is simply that his brother was angry at
Orestes—is mentioned as a pioneer in beacon-signaling, measurements, the game of pessoi, letters of the

248

alphabet, guards,” and dice. These tidbits constitute a rather detailed character sketch, certainly more

than is required for the matter at hand.**
As has already been glimpsed in the aforementioned examples, another important aspect of

mythographical notes is an emphasis on aetiology. Perhaps the most essential is the always-frequent

delineation of genealogy, which is often embedded in general descriptions of characters like the ones |

7 Cf. Hyginus, Fabulae 277; Pausanias 2.20

248 To what exactly does gvlaxas refer?

9 See the depiction of Eumolpus in a note at Phoenissae 854: the scholiast explains the conflict between Eumolpus
and Erechtheus, as warranted by its mention in the original text, but then gives details about how Eumolpus was
reported to be the first foreigner to become an initiate in the Eleusinian Mysteries, with more information following
about his death, burial, and possible parentage by Poseidon, who, angry over the Athenian choice of Athena’s gift
over his own, sent his son against that city. Compare also the note on Sarpedon at Rhesus 29, with much of the note
dedicated to the identities of his mother Europa and of other “Europae” with whom the mother might be confused.
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provided above, and examples are available throughout the commentaries.”® Other types of origins also
occur, however. A mention of Dorian dress at Hecuba 933 (Aéyn 8¢ ¢ilia povémemos / Avmoboa, Awpls ws
képa) initiates a note that explains the aition of this style, specifically that the women’s dress pins were
taken away as a result of a particularly unfortunate accident in which a crowd of grieving women used
them to blind and murder a messenger who had reported the deaths of their husbands and sons. At
Hecuba 1199, Hecuba claims that barbarians and Greeks can never be allies, and the scholiast chimes in
with a reference to the woman-stealing reported by Herodotus in the opening of his Histories. Others

include the founding and naming of Lacedaemon/ Sparta®*

and—perhaps the most expansive example—

the aetiology of each of the seven gates of Thebes, with an explanation of how they got their names.*?
The scholiasts also demonstrate a sort of horror vacui when Euripides does not give the name of

a character he mentions in a drama, and they are quick to supply this information where possible. We are

told that Oenomaus’ horses were named Psylla and Harpinna;** the three Gorgons were Stheno, Euryale,

and Medusa;®* Tiresias’ daughter is named Manto;?*® Medea’s sons with Jason were Mermeros and

27 and Admetus’ children were called Eumelus and Perimelus.?®

Pheres;**® Merope is Oedipus’ wife,
And, lest the reader suffer under more namelessness, our commentator states that when he assaulted the
gates of Thebes, Capaneus held two torches in his hands, one of which he called Kepauvvés and the other
Acrparr in an effort to compare himself to Zeus via appropriation of his powers over lightning.*® Such

notes are telling, for they seem to represent an interest in teaching the reader about mythological figures

in general. On the other hand, not all the onomastic scholia are “factual.” Consider the note at Troades

20 g., Hec. 886, Or. 765, Ph. 133, Tr. 822; of particular note is a dizzying array of children that Hermione was
gglmored to have born, and the men by whom she may have conceived them (Andr. 32).
Or. 626
%2 ph, 1104ff.; cf. the aition for Theban bacchic practices (Ph. 655) and an extended discourse on the history of
trumpets (Ph. 1377).
»30r. 990
24 ph. 454
2 ph, 834
2% Med. 117
7 ph, 39
28 Alc. 265
9 ph, 1173; this ended unfortunately for Capaneus, who according to myth was killed by the real stuff when Zeus
got angry.
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457 <rpuav "Epwivs Tpets yap etow "Epwies, Ao Tiowpovy Méyarpa. memoinrar 8¢ Ta ovépara, “For
the three Erinyes are Alecto, Tisiphone, and Megaira, but the names have been made up.”260 Names, like
taropia in general, are evidently not always reliable, depending on the source.

Various other mythographical notes provide information regarding dates and places. These can
refer to different accounts about the chronology of certain events, such as the note at Orestes 39
discussing the amount of time between Orestes’ murder of Clytemnestra and the onset of the Erinyes’
attack as recorded by Homer and Euripides. Other chronological questions include the dating of Troy’s
capture, which, as the scholiast notes, was a topic tackled by Callisthenes, Lysimachus, and others.?!
Certain locations are also mentioned as having special relevance, particularly when the scholiast in
Pausanian fashion provides some sight-seeing opportunities connected with his stories about the past. In
giving a summary of aetiological accounts for Delphi’s status as the op$alss of the earth, including the
one in which two of Zeus’ eagles were released at the ends of the earth and came together at that spot, the
scholiast cites a rumor that there are golden statues set up there as memorials to these eagles.?®* Compare
also the note at Andromache 1139 and its mention of the “Leap of Achilles,” the place rumored to be
where Achilles jumped down from his ship with such incredible force that a well shot up from that spot:
<10 Tpawikov midnpa> omotov v 77) Tpoia émidnoer 0 AxiAebs. ot yap ovvreraxéres Ta Tpwika Aéyovory ws
Témos €ativ év Tpoia kadobpevos AytAéws midnpa omep amo Tis vews émjdnoev. outws 8¢, ¢nol, Pia fAato
o kal $dwp avadobivar.”® Other examples include the cave of the Python at Parnassus and the height

264

from which Apollo spied it out,”" as well as the bath at Rhodius where it is said the three goddesses got

gussied up in preparation for the Judgment of Paris.?®

%0 One reason for believing this may be that the Erinyes were said to have names that were intentionally not uttered
(see a scholion to Orestes 37).

21 Hec. 910

262 ~ . ~ . ~ , -~ .
avaketabal Te xpvaobs deTobs paot T@Y pubevouévav detdv Hmopvipara (Or. 331).

283 Borthwick (1967, 18); cf. the “Leap of Glaucus,” the place where the Glaucus of the magical grass leapt into the
sea and became a marine divinity (Pausanias 9.27).

254 pp, 232f.

2% Andr. 285
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Although these are much more limited, there are also moments in which the scholiast calls up
figures from the past as mythological exempla for the purpose of elucidating a character in the original
text. What is important to distinguish here is that in these examples the scholiasts are not simply
providing information on the suggestion of the original text, but are introducing the comparison on their
own. When Aegeus calls Pittheus one of his dearest friends, for instance, the scholiast glosses dopvéévwy
as those who have a military alliance, just like Glaucus and Diomedes: <8opvéévwvs ot kata Tov méAepov
mpds AMHAovs dLdiav memounréres, ws [abros kal Avopndys.”®® The reference to the Homeric pair in a
discussion of £evia gives us a certain pleasure—we too think first of them!—and it is all the scholiast’s
doing, as the comparison is not suggested in the least by the original text. Rather, the scholiast brings in a
parallel set of figures as a sort of mythographic gloss on the term in question, using the common didactic
method of pairing a familiar item with a less familiar one. So too when Andromache states that she often
nursed Hector’s children—even those from other women—so as not to give him any cause for

complaint,?®’

the scholiast states that she is just like Antenor’s wife Theano, with a Homeric quotation to
prove the assertion: <kai paorov 487 moAdxis> dmoia v 7 Oeavaw 7 Avrijvopos yuvij. “Opmpos Tlndatov &
ap Emeve Méyns, Avrijvopos viov, bs pa véfos pev Env, mika 8 Erpee 8ta Oeave loa dilotor Tékeoat
xapulopévn mooei ¢.” Again, the text of Euripides makes no hint as to this correlation, which is rather the
scholiast’s own interjection with his own Homeric citation.®® The same phenomenon occurs again at
Orestes 126f., where Electra laments the beauty of Helen and the destruction it has caused her, to which
the scholiast adds that beauty had in fact profited some, since Ganymede’s father got a team of horses as
compensation for his son’s abduction by Zeus, and on account of intercourse with Poseidon Amymone

was able to bring water to Argos: <cwrijpLév Te Tols kalds kekTévoLs> TOAoOL yap TO kKGAAos éml owTnpig

3 ~ \ ~ , 9 , T 9 T e , \ ~ 3 9 \ e
EQAUVUTWY KL TS WGTPLSOS EKT’I’]O’(LV'TO, WV €ECTLY €LS O r(lVUIJ/T]S’l’]g mapa 660L§ €eLvat a&w@ag Kal LTTTOoLS

2% Med. 687

267 Andr. 224

268 Or rather it may be the interjection of his source, but the point stands either way: this is an example of Euripidean
exegesis in which a mythological exemplum has been introduced from outside of the original text.
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afavarois kooutoas Ty Opeapévny. kal Apopdvy 8 dua 1o LdLov kdAdos To dvudpov "Apyos molbudpov
emoinoe Sia Tijs émyuias Tod [Mooeldévos.
Finally, a few examples will show how some mythographic information gets repeated throughout
the scholia in various incarnations, with no apparent organization and little consistency. The firstis a
story—or rather, series of stories—about a figure known as Glaucus. When he is mentioned as an adviser
to Menelaus at Orestes 364, the scholiast states: <Nnpéws mpodiirns> 00TOS Av@nﬁéwog alevs éwpam‘ug Se
ixOvv mapa T Pappov Boravys yevodpevov kal avalioavta, paywy kal adTos yéyovev abavatos, aAAN ovk
ayripaos, €’ o?) KaTemévTLoEY €auToV. pavrebetal 8¢ ws o map’ Oprpw Ipwreds kat mapa [Twdapw [Pyth.
4.20] Tpirav Tots Apyovavracs, “This man was an Anthedonian fisherman, and after seeing a fish that had
eaten some grass along the shore and had been revived [evidently one he had caught?], he ate the grass
and became immortal himself, but not ageless, for which reason he threw himself into the sea; and he is a
prophet called Proteus in Homer and Triton by the Argonauts in Pindar.” A previous note, however,
presents another story:
<[lorvid8es Beai> paviomoroi. [léTviar yap ywpiov éort Bowwrias, évfa ¢ayotoar Boravny ai
TMadkov {mmow kal paveioar Sieamdoavto Tov (diov deamérny ['Aadkov Tov Bedlepodévrov marépa
v 76 émrapio [ediov. ITéTviar 8¢ méAis Bowwrias, 6bev kai I'hadkos . . . yevodpuevov . . . éupavas
yéyove kal n\ato els Badagaav [0 AvOndévios]: amo <ravs [orviadav (mmwv periveykev, at
paveioal épayov Tov Madkov. 2"
These goddesses are mania-inducing. For Potniae is a place in Boeotia where the mares of
Glaucus ate some grass, went mad, and tore their own master, Glaucus father of Bellerophon, to
pieces on the tomb of Pelias. And Potniae is a city of Boeotia, from which also Glaucus . . .
having tasted . . . became mad and was driven into the sea: Euripides assigned this word
[[Morveddes to the goddesses] from the horses of Potniae, which became mad and devoured
Glaucus.
This note, listed as one entry in Schwartz, is an odd composite. The double mention of Potniae as a place

in Boeotia intimates that the latter half is a supplement, probably by another commentator. Was this

extra, incorrect identification the result of someone reading the note to Orestes 364 and then backtracking

9 A note to the previous line uses similar wording to express the sentiment: oot yip Su& 76 kaAos edepyérnoav
Tas 7Ta7'p£8ag.

29 0r. 318
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to fill in a previous note, marked possibly by the repetition of yevoduevov in the legible portion of the
text? Was the story simply confused because there were two Glaucuses who both had something to do
with magic grasses that could either grant immortality or impart a carnivorous savagery to their
consumer? An additional scholion at Phoenissae 1124 attempts to provide a corrective for the confusion.
When the messenger reports that Polyneices advanced bearing a shield with an engraving of the Potnian
horses, the scholiast clarifies:
<[lorvid8es 8 ém’ aomidi> pavikai. Twves 8é paot I'hadkov Tov Tav [otviadwv (rmwv SeoméTny
maTépa elvat BeMepogovrov, €& 00 mals éyévero I'atkos. [Torviades e éxalotvro émel év Tlotviacs
érpedev avtas [adkos. [T6Tviar 8¢ méAs Bowrias. [Aadkov 8¢ ov Tov amo Liabpov, alla Tov
Opdka Tov dypiov. <dAAws> Tas Tod ['Aabkov ¢nolv, at Aveorfoacar karépayov Tov deamérny
Tadkov Tov amo Zuatgov év [otviars Tis Bowwrias. Thus, attempts to explain a few passages
The term means “manic.” And some say that Glaucus, master of the Potnian horses, was the
father of Bellerophon, from whom a son Glaucus was born. And they were called TTorviddes
because Glaucus raised them in Potniae, and Potniae is a city of Boeotia. And [they say that]
Glaucus is not the son of Sisyphus, but the Thracian rustic. Additional note: Euripides means the
horses of Glaucus, who went crazy and devoured their master Glaucus, the son of Sisyphus, in
Potniae of Boeotia.
The details here are getting somewhat confusing. A scholar has apparently tried to solve the dilemma
about the two Glaucuses, but another has simply stirred the pot again by saying that it was indeed the son
of Sisyphus. However that may be, these examples show how problematic some mythographic accounts
could be.”™
The Sphinx likewise is treated in several different notes throughout the Phoenissae, with a wide
range of ideas about who she was and what she did. A note at Phoenissae 45 states that some thought her
to have the face of a young woman, the breast and feet of a lion, and the wings of a bird; but a certain
Socrates said she was local prophetess who issued hard-to-discern oracles, which the Thebans failed to
understand, and so they died. Meanwhile, others said that Creon’s son Haemon himself was snatched

away by the Sphinx, and others said that she was one of the daughters of Cadmus who went crazy and

turned into an animal. More description occurs at Phoenissae 806ff., and then later again she is

2™t For more on the son of Sisyphus, see Pausanias 6.20 (he was also the subject of a lost play by Aeschylus).
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mentioned as the offspring of the Echidna and Typhaon.?’* Just a few verses later the scholiast adds that
Dionysus sent the Sphinx against Thebes: mapéoov v Zdiyya o Aévvoos Eémeppe Tots OnPaiots ws T
évavriov Aéyew,”” but shortly thereafter it is suggested that it was Ares who did this out of anger for the
serpent slain by Cadmus.”™ Finally, at Phoenissae 1505 the scholiast reveals that after Oedipus solved
the riddle, the Sphinx tore herself to shreds (¢aot yap 6Te Adboavros Tob Oidimodos 10 alviypa Sieomapaev
eavtyy 7 Zhiy€), and an Erinys began to destroy his household. As in the case of Glaucus, then, the
Sphinx is subject to a range of notes, some of them contradictory, and most of them scattered in a

haphazard manner with the details accruing slowly as one proceeds through the commentaries.

Proverbs

According to Pfeiffer, formal collections of proverbs (yvépac, mapoupiar) appear as early as
Avistotle and continue through the work of his pupil Clearchus of Soloi and then through the likes of
Avristophanes of Byzantium, Zenobius, Didymus, Pausanias Atticus, and more.?”> That the scholiasts have
some knowledge of these collections is suggested not only by the fact that they point out proverbial
statements that Euripides incorporates from elsewhere, but also because they are attuned to Euripidean
sentiments that sound like other proverbs. The interest in maxims is clearly exemplified in the hypothesis
to the Phoenissae, where the scholiast states that the drama is chocked full of many excellent proverbs:
2ot 8¢ 76 Spapa kal moNTPSTWTOV Kal YYapdy peatov moMdY Te kal kaddv.”'® Comments on individual
verses demonstrate how this interest plays in the course of the notes, the most basic of which simply

claim a line as proverbial, as in the case of Phoenissae 438 (maac pev ovv dpvnlév, AN Spws épd), Which

272 pp, 1020

213 ph. 1031

T4 i\ ws> Sui Tov BavaTov Tod SpékovTos pnricavtos Tob Apews kal émméupavros Tyv Zhiyya (Ph. 1064).

2751968, 83f.; cf. Rupprecht (1949, 1735ff.)
276 ph_ hypoth. 28f.
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is described thus: mapoupueddns 8¢ o oriyos. See also a lengthy note on Oecoadov aépiopa at Phoenissae
1408 (here in reference to Polyneices’ fencing maneuver), where the scholiast not only points out that the
phrase is a proverb (mapocpnia), but also gives an extended aetiology for it through the story of the
Thessalian Diotimus’ refusal to fulfill his vow to honor Apollo with a sacrifice—a tradition of deceit
carried on year after year by the Thessalians; the scholion then contains a number of citations that also
demonstrate this stereotypical view of the Thessalians. A proverb from Sophocles’ Ajax the Whip-Bearer
is noted at Medea 618, the sentiment that the gifts of an enemy are no true benefit: mapoipia éoriv:
<expav ddwpa Sdpa kobk dviiotua’>. pépvyrar odorkds év Alavre pasriyopépw [6651.2" Further, a
scholion to Rhesus 251 highlights the proverbial “last of the Mysians,” a reference to cowardice—though
the scholion also gives an alternative explanation that makes the phrase indicate a journey of great
difficulty.”® Other examples that do not include the term yvaun or rapowpia Nonetheless point to a
sentiment that is “general” (ka86ov), which may amount to the same thing.?”

Other Euripidean phrases seem to be understood by the scholiasts to have been extracted and
used as a proverb in later times. When Menelaus states that it is a Greek practice to help one’s own,*®
the scholiast adds that the line has come to be used as a proverb: eis mapotpiav 6 oriyos obros Exdpnowy.

See also the sentiment that hopes feed exiles,”®

at which the scholiast notes: évretfev 7 mapoipia: ai §
é\mrides Péokovat Tobs kevods Bporav.”® Euripides also states that a temporary lover is no lover at all,** a
verse evidently included in collections of proverbs: 6 ariyos ovros év mapoiais géperac. In these

examples it is sometimes difficult to decide whether the scholiast is actually saying that Euripides

2" The proverb is also cited amply in the compendia, including Zenobius and Diogenianus. The scholion to the
Sophoclean line reads simply: yvaun.

278 This example is particularly interesting in that Cicero explicitly mentions the proverb (in its former sense of
inferiority) in reference to how self-depracting the men of Asia Minor were (Mysorum ultimus, Pro Flacco 65).
29 Cf. Or. 823 (the evil deeds perpetrated by the house of Atreus), Alc. 309 (inimical stepmothers); a further
example of proverbial speech occurs in the vicinity of Orestes 1610 (mapotui@des o muiariyeov), though it is not
clear to me which half-line is meant.

280 ‘EApvekév Tou Tov opébev Tipav aei (OF. 486).

Bl ol 8 emides Béarovar puyddas, ws Adyos (Ph. 396).

%2 This is a particularly curious example. The scholiast seems to claim that Euripides’ line is slightly adapted and
then turned into a proverb, but Euripides himself admits the proverbial nature of the thought (ws Aéyos).

283 ~
00k a1’ épaatys 6oTLs ovk ael uAet (Tr. 1051).
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instigated these proverbs on his own or whether this is simply loose language for stating that the poet
made use of a proverb already in existence. In any case, it is at least clear that the statements were
proverbial after Euripides, if not before.

In other passages the scholiasts show themselves eager to mention not only those maxims that are
directly referenced (or created?) by Euripides, but also proverbs that are thematically parallel to a
Euripidean sentiment, a phenomenon that is like the introduction of external mythical exempla for which |
provided passages above. So it is at Phoenissae 584, where the phrase péberov 1o Aiav, péberov is glossed
by the famous py8év dyav. When Phaedra describes the nurse’s help as friendly but not good,”®* our
scholiast tells us that this is like another proverb about untimely “help”: kat éorwv dporov 7§ maporpia
‘ebvora dkatpos ovdev Sralddaaer Exbpas.” The mundus inversus of Medea 410, where women are now
honorable and men dishonorable, is cited as an example of the wapoia—here perhaps meaning
“commonplace”—of things changed to the opposite of what they should be: wapoipia émt Tav eis 6
évavtiov kal mapa To mpoaijkov petaPallopévav mpaypdtwv. When Andromache says that one cannot call
a person happy before they die, the scholiast quotes the famous proverb “Look to the end of a long
life.”?® Lastly, when Orestes says that it is wise to hear both sides of an argument before ruling, the
scholiast suggests that he might be hinting at a proverb: pnde diknv Sukdons mpiv apdotv pobov axovoys,
“Do not cast judgment before you hear both sides of the story.”?*

Even more telling (and more interesting) are examples in which the scholiasts introduce proverbs
that have no direct connection to anything proverbial in the original text. In the course of a lengthy note
on the historical development of the war trumpet, one scholiast remarks that before trumpets were used to

initate battles fire-bearers (oc mvpgpépor) would throw torches out into the center of the battle field and then

be allowed to run back unharmed because they were sacred persons; thus, the proverb “Not even a fire-

284 Pidws pev, kadds 8 ot (Hipp. 597).
285 ToOTW oVVdder TO ‘Tédos dpa paxpod PBiov’ (Andr. 100ff.).
286 Andr. 957; this maxim is quoted several times in other sources, and Plutarch says that Zeno argued against its

validity, saying that the first speaker will either persuade or not persuade (De Stoic. repug. 1034e).
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bearer was saved” was used to indicate total annihilation.?®” Similarly, when Medea says that she will
carry the corpses of her children to the temple of Hera (Axpaias feod), the scholiast adds that the
Corinthians had a festival here, and a further note following an da\ws States that the location was the site
of the birth of a proverb: &vfa kai 7 aié edpe T payawpav, 4d’ gs 7 mapowpuia, “Here also the goat found
the knife, from which the proverb arose.””® Note that no explanation of the proverb is provided, but by
examining the paroemiographers, one is able to patch together a story in which those hired to sacrifice a
goat at the altar could not find the sword, but that the goat itself kicked it up; thus, the proverb applies to

people who do something to their own detriment.?*

An additional example is even farther removed from
the original text. At Rhesus 509 Hector uses the phrase kaxd 8¢ peppépw (“with baneful trouble”) to
describe his rangling with Odysseus. The scholiast wonders if there is a textual error: instead of peppépw,
perhaps it should be reppépov, in which case the phrase would be in accordance with a known proverb
(wijmoTe mpos 1O xelpov peréaTpamrar 4md TOO TEpuépov, v’ 7 mapa Tiv maporuiav ‘Tepuépia kaxd’). The
exact meaning of this proverb is up for debate. The note at hand takes it as a reference to a place of
piracy, whereas Plutarch took it as indicative of poetic justice.® However that may be, what is clear is

that the scholiast can be so eager to read a proverb into the text that he is willing to offer a correction of a

phrase—which, by the way, was attested in Hesiod already—with a reading that might hint at a proverb.

Religion

In the course of explaining Euripidean tragedy, there must also be periodic clarifications of a

religious nature. These may include spelling out characteristics of certain divinities, identifying locations

27 Shev mapowpia éml Tav dpdny dmolopévar: 0v8e mupdipos éaaby (Ph. 1377).

2% Med. 1379

%89 pausanias Atticus has a couple of passages that mention this episode, and in his Arrukdv dvopdaraw cvvaywyr he
cites a variation of it («2¢ morrav payacpav) from Clearchus (Frag. 63) and Chrysippus (no such citation found).

2% Theseus 11
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of religious importance, or providing details on rituals such as haruspicy. Such notes seek to provide
additional information for what might be an unknown feature of ancient (to the schloliast/ reader) Greek
religious life, and this may be a necessary elucidation of the original text at hand or general instruction for
the curious student.

Numerous scholia attempt to identify the nature or characteristics of divine beings. The note
might describe divinities in general, for when Medea orders those who are unholy to depart before she
performs her daring deed, the scholiast explains that she has said this because there are some gods who
rather like killing people, such as the Erinyes, Ares, and others: rotro 8¢ elmev @s bvrav Tvav Oedv
yawpévrav dvdpodoviars, otov "Epiviwy, Apews kai rev érépwri®t a quotation of Homer is provided for
confirmation that this is true for Ares, at least. More often the notes explain individual deities, as at
Orestes 1454 when the Phrygian messenger begins his description of how Orestes and Pylades seized
Helen in the house while invoking Rhea. In the course of elucidating this invocation, the scholiast asserts
that Rhea is carted around by lions (Aéovawv dyetrad), can be invoked apotropaically (v ‘Péav
emkalelTar ws adefikakov), dwells in the mountains (év yap Tois opeor Scarpifewv dpaal Tyv Beév), IS
powerful and fearsome (<oBpipav> 8¢ mv toyvpav kat poBepav), and is also called Antaea, because she is
terrifying to the Phrygians who encounter her, a play on dmavrav (kadetrar §é kat Avraia: Tots Ppvél yap
vmavrdo poPepa éarwv). Other such notes help explain why a Euripidean character might invoke one
deity over another. For example, Antigone calls out to Hecate when she sees the approaching Argive
army either because she is a virgin calling upon a virgin, or because she is amazed by the gleam of bronze
from the soldiers’ equipment, since this goddess is reminiscent of light, being the same as Selene, the
Moon.*? Similarly, when Cassandra invokes Hecate as she laments her upcoming marriage with
Agamemnon, the scholiast says that she mixed her into her song because she was about to die, since the

goddess is a chthonic one, or she invokes her because Hecate is concerned with marriage.”®

21 Med. 1053
292

293

ws mapBévos 8¢ Ty mapbévov kalel. ) Bavpdlovoa To péds Tyv ‘Exarny kadel: ) adTy yap éore t§ Zedjvy (Ph. 109).
v ‘Bxdrny mapépiée Sia 10 per’ dAiyov amobvyokewv: xbovia yap 7 Beés. 1) 1 yapsiros 7 ‘Exary (Tr. 323).
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Other notes give details about various locations of temples or other types of religious markers. In
a note on the prophetic nature of Dionysus, the scholiast remarks that “some say that there is a Dionysiac
oracle at Pangaion, and others at Haemus.”?* To return to the passage about Rhea mentioned above, a
further note specifies that Rhea is called “Idaean Mother” because she is worshipped on Ida, a mountain

2% A note to Phoenissae 101 contains

of Troy, and that perhaps the Phrygian invokes her as a local deity.
a note with similar language for Ismean Apollo: <’Topnvod pods> lounvos morapos OnBav, obev lopnvios
AméMwv Teparac. Further, when Euripides uses the phrase Aecpuav’ és “Hpas, the scholiast remarks that
this is either because every field is sacred to Hera, or because of the temple of Hera that is there in
Thebes: <Aecp@v’ és “Hpas> 7) o1 was Aewpawv tepés éore s “Hpas 1) 6me Kibapwvias “Hpas éariv év Onfacs
iepov.2®® Another scholion of interest tells us that after Athena helped Cadmus against the Sown Men he
founded a temple for her, giving her the title "Oy«a from the “Phoenician dialect,” complete with mention
of the inscription he included: Soxet Abnva cvpmpaéar ¢ Kadpw kara t@v Zmaprév. 16 kal tdpvoato
rabrny "Oykav mpooayopeboas i) Tév Powvikwv Staréktw. émeyéypamto 8 16 Lepd TovTw “Oykas vnos 68’
eativ Abjvys ov more Kadpos eloato Botv O tépevoev o1’ EkTioev doTuv TO @ﬁﬁns.’zw

In addition to cult locations, various rites and religious practices are also described. Upon
mention of Cadmus at the beginning of the Phoenissae, a scholion reports that celebrants at the festivals
of Samothrace still perform a ritual search for the missing Europa: «ai vov ére év 7 Zapobpaxy {nrodory
abmi év Tals éoprais.”” Later the chorus’ reference to the “Immortal’s dance” elicits an assertion that

Euripides means Artemis, and that her mysteries are in common with Apollo.”*®

Another note explains
that Apollo is called Ayv.ess because statues of him are placed in front of gateways as apotropaic symobls

and guardians of roadways: émei mpo T@v mAGY loTacav dydAiata Tod ATéAAwvos ws alefikakov kal

24 08 ‘uév Trepl TO Iayyacov elvar 76 pavTetév ¢aot Tod Avovioov, ol 8 ’7T€p2, TOV Az‘u,ov (HEC. 1267). The note also

mentions Orphic inscriptions, for which see the discussion below (Alc. 968).
29,

® Cl8aia warep> 187 dpos éari Tpoias, évla Teripnrac 1) ‘Péa. lows oV dis éyxwplav Beov émkaletTar adTyv 6
edvodyos (Or. 1453).

2% ph_ 24 cf. a mention of a Spartan temple of Athena Chalcioecus (Tr. 1113)

27 Ph. 1062

28 pp 7

299 Tis ApTéuLdos. kowva yap avtis kal AméAwvés elot Ta pvaripea (Ph. 235).
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Pvdakos Tév 63av. Sk yap TobTo Ayviess.’® Other notes mention priestly prayers on behalf of those
offering sacrifices and some examples of Bacchic cries.®*

Some notes also pertain to technical matters of various priestly duties. We learn from a note to
Phoenissae 839 that augurs like Tiresias record the flights of birds in writing so that they can remember
them: o¢ yap olwvookémoL év 8éATw éomuerobvto Tas mTijoets, tva Sua pvijuns exorev. A scholion to Alcestis
968 includes information about Orpheus in his capacity as poet and prophet, who not only first handed
down to men the mysteries of the gods (mpdros "Opepevs pvoripia edv mapadédwrev), but also was
reported to have written poetry of an ostensibly religious significance on wooden tablets that Heracleides
claimed were kept in the temple of Dionysus on Mount Haemus. An extended note to Phoenissae 1256
adds an explanation for Euripides’ mention of haruspicy, specifically the importance of looking at the
ruptures of the gall-bladder when placed in the fire, or the direction in which various liquids spurt when

sufficient heat is applied®

—and indeed, that looking at the gall-bladder was especially appropriate for
inquiries about one’s enemies, because enemies and gall are both “bitter”: ot yap 0orac el wept 7év éxBoiv
BovAnbetev pavreveabac, eis TV xodyv ddopdar: mkpol yap ol exbpot.

As mentioned above, not all of these religious comments are necessary for understanding the
original text, and some feel more like trivia than anything else. In a note already examined at Phoenissae
1062, a mention of Athena’s help for Cadmus sparks a mention of the temple with its dedicatory
inscription, constructed as a sign of thanks for divine aid, but the original text makes no mention of the
temple at all. Earlier in this play, when Antigone cries out to Nemesis and Zeus to punish the braggart
Capaneus, the scholiast states offhand concering the former: Zore 8¢ Buyaryp Nokrss.*® Is this meant
simply to remind the reader of Nemesis’ place in divine genealogy? It certainly appears to have no

clarifying power for the original text, for there is no genealogical allusion or difficulty to be resolved.

Compare also the response to Euripides’ mention of Epidaurus at Hippolytus 1197: though the messenger

30 ph. 631

301
Andr. 1105, Tr. 325
302 A , P . ~ , ~ , ~ , ~ 5
Ths kboTews TO aTéNA €piw deapodvTes emetifecay T@® TUPL KAl TAPETTPOVY TS PAYTITETAL KAl TOD TO 0VPOV
Ui Lo €pL [ 4 P PETTP paym P
akovTioet.

303 ph. 182
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mentions the site only to express the location of Hippolytus’ demise, the scholiast tells us that Asclepius
is worshipped here (évba eériparo o AokAnmiés). The phrasing is not surprising and is in fact the same as
we saw in two examples above, but whereas in those passages the information helped explain the text,

here the detail is extraneous.

Scientific Pursuits

It is with hesitation that | append the label “scientific” to the following category of notes, since
the term in its modern sense does not have an ancient Greek parallel.** It is a category that comprises a
variety of specialities, such as natural philosophy, anatomy, astronomy, astrology, biology, geography,
and ethnography, but it is suspect to impose strict limits on these categories, as if they were always
perfectly demarcated in the mind of ancient scholars. Let it suffice here to present in tandem the various
subcategories of scientific knowledge that the scholia employ in their exegesis of Euripides with the
understanding that such categorization is to some extent an artificial construct.

A number of notes deal with anatomical considerations, and interestingly they tend to be grouped
together, appearing almost exclusively in select passages from the Hecuba, Orestes, and Phoenissae.
When Parthenopaeus suffers a fractured cranium in his assault on the city, for instance, a scholion adds
that doctors claim that there are five seams in the skull: mévre 8¢ pagas elvai gaaiv of Larpol Tis
redariis.*® For an explanation of the prophecy Aegeus received not to “loosen the wineskin” until
returning home, a note asserts four possibilities: éééyovra 8¢ paAiora év odpare Téooapa, kepaln yetpes
alSolov m6des, “The four most protruding parts of the body are the head, hands, genitalia, and feet.”*®

Further, when Pylades prays that his blood and life be received by neither the earth nor sky if he should

betray Orestes, a commentator explains: rovréore: w1y evaleiny Tots arouyeiots TeAevTioas. oTe yap

%4 pfeiffer (1968, 152ff.), Shipley (2000, 326f.)
305 ph. 1159
3% Med. 681
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amofvijokovow, els Ta oToLxela avalbovTal €€ wv eloiv, “That is, ‘May | not be united with the elements
when | die,” for when people die, they are are dissolved into the elements of which they consist.”*’

Other notes of this type appear in larger clusters, of which one particular example is a group of
scholia on blood and the soul in the first half of the Hecuba.*®® The first comment shows that Euripides
indicates the loss of Hector’s blood/ life through the loss of his “soul” since many equated the two,
including Homer: <guyii> o a&m vov uxiv ¢not. moAdol yap ovTws édééagav, a’fya elvar ™ oy, s kal
“Ounpos [E 518] “Yuym 8é kat’ odTapévny aTeldyy éoovt’ émeryopévny Tov 8¢ akéTos 600’ e’Kd/\vL/;ev.’SOQ The
second concerns this same terminology, for when the sacrifice of Polyxena is described as a cutting of the
“channels of her soul,”® a scholiast takes this phrase as a representation of the various types of blood
vessels: ras aprypias, Tas pAéBas. An added distinction is made: Scagéper S¢ aprnpia pAefos TavTy, T@
T dpTypilav pév dAiyov Exew alpa, mvedpa 8¢ oD, Ty 8¢ PAEBa 1O EvavTiov TO pév alpa TOND, TO 8&
mvedpa oAlyov ws Tpos alykpLaLy Tob ev Tf apTrpia, “And an aprrpia is different from a $Aé in this,
namely that the aprrpia has a little blood and much mvedpa, whereas on the contrary the ¢aé) has much
blood and little mveipa in comparison to that in the aprnpia.” Though the terminology for “soul” is
different (uy7, mvedpa) the perceived intimate relationship between soul and blood is common in this
cluster of notes.

More patterns of anatomical notes emerge in the opening scenes of the Orestes, where the
scholiasts see a number of elements in the Euripidean verses that have physical (¢vowxév) parallels. One
pair of notes refers to the nature of sleep in sick people. When Electra calls upon Night to bring Orestes
sleep, a scholion at Orestes 174 points out scientific reasons for this invocation:

emkadetrar v Nokra mpos 10 kopioar Tov 'Opéornu: <métvia wétvia voé vmvodéTetpas 6 kata

L, [ Ip e ) , 3 \ ey > , A~ ey, ~ , \
(}I)UO‘LV vTTVoS 66 U'ypOT’l’]TOS ’}/LVE'TGL' vypa 86 n VU§ a(;sLO"TGIJGVOU TOov ’l’]ALOU TOov §’77PG.LVOVTO§ Kat

s \ 2. < - > ~ > , ¢\ ~ D . € \ ~
HEPMGLVOVTog TOV ae€pa. o ToLvvy Op60'7'77§ 6§77PGIJ,‘LL6VOS UTTO YVOOOU TE KAl agLTLAS, U'}/p(IVGGLS T(.P

%7 0r. 1086; cf. Ph. 18

%% Schwartz has excised Hecuba 1 and 368, which are also pertinent to the theme, as later additions. On principle |
have decided to omit his obelized passages in an effort to confine my study to the scholia vetera, even if such
confinement can never be perfectly watertight.

309 Hec. 21

310 mvedpartos Suappoas (Hec. 567)
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~ , ~ , ” \ ~ ’ , s ~ b ~
VUKTGPLV({J KGTGO'T’I”L(ITL p,a)\)\ov KOL[L’I]G')’]O'ETGL GA)\(US\ TE KAL TWV CLLO'G’)]O'E(UV anILOUO'(UV €V O'KOT({J.

émeTar Umvos novyia alothjoewy kal kuijoewy.

She calls upon Night to bring sleep to Orestes. <wérvia méTvia voé dmvodsTerpa> Sleep naturally

occurs from moisture, and night is moist, due to the setting of the sun, which scorches and heats

up the air. Therefore Orestes, who is dehydrated from sickness and lack of nourishment, will

sleep more if he is in a “nightly” state of hydration, especially with his sensory perceptions eased

in the darkness. Sleep follows the silence of perceptions and motions.
Later, when Orestes calls upon Forgetfulness to give him sleep, the scholiast shows that Orestes is asking
for the deepest possible sleep, since light sleep is disturbed by phantoms, which is not what he needs:
<vmvov Bélynrpovs> 1o PabvTaTov Tod Umvov, T0 pdAioTa BéXyely Suvdpevor Tovs aoflevobvTast o yap éladpos
pavracias avapéuuerac Xt It is then pointed out that Orestes makes this request because he knows
“scientifically” that sleep is a cure of eVils: pvaikids ov tmvov oldev émikovpov Tav kakav. In both cases it
is suggested that a full understanding of the original text requires that we evaluate Euripides’ words on a
scientific level as well.

A triad of anatomical notes on the “sympathy” (i.e., simultaneous suffering) of body and soul
immediately follows. When Orestes comes to his senses and states that he does not understand what has
just happened to him, the scholiast explains that this is because the “perceptive organ” travails right
alongside the body in sickness.*® Compare the following lines in which Orestes complains that when the
véaos leaves him, his body becomes frail, which the scholiast explains by stating that, during the onset of
such madness, the sinews of the ailing person are stretched out and filled with #vedpa, but when the
madness slackens, so too is the sick person devoid of mvedua.* Lastly, when Electra evaluates Orestes’
condition by looking at his eyes, the note explains: gvoikds: kabBérov yap T@v Tis Yuyis mabiv elkéves ot
Spfaot, “A scientific explanation, for in general the eyes are images for the sufferings of the soul.”*"*

In each case of this triad, as in the previous examples, the scholia point to a scientific explanation of the

Ml or. 211

2 vy ® . \ . ~ _~
TO 'y(lp OP'}/GVOV, aL’ ov ava(]SepO[LEV TA WPQTTOILGV&, gUVVOoCgEelL T({) O'(,UIJ/(ITL (Or. 216).
313 4 b ~ ’ \ \ \ \ ~ ’ & ~ € P b4 s ~ - \
<oTav IJ/, aV?’] VYooos> 7T€pL 'yap TOV KGLPOV T’)]g pavias evTovovaLy oL IJ/(ILVO‘U/GVOL €VT€LVOIJ¢€V(UV TWY VGUP(UV Kat
- 7 - \ ~ s \ ~ - 2 ’ ’
7TV€U‘LL(1TO§ TrA'r]pOUILEV(DV' X(IA(UIJ,GV'flg 86 T’flg IJ/Q,VLQS KatL TOU TTVEVLATOS €7TL)\€L7TOVTO§ WQPLGVTQ,L (Or. 227).

34 0r. 253
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text, such that Euripides’ verses are to be understood not simply as loose poetic language describing a
general ailment, but rather factually correct responses to the problem of vécos.*

Other notes give details about the natural environment, including plants, animals, and
topographical/ geographical features. Some of these contain only the briefest of identifications of
organisms, such as when the scholiast states that the eAarevos is a kind of tree®™® and that the {apos is a sort
of predatory bird.**” The “mountain tortoise” of Alcestis 446 is shown to be metonymical for the lyre, and
the “mountain” epithet added by Euripides is justified because there are also tortoises that live in water:
<xéMvvs T Abpav. 4md yap yedivns dpewvijs 1) Abpa éotiv. elol 8¢ rkal Evudpor Sub dpeiav elmev.*™® A few
other notes describe various features of a physical landscape. Apollodorus is cited for his explanation of
mystical sounds in the woods by the fact that mountains, valleys, and caves are echo-inducing (9x©d7),
such that, when various animal sounds reverberate in that landscape, some people think that it is Pan and
the Nymphs.®*® Elsewhere, the movement away from a harbor out to sea is termed dvaywy», for the sea
seems higher than the land.** Further, when Hecuba calls out to Zeus as the one who carries the earth
and simultaneously sits upon it (@ y7s dxyua két yis Exav E8pav / Soris mor’ €l 00, Svarémaaros eldévac, /
Zeos), the scholiast says that she refers to Zeus as asjp, for there is both “upper” and “lower” asjp, SO that
the earth is held aloft in the middle.** This interpretation of the figure of Zeus as metaphorical for an

atmospherical reality, as in other examples, is taken as a poetic nod by Euripides to a physical reality.

*15 The scholia do not look to Euripides to provide straightforward, literal depictions of madness in every case,
though. At Phoenissae 792, for example, the scholiast states that the dappled pelts carried by the Bacchic revelers
are symbolic of the self-mutilation that characterizes the truly insane, a reading that recognizes a “physical” allusion
in the original text that is by no means meant to address it directly. This sort of phenomenon is ubiquitous in
Servius’ commentaries, as | will show in a subsequent chapter.

316 2505 8évdpouv (Hec. 632)

317 . <
Spveov éoTLy dpﬂ'aKTLKOV (Ph. 45).

% Alc. 447
*IRh. 36

20 avaywyn Aéyetar 1) amo ToD ALpévos els TO TéAayos avaxwpnats: dokel yap vmAoTépa elvat 7 Badacoa Tis yis (Rh.
1126).

21 Aéyer 8 Tyv aépa [tf) ouvéxwv T yijy | €T yap kal émdvalev anp kal KaTw ws TV Yijy elvar peréwpov (Tr. 884).
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AKkin to these notes on the natural environment are geographical identifications of various place
names. The most basic of these simply state that, for example, the Eurotas is a river in Lacedaemonia.’”*
Other notes provide the same basic identification for mountains,** cities,*** and other rivers and
springs.®® Some labels comes with added explanations of various kinds: the mapping out of the Saronic

gulf has an etymology appended to it,**°

the description of the Plain of Adrasteia comes with information
about its namesake,*”” Thrace is described as a place of bad winters,*? and Enete is identified as a city of
Epirus with the added note that it is a place where lovely mules and colts are born.**® Other examples of
locations include the promontory of Myconos®** and the “Seats™ of Thebes where Tiresias prophesied.**
Not every location is straightforwardly identifiable, however, and some names are used to describe
different locations. Whether Parrasion is a city or region, for example, is left open: o ITappdorov ot pev
o\, of 8¢ ydpav eivai Paow.**? The same is true of Dirce, which is said to be either a river or spring.*®
Similarly, a scholion remarks that the Cephisus from Medea 835 is the one in Attica, as opposed to the
one of the same name in Boeotia, and that in fact there are even more, as stated by Polemo in his ITept
morapdv.®* Compare further the observation at Andromache 1 that the Thebes mentioned in the first
verse is the one in Asia, though in fact there are five in all: mévre elot OfBar, YmomAdkior, Botdriac,
Alyvmriae kat év 7 PhwTikd pépel kal mept Mukadnv. There is also disagreement at Phoenissae 1100,

where one scholion claims that Teumesus is a mountain in Boeotia (6pos Bowwrias), whereas a subsequent

note says that there is uncertainty about its referent: <dAAws> ot pev dpos Bowwrias, ol 8é o7t dpos év "Apye.

822 Edpdras morapos Aakedarpovias (Hec. 650)

%23 Or. 362, 1453; Rh. 408

%24 Or. 658; Ph. 202, 1707

%25 Or. 809; Ph. 574, 659

%28 Hipp. 1200

%7 Rh. 342

%8 Andr. 215

29 Hipp. 1132

%0Tr. 89

%L ph. 840

%2 0r. 1645

333 of pév morapdy, ol 8¢ kprvyy Ty Aipknv (Ph. 102); a note to Phoenissae 703 confirms that the same name is given
to both (Aipxn 8¢ morapods opwvupos T4 kpijvy).

334 » \ o [ > , 5 v o
€EOTL ’y(lp KAl €TEPOS OLWVU[LOS EV BOLwTLg. €ELOL 86 KalL €TeEPOL.
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Other onomastic issues include Euripides’ use of “Dardania” as a synonym for Troy>> and geographical
anachronisms at Orestes 352 and Phoenissae 6: in the first example Euripides’ use of the “new” name of
Asia would not have been applicable in the context of the dramatic setting, and in the second he similarly
employs the name Phoenicia, a name that was not in use in the dramatic time of the play: 5 ®owiky:
mpoAnTTLKOS 8€ 0 Adyos* 0U8émw yap ekaletTo Poiviky.

Continuing in the vein of scientific notes, let us examine a few passages of astronomical or
astrological significance. Let me begin with a caveat: these passages are some of the most complicated
and most difficult to understand, not only from the difficulty inherent in the topic, but also from my own
limited knowledge about ancient astronomical theory. In fact, for me the most fruitful consideration of
these passages has been not their specific statements on astronomical or astrological matters, but rather
the way in which these matters are discussed—i.e., their significance for understanding the methodologies
and practices of the scholiasts, which | address later. For now, a quick glance at the subject matter itself
will give some sense of breadth.

Heavenly bodies of various kinds are described. A note at Orestes 982 mentions that Euripides
calls the sun a podpos (ball of molten metal) after the manner of Anaxagoras, and that Tantalus is chained
to it, such that Euripides mixes scientific knowledge with mythological claims: ywwokérmoav 60 ta
Pvauka Tots pubikots katapiyvuaw o Edpumidys. The moon also receives mention: when it is full, it shines

throughout the whole night,**

and Selene is called the sister of Helios by Hesiod, but she is called his
daughter by Aeschylus and the “more scientific” of men, since the moon reflects the sun’s light and is
affected by its emanations: Aioyvlos [frg. 445] 8¢ kal ot pvoikdrrepor Buyatépa, mapéoov [éx] Tob HAtakod

PpwTos peTalapfaver. auélet kal mpos Tas NALAKAS ATOGTATELS [LETALOPPODTAL 7) oe)\ﬁvn.337 Other notes

35 v avTyy 8¢ ¢pnor Tpoiav kal Aapdaviav (Or. 1391).
3 Alc. 450
%7Ph. 175
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give information about various stars and constellations, such as Sirius, the stars representing the Dioscuri,
the rounded shape of the Zodiac, and the movement of the Pleiades.**®

Another subcategory of scientific pursuits that can be distilled from the Euripidean scholia is
ethnography, by which | mean the identification of people groups and their respective customs, and by
extension an “anthropography,” so to speak, of customs that are common to people in general. By far the
most common formula for the presentation of this information is some version of the phrase €fos yap v
(“For it was the custom . . .””), and mostly these snippets are included as reinforcement of a specific
instantiation of that custom by some character in a drama.® Later in this chapter | will explore the
ramifications of this type of exegetical method, but for now it is fitting to demonstrate the breadth of the
ethnographical notes.

A large number of comments implicitly claim that certain behaviors are common to an
unspecified “they,” meaning that the customs could be universal, or perhaps “Greek,” but in any case not
explicitly unique to individual ethnicities. A significant percentage of these pertain to death and burial

d,340

practice: the ritual sprinkling of those visiting the homes of the decease the construction of coffins out

341

of cedar,*" the burial rites of kings,*** dressing the wounds of the dead and crowning them to make them

%3 the honoring of the dead by their children,*** and the inscription of heroic deeds upon

appear decent,
the tombs of the dead.**®> Others pertain to marriage: the mother of the groom would lead the bride with
torches, brides would sprinkle themselves in nearby rivers to encourage fertility, and so forth.**® Also

included are notes on imprecation and beseeching, specifically the grasping of the knees and holding olive

%8 Respectively: Hec. 1104, Or. 1637, Ph. 1, Rh. 528

%9 For instance, at Andromache 1093 when the messenger reports that the men of Delphi muttered that Orestes was
there to plunder the treasuries of the temple, the scholiast explains that he says this because it was customary to
make bank deposits at the temple for safe keeping (see Bogaert 1968).

0 Alc. 98

L 0r. 1053

%2 pp. 1319

%3 ph. 1632, 1669; Tr. 1085

¥4 Tr, 381

¥ Tr, 1189

%46 ph, 344, 347; cf. Tr. 315, 321 (where it is suggested that not the mother-in-law, but rather the mother of the bride
would lead her daughters in the ceremony with torches)
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branches and wreaths in one’s hand.**’ Other rituals and rules encompass the history of honoring victors
at games through gifts and the bestrewing of leaves, regal sacrifice before going off to war, ritual
avoidance of those under a curse, and the fact that women do not get dressed in front of men. 3

In addition, many notes give information about customs that are specific to various people
groups. The women at Sparta are accustomed to go around in public while exercising or performing
festival duties, but are not allowed to do so at random: €orw odv elmetv o1 év Tmapry eldfaot yopvaleoba
al yvvaikes kal mapbévor, wore §édoTal pev mapbévors els dxlov Epmewy, 0b pyv kabédov, AAN’ €mi wpLopévols
Tpdiypacty olov kavipopoboacs 1) yopvalopévacs, ob iy dAo Tu wpaypaTeuo;LévaLs.349 Aetolian soldiers
have strange armor and wear a shoe on the right foot, but not on the left, and the Aetolians in general
share in Greek and barbarian culture because they live at the border between them.** Laconian men are
terse speakers.*** Phoenicians honor their king by bowing the knee.** The Athenians put great value on

education.®?

Andromache cannot touch the beard of Peleus while beseeching him because it is
customary for barbarians not to touch the beard of a ruler.®* Barbarians also tend to have concubines.**
Finally, as seen above, Thessalians are tricksters.>®

Other notes simply identify a tribe or give some explanation of it. The Thesprotoi are a tribe of

Thessaly, while the Paiones are a tribe of Thrace.*” The Phoenicians and Thebans are related by

blood.**® The Chalybes are a tribe of Pontos, where there are iron metals.*® These and other such

7 Med. 947, Or. 383, Andr. 894

%48 Hec. 573; Or. 1603, 481; Med. 1158

9 Or. 108; cf. Andr. 599 (Spartan women exercising in order to produce hearty children)

0 ph, 138f.

%L Or. 640

%2 ph, 293

%3 Med. 826

%% Andr. 573

%5 Andr. 216

%6 ph. 1408; more such comments exist but will not be mentioned here, because they also have important references
to Euripides and his technique, so that they are better treated when | discuss the scholiasts” impression of Euripides
as a dramatist below.

7'ph, 982, Rh. 408

%8 ph, 216

%9 Alc. 980
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comments furnish a sort of ethnographic glossing to clarify what would otherwise be an unknown people

group with unknown customs.

Technical Arts

In the course of commenting on Euripides, the scholiasts find it appropriate at various points to
introduce short discussions of various réxvac. Rhetoric is one such concern, and although such notes are
not nearly as common as we might think given the sophistical leanings of some Euripidean characters, a
few of the scholia do offer some details about the oratorical content of various passages. When Hecuba
beseeches Odysseus to spare Polyxena, addressing her as her city, her nurse, her walking staff, and the
guide for her path (i.e., all that remains for her) the scholiast remarks: dmifava Tatra: od yap Enelle
ympoPoaketv 1) Todvéévn v “Bxafmy un odoa per’ adrijs: duws pévrow mpos v tkeaiav xpijouua, “These
things are unpersuasive, for Polyxena was not about to lead her around in old age, since they wouldn’t be
together [i.e., because Polyxena would be kept apart from her as a slave even if kept alive?].
Nevertheless, these things are appropriate for supplication.”** An argument made by Menelaus against
Orestes is said to be in syllogistic form: perd suAloyiopod Tovro elpnrev.*®* A couple of technical
rhetorical terms surface as well, as at Phoenissae 629, where Polyneices’ invocation of the city of Thebes
to proclaim his innocence is called a “testimonial proof” (rotTo 8¢ kaAetTar papriprov). Elsewhere, when
Jason tries to convince Medea that he has done her a service by bringing her into a land of civilization
characterized by the rule of law and not brute force, the scholiast retorts: weptmers o Aéyos kara priropas:

mepuLmiTTeL yap avTd o Aéywv, “According to orators this is a ‘stumbling argument,” for the speaker trips

%9 Hec. 280
%1 Or. 417; the same occurs with a slight variation of phrase at Orestes 646 (kard cuAoytopév ¢mowv).
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over himself.”*? 1t must be said, though: given the strong rhetorical influence on Euripidean speeches,
these few examples seem quite paltry.

A good many notes also provide details on the musical art and its types of songs and instruments.
Of the song types, some are specific to drama, such as the stasimon and parados (mentioned in a note to
Phoenissae 202) and monody (defined as the song of a single lamenting actor at Andromache 103). Other
references are more general: the ialemos is a song of groaning, an epode is a prophetic invocation, and a
paean is a song sung at the end of horrific things.**® The instruments mentioned include the aulos, which
is called “Libyan” by Euripides because of its area of origin.*®* The salpinx is like the aulos, but is used
instead during war.** The barbitos is a musical instrument with deeper chords, as if it were a
Bapipiros—i.e., the scholiast sees an etymological play on “heavy.”*®® The lyre also gets a couple of
mentions, as in the passage cited above concerning its metaphorical name yévs.*®’

Various other passages show details from other types of crafts. When the chorus of women
laments where they may be taken as slaves at Hecuba 467, they mention Athens as a possibility, where
they may be required to embroider images on the robe of Athena. The scholiast explains that this
dedication, which was yellow and blue, was made every fourth year, and that older women as well as
younger maidens did the weaving: <ras kaAAdigpov Abavaias> od pévov yap mapbévor Hparvov, ds pnowy
Amod\6Swpos év ¢ mept Bedv [FHG iv p. 649], aAa kal Tédecar yuvaikes, ws Pepexpdrns év
AovAodidackdlw [CF. frg. 46]. o7u 8¢ kpdkivés €ore kal vakivlivos kat Tovs ['iyavras éumemoikiATar, dnAot
Yrparris [frg. 69]. rodTov 8¢ aviépovy Sua mevTaernpidos v Tots [avabpraiows. Further, a large note to
Phoenissae 114 gives a technical description of the construction of doors and gates, including the bolts,
hinges, and plate metal placed over the wooden frame to make the door seem to be made of metal

throughout, with further comment that during war time the entire door was bolted shut, but that for the

%2 Med. 538

%3 ph. 1033, 1260, 1036; see also the mention of the customs of the threnos (Ph. 1337), and that fact that one of the
Muses is devoted to threnody (Tr. 120).

%% Alc. 346

%5 pp, 791

%% Alc. 345

%7 Alc. 447, Med. 425
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sake of convenience during peacetime a smaller contraption was devised for protection at night. There is
also present an awareness of the change of craftsmen’s terminology over time, as what were formerly
called xaféra. are now called wrepa. Ultimately, though, these isolated instances demonstrate only a
concern for elucidating a passage at hand. Their scarcity reveals that there is no desire to provide any
kind of sustained discourse about these areas of expertise, and such detailed explanations are quite the

exception.

Dramatic Concerns

The next few categories pertain uniquely to the theater and show how the scholiasts treat the
Euripidean texts as a “dual” entity, both written and performed. Such notes give details on the setting or
manner of performance, assignment of speaking parts, stage directions, and matters of literary criticism
including such topics as the definition of “tragic” and opinions on poetic style. Some of these concerns
will remind the reader of some of the general patterns of thinking in Classical and Hellenistic scholarship,
as described in Chapter 1.

A handful of scholia give information about the historical context in which a drama was produced
or contemporary events to which the poet alludes, an inheritance from the tradition of didascalia that
started from stone inscriptions by the archons and that were eventually treated critically by Aristotle.*® |
focus on a few examples of this type here. In one passage, a scholiast claims that when Euripides
presents the hostile Menelaus in an unfavorable light he does so to slight the Spartans of his own time
because of their breach of faith with the Athenians in the archonship of Theopompus, which was before

that of Diocles, in whose time the Orestes was produced: mpo yap Acoxdéovs, €’ 0d Tov 'Opéorny é8iSale,

’e 7 \ b e 2 ’ 9, ~ k - 2 \
ACLKEBGL}LOVL(UV 'rrpechevoap,evwv TEPL ELPTVT)S ATTLOTT)OAVTES AG’I]VO.LOL OU TTPOCTNKAVTO, ETTL APXOVTOS

%8 pfeiffer (1968, 81)
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Ocomépmov [6 éati mpo AvokAéous . ovTws toTopet PiAdyopos [Trg. 117].369 More historical references
appear later when Orestes remarks that the people become a terrible thing when they are directed by
malicious leaders. The scholiast sees here an allusion to Cleophon, who had stalled the peace process two
years earlier (i.e., before the production of the drama): <dewov of moAoi> els KAeopdvra Tadra alvitrerar
mpo €TV S0 eumodicavta Tals omovdals: <dAAws> Lows alviTTeTal mpos Tas kal avTov dnpaywylias, pijmore
8¢ eis Kheopavra. mpo érdv yap dvo Tijs Stdaokalias Tod "Opéorov avTés €otiv o kwAdoas omovdas yevéabar
Abnvaiows mpos Aaxedarpoviovs, as PiAéyopos [frg. 118] ZGTopeZ.37O A later note at Orestes 903 has more
to say on this matter when the messenger refers to a demagogic figure:
<abupbdyAwocos> TaiTé paowy emi KAéwve 14 Snpaywyd Aéyeatar, opalddpevor. mpo yap tijs Tob
"Opéarov dtdagkalias moddots xpévois 0 KAéwv erededra. Taya ovv els KXeopavra Teiver, emel kat
o’s’va'yxog obT0S TS 7Tp(\)§ Aaxedarpoviovs ouv@ﬁfcag ov TPOTNKATO. Kal TO Aéyery 8¢ <Apyefog ovK
Apyetos qvaykaopévos> eis TovTov BAémer. Oélew yap eimety Abnvatov ovk Abnvatov ovra avTov,
aAa véfov modityy, mapéoov Opaé v 6 Keopaw.
They say these things are said with regard to the demagogue Cleon, but erroneously. For Cleon
died many years before the staging of the Orestes. Therefore it likely refers to Cleophon, since
he also around that time did not allow treaties with the Spartans. And also by saying Apyetos ovx
Apyetos praykaouévos, he casts an eye to that man. For he wants to say that he was “a non-
Athenian Athenian,” but rather a bastard citizen, insofar as Cleophon was a Thracian.
As in the previous note, some debate is evident not only for the question of whether an allusion is being
made, but also what the object of that allusion could be. It is interesting at the very least that this
scholiast assumes that an allusion to a contemporary is more likely than someone who died “many years”
ago,*"* and as with the previous note the basis for dating is rooted in the tradition of didascalia.
Two notes to the Andromache discuss similar matters, but are somewhat more difficult. The first
is some hearty verbal abuse of the Spartans by Andromache herself. After a brief reply as to the trope of
Spartan slander, the scholiast adds information regarding the production of the drama: eiAcxpivas de Tovs

Tob dpapaTos xpévovs oVk €oTt AaPetv ob Sedidaktar yap Abjvnow. o 8¢ KaAdipayos [frg. 100d, 26]

emypadival ¢mot 7§ Tpaywdia AnpokpaTyy . . . daiverar 8¢ yeypappévov 1o Spapa év apyals Tob

%9 0r, 371
¥00r. 772
%71 |n fact it was about 15; in any case, the dating of the play to the archonship of Diocles (409/8) is correct.
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[MeAomovvnorakod modépov, “And it is not possible to give the exact time of the drama, for it had not been
produced at Athens. And Callimachus says that Democrates claimed the tragedy as his own . . . and the
drama seems to have been written at the outset of the Peloponnesian War.”*’> The note at hand itself is
conflicted, stating first that ascertaining the date of production—and even its authorship—is difficult, but
with an additional comment claiming that it seems to have been written in the first years of the
Peloponnesian War. Later when Euripides mentions a town that was “once a friend but now an enemy,”
the scholiast states that some people claim that the poet hints anachronistically at Peloponnesian affairs:
&vioi aot Tov mounT Tapa Tobs xpévous aivirreabar ra [edomovvnorara.’” That the possibility is stated
blandly without any sophisticated argument, just as in the previous example, is indicative of a general
lack of scholiastic interest in pointing out contemporary allusions and issues of dating.*"

Often the scholiast clarifies who is speaking at various points and to whom that speaking is
addressed if there is the danger of ambiguity. Some speaking assignments are minimalist, as in the
declaration concerning the opening line of the Hecuba (mpoloyilet TToAvdwpos) or in one of the few lines
spoken by Molossus, son of Andromache in the play of the same name: ratra 76 maidiorapiéy dnoww.>’™
Many of these notes deal with the chorus, especially since some choral speaking parts are limited to one
half of the chorus or even a single, unspecified representative, as at Hecuba 1293 (mpos eavras ratra
pacey al dmd Tob yopot) and Medea 1273 (rodiro mpds dANjAas al dd Tod xopod dact kar’ Epirnawy).*® As
these two examples show, scholia may also indicate the addressee, as is also the case when Hecuba is said
to turn her speech toward Odysseus after a line addressed to her daughter: éméorpeipe Tov Aéyov mpos

"Odvoaéa,”’” and later her words are understood to be addressed to Agamemnon.®”® Another such note

%72 Andr. 445

%73 Andr. 734

3% |t would be of particular interest to see the relative concentration of contemporary references in other tragedians,
and then to contrast that with the treatment of this question in Aristophanes.

%> Andr. 508

¥7% Med. 1273; cf. Or. 1559; Med. 1043, 1415

%77 Hec. 383; it is worth mentioning that the vocative *O8vaced follows at 385. It is unclear why the scholiast sees a
need to include this “help,” unless he truly envisions a pupil combing over the text slowly one line at a time.

378 mpos Tov Ayapépvova o Aéyos (Hec. 1279).
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specifies that the chorus shifts from speaking about Necessity to speaking directly to her, marked in
Euripides by a sudden vocative.*

The inclusivist approach of the scholiasts in listing multiple possibilities is also visible for this
category of comments when there is a dispute regarding the speaker or addressee. For a line evidently (in
the text used by the scholiast) attributed to a servant with whom Hecuba is in dialogue, a scholion states:
Twés kal Tobro s ‘ExaBns elvai paov.>® A similar debate is framed with more specificity shortly
thereafter for Hecuba 736, which reads: Svoryy’, épavryv yap Aéyw Aéyovoa oé, ‘ExafBn, Tt dpaow. The
scholion states: & 8oryve [ToAbdwpe, Ti Spdow éyw, 1) ‘Exafn: mpos éavry amoorpadeion Aéyer . . . 10 8¢
<8vorne> o Aidupés ¢mot mpos Tov TTodvdwpov Aéyew kal <mpos eavrnv> v ‘ExaBnr, “Hecuba says, ‘Oh
wretched Polydorus, what am | to do?” Then turning away she speaks to herself . . . but Didymus says
that the dvoryve refers both to Polydorus and to herself.” Other notes (though these are rarer) make a
claim about speaking attribution based on an explicit reason. When Talthybius approaches with news at
Troades 709, Hecuba calls him a servant: riv’ ad 8é8opka 76v8” Ayactkov Aarpwy areiyovra kawdv dyyelov
BovAevparav. The scholiast spots the anomaly and goes so far as to claim that this might even be
someone other than Talthybius: prjmore ody 0 Tarb6Bios, AAX” dAAos Tis TabTa Aéyer. kal yap od AaTpuy,
aAX’ dvopaoti TadfoBrov kadetv elwbev, “Perhaps it is not Talthybius, but some other person saying these
things, for indeed Hecuba is accustomed not to call him a servant, but to call him by name.” Finally, at
the hinge point in a conversation between Andromache and her servant right before the start of a
stichomythic series, a scholiast attributes a line to the servant on account of it being more harmonious

with what is going on: paAlov 8¢ appéler vmo Tis Bepamaivys Ta 8o TadTa lapPeta )\é’yeo@aL.SBl Though

379 &k Tob mepl abris els 76 mpods adriv (Alc. 976); there are many other examples of such things: Ph. 1587, 1640ff.;

Med. 401, 764, 819, 872, 899; Andr. 507; Tr. 98, 444, 578. See also the string of notes in the Troades that describes
an extended series of quotations and movements of the chorus (Tr. 166, 176, 178). Orestes 526 is an interesting
example because it comments on the “unusual” nature of the shift in addressee from Orestes to Menelaus, but I am
yet to understand the full extent of its meaning.

%80 Hec. 700; other basic identifications of multiplicity include: Or. 1528; Ph. 1425, 1740; Hipp. 776; Med. 759, 995;
Tr. 308, 341.

%L Andr. 80
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there is not much in the way of explanation for this claim, it is nonetheless interesting to see the scholiast
taking a firmer than average stance.

A final subcategory of notes on speaker and addressee identification is a series of claims that the
addressee is the audience in the theater. When Peleus advises that wooers pick a good mother-in-law,*?
the scholiast remarks that this is directed to the spectators: Scadéyerar 8¢ mpos 70 Oéarpov. Soot ovv
pvnoreveade, Aoyileate kadijs yuvarkos matda Aafetv. When Antigone comes out onto the stage in lament,
the scholiast suggests that her behavior is unbecoming to a maiden in the way that she addresses the
theater: ampemas eloBéBnre kai ov mapbevikis. Tive yap amodoyilerar, el py 76 66(1qu);383 Further, when
the nurse states that she will reveal her plans to her allies inside at Medea 523-4 (rdA\a 8’ ot éyw ¢povid
/ Tots évov Muiv apkéoer Aéar pidois), a scholion explains via paraphrase that she does not want these
plans to be known by all the characters and the audience (ra 8e dAAa, a ppovd, apkéoer Tots Evdov
Supyroactar ¢idots, omold €ate, kal ) éml TavTwy kal ém Tob BeaTpov TaiTa ekpéperv), the implication
being that the audience is considered a part of the drama. Elsewhere, Poseidon is said to address the
audience at the beginning of the Troades (rovs Aéyous viv o Ilogedaw mocet), and when Electra utters an
apostrophic “Look at how Helen cut only the tips of her hair so as to preserve her beauty [in fake
mourning],” the scholiast remarks that some say she directs this at the servants, but some at the theater,
“which is better”: éviow 8¢ ¢aot Tals dpwoi TaiTa Aéyewv. ot 8¢ mpos To HéaTpov, 0 kal (’ip,ewov.384

An additional concern over dramatic production expressed by the scholia is the tone or manner in
which various statements are to be pronounced. Quite a few of these examples refer to utterances that are
interrogative and are marked by such phrases as roiro kata épdrnow, év épwtiioer 8¢ mpoevekTéov ToV
orixov, Twés épwrnuatikds, and pwrnuarikds 6 Adyos.” More comments of this kind are found in the

opening scenes of the Orestes, where the notes on manner of speech are particularly rich. In Electra’s

82 robTo Kal okomeiTé pot, pvnoTijpes, éabis Buyarép’ éx unrpos AaBetv (Andr. 622).
%83 ph. 1485; compare the value judgment contingent upon an address to the spectators at Troades 36, discussed
below.
%4 0r. 128
%5 Respectively: Med. 600; Andr. 79, 626; Ph. 724. For further examples: Or. 491; Ph. 621, 1704; Rh. 706.
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admonition to the chorus to quiet down at Orestes 149 (karaye karaye, mpéaid’ atpépas, arpépas L6i), the
scholiast sees the two repetitions as an indicator that she is speaking softly and must repeat herself: 3
emavalijier pepipnrar T Hpepaiav WpoZe;Lévn.386 A little before the chorus had responded to Electra’s
plea for silence by claiming that they would acquiesce.®"  Since Electra responds with a further
injunction to be quiet (gn a avpuyyos 6mws mvoa / Aemrod dévakos, o Pida, paver pou), the scholiast reasons
that the chorus’ initial response must have been stated in a very high-pitched tone, whence Electra’s fear
that they would wake Orestes: oo elkos 6€bTepov elpnrévar Tov xopov, dto kal "HAéxtpa mepidens
yevopévn elmev ¢ . Like these two passages, another pair also clarifies the nature of a character’s
delivery on the basis of internal evidence. Electra eventually states that the chorus has awoken Orestes by
their shouting,*® and the scholiast reveals not only that this means the chorus has uttered a loud
lamentation, but also that some understand that the chorus employs sounds of lamentation that cannot be
written down, and that Electra’s comment at Orestes 168 is a demonstration of what is otherwise invisible
in the text outside of performance:
Twes 8¢ daawy 6TL pwvi) ExpricaTo Opnrdder o xopos ypadivar pi Suvapévy, Loypd 1) kal Lypod
TPAXUTEPQ, gwsp eldfaot moLelv at yuvatkes émi Tols ﬁﬂepﬁd?\/\oum KaKOLS. A 'y(‘lp ‘un‘y Svvarar
ypapeatar, TadTa 8. eTépwv mpoowmwy dnlovTac, olév Tu Kal Tapa TG KOULKS olkéTov oTevaéavTos
€Tepos pmowv: ‘akovels, ws oTéver;
And some say that the chorus employed a threnetic sound that cannot be communicated in
writing, a iugmos or something harsher than that, which women are accustomed to make amidst
overwhelming evils. For what cannot be written is made clear through other characters, as when
in comedy, when a slave groans, someone else says, “Do you hear how he groans?”
The same rationale had been given before at Orestes 156, where the chorus is assumed to have uttered

some awful sound such that Electra’s comment at 168 would make sense.®* Again the scholiast

determines pronunciation on the basis of what would most cohere with the surrounding text. Of course,

%8¢ Doubling of this kind can also be used for other reasons; e.g., the repetition of AaBod AaBod 87+ at Orestes 219 is
viewed as a product of the intensity with which the request is being made (s¢68pa Seopévov 1) pavij 8uo 74
émavalijiper kéxpnrad).

87 1500 metfopar (Or. 144).

%8 guvtac’ EXacas é¢ Hmvov (Or. 168).

389 St voety oTevayuéy Tiva yeyevijobar peta o @ <TéAas> OO Tob X0pod, {va ebloyov ﬁ 70 mapa s "HAékrpas

eipn,uévov [167] <o yap viv, o TdAawva, Bwiéas’ Z,Ba/\eg &€ Umvous.
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the scholiast also recognizes that this method is not always foolproof, because the necessary interpretation
of Orestes 176 actually conflicts somewhat with the context. The scholiast affirms here that what Electra
says is in the mode of a high pitched song, but that it is unbelievable that she would do this after berating
the chorus for similar sounds; the solution is in the necessity forced upon Electra, since that is simply the
mode one uses for lament, even if it is incongruous with her desire to let Orestes sleep: rotro 70 pédos émt
Tals Aeyopévacs viracs ddetar kai éorwv 6€oTatov. dmibavov ovv Ty "HAékrpav déeia pawij kexpiiofac, kai
TabTa EmmAiogoVTAY TG X0p®. AANG KéxpTTaL pev TG ofel avaykaiws, olkelov yap Tév BpnrotvTav,
Aemrérara 8¢ ds Eve padora.*®

Akin to the scholia on pronunciation is a group of comments on stage directions, many of which
are brief, straightforward, and able to be deduced from the original text alone. Electra, for instance,
speaks to Orestes while sitting next to him and drawing him near: mapakafioaca e ééwbev kai eis mAevpov

%1 As Polyneices approaches the chorus at Thebes and hides his

Sebapévny Tov 'Opéorny TadTa Aéyer®
sword,**? a note suggests that he puts it away into a sheath or, better, under his cloak to conceal it but also
to have it ready for defense: <uebé Eios> eis Tov kovdedv. 7) Vo T yAaivav, o kal dewvov, (va
kexavppévov 10 Eidos Exm kal mpos dpvvav etowpov. When a messenger’s face is called gloomy at
Phoenissae 1333 (oxvbpawmov supa), it is remarked that his facial expression must be such that Creon can
guess that his news is bad: éx Tod mposdmov Tob dyyéov aroxalerar T AexBnodpueva.’™

Other notes of this kind depict the positioning of characters in specific locations. Orestes is said
to be speaking from the rooftop in a final showdown with Menelaus at Orestes 1567 (rabra dvwbev
"Opéarys éx Tob dapatés ¢mowv), and when Menelaus cries out that he sees torches, the scholiast explains

that he is looking at the torches and the sword held up to the neck of Hermione by Orestes.*** When

Admetus implies that the chorus was with him offstage at the tomb of Alcestis, the scholiast replies to a

%0 Or, 176; Orestes 183 is also relevant here (kal TobT0 KaTa dvagavnow Aéyer 71 " HAéxTpa).

¥10or. 225

392 Pép’ és aroTewvas meptPfodas nebd Eidos kal Taod’ Epwpac, Tives épearaowy Sopos (Ph. 276).

%93 Cf. Hipp. 1353, Tr. 1207
<éa’ Ti xpfpa> kaTwlev avaBAépas 0 Mevédaos opd mbp avamrépevov kal Eidos emkeipevov T4 is ‘Eppiévrs adyéve

(Or. 1573).
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potential objection that the chorus can in fact leave the oxnva, for in fact this has been done in other
dramatic productions: mPOS TOV Y0PV pnowy: 7;1/ yap 0 X0pOs peT’ avTod* Svvatar yap 0 X0pOs éioraotac TNS
okAs, ds kai év Alavr paoTiyopépe.’®® One of the more notable examples of this kind deals with a
potential problem in the staging of the opening scene to the Hecuba. The ghost of Polydorus sees his
mother coming out of Agamemnon’s tent,** but it is asked why she was not in the women’s tents, and
also why she is asking where Cassandra is if she comes out of the very same tent where Cassandra would
have been. A possible solution is offered: Hecuba was disturbed by a dream in her own tent, and went
into Agamemnon’s to ask Cassandra for help interpreting it, but Cassandra was not there because she was
perhaps washing herself after intercourse with Agamemnon, so that Hecuba now exits the tent of
Agamemnon, unsure of Cassandra’s whereabouts:
<mepd yap 18’ vmo oknrijs m6da Ayapépvovos> el kata Tov Edpumidny (Sial yuvaikdv alypaldrav
oréyar Noav, Tés éx Tis oknris Ayapéuvovos é€ger 1) ‘Exdafry mis 8¢ kal éxetbev ééodad drou per’
oAiyov [87] ‘mob more Kagavdpav eoidw, Tpwdldes’ tis Kaoavdpas 7é Ayapépvove ouvoikovons.
vonréov v ‘Exéfny 76 daopari rapaxfeioar mpoellety éx tiis orknyijs Tav alypadwTtidwv eloefety
7€ els T ok Ayapéuvovos els {irnow tis Kasdvdpas, (va avTfj kpivy Tobs oveipovs. kal ua
ef)poﬁaav aﬁT')‘7v dua 70 lows 7'7‘71/ Kképmv WLETA 'T’;]V KolTnv TOU ’Ayapép,vovos kabappod yapuy €nbev els
v Bddacoav ameAnivbévar malww e€edbetv v ‘Exafny tis BactAikis oknquijst v tdav o [ToAddwpos
Epn <mepq yap 16’ VO orYYis T6da Ayapépuvovoss.
Note that this comment, like many others pertaining to stage directions, is able to be determined entirely
from the original text. The actions and positioning of characters are argued on the basis of necessity and
likelihood, not (ostensibly) on any external information, such as an actual viewing of a dramatic
performance.®’
Finally, some stage directions come with a specific tag marking them as kara 7o stwmdpevor,

“done in silence.” Most of these refer to characters who have either come onto the stage or left it without

an explicit signal in the original text, as when a scholion points out that Orestes sees Pylades approaching

%% Alc. 897; cf. Ph. 690; Andr. 1007; Tr. 139, 176

3% mepd yap 18’ 1o okrijs m6da Ayauépvovos (Hec. 53).

%7 Although we will see later some evidence that the scholia do show evidence that actual performances are being
incorporated into the commentary, namely through examples of an “actors nowadays” formula.
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in silence: kara 7o crwmdpevoy elde Tov Tvdadny épyspevor.®® Another example refers to things done
offstage on the grounds of propriety when it is said that Polyxena is sacrificed out of the view of the
audience.** Still another refers to the fact that Menelaus comes on stage after hearing “in silence” what
has gone on within the house: kara 70 swwmdpevor 8¢ elkos dmpyyéfar ¢ Meveddw Ta kara ToV olkov
yevopeva."® A final example concerns the speech of the messenger reporting the death of Neoptolemus:
in referring to Apollo, the messenger speaks of “some being,” which the scholiast takes as a reverentially
“silent” denotation of the god: kar& 76 crwmdpevov cepvas Tov fedv fritaro.*™

Thus, the scholia demonstrate a number of concerns pertaining to the performance of drama, be it
stage directions, the manner in which various lines are to be delivered, or who speaks those lines to
whom. Yet, it is important to observe that nearly all of these comments arise or at least may arise directly
from an engagement with the original text itself and do not require an actual viewing of the play. Later
we will see examples that point to the contrary, but for now it seems probably that for the most part the
scholiasts would have been able to extrapolate stage directions from the Euripidean text itself. In any
case, it is clear that the scholiasts are considering the text as a dramatic performance, since they are
concerned with how the text would be played out on stage, a factor that is not to be overlooked in

considering the approaches taken by ancient scholars to Euripidean drama.

Literary Criticism

Some immediate qualification is needed for the title of this section, since the type of analysis

indicated by the modern use of the term “literary criticism” overlaps partially with the territory covered

%% Or. 725; the observation is a daft one, as the original text itself makes this perfectly clear. For further examples,

see Or. 132, 850; Ph. 694; Med. 214.
399

kata 10 gwwtdpevov éodayn 1) [olvéévny (Hec. 484).
%0 Or, 1554; again, the chorus itself makes this fact evident, such that the scholion appears unnecessary.
“OL Andr. 1147; the verb aivirropas is a standard signal for anything “hinted at” by the original text and will be

treated more fully below.
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by ancient literary studies, but only partially. As we will see, some elements in the modern conception
are lacking in the ancient and vice versa, and even where the topics of interest are common to both, the
ancient approach can be quite a bit different. Overall in this section I will discus the scholia’s response to
the following questions: What is poetry? What is particular to the tragic genre? What characterizes good
or bad poetry, and what are the standards by which poetry (and specifically dramatic poetry) should be
judged?*%

Remembering that the scholia are individual notes in different locations and not a systematic
treatise on topics such as poetry or style, we can at least begin to identify some qualities or tendencies of
poetry as outlined in the commentaries to Euripides, starting with its grammatical idiosyncrases. In
identifying the use of an accusative direct object with the verb péuvmuac, for example, one scholion states
that this is clearly evident throughout the poets: xai moAdayod evpijoets mapa moLnyTals ovvTacaduevoy
alriaruch o pépvmpac.’® Poets also tend to front yap clauses, giving the cause before the effect in
contrast to the more normal order that places the yap clause after, and several poetic examples are
adduced.”®* Further, poets also tend to speak of horses with feminine grammatical gender, even where it
is more “proper” to give them masculine gender: <foals (mmoLowv> €deL éx Tob €émLkpaTodbVTOS APTEVLKDS
abTovs vopdoar. Tégoapes yap elat, Xpovos Alboys Aorpami) Bpovr. €bos 8¢ Tols mounrals Oplukids Aéyewv
ToUs (mrmovs. Xagpwv ‘Tav (rmov’ kal év lrmodvre [1223] ‘al 8 évdakoboar orépa’ kal map” ‘Optjpw [V
376] ‘at Dnpnriddao moddkees Exdepov ol
Poets also demonstrate looseness with factual information, which we might be tempted to put

under the umbrella of “poetic license,” though the Euripidean scholia do not employ such a

“92 Niinlist (2009) provides much fuller coverage of the literary critical terms in the scholia than I do here, though it
is nonetheless important to see the extent to which literary criticism plays out specifically in the Euripidean scholia.
Further, while Ninlist (2009, 94) deliberately leaves aside the question of genre on the grounds that it is covered
more properly by a study of individual technical treatises on the subject from antiquity, e.g. Aristotle’s Poetics, |
have made this topic one of my central considerations.

‘3 Andr. 1164

104 2805 moLTLKOY TO 410 TOD Yap dpxeabar. “Opumpos [k 190] ‘@ pidoc, 0v yap 7" (Spev dmy Lodos” kai [k 226] ‘@ ¢ido,
€vdov ydp Tis émoryouévy’. kal Mévavdpos [frg. 232] ‘éx yeitévav olkwv yap, o Toryapuye’ (Ph. 886).

%05 ph, 3; a further example at Phoenissae 8 shows that poets have a certain tendency in the naming of Polydorus,
but the text is corrupt and incomprehensible to both Schwartz and myself (<[ToA68wpov>: TodToV 0f TOLyTAL T TivaKov

kadobor [Todvdwpov [8€] Sua 70 moAAd Sdpa eldndévar T unrépa adTod éml 7§ yevvijoeL adTod).
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comprehensive term to describe this phenomenon.*®® Specifically, this license is recognizeable in the
realm of geography in two passages from the Hecuba. In what is now regarded as a dubious line, Hecuba
prays that her son be kept safe in his current location in Thrace.*®” The scholiast sees a potential problem
here, since she speaks as if she were not in Thrace herself, when in fact the stage is set in the Chersonese:
T0bT0 Gomep obk év Opdy ovad ot Tis axnuils vmokenévrs év Xeppovijow. prréov 8& Sri mounTikov Efos
éatt 7o TorovTov. Note that the explanation for this dilemma is an appeal to poetic custom—Euripides
breaks a “rule” simply because this is poetry, and he can. A similar “violation of truth” comes when the
herald Talthybius reports that the whole Achaean entourage was present for the sacrifice of Polyxena at
the tomb of Achilles, when in fact they are in the Chersonese, not at Troy where Achilles died: <mapsv
L€V oy Aos> alTTpa okquLkéy. Tds yap Tob AxtAréws év 5 Tpoia Bavévros Tovs “EAAqrés ¢mou mpo Tob
T6pBov adrod Bew év Xeppoviow Svras.*®® Again, the problem is resolved by appealing to a “demand of
the stage”; in other words, the dramatist must be allowed a bit of geographical leniency simply because
this is drama.

This license is visible also in a passage from the Orestes concerning the customary practice of
poets in their representations of the gods. Euripides refers to the Erinyes as bloodstained and shake-
like,*® to which the scholiast replies that poets attribute to the gods characteristics based on analogy, that
is, the gods themselves are described in terms that have some relation to the effects they have on people
(ra oupBaivovta Tols Taayovai TL Tols MpoeaTdal Tob mabous Beots avaTibéaoiy ol mouyrai). The scholiast
proceeds to give examples: Homer says that the Litai are lame, shriveled, and blind, and that he has
fashioned them thus because of the condition of those who make prayers (otév ¢ xat “Opmpés dmor mept
1év Avrav [1 503] ‘ywdai Te pvoai e mapafAdmés 7" opbalud’™ éx T@dv amofavévrav mabdv eldwlomorioas).

Likewise, Plutus is blind, because he gives wealth indiscriminately, and Opportunity is bald at the back,

%% Servius does have such a term, and in the chapter on Vergil we will examine his explicit delineation of this
concept. For the concept in general, see Russell (1981, 16).
“"Hec. 74

498 Hec. 521

09 rhs atpatamovs kal dpakovtddets képas (Or. 256)
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because once he is gone, you cannot make him return—and Demosthenes says that he is deaf, since you
can caII, but he will not heed you: kal Tov IThobrov TU(}S)\bV )\é'youaw, oTL o’ucpiﬂug ToLel mAovaious, Kal TOV
Kawpov omotopadakpov, 6T Tod mapwymuévov advvarov avtidapPaveodar kai kwpov 8¢ avTov o Anpoodévrs
[frg. 12] ¢notv, o1 peTakadobpevos ody dmarover. Again, the basis for understanding what Euripides
has done is the knowledge of a general poetic technique.**

Other notes give information that is associated specifically with the brand of poetry we call
“tragedy.” Two of the most crucial notes provide a broad definition of tragedy vis-a-vis comedy, one of
which states at Orestes 1691:

7 katdAnéis Tis Tpaywdias 7 els Opfvov 1) els mabos kaTalber, 7 8¢ THs kwpwdias els omovdas kal

Staddayds. obev opartar T68e To Spapa kwpiki) kaTaliéel xpnodpuevor: Stallayal yap mpos MevéAaov

kal ‘Opéorny. aAda kal év T) AXkrjoTidL €k ouppopdy els evdpoaivny kal avafioriv. opoiws kal v

Tupot XogorAéovs avayvwpiopos kata 170 TéAos yiveTar, kal amAds elmely ToAAa ToLadTa v T)

Tpaywdia evpiokeTal.

The ending of a tragedy results either in lamentation or suffering, but that of comedy results in

truces and reconciliations. For this reason the drama seems to employ a comic ending, for there

are reconciliations for Menelaus and Orestes. But also in the Alcestis there is a movement from

disasters to gladness and resurrection. Likewise also in the Tyro of Sophocles there is a

recognition at the end, and simply put, many such things are found in tragedy.

What is particularly interesting about this statement is that one of the presumably foundational
qualifications for something to be a tragedy is in fact not met by many tragedies. Compare a statement
from the hypothesis to the Alcestis:

70 8¢ Spapd €atL CUTUPLKATEPOV OTL els xapav kal ﬁ8ov7‘]v kaTaoTpéder [mapa Tols TpayLkots | <kai>

b ’ < b ’ ~ ~ s 4 2 s \ A < 2 ~ \
exfaAdeTar ws avoikeia Ths Tpayikis wotfoews o Te Opéorns kat 7 AAknoTLs, ws €k oupdopds puev

) . , ~ . . 412
apxopeva, els ebdatpoviav <8é> kal xapav Miavta, <d> €0t pdAdov kwpwdias exopeva.

19 The mention of Demosthenes makes clear that, though the scholiast began his discussion from poetry, the
technique is not exclusively a poetic one, or at least we might qualify the assertion by saying that it may arise in
poetry, but can also be employed in prose.

1 poetic license is also visible in a couple of passages concerning numbers, though here there is no explicit mention
of common poetic practice. These passages refer to the use of “fitted” or “prepared” numbers, meaning a count that
is not exactly correct, but which is meant to demonstrate a certain magnitude, as we might say “I have a thousand
reasons not to do this” (76 amnpriopéve apbud, Or. 353, Andr. 106; cf. Ph. 1135). Note at the same time, however,
that poetic license has its limits: Euripides chooses not to name Jocasta/ Epicaste, for instance, because he wants to
avoid the dilemma of which name to choose (aopadilerar v dvopasiav Tis npwivys, Ph. 12).

12 Alc. hypoth. 23ff.
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The drama is more satyr-like because it turns toward joy and pleasure, and the Orestes and the
Alcestis are discarded as incongruous with tragic poetry, since they begin from disaster and end in
gladness and joy, which are things that pertain more to comedy.
This second observation comes with a bit more verve: instead of simply accepting that tragedies can be
un-tragic, some have apparently decided that they will draw the line—tragedy must end badly for
someone. Thus, while it seems that tragedy and comedy are categorized according to their endings, there
is some disagreement about how far to take this criterion.

With this confusion about what constitutes a tragedy generally, we might not have much hope of
piecing together more particular details, but a few characteristics of tragedy as a genre do appear at
various points in the scholia. In response to the Phrygian’s epic description of a relatively minor skirmish
in the halls of Menelaus, the scholiast remarks: Scov 8¢ Tijs Tpaywdias 7o Ta pikpa T@v TpaypdTwy
eaipewv kal pofepa morely amep viv o Eopumidns ws mepl moAAdy <mepl> Tdv oAiywy OepamévTawy Tov Adyov
<motetTar>, “It is peculiar to tragedy to inflate minor affairs and to make them fearsome, just as now
Euripides makes much of the minor servants.”*** This sentiment coheres with the passages just
mentioned in that tragedy properly tells a story that ends badly, and the scholion at hand suggests that it
will do so even if it must make a mountain of a molehill. We learn in a note to the opening line of the
Phoenissae that it is also customary for tragic poets to lead in heroic characters who lament their
misfortunes to the gods, as do Medea and Jocasta: <dAlws> €os éxovary ot Tpayikol mapdyeLy Tovs Npwas
feols Tas aupgopas dmodogupopévous. kal év Mndeia [S7] ‘Got’ (nepss p’ dmiMe yi re kobpave’. We find
also a clue that tragedians, like poets in general, are wont to be a little loose in their terminology, as when
Xéyxqv is apparently used to mean a sword.*** Finally, an additional note in the Orestes speaks of how

chorus members are accustomed to exchange speaking parts at sense pauses to avoid monotony; no

2 Or. 1484

4 15 16 Eidpos. avvnbes 8¢ TodTo Tols Tpayukois (Ph. 1398); it is unclear to me whether this specific word substitution
is meant, or substitution in general. In any case, it is worth mentioning that the weapon in the scene really does
appear to be a spear.
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mention of “tragedy” is made here per se, but it is implied that this is a common feature of tragic choral
discourse.*™

We have just seen that misfortune was regarded by the scholiasts as a central feature in tragic
drama, and while the scholia nowhere explicitly state a formal connection between =afos and the genre of
Euripides’ works, a couple of passages suggest to us that this technical term should also be considered as
a crucial aspect of the tragic genre. The first of these passages is a comment on repetition at Hecuba 689:
70 émavalapBavey Tovs adTovs Adyous €v T Bpmuely odédpa axeTAraaTikov kal mabos éyetpov év i)
Tpaywdia. The fact that such repetition is appropriate for “raising mafos in tragedy” is particularly
suggestive. The second is a suggestion that Poseidon’s mention of the weeping Hecuba at the start of the
Troades would have been better if Euripides had brought her onto the stage lamenting her situation, for
then the tragedy would have had wafos: <rv 8’ dAiav> duewov 7w amo Tdv mpayparev maperaayesdac,
bSupopévny & mapévTa. ovTws yap <avs N Tpaywdia To mabos elye, vov & Puxpds ¢ edTpw
mpoodiadéyera.”® These passages hint that even if there is no formal statement about mafos being a
feature of tragedy, we should take the treatment of mafos in the scholia as especially pertinent to type of
poetry that Euripides has composed.

If that is correct, it is fitting to examine a bit further a few passages in which the scholia formulate
what causes wafos. Hecuba, for example, is said to be augmenting the wa6os of her situation when she
claims that she had 50 children, since really she had only 19, as Homer said: adéovoa 70 mébos ¢noi <.6>
ylp pévovs maidas éyévvnaev. “Opmpos [Q 496 “évveakaidexa pév pou ifs ek vdtos joav.”™’ Elsewhere,
the change into dochmiac meter as Electra and the chorus go back and forth trying not to disturb Orestes
is viewed as “conducive to mafos.”*'® A later quotation of Electra is also said to make the drama “very

pathetic” insofar as her assumption that Menelaus was there to help was merely a setup for

M5 2y rols réleawy eldbaoiy of dmd Tod X0pod peTadddTrey pedyovres Ty povediav Tob Aéyov (Or. 348). This

statement seems vague to me and requires more investigation.
416
Tr. 36
“7 Hec. 421; cf. the “mountain-from-a-molehill” approach listed as a common aspect of the tragic genre above.
Repetition too is said to “increase watlos” at Andromache 839 (5 émavarnpis 7o wabos adéer Tob wévbous).

418 mpéaopos T waber 1) 700 pubpod aywyn Soyualovaa (Or. 140).
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disappointment, as it became clear that he was not going to assist in any way: meptmabéorepov 8¢ moret 16
Spapa kal moppadev SuaBallovoa Tov Mevédaov, kabd éhmiobels Bonfroewy ovik &Borfnae.*™® Other such
passages include the opening verses of the Medea, which are said to be praised on account of their great
méfos (Sca To mabyrikds dyav éxewv), With no additional explanation provided. Further, when Hecuba tells
herself to lift up her head at Troades 98, the scholiast points out that a drooping head is “pathetic” and is
fitting for the present circumstances: 7 ¢ med60ev kepadny éumabeorépa éotl kal Tols VTokeLpévoLs olkelws
éyovoa. Finally, there is also mention of what might have made the drama more pathetic, if Euripides had
done something different.*® Such is the note at Troades 1129, in which the dead Astyanax is carried in
on the shield of Hector, with Andromache having already departed with Neoptolemus. The fact that
Andromache has been removed from the situation makes the scene less tragic: xopias 8¢ ravra mavra
TemoinKe, TAPTPYTAL BE TO TPAYLKOV KATAOKEAOKA. €L Yap TapTy 7 AvSpopdyn, olkTpéTEPOV AV EYEVETO TO
wafos Opnyovons adTis Tov (drov matda, “All these things Euripides constructed cleverly, but the tragic
device has been removed. For if Andromache were present, the suffering would be even more pitiable,
with her lamenting her own child.” Thus, we see how pity and suffering are wrapped up in discussions of

tragedy as a genre at least on an implicit level.*!

Aesthetic Judgments

The Euripidean scholia also spend much time outlining things that are good or bad about the
composition of the original text. At times these are complaints or praise for Euripides himself, though
they can also be directed specifically to his characters, such that it is sometimes difficult to say whether

Euripides or one of his characters is really being evaluated. There is also the ongoing problem of the

“90r. 241
%20 Cf. the previously mentioned scholion from Troades 36.
“2! For more examples of such discussions: Hipp. 566; Ph. 32, 618; Tr. 343.
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ambiguity as to the source of that evaluation. At times the comment is stated by the scholiast seemingly
propria voce, but other notes are attributed to specific scholars or “some/others” in general. Further, even
when we do have examples of the scholiast’s voice, this does not mean that the evaluation is an original
thought, for perhaps a comment is simply being copied from some other exegetical source. What we can
say is that there are some consistently evident criteria by which the poetry is evaluated.

Though these scholia contain far less stylistic commentary than we might expect, a few principles
of judgment emerge, one of which is concision. We have already seen how the scholia frequently
highlight words that are either unnecessary or omitted in the text, and certain examples showed a
particular distaste for pleonasm.*”* Those passages cited before seemed to have no value judgment
associated with them—Euripides simply left out or added words as he wished, perhaps for metrical
reasons—but there are a few other notes that suggest concision as a goal of good poetry. Such is the case
at Orestes 45-6: Electra states that her brother weeps when he is released from his itinerant madness and
is in his right mind (6rav pev odpa kovdiadi véoov / Euppwv daxpved), and the scholiast clarifies that there
is an understood participle of being with the adjective, but that the participle is better left omitted (Gvri
Tob Euppwv yevipevos. duevov 8 v’ Ev: Eudpav Saxpiel). Thus, even though yevépevos is necessary in
the scholiast’s mind for the completion of the sense, it is better that Euripides leave it out for the sake of
brevity.*”® Euripides himself also seems to nod to concision in various places with such stock phrases as
“But why should I say more,” and the scholiast’s reasons for such aposiopesis can be quite interesting.
For instance, when Eteocles says that he will not name the seven leaders in the assault against Thebes, a
scholion claims that Didymus attributed this aposiopesis to the fact that the men had already been named
in Aeschylus: mepvlaktar Tas dvopacias adTdv elmetv, s ¢nor Aidupos, Sta 7o Vo AloybAov elpijodar év
rots ‘Emra éml OnBas.””* Concision is also praised when the nurse says she will not describe to Phaedra

the drugs she plans to use: dptora 8¢ kai evratfa 7 doiknois: TV pev oAy Pappaéiy odk éml oxknris, AN’

%22 It is instructive to see how at Phoenissae 973 (Aééew yap apyals kail oTpaTnldTars TGde / midas éP’ emTa kal
Aoyayéras poddv) the entire second line is regarded as excessive (wepcrrés). There does not seem to be much room
offered for expansive poetic language.

%23 Recall also the pleonastic linking verb from Orestes 86.

%24 ph, 751; this sort of strange intertextuality will be evident elsewhere in the scholia.
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évdov moufjoar pélovaa, mhavis 10m To kepadatov vrébeTo Tis Pappiews. Edofe yap av évoxely
Suyoupévn pavepds.’” That is, a full description of the magic would have been otiose, so thankfully it is
kept off the stage.

A few other comments add to our understanding of stylistic appreciation, even if the exact
reasoning behind the judgment is obscure. When Polyxena states that now being called a slave makes her
yearn to die,**® a scholion adds that the consecutive infinitives have made the verse ill-composed:
rakoatvherov 8¢ TOv Asyov memouikaot Ta Sbo dmapéudara.”’’ Elsewhere, the remark that the wooden
horse holds the hidden spear*®® is said to contain a flat pun on the phonetically similar words “wooden”
and “spear”: Juxpds 7TURLOASYTOE TOV LTrTTOV Ao TAV SopdTwy: duelvov yap mapa Ta dobpa memolfjodar fyovy
ra &oxa.*? Lastly, in a passage already examined, when Poseidon points to the lamenting Hecuba at
Troades 36, the scholiast himself laments that the scene could have had more =afos if Euripides had
brought Hecuba onto the stage in sorrow over her circumstances, but that instead the character of
Poseidon speaks to the theater “flatly” about her (Juypds) and so misses an opportunity for a powerfully
tragic scene: duewov v 4md Tav mpaypdTwv Tapeiadyeabar, dSupopévny T4 TapoVTA. OUTWS Yap <avs 1)
Tpaywdia To mabos elye, viv 8¢ Yuxpds 1@ Beapw Tpoodiadéyerar.

A larger literary concern in the scholia is what we might generally call “propriety,” a category
including proper lexicography, as described above, but also the consistency and suitability of Euripides’
characters. For instance, the scholiast notes how Euripides preserves the heroic character of Polyxena in
her bold, confident refutation of Odysseus right before her death: évratba eépvraéer o Edpimidns o
Npwikdy Nhos+ o yup Tamewdy abTd pepipyrar, GG mappnaractikéy.’ Likewise, the scholiast commends

Euripides for making neither Laius nor Oedipus give way when they meet at the crossroads, for both

“% Hipp. 514

4 mphiTa pév pe Tobvopa Bavelv épav Tibnoww odk elwbos dv (Hec. 357).

“2" Note that the scholiastic paraphrase on the line “fixes” the infinitive collision, though the paraphrase is not an
attempt at an iambic line: 76 77s Sovleias dvopa Tob Oavelv pe épav moret.

428 o o At . . . o o \ .
OGEV 7Tp0§ G,VSP(UV UO'TEP(UV KGK)\’T]O'ETG,L BOUPELOS LTTTTOS KPU'TTTOV (IHHTLO'X(JJV BOPU (Tr. 14).

29 Modern commentators agree: the line is bracketed in the edition of Kovacs (2002, Loeb Classical Library).

“30 Hec. 342; cf. the similar comment about the consistency of Electra (o08ayob dvapadov 16 s "HAéxrpas fos, OF.

99), and the general suitability of Orestes 223 to the words, characters, and stage setup of its context.
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characters were such as not to yield to the other: xaA@s erépw étepov mepikerTar gpvaypa, Aaiw pev Sia
<10> Tijs apxs aéiwpa, OLdimod. ¢ oTL PaciAéws vios 7;1/ Kkal TpomeTIs ws véos Kal 000D Tijs TATL KOLVT)S
elpyero.”®! Further, when Medea’s nurse says that she is forced to make her lament to heaven and earth at
Medea 57, the scholiast praises Euripides’ imitation of reality:

kadds o Eopumridns pepipnrar Tods év peydalais Svarvyiacs ééeralopévous kal pundevi Tav avlpdmav

fappodvras amayyetrar Ta SvaTvxipara 79 Sia $pé6Pov Seamordv 7 Sud Twva xpeiav oupdépovoar Tols

Tplypaoty. obToL yap oLwmav Tas cuppopas w1 duvépevor kai Aéyeww avlpamors pofoipevor, oﬁpawp

7 WAL 1) y7 7 Oeols dAous Sunyodvrac.

Euripides portrays well those being questioned amidst great misfortunes and not having the

courage to speak their misfortunes to anyone, either on account of fear of their masters or some

other necessity born of their circumstances. For these people, not being able to keep silent and
fearing to speak to people, tell their story to heaven or the sun or the earth or other gods.

By the same token, Euripides is blamed for mischaracterization or other slips in propriety. Just as
the preservation of heroic or kingly ethos is praised in other situations, so too is Agamemnon’s lack of
kingly authority criticized. When Hecuba asks for the favor of having her son and daughter burned on the
same pyre, Agamemnon grants the request, but states further that if sailing from that place were possible,
he could not have granted it. The scholiast is upset by this: od kalds ¢nor TadTa o Ayapépvav. Expiy yap
avTov amaé 86vTa TN xhpiv oLwmijoal kal p1 EAéyéar TV €aVTOD YYAOUYYT 0D Yap AVAYKT) TOLADTY) DTEKELTO
BaoiAevs av, “Agamemnon does not speak these things correctly, for it was necessary for him to grant the
favor simply and then shut up and not to malign his own authority, for since he was king he was not
subject to that necessity [i.e., ‘If sailing is possible, we must sail immediately no matter what’].”**
Likewise, Polyneices’ assertion at Phoenissae 395 that it is sometimes necessary to be slavish to get what
one wants is marked as unheroic: ovx aéuéypews fpwos o Aéyos. Further, Medea’s weeping is contrary to

her savage nature:

€det 8¢ avTnv unde kAaiovoav elodyeatai: od yap olketov 7@ Tpoodmw [TodTo ] AoV yap elofrrar
W p y yap 5 mpooirmg pov yap eloi)

~ s 5 . A~ ~ , , . \ , ) . \ \
TOUTO. CL)\)\ EK()ZSEPGTCLL 'T’H OX)\LK’H (;S(LV'TGO'L([I. ’7TOL7]O'(L§ KA(]LOUO'G.V KalL ovupmaocyovoav. (17TL6CLV(U§ yap Ule

31 ph. 40; cf. Ph. 446, 614
32 Hec. 898
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ToravTny Sraxetptlopévny Ta Tékva elodyet. duewov de “Opmnpos [T 2117 ‘ofpbadinol 8 woel képa
éoracav.*?

But it was necessary for her to be brought on stage not weeping, for it is not suitable to her
character, for this character has been introduced as savage. But Euripides has brought her in
weeping and suffering, having fashioned her according to popular imagination. For he
unpersuasively introduces her, she who is such a woman as to kill her children. And Homer is
better [i.e., it would have been better to describe her as Homer does Odysseus], “And his eyes
stood still like horn.”

The reverse is also true, as Euripides is criticized for making characters seem lofty when in fact
they are not. Heracles, for instance, should not be philosophizing when he is inebriated—he should be
joking around and letting someone else do the deep thinking: ook edAéyws Tov ‘HparAéa elorfyaye
¢pLtrogodovvTa év pébn ov édet kal dAov ptdocodovvTos 5La7TaZCaV.434 Didymus twice chimes in with more
criticism in this vein. Andromache’s exposition on human nature meets with his displeasure, since she
speaks things too lofty for a woman in mourning, and a barbarian woman at that: AiSvpos péuderar
ToUTOLS WS 7Tap21 T kabeordTar OEUVOTEPOL 'yc‘lp ol Aéyor ”;} KaTA BépBapov yuvalka Kal 3u07'uxoﬁoa1}.435 He
has a similar opinion of her subsequent slander of Menelaus’ weakness, which is unfitting for the
situation and for the characters.**®

The last two quotations hint at further grounds on which Euripides is blamed or praised, namely
the suitability of words or actions to their specific context within the drama or even to tragic drama itself.
For instance, when Andromache remarks that her servant ought to have many crafty strategems on
account of her being a woman at Andromache 85 (modas v elpois pryavas: yuvy yap et), a scholion
replies that it is not fitting for her to be uttering such gnomic statements amidst such turmoil (presumably

in reference to her generalization about female craftiness): ev ov 8éovre yvapodoyet TogovTwy adryy

mepeaTiTov kaxdv. Similarly, it is called improper for Pylades and Orestes to talk about the former’s

*33 Med. 922

34 Alc. 779; cf. a similar thought on propriety regarding Andromache at Troades 634.

*3 Andr. 330

436 AtSuvpos pépgerar maow TovToLs ws mapa Tov katpov kal Ta mpéowma (Andr. 362); note the very similar language in
the note to Andromache 229 (mapa Ta mpéowma 8é kat Tovs katpovs TadTa). For further examples of issues of
propriety in characterization: Or. 4, 71, 418; Ph. 1485; Med. 324.
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planned marriage with Electra in the midst of their trouble: dvoikeia 8¢ Tadra Tob mpokeLpévov dyavos.*’
Further, Orestes’ interrogation of the Phyrgian is unsuited to tragedy and to the misfortune of Orestes:
dvaéia kal Tpaywdias kai s ‘Opéarov oupdopas 74 Aeyspeva. ™ Finally, the relevance of a choral
interlude is questioned at Phoenissae 1019-1053. The opening of this passage is marked plainly as
having nothing to do with Menoecus, who is about to die for his city: mpos o0dév TadTa: €det yap Tov yopov
otktioastal dua Tov BdvaTor Mevoikéws 7 amodéyeatar Ty edipuyiav Tod veaviokov. aAda Ta mepl Oldimovy
Kal T Zdiyya Supyeirar ra moMaks eipypéva.”® Toward the end of this passage, a scholion states that
the chorus should have begun at this later point with the mention of the boy: amo TodTwv éxpiv evbéws
dpéacbar Tov xopov. éxelva yap mepurra éorw.**® Comments to other passages point to things that are
unsuited to tragedy as a whole, for instance, the bringing in of Alcestis’ corpse onto the stage: oo« e
kata yap T vmébeoiy ws éow mpaTTépeva det TabTa HewpeZGG(LL.Ml

Allied to this standard of judgment is a demand for internal consistency within the narrative. One
such situation involves a slip regarding the exile of Polyneices and its relevance to the narrative of the
Phoenissae. Early in the drama Jocasta states that the two brothers made an agreement that one would
leave the city, but later Polyneices alleges that he has lived a harsh life in exile barely finding his daily
needs.*? The scholiast remarks that the first passage brings the drama into disorder (odros & Témos eis
aovppwviav dyer 7o Spapa. EdeL yap ééélaay vmobéatar Tob Tlolvveirous), going on to say that, if there

really had been an agreement, Polyneices would have had plenty of provision for the road (ravrws xat Ta

emrideca eémedépero <av> o Ho)\vveikng).443 Other objections include Phoenissae 748, where Eteocles

“70r. 1210

% Or. 1512; it is perhaps felt that the scene smacks of too much comedy, though the exact reason is not stated.

9 Ph. 1019

“0'Ph. 1053

1 Alc. 233; cf. Hecuba 484 on the slaughter of Polyxena. For further examples of this kind, see the inappropriate
suggestions of Jocasta to her sons (Ph. 584), the laughable idea that Dolon would ask for kingship for a reward for
his espionage (Rh. 165), and the absurdity of Dolon actually putting on a wolfskin and walking around like an
animal (Rh. 210). Not all such comments are negative, however (cf. Hec. 1291).

“2ph, 71, 401

“3 The scholiast’s conclusion is that Euripides has conflated two different ioropiac, one from Pherecydes—in which
there was actually an exile—and one from Hellanicus, where there was an agreement. (The scholiast himself also
seems to slip at the end, referring to Phoenissae 71 as if it were in accord with Pherecydes, when he means
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states that he will go “into the city” to defend it (éorac 748 éNbowv emtamupyov és TmoAwt), which the
scholiast reasonably asserts is laughable: yeloiws 70676 dyowy ds iy v viv év moder. ™™

Further comments demonstrate a demand for realism in tragedy by pointing out various things
that are true or false on the grounds of external fact, as opposed to consistency that is internal to the
dramatic narrative itself. Antigone’s claim that the Argive army flashes like lightning in the sun meets
with approval from the scholiast on account of the fact that bronze actually looks that way in sunlight:
olkelws 8¢ TO GoTpaTTeLy ToLabTT Yap 1) ToD YalkoD dias el Tis &v YAiw kuvijoerev adTév.**® So too the
description of Tydeus as half-barbarian (x.é0BéapBapov) is fitting, since Aetolians had Greek armor, but
used barbarian-styled javelins: kal@s elmev adrov puéoBapBapov: ol yap Alrwdol wavres . . . kal mots
smAilovow ds “EAes, drovrilovor 8¢ ws BapBapor.*® By the same token, Euripides is criticized for
things that are unrealistic, such as the claim that Orestes stopped in Phthia on his way from Argos to
Dodona: exBAnbeis Tob "Apyovs 'Opéorns amyeL els 70 Lepov Tod Awos To év T§) Awdwvy pavrevobpevos molav
olkijoel ToAw. &amiiv ovv Epyetar els Dbiav. Aidupos 8¢ ot hevdij Taira elvar kal dmora.’ Didymus

finds further fault with Peleus’ tragic claim that he is “dead and senseless,””**®

apparently because no one
should be able to say that his voice is gone, or at least that is what is suggested by the following mention

that in Homer such a sentiment is uttered by someone else: <od8év eip’, amwdépnv> éykalet Aidupos kal

Hellanicus.) See also Phoenissae 805 for a similar conclusion regarding the piercing of Oedipus’ ankles in his
infancy. Here the scholiast’s reasoning is charming: 1) In this passage the chorus says that he was notable for his
golden pins as an infant, but 2) earlier they were called iron pins. 3) This makes no sense unless the chorus refers to
the gold pins used in his blinding. 4) But they talk about him as an infant, and he certainly wasn’t blind then. 5)
Euripides must be conflating two versions.

4 See also Andromache 216, where the verbal sparring between Andromache and Hermione does not proceed as
the scholiast deems right.

“5pp, 111

“°pp, 139

“7 Andr. 885; it is unclear to me why this claim is objectionable, unless perhaps it is thought that Phthia is so far out
of the way that a stopover is unbelievable. For another geographical objection, see the discussion of Phoenissae 159
below.

M8 o0dév €l ATOASUTY Ppotdn pev avdij, dpodda 8 dpbpa wov kdTw (Andr. 1077).



105

€bem ATV oL To adTov év mafer dvTa Aéyewy <00dév elpt, Ppovdn pev avdip> mapa 7o ‘Opnpurov [P 695 §
7047 Sy 8¢ pwv apdaocin éméav Aafev’. AAN ékel ok avTos o maoxwy Pnaiv, AN’ ETepos mepl atrod.

A caveat is in order regarding these types of judgment. While in the above cases it is clear that
Euripides is the one being evaluated, in other passages it is difficult to tell whether the comment is
directed at the poet or simply one of his characters. For example, Hecuba tells Menelaus to kill Helen at
Troades 1030, but this is naive to the scholiast: did she not learn from Euripides’ Andromache that
Menelaus discarded his sword when he had Helen in his clutches earlier, and did she not therefore know
his true disposition toward Helen?*® On the surface this is only an accusation of Hecuba as a character,
but is there also some sense in which we are to view Euripides as inconsistent in the way he has portrayed
her? Has the author “forgotten himself” as he does elsewhere?*" It is also instructive to consider the
scholion at Phoenissae 507, which suggests that Eteocles’ famous endorsement of tyranny is senseless:

<T0bT’ 0l TO XpnoTév> adéyioTos o 'Ereoxdijs: €éov yap avTd & o0 mpeoPfuTépov xpricaciar

Sukardpare (?) pdAdov eméBaldev 7 apyi, adikely opoloyel €avTov Kal TAEOVEKTELY pratL. TPOs O

pmréov oTL pipmowy avdpos adikov eéetkovilel qutv o Evpumidns pnde T4 Soketv eboePetv

BovAopévou.

Eteocles is irrational. For, it being possible for him to use the justification of his being the elder,

to whom ruling power more [often] falls, he confesses that he has done wrong and says that he

has greedy ambition. In response to this it must be said that Euripides is showing us a

representation of an unjust man who does not even want to seem honorable.

We will return to this scholiastic question-and-answer formula in a moment, but let it suffice here to say
that while one interpretation posits Eteocles as a fool, another perspective interprets that supposed
foolishness as the poet’s purposeful characterization of an evil man. Thus, we see that the scholia as a

whole present the possibility of critiquing the actions or words of a character as naive or illogical, while

simultaneously realizing that this may not be a fault, but rather the poet’s careful design. Logical

9 One observes that Didymus may not have much poetry in his soul if he disallows such tragic exaggeration, which
is in any case a common enough assertion in Greek literature.

450 evnifns 1 ‘Exéfn. amo yap tiis exPolijs Tod Eidous éxpijy émyvavar Ty Stabeaiy Tob dvdpos, s ev TH Avdpopdxn
[628] ‘ovk éxTaves yuvaika [onv] xewpiav Aafdv’; Cf. the sort of intertextuality seen above with Euripides’ refusal to
cover old ground that Aeschines had covered decades before.

L Cf. Hec. 1219
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consistency remains a crucial aspect of the literary criticism evident in the scholia, but there is at least this
one suggestion that purposeful inconsistency may be part of the poet’s craft.

A final category of literary analysis that we can isolate is a series of comments on narrative
organization (oixovopia).”*® This topic will have something in common with that of narrative consistency
as mentioned above, but the change in terminology gives these passages a special emphasis in terms of
how Euripides has structured his work. Often the mention of good or bad arrangement does not come
with a full explanation of why it is good or bad, though in most cases we can be fairly certain what the
scholiast has in mind. One of the clearer examples regards the introduction of Tyndareus to the stage in
the Orestes. His claim to have come from making libations at his daughter’s tomb is to the scholiast a
good move on Euripides’ part, such that Tyndareus has a reason for showing up when he does to converse
with Menelaus and Orestes: edotkovopsjrws emoinoe Tov Tuvdapewv amd Tijs Zmaprns Sia Tas xoas Ts
Buyarpds Eplubévac, iva ebraipws é Meveddw kal 7 ‘Opéary Sradex85.”™ Likewise, when Hippolytus
leaves the stage in anger when he learns of Phaedra’s love for him, the scholiast states that his departure is
optimally arranged, since this allows Phaedra to write the incriminating letter and then hang herself,
resulting in the credibility (to Theseus) of Hippolytus’ wrongdoing: dAAws e kal o motyrys
olkovopikdTata efepyalerar, Sta Tijs 100 TmmovTov dmovaias éfovaiav 8tdovs T Paidpa épydsacar Ty
ayxovn kal v daBolny adTod TR dud TGV ypappdTwv, (va 1 8éATos kal 1) Tob lrmoddTov épmuia
moTdonTaL T katnyopiav Tis pouyeias. Later, when Theseus asks the chorus why Phaedra has hung
herself, they reply falsely that they do not know—a fitting statement, for otherwise there could be no
subsequent misunderstanding and therefore no tragic ending to the drama.”* Further, though it is less
clear, another passage is particularly noteworthy. At Andromache 630, a verse mentioned above, it is
remarked that Menelaus originally planned to kill Helen and had grabbed hold of her, but let go of his

sword because he was mastered by her beauty. Here the scholiast prefers the arrangement adopted by

%52 Richardson (1980) explores the function of this term in the Homeric scholia, and his findings correspond closely
with my own on the attitude toward arrangement found in the Euripidean scholia.

3 0r. 472

454 olkovopLkds PeddeTar Ta Aovma uy eldévar o yopss (Hipp. 804).
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Ibycus, who had Helen run into the temple of Aphrodite and converse with Menelaus there until he
dropped his sword, overcome by desire: prryfeis Tots appodioiots. duetvov grovépnrar Tois mepl " 1Bukov
[frg. 35T ets yap Adpoditnys vaov karapedyer ) ‘EAévn karetev Sraréyerar 7 Meveddw, o 8 v’ Epwros
apinow 7o Eios. Perhaps the Ibycean execution was more realistic or more “true to history,” but in any
case it is interesting to see the scholiast evaluating different kinds of oixovopia for the same scene.*®

Lastly, one particular passage in the Phoenissae happens to have several consecutive instances of
this kind of comment, a demonstration of the phenomenon of “clustering” in which the commentator gets
going on a certain track and includes several notes of a similar type in a confined space. The scene in
question is the Homeric recyookomia Of Antigone and the pedagogue looking out from the wall of Thebes
toward the Argive ranks—and one note does indeed make this connection with Homer explicit, as we will
see soon. Antigone’s departure from the house is well-arranged to the scholiast: eb Scwryrac 1 s
Avriyévns Eodos,™ perhaps simply because it is a mirror imitation of the scene from Iliad 3, or perhaps
because, as the note goes on to explain, the poet has fittingly decided to have an old pedagogue attend the
girl instead of a bunch of women, since it was proper for a wise old man to cast a wary eye down the
street to avoid any danger of detection. It is also possible that the answer comes a few lines later, where
the scholiast points out one possible reason for the pedagogue speaking several lines before Antigone
comes out on stage, specifically that the actor playing Jocasta, who has just finished the prologue, needs a
few extra seconds to switch masks: ratra pyyavaotai pase Tov Edpumidny lva tov mpwtaywvioryy amo Tod
i) "lokdorys mpoadmou petackevdoy: 8ud ob cuvemgpaiverar adrd Avriyévn, AN Sorepov.”’ Further
credit is given to Euripides for making the pedagogue state that he was among the Argives for the attempt
at a treaty, which explains why he is able to reveal so much information to Antigone and the audience:

2 ~ 2 \ < \ 2 , b \ , < k4 v , ~
OLKOVOILLKWS ¢770'LV AUTOV O TTOLTTT)S (17760'7'(1)\0(1L ELS TO GTPCLTO’)TGSOV oTTWS EU}\O‘}/OV €XT 7TpO¢CLO'LV TOov

“5 A further example, Phoenissae 617, is inscrutable to me (d¢aros 7 oikovopia).
456

Ph. 88
*"Ph. 93
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emywaokew dmavras.’®® In this extended example of oixovopia, then, it seems that discussions of
arrangement might take place over a range of verses, which can help us pin down the scholiast’s thinking

regarding the construction of the passage as a whole.

Euripides

A number of notes contain information about the poet himself. The project of the scholia at large
in interpreting the tragedies cannot truly be detached from questions about the author (“Who is
Euripides?” “What does he do?”), and so as a general rule all of the notes tell us something about the
man and his work, but what | mean to isolate here is the collection of notes that make explicit reference to
Euripides either biographically or in terms of his literary predilections—and in some cases, the
biographical and literary facets of his life will be shown to overlap.

While the biographical notes are few, they are worth mentioning. One note reports, as a way of
explaining Euripides’ celestial descriptions at Orestes 982, that Euripides was a student of Anaxagoras:
Avatayspov e pabnris yevépevos o Evpumidns podpov Aéyer ov Acov. A note just below adds a similar
statement: <dAws> Avafaydpa 8¢ melfopevos poSpov adrov elvar Aéyer. This is a claim that had also been

made in Euripides’ ancient biography,**®

and possibly also in a scholion to Hippolytus 601, where a
(perhaps dubious) scholiastic reference is made to the passage in the Orestes. Further evidence of this
claim comes at Troades 884: here Euripides’ description of Zeus is interpreted as possibly metaphorical
language for a description of human voos as a divinity, and those who say so take their cue from the

lessons of Anaxagoras: oppdvrac 8¢ éx T@v Avalayopeiwv Aéywv. The implication seems to be that since

Euripides was the student of Anaxagoras, it is reasonable to expect that Euripides will have made a nod to

458

Ph. 96
9 Vita 2.5, 3.4. According to Lefkowitz (2012, 89, 182 n. 7), the assertion that Euripides studied under Anaxagoras
seem to have arisen from the claim by Satyrus of Callatis that Euripides had channeled Anaxagorean teaching in at
least one passage.
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the philosopher’s teachings from time to time. Elsewhere there is mention of an old rumor that Euripides
was involved in a dispute with Sophocles in which the latter found fault with the former for the opening
two verses of the Phoenissae, but Euripides countered with an indictment of the opening to the Electra in
an episode reminiscent of the poetic contest in Aristophanes’ Frogs: <o mv év dorpots> madaid Tis
Pépetar d6éa axs ToporAijs pev émTiprioetey El;pm'iﬁy ot [un] mpoérae TovToUS TOVS S0 OTiYOUS, O €
Edpumidns ot [u1] mpoérabev év "HAéxtpa [1] 0 ZodokAts T0 ‘@ 10D otparnyfioavtos ev Tpoia more.” %
Euripides was also said to have cultivated a relationship with certain towns on the basis of his poetry. For
example, one story has it that after receiving a bribe from the Corinthians Euripides changed the plot of
the Medea so that the city would not be implicated in the murder of the children:
moAVGLKSS TLs Adyos PépeTar Tav proodpwv, ov kal [lappevioros extifinow, ws dpa mévre TaAavTa
AaBaov mapa Kopuwbiwv Edpumidns peraydyor mv odayny tédv maidwv émi v Mijdeav.
amoapayivar yap Tovs matdas Mndeias vmo Kopwbiov mapouvbévrov émt mé Bastredew avtny
Bérev Sua 16 7'7‘71/ Képuvfov Wanq')aV al:v'rﬁg )\ﬁfw elvac.
Some account of an impetuous philosopher [?] is related, which Parmeniscus also relates, that
having received five talents from the Corinthians Euripides reassigned the slaughter of the
children to Medea. For [the story goes that] Medea’s children had been killed by Corinthians
who were outraged at her desire to rule on the basis of the fact that Corinth was her ancestral lot.
Currying favor is something that Euripides was said to have done with other cities as well, including
Athens, to which he is said to give a subtle shout-out near the beginning of the Troades when he mentions
how, after the sack of Troy, some captive women were taken by Arcadia, some by Thessaly, and some by
the leaders of Athens; this is interpreted as a subtle nod to the fact that those on the side of Demophon
were content to get back Aethra, for whose sake they went to Troy under the leadership of Menestheus:
TadTa éviot 7Tp(\)5‘ XapLv A@nvaiwv El;pHTl:S’I]V Aéyer d’yaﬂ”qﬂ\)v 'y(\xp elvaL Tols 7T€p;. A”qp,oqﬁ(f)w-a Ai’@pav
avalaBetv, 7?79 €veka avTols paow els Tpoiav éNbetv, Meveohéws adayouvpévov Tav A@nvaiwv.%l So too does

Euripides praise Athens as a repository for wisdom and knowledge in the choral passage at Medea 824,

since he contrasts their lofty ideals with the baseness of Medea’s plans, and so they will ask a few verses

40 ph. 1
1 Tr 31
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later why someone like Medea could ever find a home in a place like Athens.*®

A final and perplexing
note appears at Medea 1346 (épp’, aloxpomoie kal Tékvav parhéve), Where the scholiast states that the line
has been marked as special (kexiaorac) because it seems that Euripides was exiled after saying this, or
perhaps said it while going off into exile: 67¢ Soket Tov orixov TotTov el Edpumidns e’xﬁe,@)\ﬁa@m.%s I
find no corresponding passage to confirm or refute this event, and there does not seem to be much of a
Nachleben for this particular verse, so | remain uncertain about its full meaning.*®*

The literary notes on Euripides report that he has his own grammatical tendencies as well. To
Phoenissae 52 is appended a note that explains how the word €waf2a is found only in Euripides, and some
even change the text because of this: <kai oxfjmrp’ émabla> map’ 0vdevi ketrar 70 <€maba> 1) pévew 76
Edpumidy d0ev peraypadovai twes <kal oxijmrpa xpas afla>. He also employs a meaning of rAsjuwv that
is different from that of other tragedians: mapa pev 7@ mouytsi TAipwY 6 VTOROVYTLKSS, Tapa € Tols
Tpayukols Thipwy 6 Suatvyis.”® Similarly, Euripides is characterized as always using dei to mean “up
until now”: 7o yap aei Edpumridns rdooel avri Tob €ws Tod vov.*® Euripides also typically uses BAémewv ToOr
{Av* and papos to denote an incorrigible person.”® Finally, he has a tendency to use cogss
meaninglessly, for he applies it to Pandion, to whom no noble act can be assigned, such that the modifier

must be taken as an expletive: <cogot Ilavdiovos> evemidopos éortiv o Edpimidns els T0 Aéyewv oodhés kal

462 . ~ [ , < s, \ , . > , < , o, o , \
I,LO.KCLPLZEL VUV TOUS A@nvawvs ws EUSO.L}LOVO.g Kat O'O¢LCL§ TACTS ETLOTTLOVAS LEPOVS TE KAL [LVTTAS, OTL IJ/G)\)\EL TQ

kata v Miiderav émayewv pidopara. T4 yap mapabéoer BovAetar adTyy dmorpéiar Tob kaTa TEY maidwy $évov. obTws
yap év Tols éfﬁs éﬁdyeL 8T oUk €lkos Tods oUTwS iepot‘)s Kkal codos dvdpas oe pratdévov yevouévmy vmodéeatac.

%63 Marks such as y were used to denote passages of interest, often the departure from some norm, be it grammatical
or (as it seems here) historical.

%64 Machon apparently wrote that the Corinthian courtesan Lais challenged Euripides on the first half of this line,
and when Euripides called the brazen girl aloxpomoiss, she replied, “Evidently not, at least to my customers” (Frag.
18, quoted in Athenaeus 13.45). (Ps-?)Gregory of Nazianzus (Christus Patiens 334) recycles the same half-line, but
with no clue to our problem.

“0r. 35

%66 Med. 670; this is born out by other notes that gloss de: in the same way (Or. 1663, Ph. 1209).

7 2os o 76 Evpumidn 76 BAémewy xpijobar avti Tob {fv (Tr. 632).

468 auvexds o Eopumidns <udpa> Aéyer Ta akédaota kal katwpepy (Tr. 989); a gloss at Troades 1059 also suggests this
definition.
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goij mpos pndev ypriouwov mapadapBavey To dvopa. kata Ti yap copos o lavdiwv Aéyetac; ov yap 87
avépaorar Torodrov.

Euripidean idiosyncrasy extends also the realm of mythology and history. We have noted above
how a multiplicity is often visible in the presentation of myth and history generally, but we learn at a
couple of locations that Euripides has a particular penchant for creating his own versions of events. At
Hecuba 3 a scholiast remarks that the poet often plays to the beat of his own drum when it comes to
genealogies, even to the point of contradicting himself from time to time: moAXdxs 8¢ o Evpumidns
abrooyedialel év Tals yevealoyiars, ds kal éavtd éviore evavria Méyew.""® His rogue presentation of facts
includes geographical details as well, for when he describes the tomb of the Niobids near Thebes, the
scholiast affirms Aristodemus’ claim that no such site exists near that city, and that Euripides is making
things up, as is his custom: 6 Apcarédnpos [frg. 3] 0dSapod ¢noww év rais Orfars Tdv NeoPddv elvar Tadov,
Smrep éoriv dnbés, ds abrooyedialewy viv Eoukev 6 Edpumidns.*™ Other examples provide further evidence
of the “innovative” Euripides at work, though without explicit statement that it is his custom to do such
things.*"

Euripides also has some particular tendencies in the way he unfolds his narratives and his
characters. For instance, he frequently brings his heroic characters onstage in philosophizing mode
(TocotTos 8¢ éaTiv del, Ta pwika MpéoWTA ELOGYWY Purooodoivra’’?) and often constructs beggar

characters (SAws év maow Edpumidns mrayomouss éor*’), in addition to his proclivity to find the cause for

“9 Med. 665

*70 For the recognition of such a contradiction, see Phoenissae 794, where Euripides is accused of saying first that
Avres stirred the Thebans against the Argives, and then at the present passage that he incited the Argives against the
Thebans. The scholiast is left with only one conclusion: rot7o 8¢ ¢nowv ds Tob "Apews exarépovs mapopprjocavtos kat’
AANGAwY.

4 ph. 159; Euripides does not always create his own story, of course, and at times even seems to have sought out
the “best versions” (e.g., Andr. 10).

42 Examples include the aforementioned conception of Rhesus in the river Strymon (Rh. 351), the length of Orestes’
sojourn (Or. 1645), and the relative disposition of the multitude of Argos’ eyes, specifically in their combination of
eastern and western trajectories (Ph. 1116). See also the inversion of (oropia at Orestes 10009.

% Hipp. 953; nowhere else do we see this exact statement, though we might apply the principle at Alcestis 779 and
Troades 634.

474 ph, 1539; a scholiast even suggests here that perhaps everyone had come out (to the theater, presumably) to be
witnesses of the present evils, for which reason Oedipus is brought out as a lonely beggar, evidently to emphasize
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present disasters in the actions of one’s ancestors, as when Jocasta assigns the start of her troubles to
Cadmus: edemigopos 8¢ o Evpumidns mpos <70 els> érepa mpéowma mpeafiTepa v T@v SusTuxMpudTwy altiav
avagépe.*”™ Elsewhere, when Jocasta speaks proverbially with Polyneices, the scholiast remarks that it
is unfitting for her to speak thus amidst turmoil—an instance of the evaluation of character propriety as
described above—and that Euripides does this all the time: odx év §éovri 8¢ yvwpodoyet TorobTwY Kakdy
mepLeaTiTwy T moA. TowobTos 8¢ modayod 6 Edpumidns.*’® Further, the messenger’s initial reporting to
Creon of Jocasta’s death followed by a more thorough explanation is said to be a Euripidean
commonplace: ovviifws maAww Evpumidns mpoeimav év evi otiyw s ovppopds 10 kepdlaiov
kaTaoTaTikOTEPOV VoTEpov dunyetTar To mav, “Regularly again Euripides mentions the crux of the
misfortune first and then later explains the whole thing more calmly.”*’" A similar note at Medea 40
states that Euripides is prone to foreshadow, as here where Medea is said to hate the sight of her children
early in the play.*”® Finally, Euripides is accustomed to issue such statements as “Many things do the
gods change” on account of paradoxical inversions in his dramas: <moAAai poppai 7év darpoviwv> Tadra
elobev 6 mounrs Aéyew Sua T év Tols Spapuacwy ek mapadétov oupBaivovra.’’

Part of Euripides’ technique as recognized by commentators also includes the author speaking
through his characters propria voce. This is a complex issue in the scholia, as | have shown already,
particularly because the compressed diction of the commentaries will often be content with a plain third-
person singular verb, leaving the reader to guess whether Euripides or one of his characters is the subject.

In a few places, however, one finds explicit acknowledgment of Euripides using his choruses as a

the tragic wabos of this scene: raya 8¢ T@v mapévrwv kakdv wavres éEfMGov Beatal yevéohar: Suo pepovapévov
fepamovros Oidimodos To mpéowmov E€erarv. Compare how the Aristophanic character of Euripides interestingly
E{gticizes Aeschylus for just this sort of trumped-up delay of a hyper-tragic entrance (Frogs 920).
Ph. 4
Z: Ph. 388; evidently her proverb-speak (yvwpodoyet) is her musing on exile: 7i 7o orépeatar marpidos; 7 kakdv péya.
Ph. 1339
*’® The note is technically appended to Medea 40, though it looks back to 36 for the phrase orvyet 8¢
matdas (Cf. Med. 791: kai vov mpodéyer as elwbev).
4% Andr. 1284; one further note seems to defy classification but is related to the idea of Euripidean characterization.
At Orestes 1369, the Phrygian speaks in such a strange, panicked way that the scholiast notes the passage as
incongruous with Euripides’ customary style: évreiifev éééarn Tob tdiov ffovs 6 Edpimidns dvoiketa eavtd Aéyw.
The note is interesting especially for its judging of Euripides against the standard of himself, though the comment is
not at all specific as to what makes the passage odd.
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mouthpiece. First, in what is now considered a dubious passage at the end of the Orestes, the chorus
states: @ péya oepvny Nixny ov éuov / Biotov katéyous / kal pa Mjyous aredavodaa, “Holy Victory, preserve
my life, and do not cease crowning me.”**® The reference to crowning evidently encouraged the scholiast
to read this as Euripides speaking through the chorus: rotro mapa Tot xopod éati Aeydjevov s éx
mpoadmov Tob motnTod. A more complex and in some ways more interesting example involves a unique
bit of interpretation on the part of the commentator. When Hippolytus departs from Theseus on the
journey that will kill him, the chorus launches into a song about the vacillation of Fortune. Which chorus,
though? At this point there has been a chorus of women attending Phaedra, but also a chorus of huntsmen
attending Hippolytus. The scholiast assumes it is the first—perhaps judging that the huntsmen have left
with Hippolytus—and this has interesting implications for the text of the choral passage, which contains
masculine participles. A simple explanation (and | believe the one most modern readers would adopt) is
that it is the chorus of huntsmen, speaking as normal in the first-person singular. Since the scholiast has
decided upon their female status, however, the explanation becomes a metatheatrical one; the poet is
speaking through the chorus, which explains why it is treated as masculine: yuvvaikes pév elow at Tod
X0pod. peTadépet 8¢ TO TPéTWTOV €’ €AVTOD O TOLYTYS KATAALTMY TA XOPLKA TPOTWTA* LETOXALS VAP
dpoevirals kéxpmrar.”®' Such an interpretation of this choral passage, even if it seems to us unnecessary
and strange, is made possible by the basic assumption that Euripides characteristically does this kind of
thing. Finally, in another curious passage, when the chorus composed of citizens of Pherae state that in
all their intellectual inquiries and studies they have never found anything so strong as Necessity, the
scholiast thinks that the poet is using the chorus to show off his erudition: o mouyrys Sca Tob mpoadimov Tod

~ , -~ . . 482
Xopov BOU)\S’TCLL 8€L§GL 30’01/ HETEOXE 7TCLL8€UO'€(U§.

“0'0r. 1691-3

8! Hipp. 1102

*82 The topic of the poet’s voice in drama is one that would profit especially from a full examination of ancient
commentaries to Greek and Roman comedy, where metatheatricality is more the norm. | am interested to find out in
my subsequent studies whether, e.g., the scholia to Aristophanes demonstrate a similar treatment of authorial
interjection.
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Anachronism too is recognized as a common Euripidean device. When Hecuba berates the
throng of useless orators as a response to Odysseus’ intractability, one note suggests that Euripides is
speaking to the demagogues of his own time (eis Tovs kat’ avTov dnpokomodvTas priTopas Aéyed), and a
subsequent note expands on this: ra<tta els Tyv> kat’ adTov MoAiTelav Aéyel. kal éoTL ToLoDTOS O
Edpumidns, mepiamrav Ta kah’ éavTov Tols fpwaot kal Tovs ypévous auyxéwv, “He speaks these things in
reference to the constitution of his own time. And such is Euripides, attaching contemporary events to his
heroes and mixing up chronology.”*®® Other passages bear out this observation in the mind of the
scholiasts. Andromache’s criticism of the deceptive Spartans is understood as Euripidean slander against
contemporary Sparta for its breach of the treaty with Athens in the Peloponnesian War: ratra emi @
AvSpopéyms mpooxipati pnoww Edpimidns dotdopotpevos Tots Xmapridrats Sta Tov €veoTdTa TOAEMOV. KAl
ylp 8 kai mapesmovSrikesay mpds Abyvaiovs.’® Further possibility for anachronism is seen by some a bit
later in the play in reference to cities that were formerly allies but now are enemies: évcoi ¢paor <rov
7TOL’77’T’I\7V> 7Tap31 TovS Xpovous awvitresta T He/\owovvn(nal«i. oUK o’wa'ykafov de KaTaO'UKoqﬂaVTeiv TOV
Edpumidny, A& daorewy mhaopare kexpiodad.® Another instance occurs in the aforementioned notes to
Hippolytus 953, where the vegetarian tendencies of Hippolytus as stated by Thesesus are taken as a nod to
the contemporary fame of Pythagoras, which was exemplified by the fact that many were abstaining from
the consumption of living things: émet &vdofos 7w 6 Tvbayspas, 787 kal ToAol éuifiywy dmeixovTo. dviye
8¢ Tovs ypovous. Tepl eavtod yap alvibaofar BovAerar o Edpumidns. Additionally, to return to Phoenissae
1377, the scholiast sees here the mention of the saAmy¢ as anachronistic, since it was not used in heroic
times, as the drama implies:

<émel §’ ageiln> mpo yap Tis eVpéoews Tis cdAmLyyos €v Tals pdxais kal Tols [Lovopaxeiols év péow

Tts Aapmada kavopévny Eppumre omuetov Tob katdpaabar Tis pixms. ToOTW 0OV TG onEiw AvTL

, B ~ L] , , E) ~ 1 \ \ \ \ \ \ bl ~
gaAmiyyos kav Tols epl EBreokAéa ypévois expidvTo. voTepov 8e peta o Tpwika kat Ty ets yiv

3 . > . , \ \ , 1] ~ ’ ~ ~ P (% \
POJ’L(ILOJV ALVELOU KCLTOLK’T](TLV TUPP’UVOL 'T’T]V o’a)\WL)/ya €§€UPOV €V TOLS ITG)\LKOLS WOAGFLOLS, 0661/ Kat

%% Hec. 254

8 Andr. 445; note also that here is another example of the scholiast explicitly identifying the voice of Euripides in
one of his characters, though this time not the chorus specifically.

%85 Andr. 734; note also the suggestion at the end that it is not necessary to criticize Euripides for this, but just to say
that he has made use of some fictionalization, the same principle | showed just above.
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Tuopprvis 7 cdAmyé éxlijbn. 1o odv T0UTW adTOUS XpTiodar avTl gdAmiyyos ad’ €avTod endaivav o
770L777'779 <;3770'w. od 'y(‘lp Sﬁ €ls 70 T0D d'yyé)\ov ﬂpéoam'ov TOUTO dvagﬁépea@m ‘n'L@avbv, eZ”ye o0Aws oUW
ndecav Ty ocaAmyya.

For before the inception of the trumpet in battles and duels someone threw a burning torch into

the middle as a sign for beginning the battle. This sign, then, they used instead of the trumpet

also in the times of Eteocles. And later after the events of Troy and the settling of Aeneas in the
land of the Romans, the Tyrrhenians first implemented the trumpet in the Italian wars, whence
also the trumpet was called Tyrrhenian. Thus, the poet says this, informing us that they made use
of this instead of the trumpet [sic]. For to be sure it is unbelievable that it could be attributed to
the character of the messenger, if indeed they did not yet know the trumpet.

In my distillation of various types of stage direction, specifically in the identification of speaker
and addressee for some problematic lines, | presented a few passages that were said by scholiasts to have
been directed toward the audience. | now return to two of those passages here, for both allege that
addressing the audience is not only something that the characters do, but something that is characteristic
of Euripides himself. In the first, Poseidon delivers the prologue of the Troades while speaking to the
audience, with the following note added: 6Aos émri To5 Bedrpov 0 Edpumidns, mpos 6 dadopdv Tovs Aéyous viv
o [ooeldwv moiel mapwv v 17) vmobéoer. moAdayob 8 ToLobTos, ws €v Tals Bakyais o Acévuoos, “Euripides is
entirely [inclinded] toward the audience, in view of which Poseidon now makes his speech being present
in the prologue. And [Euripides] is like this everywhere, as [when] Dionysus [speaks the prologue] in the
Bacchae.”*® The second is more cryptic and more intriguing. When Electra mocks Hermione for failing
to cut off more than the tips of her hair in “mourning” for the dead so that her beauty would not suffer, the
addressee of Electra’s exclamation may be interpreted in two ways:

<eldete map’ dxpas> TO <eldeTe> AvTl Tob LdoL Tis av, ws 7o [I" 220] ‘pains ke {dkoTov’ kal [A 223]

€l ovk av PBpilovta Ldois’. Eviol 8¢ daot Tals Spwal TadTa Aéyev. ot e mpos To Béatpov, 6 kal

djLeLvov. EpelkvoTiios yap €oTiy ael paAdov Tév Beatdv o moLnTis, 00 ppovtilwy TdY

. 487
akptBoloyotvTawy.

She says “Did you see . . .” instead of “Someone might see,” just as “You would have said he was
bitter,” and “You would not have seen him slumbering.” And some say she speaks these things

0Ty 1

“87 Observe that only the second interpretation, marked as better by the scholiast, gives the Homeric references any
relevance here. As for the poet involving the spectators, it may be useful to compare the reputation of Euripides in
Aristophanes’ Frogs 1129, where the tragedian claims that he has paid special attention to the audience in order to
make them better equipped to judge poetry for themselves.
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to the slavewomen, but others to the theater, which is better. For the poet always rather draws in
the spectators and pays no heed to overzealous critics.
It is unclear to me what the nature of this “overzealous criticism” is, unless it is perhaps a general
principle that tragic poets ought to maintain the dramatic illusion without, as we would say, breaking the
fourth wall. In any case, Euripides’ practice of addressing his audience is recognized as something he

“always” does, whatever slander he may receive for this. 6

Scholarly Rivalries: Praise and Blame

Thus far we have seen mostly one-sided notes that either commend or condemn Euripides. The
scholia, though, are a locus of contention, and the praise and blame of Euripides is the stage upon which
the full brunt of this scholarly ay«v is felt. As | showed in Chapter 1, scholarly criticism has in many
ways risen up around this very question of authorial quality, with it being possible even that an entire
method of literary analysis (i.e., the allegorism of Theagenes) arose for the sole purpose of answering
objections to factual inaccuracy in Homer. The present form of the Euripidean scholia, with their
snowball-like accretions, is well suited to this kind of ongoing debate, captured over centuries as scholars
edited, revised, and criticized the work of their predecessors and contemporaries. As we will see, the
scholia themselves are a window into this scholarly tradition of posing problems, stating answers, and
being lambasted for those answers, and Euripides is caught in the middle as the object of attack and
defense.

The vituperation of other scholars appears at varying degrees of severity in the Euripidean

scholia. Sometimes the correcting scholar is reasonably gentle, stating that certain people do not

“88 Consider also the example of Troades 1057, where Menelaus’ critique of women’s intemperance is attributed
directly to Euripides, who apparently hates women: 16 xara 7év yvvaikdv pioos eavtod kal dLd TodTWY TapiaTNOLY O

9 . LY Ny s . - ~
EUPLWLSTIS' ov yap, ¢’)’]O’L, p(lIBLOV €0TL TTOTE O'OJ(]SPOVLU'G,L YUVALKQ.
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1, or that what they suggest is because they are ignorant about a certain

understand a passage very wel
fact or poetic principle.*® Others are dismissed summarily, as when a scholiast says that Parmeniscus’
assertion that mporacvi is a Boeotian word has no credence whatsoever.**! Some seem fairly sarcastic, for
example when the Homoloides are said to be the daughters of Homolois, daughter of Amphion—but
those who wish to spread false stories say that they were the children of Homolois, the daughter of Niobe:
Kkatl 8¢ Tods hevdoloyetv BovAopévous amd puds t@v Nusfys Buyarépav “Opolwidos.*”” Such accusations
give some idea of the form that scholiastic criticism takes and can range over all sorts of topics, but now |
proceed to what is by far the most common arena in which scholarly rivalries play out: the defense of
Euripides against detractors.

A significant number of passages in the scholia acknowledge some criticism of Euripides’
grammar, but then proceed to defend him through appeals to various kinds of knowledge. The chorus’
lament concerning the plight of Jocasta and her children at Phoenissae 1288-9 is one such example. The
original text reads 8iduvpa Téxea méTepos dpa / méTepov aipaer, “The twin offspring—which will bloody
the other?” The attached scholion reads: <8idvpa Téxea> TotTo €vior goloLkiapov yrfjoavro. Edel yap
elmely* SL80pw Texéwv ToTEPOS dpa ToTEPOV alpalel. viv 8¢ od Tpos TO pYTOV ATHVTNOEY, AAAL TTPOS TO
vomrov, Tov olkrov, “Some judged this to be a solecism, for it was necessary to say ‘Which of the twin
offspring will kill the other?” But now [the poet] did not fix the [phrase] to the verb [i.e., syntactically to
the clause], but to the thought, as a lamentation.” It thus seems that the scholiast takes the initial
nominative form as exclamatory, so that there is no need to criticize Euripides for a slip. Note that the
“some” are not heavily abused, but are simply disregarded in favor of an interpretation that gives
Euripides the benefit of the grammatical doubt.

Other notes defend Euripides against a charge of factual error or narrative inconsistency, which

we saw above to be an important criterion by which his dramas are evaluated. The scholiast states that,

9 50 kalds (e.g., Alc. 1071)
490 ayvoodvres (e.9., Or. 2)
491 Hoppeviokos v <mpotaivi> Aééww Botwrikiy ¢mot per’ ovdeprds miorews (Rh. 523).

492 ph 1119
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when Menelaus asks Orestes what the source of his suffering is at Orestes 396, some criticize Orestes’
response that it is his own conscience: < otveois o gbvoda> eykalodoi Tves: mids yap, paslv, alTiaTa
TV obveow, 70 mav altiov Tév Epuvdav éxovadv. dyvoobor 8¢ 6Ti UTo Stoadv ¢dmowy améAlvabac, mepl pev
TOV KaLpoOV Tijs Uyteias Vo Tijs ouveldijoews, €v 8¢ T Aboay V1o Tév Epwiwr: 6 kal émdyer ‘paviar T€’
[400], “Some criticize this. For how, they say, does he blame his conscience [i.e. for his suffering], when
the Erinyes are entirely responsible? But they do not know that he says he is perishing from two things:
in the time of health, by his conscience, but in his madness, by the Erinyes, which he also states, ‘And
madness . . ." [vs. 400]. Turning to Medea 830ff., we find ambiguity in the original text: évfa w6’ ayvas
/ évvéa Tiepidas Movaas Aéyovar / avbav Appoviav dureboar, “Where they say at one time the nine holy
Pierian Muses birthed Harmony.” Some readers, however, apparently took Euripides to say that
Harmony was their mother, an idea that the scholiast rejects: évcow Aéyovor Tov Edpumidny Tas Movoas
Aéyew Appovias Buyatépas, ayvonoavres. ob yap TovTo Aéyer, adlX’ oTL ai Motoar mpaTov emt Tis ATTikijs
éNoboar T dppoviav JSov kal TIv pewdiav. Sua yap Tod <puredoar> TodTo TapioToL ViV, “Some
ignorantly say that Euripides calls the Muses the daughters of Harmony. For he does not say this, but
rather that the Muses, after coming to Attica, first sang harmony and melody.”*** In another example, the
scholiast reveals that Crates criticized astronomical details in the Rhesus, attributing the mistakes to the
poet’s youth,*** but again the scholiast states that the text that Crates accuses is not even what Euripides
had said (=6 8¢ ody otirws yed). Lastly, when Euripides says that Rhesus’ horses are dappled,** objectors
evidently complained that just before he had called them white, to which the scholiast replies: <Bacatowr>
00 kupiws vov 1) Aéfe kéxprrar: Aevkas yap elyev, ws kal avarépw [304] adros Epy. Stvarar 8¢ dvri T0D

Tayeiacs, “Not correctly does he use this language now, for Rhesus had white horses, as Euripides himself

“%3 It is to be observed that Rex Warner’s translation (1955) preserved the reading of Harmony as the mother, though
Page (1938) had called that interpretation “absurd and meaningless.” As often, in this passage a scholion brings up
an issue that persists to the modern day.

494 Kpdrnys ayvoetv ¢nau Tov Edpumidny mv mepl T perémpa Bewpiav Sua 1o véov Ete elvar 8te TOV ‘Pioov é8idaake (Rh.
528).

49 Balatar madoes (Rh. 356)
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said above [vs. 304]. But it is possible that the word means ‘swift.”” Thus, while the objection remains
on the table, there is an escape route for Euripides.*®

Other scholia defend Euripides when he is attacked for having his characters do or say something
that seems inappropriate.*’ | have already given some examples of such defense, including the passage
in which Eteocles praises tyranny, where at least one scholiast thought the passage should be interpreted
not as impropriety in characterization, but rather as an accurate presentation of an evil man.“®® Creon too
is criticized for offering his sister in marriage to anyone who could help Thebes, as described at
Phoenissae 47, but a scholiast responds that desperate times call for desperate measures—and besides,
only a well-born man would even attempt such a feat, so the marriage could never be incongruous:
avoniTws, paciv, eml Tov Ti)s adeAdijs yapov Tov Tux6VTA KAAEL. dyvoolaL e OTL 1) KaTeTEyovTa Guppopa Kal
TAPA TO TPETOV TL TPATTELY TPOTPETETAL. émeLta Kal &'pw‘rév TLva (;361'0 TOV e’yxeLpﬁO‘OVTa TO o’vycﬁw.
Similarly, when Oedipus curses Mount Cithaeron to hell, a note responds to detractors by saying that
cursing a mountain is really not as out-of-place as they suggest, given Oedipus’ situation: ev7jfws 8¢, paot,
kataparar 7@ Kibaipdve o1 00k amdrecev adrév: 8éov yap Tols avelopévors katapdoastar 7 73 [loAdBov
yvvaiki, TG opel katapartat. aAAa pepipmnrar o Edpumidns Tovs 81 dmepBodyy ouppopas kal Tots avaretitos
Hupouvpévous, “And naively, they say, he curses Cithaeron because it killed him. For, it being necessary to
curse those who tried to kill him or perhaps Polybus’ wife, he curses the mountain. But Euripides is
imitating those who on account of extreme suffering become angry even with inanimate objects.”**® An

additional scholion to this verse offers yet another possible excuse for this apostrophe to Cithaeron, for

“% Note the correlation with the related Greek word &pyés, which means “shining” but also “swift.” For another
example where the scholiast sees a possible solution to the objection without being very forceful, see Phoenissae
1606.

“7 | will point out that all these examples come from the Phoenissae. This has no special meaning other than as a
reminder that certain types of notes do tend to congregate to some extent, though without a great degree of
predictability. After all, it is not as if the Phoenissae alone has notes defending Euripides, but only that it seems to
contain a cluster of responses to accusations regarding characterization. Such phenomena may have as much to do
with what the scholiast had for breakfast that morning as with any deliberate choice to focus on particular aspects of
particular dramas.

%% ph. 507; cf. Ph. 504, where a note says this about the text: ook émriunréov 8¢ apuoédior yap ot Adyor avdpl
mAeoveéiav Suikovte, “This is not to be impugned, for the words are in keeping with a man who is in ambitious
pursuit of glory.”

“9 Ph. 1605; cf. Ph. 267, 911
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“we say” that the statement might have been designed for stirring the audience to pity: aA\a papev o7
&veka ToD €ls 0LKTOV kwijoal Tovs Bewpévovs TavTa o Evpumidns érexvacaro.

Other poetic principles are also at stake in certain notes. Timachidas had complained that
Euripides’ introduction to the Medea has reversed the correct order of events, first giving a wish that the
Argo had never sailed, and then that it had never been constructed. The note responds that it is from
ignorance of poetry that Timachidas alleges this, for in Homeric fashion Eurpides is using the trope of
vmépbeats: Tupayidas Tov Tpémov [rijs moufjoews | ayvoroas wounrikov dvra ) ﬂoTépq) mpdTe dnol kexpiodac,
s “Opnpos [e 264 ‘elpara 8’ dudiéoasa Buadea kal Aovoasa’. mpéTepov yap ot dovar 7o Sévdpa, elf’
oUTws kaTaokevastijvar Ty Apyd . . . éoti 8€ vmépleats o Tpémos. Ta yap SevTepa i) Tael, mpHiITA
bmébero.”™® Others had complained that Jocasta’s presentation of the background story in her prologue to
the Phoenissae was lacking, since she failed to give an accurate genealogical picture. The scholiast’s
response meets this evaluation on the grounds of the poetic principles | examined above:

€Tt 8¢ Twes éykadobar 76 Eopumidn ws ovk dakodovbws yeveadoyrjoavti: el pev €€ apyijs BovAeto Ta

mpayparta Aéyeabac, expiy Ty éxk Powikns amorkiav Tob Kadpov kata Aemrov pera s atrias

Sunyrioactac: el 8é €k Tob Vmoyviov, €8eL amo T@v Aatov SuoTuymuaTwy dpéacar. mpos ovs prTéov

4 2 \ ” k4 \ n 3 < , b 2 ” ’ ~ b ~ \
oTL, €L [LEV CLV(,UGEV npfa'ro, HAKPOS aV 1V O )\O')/Og CL)\)\(,US‘ TE OVK ETTPETTE @’UBGLG,V yvvatilka G,KPLB(US‘ TA

ev Dowviky émioractar el 8¢ amo 7édv Aatov SvoTvxmpuéTwy, moAdas dv Tév mepl Tas Orfas

auppopdy mapélmrer.’”!

And still some blame Euripides for not giving the genealogy correctly. If he [or Jocasta?] wanted
to start telling the story from the beginning, he should have told in detail the departure of Cadmus
from Phoenicia in designating the cause, or if he wanted to begin more recently, he should have
begun from the misfortunes of Laius. To these things it must be replied that, if he had taken it
from the top, the story would have been long, and it would not have been fitting for a Theban
woman to have exact knowledge of Theban history, and if he had started from the misfortunes of
Laius, he would have passed up many of the sufferings pertaining to Thebes.

The scholiast then proceeds to give several examples of the stories of woe that would be missed (e.qg.,
Semele and Actaeon). Two things are especially worth noting here: the first is that this passage

exemplifies the claim shown above concerning the common practices of Euripides, namely that in tracing

the origins of disaster he will often go back to the actions of ancestors. The second is that the defense of

50 Med. 1
1 ph, 4
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Euripides in this note is consistent with several aforementioned scholia on poetry: that Jocasta should not
become too long-winded is in keeping with the scholiastic demand for concision, and to have her
demonstrate such historical expertise would also have violated the principle of propriety in
characterization, while passing over juicy tidbits about the horrendous experiences of Cadmus’ line would
be to miss out on the necessary augmentation of tragic wafos. Thus, the criticism of these verses is empty:
Euripides, it is implied, has found a happy middle ground.*?

Finally, a note to Andromache 32 attacks commentators for claiming that this play is a comedy
with tragic characters.

ol pavAws vTopvpaTLoGuevoL Eykalobor T@ Edpumidy daokovTes éml Tpayikols mpoadymous

kopwdiav adTov Statefetobar. yuvaikdv Te yap vmovoias kat’ aAMjAwY kal {dovs kal Aowdopias kal

dAa 6oa els kopwdiav ouvtelel, évradfa amaédmavta TobTo TO Spapa mEpLeLApéval. dyvoodoLy:

ooa yap els Tpaywdiav ovvredet, TabTa TepLéxel v Télet, Tov Bavatov Tob Neomrodépov kal Opijvov

[InAéws, dmep éatl Tpayikd.

Inept commentators blame Euripides, saying that he forced a comic drama upon tragic actors.

For, they say, this drama deals with women’s suspicion against each other and their jealousy and

bitterness and all the other things that come together in a comedy. They are ignorant, for all the

things that pertain to the end of a tragedy are found in the end here: the death of Neoptolemus and

the lamentation of Peleus, which very things are tragic.
Recall that in two passages mentioned above®® the boundary between tragedy and comedy was disputed,
for while it was agreed that sad endings were “tragic” and happy endings were “comic,” tragic drama was
not always in accord with that generalization, particularly in the Alcestis with its final reconciliation
scene. This note from the Andromache employs the same assumption about the overall thrust of a tragic

drama in order to deflate critics who approach the question of genre on the basis not of the play’s

denouement, but of the comic tussles of the female characters. If these shoddy commentators had

%2 |t is interesting to consider as well a scholion at Phoenissae 88, which suggests that Jocasta’s prologue is a bit
redundant and stretched out for the sake of the audience, evidently to give them a sufficient amount of background
material: 7 To5 Spapatos Sidbeats évratba aywvioTikwrépa yiverar. Ta yap Tis lokdoTns mapelxduevd elow kal éveka
Tob Bedrpov éxtéraTar. Itis almost as if the scholiast perceives an objection that Jocasta has been on stage long
enough and that it is time to get on with the show, but as normal Euripides makes sure not to leave his audience out
of the loop.

%03 Or. 1691, Alc. hypoth. 23ff.
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understood that a tragedy is defined by its end, the scholiast implies, they would never have squabbled
over details like a little comic hair-pulling along the way.

Before leaving this topic of the defense of Euripides, | wish to bring into focus one more feature
of this category of scholia that shows an important connection with Classical and Hellenistic scholarship,
as outlined in the first chapter. There I pointed out that one key aspect of the history of literary
scholarship was the phenomenon of {nrjupara Or amopiac, a corpus of frequently-asked questions arising
around certain works of literature. It is noteworthy that at least a couple dozen notes in the Euripidean
scholia employ language that is at home in this tradition, and here | offer a few passages where questions
are raised and answered regarding the topic at hand, namely the defense of Euripides against his
detractors. We will see that certain formulae tend to be repeated in these passages, and that commentators
seem to have their minds geared toward some recurring {nrijuara.

First, | provide a few passages demonstrating the principle. One of the lengthier examples
concerns the division of night watches referenced at Rhesus 5. The chorus leader calls out to those who
are keeping the fourth watch of the night (ot rerpéapocpov vukros pudaxsiv), which gets this remark from
the scholiast:

<ol TeTpapoLpov> OTL ol apyatot els Tpels pulakas vépovar Ty vikTa. “Opnpos [8€] ‘aAN’ 61e 87)

Tpixa vukTos énv, peta 8 dotpa PePrjkel [€ 4837 . Zrnoixopos [frg. 55] 8¢ kal Zipwvidys [frg. 219a]

mevTagvrakév aow [vmorifeabar Ty vikTa]. Sramoprioel 8¢ Tis 6Trws ... <ol TETPGUOLPOV VUKTOS

Pvdakijy>. wpos 0 pyréov oTL 0UK €V TG kabbov Pl TeTpadilakov, alda THv €v TG TapbVTL
pvAakny, woavel mpdTny 7) devtépav.

[This passage is marked]®® because the ancients divided the night into three watches, as Homer
says: “But when it was the third watch of the night and the stars had gone by.” But Stesichorus
and Simonides say there were five watches. And someone will be uncertain how it is that
Euripides says, “You who have the fourth watch of the night.” To this it must be said that he
does not say it has four watches overall, but only refers to the guard at the time, as if he had said
“first” or “second.”

%04 The most likely explanation for this note beginning with a 6. is that there was a critical sign in the margin of the
manuscript used by the commentator and that the comment is meant to explain why the mark is there (i.e., what
makes the passage special).
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The scholion proceeds to explain the situation more fully, with added arguments from Crates that
Euripides too has a five-watch night, based on a later assertion at Rhesus 538, and the tribe that was
responsible for each watch is given. The fact that the passage was marked is telling, since there was a
perceived difference in the way Euripides treated the custom of night watchmen vis-a-vis other poets
(including Homer), and the introduction of views from other authors and scholars such as Crates suggests
that the issue of the night watches was a thorny one, even if it seems incredibly daft to us to suggest that a
plain reference to a “fourth watch” could ever be taken to mean that no more watches would occur after
that. In any case, the scholiast frames the question in terms of the tradition of amopiac, providing a
solution to the dilemma in case anyone should become stumped (8camopijoer).

Another dilemma of this kind centers on Medea’s claim that she will kill Creon, his daughter, and
Jason at Medea 375. Notice how the problem is again phrased as a question to be resolved, in this case an
apparent incongruity between Medea’s promise and her actions: was émayyetrapévy tov lacova aveletv
oVk avetlev; 7) Taya émel éNOowv o dyyelos pera Odvatov ['Aavkns kal Kpéovros édopifnoer avryy Aéywv
xpivat Téxiora pebyewv: évfa [1122] kai ¢pnor <Miidera, pedye>, ofev ovk Eaye axoAny TobTo épydaacia.
€0B0s ovv kat 6 lacwv mapayiverar mpos adriv, “How did she not kill Jason after promising to kill him?
Or perhaps it is because the messenger arriving after the death of Glauce and Creon scared her by saying
that she had to flee immediately. And there [vs. 1122] the messenger says, “Flee, Medea,” which is why
she was not at leisure to do this deed.” At Orestes 982 an additional instance of the #as formula can be
SEeN: el 8’ dpa Tives dramopodor wis €€ alboews TapmpTYLéVOs TEPLELOLY O TALOS, YLVWOKETWOAY OTL TA
¢voika Tots pubkots katapiyvvow o Edpumidns, “But if some should be perplexed as to how the sun goes
around while hanging on a chain, let them know that Euripides mixes physical science and myth.”*®
Further, see the scholion to Hippolytus 1132 for the mention of the Enetoi: <mwAwv "Everav>
[agrayovikév. "Everol yap ébvos TlapAayovias. el 8é Tis elmor, €k moias méAews wvopaopévor, LoTw OTL

moAdol PapPapol ovk éx ToéAews 00d€ éx ydpas, AN’ €€ EBvous ovopdlovTar, s Nowddes, BAéuves, “By mdav

%05 This poetic mixing is also claimed as a feature of Vergilian poetics by Servius, as | will explore at length in the
final chapter.
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"Everdav he means Paphlagonians. For the Enetoi are a tribe of Paphlagonia. And if someone should ask
from what city they have been named, let him know that many barbarians are named not from a city or
land, but from their tribe, as the Nomads and Blemyes.” In each of these cases the explanation is given in
guestion-and-answer format, suggesting that some readers had indeed asked such questions in the past.*®
A few other notes of this type give us a special glimpse into the place of this and similar formulae
in the scholarly tradition. At Orestes 434, for example, Orestes tells Menelaus that he is being persecuted
by Oeax because his father Agamemnon had Palamedes, the brother of Oeax, put to death, even though
Orestes himself had nothing to do with the murder. Orestes then states curiously that he is “perishing

because of three” (8ua Towav 8’ améAdvpac). The scholiast offers some solutions to the question of who

these three are:

~ ~ ~ . ” [ . . ” e . \ ~ \ \
mpdTOV T@WV ToAiTOV, SeUTepor Otakos. 8o emdyel <Tis alos>, Lva TATPAOT TOUS TPELs. TLVES O€
~ ~ ’ , ~ \ ” 9 ~ ~ \ ~ - \ P
<TpLdv> paat Tév "Bpwvibwv. mpoetre yap [408] <€80€’ (delv Tpels vukTl mpoopepels kdpas>. Tives §é
$aot T7)s ouvéoews, Tis AoTTs kal Ths pavias. ev 8¢ Tots KadAiorpdrov yéypamrar: éminrioetev dv
Tis TS Sia LY elpmkev, €L un Sta To Ayapéuvova kal Avoundny kat ‘'Odvocéa petaoyety Tob

¢povov [adapidous.
First by the citizens, second by Oeax. For this reason he [Menelaus] adds “Who else?”, so that he
[Orestes] will fill out the three. But some say the “three” are the Erinyes. For he said before, “I
seem to see three night-visaged maidens.” And some say it is his conscience, his grief, and his
madness. But in the [commentaries?] of Callistratus it is written: “Someone might ask how he
said that it was through three, unless it was through the fact that Agamemnon, Diomedes, and
Odysseus took part in the murder of Palamedes.”
I call attention not only to the breadth of possible solutions offered here, but also to the phrasing of the
“one might ask” formula as attested for a known scholar of the second century BC, which helps us to see
a bit more clearly (if the quotation is trustworthy) the presence of such formulations in Alexandrian
scholarship.®”’

I close this section with one particularly noteworthy example of {prijpara. At Medea 1342 Jason

rails against Medea as being a lioness—not a woman—fiercer than Tyrrhenian Scylla (Aéatvav, o0

%% For other basic examples with similar formulae, see the following: Or. 32, 796; Ph. 24ff., 44, 61, 402, 934f.,
1100, 1130; Tr. 453.

%7 See also the explicit mention of “voiced questions” at Medea 169 (rév ScaBeBoqpévaw éori {yrqparwv kai robTo),
a further testimony to the impact of the {ymjuara tradition on the scholia.
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yuvaika, Tis TupanviSos / ZxvAdns éxovoav aypiwtépav ¢vow). The scholiast takes a very interesting turn
in his commentary: <rijs Toponvidos> rijs ZukeAuxijs: Tvpanvov yap médayos Likedias. éx TovTwy davepds
eorwv Edpumidns i 100 ’O8vooéws mAdvny mepl v "lradiav kai Zikediav dmetdnpws yeyovévar, “By
“Tyrrhenian’ he means ‘Sicilian’; for the Tyrrhenian sea is that of Sicily. From these things it is clear that
Euripides supposes that the wandering of Odysseus was around Italy and Sicily.” The mention of
Odyssean wandering is perhaps believable given the mention of Scylla, but the way in which this scholar
uses a single mention of a mythical beast as a springboard into a claim about Euripides’ view of epic
geography is telling. This is the eye of a commentator trained in his “Important Questions” about Homer,
including the geographical “truth” behind his poetry and the actual wanderings of his characters.”® One
imagines our commentator having previously dealth with some question such as “Where did Odysseus
really wander,” so that when he sees the mention of Scylla as Tyrrhenian, he immediately applies this
information to an established scholarly topos, even though this passage of Euripides has nothing to do
with the geographical exactitude of Homer. The unpredicatable nature of this comment might suggest to

us just how much the tradition of “Important Questions” had permeated literary commentaries.®®

Exegetical Methodology

Having concluded a systematic outline of the topics and questions posed by ancient scholars, |

510

now turn to an evaluation of their methodology.”™ As we have seen, Euripidean commentators made

various kinds of appeals to knowledge of all sorts to explain the original text. They also invoked various

%% Apollodorus was particularly important for Homeric geography, for whom see Pfeiffer (1968, 258ff.).

% For a lengthy debate over Sicily and some further geographical problems, see the scholia to Phoenissae 208.
*19 By using “methodology” in the singular I do not mean to imply that the scholia represent a unity—Servius and
perhaps Donatus are the only commentators in this study who may be treated in this way—Iest I fall into the trap
described by Daintree (1990, 72). What | do mean is that the scholia to Euripides, and indeed to all the authors |
have examined, demonstrate a common set of procedures that are widely evident. The scholia are not a literary
unity, but they do have a roughly unified approach to the texts, a crucial factor when considering their place in the
tradition of ancient (and modern) scholarship.
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principles of exegesis that are used consistently throughout as a way of explaining things that would
otherwise seem out of place, incorrect, or poorly constructed. These principles are founded upon basic
assumptions about language, poetry, chronology, and truth itself, and understanding them will help us

comprehend more the mind of the ancient Euripidean scholar.”™

Analogy

One such principle of exegesis is analogy, the use of parallel examples (external or internal to the
original text) to explain something in that text or to teach a broader lesson. | have already shown how this
method is central to the treatment of syntactical, semantic, and morphological principles. Analogical
reasoning also surfaces when scholiasts bring in external mythological exempla to illustrate a Euripidean
character, or even when Euripides is said to allude to natural phenomena in his poetry, part of his
aforementioned tendency to mix truth and fiction. Specifically, though, | want to focus here on the aspect
of analogical reasoning that emerges through the ubiquitous scholiastic practice of comparing Euripides
with—or rather, to judge him against and interpret him by—other authors. The principle is not just one of

literary analysis, but by far it is the appeal to poetry that most clearly defines this exegetical method.**

> T am not suggesting that the scholia provide a comprehensive sweep of ancient scholarship that reveals “what the

ancients thought about Euripides,” nor do I presume that there is a single methodology adopted by all the writers
who contributed directly or indirectly to our extant scholia. What | present here is a critical analysis of the methods
employed in the extant scholia, and I speak of a “scholiastic methodology” only in terms of a general synthesis.

This approach is the same as that taken by modern editors of scholiastic texts in their synthesis of the manuscripts
into a single text, even though it represents the work of multiple authors. As with any approach, there are
advantages and drawbacks to this method, and I do not wish to suggest that explicating a “universal” methodology is
the only way to approach ancient scholastic thought, but rather that it is a concession to our ignorance concerning
how to differentiate various strands of scholarship. As methods develop to help us do this, other, more differentiated
approaches will become increasingly fruitful.

%12 A few references to prose literature also appear, though these are relatively rare. Mostly such references are to
Demosthenes (e.g., Ph. 439, 1408, in both of which he is called simply o psjrwp; cf. Or. 256) or Thucydides (e.g., Ph.
688, Hipp. 269, Andr. 1120, Tr. 9). For a separate attestation of an analogical approach to grammatical studies, see
the opening statement of the réxvy ypapparixsj of Dionysius Thrax, where the grammatical art is defined not as a list
of prescriptionist rules, but rather the empirical observation of common usage in poets and historians: ypapparixii

> ] , ~ \ ~ \ ~ (SR \ .
ETTLY EUTTELPLA TWY TTAPA TTOLTTALS TE KAl O'U’y’yp(1¢€UO'LV WS €TTL TO ‘ITO)\U )\eyopevwv.
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Whether it truly originated with him or not, Aristarchus’ supposed dictum of interpreting Homer
by Homer ("Opmpov €€ ‘Oprpov sagnrilewv) Was a crucial one in ancient approaches to literary studies. It
turns out that Homer is not the only one judged by Homer, however, for the Euripidean scholia contain
dozens upon dozens of references to Homeric epic, including citations of parallel thoughts, similar
grammatical usage, differences in mythology, and other bases for comparison. The motivation for these
citations and quotations ranges widely, but I outline below a few basic reasons for bringing Homer to bear
on Euripides.

Grammatical and lexicographical comparisons are not abundant, but are nonetheless present from
time to time. Such notes include a differentiation between terms for hitting people with lightning:
<obTdoas wupl> AvTl Tod Badww TG kepavvd. ol 8¢ vedTepoL odk Loact TV duadopav Tob odTdTaL Kal Balely.
“Opnpos de odTaoAL PeV TO €K YELPOS Kal €K ToD aiveyyvs Tpdaal, Balety 8¢ To wéppwbev, “He uses ovrdoas
instead of BaAwv. And modern people do not know the difference between the terms, but Homer says that
ovTdcac 1S wounding someone hand-to-hand and nearby, whereas he uses BaAetv for wounding from
afar.” So too is Homer invoked for the problem of dowry language. Euripides’ Hermione states that
Menelaus has given her along with gifts in marriage,®* but the scholiast points out that Homer does not
use the term that way: €dva viv ékdreoe v mpotka kai Ta mapa Tod matpos kewpnAia. ‘Ounpos ody ovTws,
aAa éml Tév Tapa Tod vuppiov mpoopepopévav Taooer Ty Aééw [B 53] “lkapiov os kadTos éedviaaiTo
Boyarpa’, avri Tob* €dva AaPwv éxdoin, “Euripides here called the dowry and the goods from the father
€dva. Homer does not write thus, but rather he uses the term for the things offered by the groom: ‘Who
would provide the dowry for marrying the daughter of Icarus.”” In both cases Homer is brought in to
highlight a distinction between usages.’*

At other times a particular Euripidean phrase strikes the scholiast’s ear as Homeric and is called

out as such, often with no further statement beyond the simple fact of the recognized correspondence.

*3 Hipp. 684

¥ Mevéraos Uy TabTa dwpetTar maTip moAdols auv €dvos (Andr. 153).

315 Cf. Or. 103, 1238; the latter is especially interesting in that the title of “the poet™ belongs to Homer, whereas
most of the time it refers to Euripides. Only context can indicate which the scholiast means.
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The opening of the Orestes (odk €orwv 008ev Sewvov S elmetv Emos / 008 mabos 0be Eupdopa Beridaros, / Ns
ovk av dpact’ dxbos avBpdmov $vacs) IS said to be reminiscent of Homer’s ranrov yap Motpac Bupov Oéoav
avbpamowoe. Also Homeric is the Euripidean mention of torrents of tears at Orestes 335: <a Sakpva
8dkpvoL> ouvdyet Kal ovppioyet e’mi)\)\n)\a daxpua. "O;m]pos‘ [A 453] ‘oupBaAAeTov (’)’/L,BpL‘uov f)’Swp. The
same is true for certain images, characterizations, or scenes. In particular let us note that the claim
attributed to Capaneus that he will enslave the captive women of Thebes reminds the scholiast of Hector’s
words to Andromache in Iliad 6, namely that she will be forced to draw water as a slave of some Greek:
Tov ‘Opmpikov 8¢ “Exropa éuiptjoaro paokovra mpos Avdpopdxmy [Z 457 ‘kai kev U8wp Popéors Meaanidos
» Ymepeins.™® To return to the previously mentioned passage of Antigone and the pedagogue observing
the Argive forces, the scholiast finds here an allusion to the recyooxomia 0f Helen in Iliad 3: 7 e €€odos
T0b mapfévov eikav éoti Tis ‘Ounpikijs Tetyookomias Tis ‘EAévns ek Tob evavriov: éxel yap yuvy Td yépovte
Seikvvow, “And the coming out of the maiden is the likeness of the Homeric recyookomia Of Helen in
reverse; for there the woman points out [the warriors] to the old man.”*"

Euripides is also said to agree with Homer in certain proverbial expressions or general truths.
According to one scholion, both agree that virtue is something that can be learned.”® In addition, the
Euripidean sentiment that things are in the control of the gods (aAX’ és feods xp7) Tad T avapricavr’ Exewv)
is like that of Homer (4AX’ fro pév rabra Bedv év yovvaat keirad).”™® The scholiast also finds Creon’s
claim that nothing is better than defending one’s fatherland (és yap ¢ paAdov 8et mpobupiav Exewv;) to be

analogous to Hector’s assertion that only one bird sign is best—the defense of one’s own: els olwvos

dpuoros.”®® S0 too when the messenger reports that the assault on Neoptolemus at Delphi was perpetrated

%16 ph, 185; this is perhaps somewnhat of a stretch as far as verbal correspondences go, especially given how
frequently the idea of women captured in war appears in Greek literature—why lliad 6 specifically?—but in any
case this scholion reminds us that ancient scholars could go pretty far to make a literary connection—which is
certainly no different than in our modern age.

> ph, 88; cf. Andr. 1039; Ph. 576, 889, 1178, 1226; Or. 585; Tr. 432. As for characterization, note two other
places in which Menelaus is said to be depicted in the same way by both poets (Ph. 170, Or. 356).

> Or. 251

* ph. 705

520 ph, 902; this line of Homer is also quoted at Phoenissae 781 just before.



129

by all who were around,**

Homer’s phrase to describe the assault on Hector’s corpse by the Greeks at
lliad 22.371 is mentioned (068’ dpa of Tis dvovryri ye mapéary).”>

In many places, including some mentioned above, Homeric comparanda seem to be used as a
defense for Euripides, for if Homer can get away with something, then Euripides certainly can too, even if
the defense of Euripides is often only implicit in these scholia. For instance, two scholia early in the
Medea state that Euripides has used a particular poetic figure that Homer had used as well.°*® While the
scholiast does not say outright that Euripides is justified on the grounds that Homer did something
similar, the extra citation does appear to serve this purpose. Consider also the following examples, where
possible improprieties are excused by an appeal to the greatest of poets: Euripides regards Ocean as a
river just like Homer does;*** Euripides personifies Piety just like Homer personifies Terror and Fear;**
according to Euripides and Homer, Thessaly is divided into the same four parts.>® In other places the use
of Homer for the defense of Euripides is more explicit, perhaps most notably at Orestes 12, where Eris is
said to weave war: ov mapédoyov 8¢ kai dAov Oeov emkAabery 7 Tas Moipas. “Opnpos yobv ¢not [a 17] ‘16
ot émexAdoavto Beol olkévde véeatar,” “And it is not illogical to say that some other god than the Fates
does the weaving. Even Homer says, ‘The gods wove it out for him to come home.”” Here Euripides has
been subjected to criticism, and the citation of Homer is added not only as an interesting side note, but as
ammunition against Euripides’ detractors. The basis for the argument is a clear one: Homer has poetic
authority, and other poets may safely follow his lead.**’

But if Homer is a means of justification, he is also available for establishing a basis of critique.

We have already glimpsed this phenomenon in the scholiast’s objection to the Euripidean Medea in

2L ris ob aidmpov mpoodéper, Tis ob wéTpov, PaAdwv apdoowr; (Andr. 1153).
°2 Cf. Or. 517, 1552; Andr. 471

52 Med. 1, 40
524

K(I}, OleOS Sé 7TOT(IIJ,(\)V l()7T€l/,)\7]¢)€ T(‘)V ,QKe(lV(\)V (;)s‘ ”O;L”r]pos (Or. 1378).

5 77 8" EdAaBeia> swpatomoiet 7w EdAdBerav “Opnpos [A 37] ‘Aeipés e P6Pos e’ (Ph. 782).

°2% Alc. 1154; cf. Med. 1053, Andr. 1011

%27 Compare a similar move at Phoenissae 4, this time with a citation from Hesiod: “They say Euripides is irreverent
in calling the ray of the Sun ‘wretched.” But how can he be irreverent, when Hesiod also makes clear that some
days are evil?” (<os SvoTvy? OrjBaioi>: doefet, paal, Ty axtiva Tod ‘HAiov SuaTvyf kaddv. mds 8¢ aoefet, oméTe Kal

‘Hoiodos [opp. T691t.] amodaiver Tivas T@dv Huepdv movnpds).
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tears,””® but in returning let me now emphasize the contrast with Homer: duewvov 8¢ “Opnpos [ 2117
‘0pfadpol 8 woel képa éorTacav,” “Homer is better, [for he says] ‘And his eyes stood still like horn.”” Of
course, Homer is describing a disguised Odysseus trying not to give away his identity to his wife, not
Medea hiding her plans from her children, so the suggestion that Homer is better must be taken somewhat
loosely, but the overall principle is clear: Homer’s characterization of Odysseus as able to restrain tears is
suitable to Odysseus’ nature as a trickster, but Euripides falls short of that standard in his inconsistent
portrayal of Medea, who is not the weeping type. We have also already examined the scholion to Troades
14, where Euripides is criticized for a tasteless pun on the “wooden” horse filled with “spears” (<ovpetos
{mrmos> Yuxpds NTupoddymae Tov {mmov amo Tév dopdTwv). Again, the end of the note is telling: duewov yap
mapa Ta Sodpa memoriodar fyovy Ta E6Aa. “Ounpos [0 512] ‘Sovpdreor’, 6 éare Eolwvov. The judgment that
the pun is in poor taste stands on its own, but the scholiast drives his point home by giving the Homeric
counterpart, which is judged to be better than Euripides’. Further, according to a scholiast, Euripides is
unpersuasive in his invention that Hecuba knew Odysseus’ identity when he was spying inside of Troy
during the war, since she—unlike Helen!—would not have stood by silently while such a thing happened:
amiflavov 70 mAGopa kai ody ‘Ounpikév: ov yap av éotynoev ‘Exdafn moéuiov Beaoapévn katomredovra Ta
rkarl Tods Tpdas mpaypara. 1) 8¢ ‘EAévy elxérws drmy yip peréorevev Adpodirns.”” Here Euripides’
departure from Homer is regarded as a poor choice that does not fulfill the scholiast’s demand for logical
coherence in the dramatic narrative. Compare also the similar language at Rhesus 210 in regard to
Dolon’s plan to wear a wolf skin so that he will actually appear as an animal going on all fours: <Baow Te
xepoi> amiflavov Terpamodilewy abTov ws Tods Adkovs® 008 yap “Opnpos [K 334] 8ia TodTo v Avkijy adrd
mepurifnowy, “It is unpersuasive that he would go on all fours like wolves do; for Homer does not give him
the wolf skin for this purpose.” It is impossible to say whether this image would be thought so silly if
there were no corresponding scene in Homer against which it could be compared, but regardless Euripides

is again weighed in the Homeric scales and found wanting.

528 Med. 922
52 Hec. 241
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Similar reasons lie behind citations and quotations of Hesiod, though they are far less in number
than those of Homer. For instance, a scholion to Andromache 476 quotes a Hesiodic line (“Poor vies with
poor, singer with singer”) as a corresponding sentiment, and again at Medea 296, where Euripides is said
to agree with Hesiod in stating that virtue requires the greatest effort and zeal, and still again at Hecuba
1192, where Euripides states in accordance with Hesiod that Justice always comes around in the end.
There is also evidence of Hesiod being used to defend Euripides—recall the scholion regarding the
mention of the “ill-omened rays of the sun”—as well as to criticize him. Euripides, after all, should have
followed Hesiod in saying that Night was born from Chaos, among other things.**

Numerous references to other poets also appear (e.g., Alcman, Apollonius, Aesop), especially
other dramatists (Sophocles, Aeschylus, Aristophanes, Menander), and often for the same reasons as
citations of Homer, namely a reinforcement of something Euripides has done or as proof that he has gone
his own way, for better or worse. Most of all, however, the scholiasts record a tradition of scholarship
like unto that supposedly coined by Aristarchus for Homer, namely the use of Euripides to interpret
Euripides. The breadth of references and purposes for which those references are used demonstrate that
the scholiasts are considering Euripides broadly and attempt to use his other dramas to give comparanda
for notable statements or dramatic techniques. Among the dozens of Euripidean citations and quotations,
we find a number of internal cross-references to verses in the same play, as when Polyneices says “for the
second time” at Phoenissae 601 that he is claiming a share of the kingship, to which a quotation of verse
484 is attached to show the first time he states this. Further, when the messenger tells Jocasta that
Eteocles positioned seven generals at the seven gates but left himself out of this count so that he could
roam about freely bringing help wherever it was needed, the scholiast states that the messenger’s
statement is preparation for a later passage, when he will say that Eteocles saw that one gate was well-

defended and so passed on to another: dca TobTo emra érade oTpaTiyovs mpos Tals emTa TOAALS €AVTOV 0D

, 12 LR , \ , ~ ~ , ~ y \ E) \
ovykataTaéas OTws aUTOS TEPLEPYOLTO TAS TUAAS TG VoToDVTL pépel auppayxwv: emdyel yap [1163] <emeldy

530 (<’Epefobev (0> E8ec éx Xaovs elmetv, ws ‘Hoiodos [Theog. 123] ‘éx Xdeos "Epefos Te pélawva re Nvé éyévovro,’

(Or. 176). It is also pointed out that Euripides does not distinguish between ém.roA7 and avarolsj like Hesiod and
Avratus do (Ph. 1116).
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7608’ eloeidev ebruyels modas, dMas émjer mals obs>.>" Some scholia address other Euripidean plays,
showing a broad interest and knowledge in Euripidean drama. Topics for which the scholiasts include
these references include the behavior of the insane,” a style of lamentation,>* and identical verses that
appear in multiple locations.>®** It is worth noting also that when the scholia cross-reference Euripidean
verses for which we have scholia, we do not always find a corresponding cross-reference at the other
location. Much more work needs to be done in diligently tracking down these cross-references and
coming up with conclusions as to the extent to which such correspondences are recognized at both ends of
the link. Such an investigation is of course also very important for understanding the relationship
between commentaries to different authors, and this constitutes a promising area of research in scholiastic

studies.

Intertextuality

If there is one area in which the scholia are lacking in terms of modern standards for a literary
commentary, it is in the realm of intertextuality.>* It may surprise one, however to find that there is some
understanding of intertextuality in the scholia, even if it is an idiosyncratic one. The very fact that
scholiasts think Euripides ought to be compared to other authors from different genres of poetry and even
prose is in itself a hint at their inclination to view Euripidean drama in a larger literary context, but a few

notes help us understand just how far they are willing to push a connection.

%31 ph. 1095; cf. Hec. 687, Or. 321, Ph. 202, Alc. 693, Andr. 211. The present passage smacks somewhat of
olkovopia, as described above. There is no explicit praise for Euripides here, but he is nonetheless said to be
consistent in this small respect.

%20r. 73, 268

3 0r. 982

> Med. 54

%% See Russell (1981, 113), who holds a relatively low opinion of ancient recognition of intertextuality, with the
exception of ‘Longinus.’
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We have already seen at Phoenissae 88 that Euripides is said to have created a revyooxomia SCENe
that is akin to—though a reversal of—the corresponding Homeric scene with Helen in Iliad 3. A scholion
a bit later makes an even stronger assertion about the Euripidean text when the pedagogue tells Antigone
that Polyneices is about to approach the city under truce to parlay with Eteocles: <ijéec 8épovs T0608’> Tov
‘Opnpikov Mevédaov pupeitac o Edpumidns dméomovdov olvveikny dywv els Tas Onfas, ais ékeivos els Ty
"IAov eloAbe kaTabnaduevos Tov médepov, “Euripides imitates the Homeric Menelaus in leading
Polyneices into Thebes under truce, since Menelaus came into Ilion to create war.”>*® This goes beyond a
simple comparison between characters in different stories; it is an explicit statement that Euripides is
pointing to Homer in his own characterization, and the scholiast thinks that his readers ought to see this
connection. At times the intertextual reading of the scholia can become highly specific, as we saw above
in the claim that Euripides does not name the seven generals attacking Thebes because Aeschylus had
already done so, such that restating them would apparently be onerous—a sign that the scholiast envisions
an original production in which inter-“textual” knowledge is assumed, namely that Euripides’ audience
would have already watched Aeschylus’ Seven against Thebes and would not need to hear the names
again. Compare the treatment of Hecuba at Troades 1030, where Hecuba joins the chorus in begging
Menelaus to seek vengeance against Helen with the sword. The scholiast’s critique is intriguing: ed7fns 7
‘Exéfn. amo yap tijs €xPolijs Tob Eidous éxpijy émyvivar Ty Suébeawy Tob avdpos, ws ev 77 AvSpopéxn
[628] ‘00K éxTaves yuvaika [onv] xewpiav AaPav,” “Hecuba is naive, for she should have known from his
throwing away of the sword what the disposition of her husband was, as in the Andromache [vs. 628],
“You did not kill your wife after getting her in your hands.”” The scholiast refers to one version of the
story in which Menelaus prepares to Kill his adulterous wife, but drops the sword at the critical moment
because he was overwhelmed by her beauty, though the story is not immediately evoked by the text of the
Troades. It is almost as if Hecuba were expected to have read up on her other Euripidean plays, and if

she had, she would not have such silly expectations.

5% ph. 170
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Another significant area in which intertextual concerns play out is with the quotation of passages
from Old Comedy that satirize various Euripidean lines or their performance. Perhaps the most famous is
the assault of the unfortunate actor Hegelochus, who upon delivering Orestes 279 (éx kvpérav yap adfes
ad yadijv’ opa) accidently mispronounced the penultimate word, giving the line quite a different meaning:
kekwp@dnrar o otiyos ua Hyédoyov Tov dmokpiriv: 0b yap dpbdoavra Steletv Ty ovvadopny eémAeipavros
Tob TVedpaTos Tols dkpowpévols TV yadiy 86éar Aéyewy 1o {Hov, AN ovxL T4 yalnrd. moAdol pev o0V adTo
Suémaréav Tov kopkdv, “The line is parodied on account of Hegelochus the actor. For in not anticipating
the separation of the elision, with his breath overflowing [out of breath?], he seemed to the listeners to say
yaAfjv the animal instead of yaAnva [the calm].” Others include the statement of Electra to Orestes that in
all things change is pleasant—where of course the implication is “change in all evils”—to which the
scholiast notes the comic response: <perafoly mavrwy yAvkd> kekopgdnra 8¢ o atixos. To yap éé vyeias
els véoov petafallew ovk éotwv 180, “And the line is parodied, for the change from health into sickness is
not pleasant,”* followed by two anonymous quotations poking fun at this slip. Two other passages are
mocked for phonetic reasons. Orestes 742 (odk éxeivos aAX’ éxeivy ketvov évBad’ yayev) is ridiculed for
its monotony: kwpwdeitac 8¢ o arixos dia Ty TavtéryTa. Medea 476 (éowod o, ws ioaoy ‘EAAjver dool) IS
similarly slandered for its excessive sigmatism by the comic writers Plato and Eubulus: mAeovalec o ariyos
76 <o>. ofev kal [IAdrwv év Tats ‘Eoprals ¢mow [frg. 30] “€owsas ék Tav olypa 1édv Edpimidov’. kal
EdBovos ev Avovuaio [frg. 26] ‘Edpimidov 8 “éowod o, ws loaoi<v ‘EAMjvaw 6>00.” kal “mapbéve et
s<doatpL o> e€els pol xapLy” kal Tols éolaLy éyyeddat mijpact Ta otypa ovAAéfavTes, ws avTol gogdoi.’
These scholia demonstrate awareness, if only on a superficial level, that Euripides not only looked
specifically to other works of literature for his own productions, but also was in turn used by other literary
men as fodder for comedies. Such examples remind us that, if the scholiasts are not as attuned to literary
allusion as we would like, there is nonetheless some emphasis in the ancient commentaries on the fact that

tragic drama (and comedy, for that matter) could not be fully understood outside the context of literature

7 0r. 234
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on the whole, and that ancient authors consciously developed these intertextual relationships with other
authors. Thus we may say that while an understanding of intertextuality is relatively undeveloped in the
scholia, it nonetheless constitutes an available method for the ancient interpretation of Euripidean texts,

and the examples that do exist often demonstrate an incredibly close reading of the text.

General Truths

Scholiasts also typically interpret Euripidean statements by appealing to general principles or
truths about reality; that is, Euripides says what he says because that is how things are, an exegetical
technique that recalls the previous discussion concerning the demand for realism as a primary aspect of
literary criticism in the scholia. What | wish to say here is not simply that the scholia are concerned with
“universal” concepts and truths—I have established this already through my discussion of, among other
things, an emphasis on proverbial statements. What | will demonstrate here is that the scholia introduce
general truths as an argument for understanding and validating specific events or statements in Euripides,
with the implication that, since Euripides aims at realism, his poetry can be interpreted by appealing to
reality.

In many of these examples the scholion seems to field an unstated question, “Why would the
character do that?” The scholiast replies to this anticipated dilemma with an appeal to a general truth,
which is usually stated plainly with no support on the assumption that the premise will be self-evident.
Take for example the fact that, when Electra tells Orestes amidst his troubles she has more news to share,
Orestes assumes it is going to be bad. The scholiast explains Orestes’ thought process: o: év meptoraoer
ovTes del To emdyyeliLa Tob péovtos Aéyeadar Sedoikaowy, “Those in a crisis always fear the
announcement that news will be given.”**® Similarly, Didymus says that when Oedipus asks Antigone to

go amongst her friends at the end of the Phoenissae, the reason is so that they could supply her with

58 Or. 239
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goods, since those going into exile take nothing with them for the road.”® Likewise, when Medea calls
Jason “unmanly,” the scholiast pardons this clearly unfactual statement with an appeal to the way people
speak in certain situations: 7roc ws Bupovpévy dvavdpov avTov amokalel: TéV yap AotSopovpévwy olketov kal
Ta p) mpoaévTa moddakis mpodépewv, “She calls him unmanly because she is angry; for it is characteristic
of those slandering someone often to add on even those things that are technically not accurate.” In
other cases a scholion might contain such an appeal in order to explain some implicit stage direction
found in the original text. When Orestes asks Menelaus why he has “circled his foot” in the middle of
their conversation at Orestes 632, the commentator states that this action is what people do when they are
in a quandary: ws 7@ modi To Edagos mepLypddovtos avTod kal SioTakTikds avaloylopévov et éol Bonbely,
omep moLodoLy oL apumyavobvres év mpaypare. Likewise, Orestes’ announcement that he has brought into
light the sword he used to kill his mother brings on the following comment: el@faot yap of avelévres Tva
Sukaiws, ws olovtat, @ NAiw To Eldos Sekvivar ovpPolov Tob Sikaiws mepovevkévar, “For those who have
killed someone justly, as they think, are accustomed to show to the sun the sword as a symbol of their
having killed the person justly.”*

It is in this kind of note that we also find a bit of a more personal touch than we are accustomed to
see in the scholia. Note the unique use of the first-person verb at Orestes 213, where Orestes addresses
Lethe as “Revered One” (o mérvia Asjly 7év kakdv): mémviav elmev abrijv, émel mavTas TyLdmey Tovs
mapapvfovpévous, “He called her mérviav because we honor all those who comfort us.” So too when

Orestes calls himself the murderer of his “wretched mother,”**

this supposed change of heart is explained
according to a general principle: 7ro. 67. peTavoet avedawv avTiv, Talaimwpéy ¢nowv ob yap mpo mpdews

kal pera T mpaluy ol adTol Tuyxavopev, “He says that she is wretched because he repents of having

539 Aiduvpsés ¢mor oupBovledery adTf TobTo moLfoac, Lva épavicwoty adTiv. ovdev yap Aapfdvovaiy é§évTes EpoéSiLov
(Ph. 1747).

>0 Med. 466; recall the similar argument made in regard to Oedipus’ cursing of Mount Cithaeron—in stressful
situations, people do irregular things.

> 0r. 819

28y elpi, unTpos Tis Talarmdpov povevs (Or. 392).
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killed her; for we are not the same before the deed and after the deed.” In these passages therefore

Euripides’ claims are interpreted (and implicitly defended) in light of “the way things are.”

Chronology

It would be incorrect, however, to assume that the scholiasts blithely carry on about universal
truth with no regard for the ways in which customs, behaviors, and language vary over time. In fact,
many notes explicate the original text precisely on the grounds that things change with time, most often
with such terms as apyatoc (people long ago/ the ancients) and vedrepor (Contemporaries and nearer-
contemporaries). Incidentally we have come across such assertions before,>* but let me now return to
this phenomenon with a fresh focus on how such statements illuminate the overall exegetical
methodology in the scholia.

Several of these examples are lexical in nature. For instance, the labeling of Hades as
“underground” at Phoenissae 810 is explained by the fact that the men of old called all frightful things
“chthonic” (mavra yap Ta dewva xBévia Eleyov ot apyator). Didymus also makes an etymological argument
for the phrase appéaretov pélos based on the customs of old: 76 apparetov pédos o Aidvpés pnowy
awvopdodac, 6T al dpyatar mapbévor els Tovs Baldpovs dua TGV appdTwv fyovTo: ofev €Tt kal vov mapoyol
Aéyovtar amo Tob [Tols oxeot] mapoyeiatar . . . vpévarov ¢dewv, “Didymus says it is called a appérecov pédos
because in olden days maidens were brought to their bedchambers via chariots, on the basis of which even
now the ones singing the marriage song are still called mépoxoc 0n account of their riding alongside in
chariots.”®* In both cases the scholion gives not only the meaning of the original text, but also provides

some indication for why the original text might be confusing, namely that the change of language over

>3 E.g., regarding the construction of doors (Ph. 114), the number of watches in the night (Rh. 5), and the history of
the war trumpet (Ph. 1377).
> Or. 1384
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time necessitates a knowledgeable guide for the “modern” reader who is unaware of such linguistic
developments.

Other examples refer to a change in various customs as a solution to problematic passages. One
such issue is the problem of victors being crowned with leaves, which seems to be an anachronism to the
scholiast,> but which can be explained nonetheless by a detailed and lengthy note about the history of
prizes given to victors, and at what times that prize happened to be heaps of leaves. One also hears a tacit
objection at Hippolytus 1157, where a servant calls Theseus by his name. The scholiast attributes this
apparent irreverence to the times: <Onoed, pepipvns déiov pépws ot apyaior kal €& ovépatos Tovs deaméTas
éxaovv. The same is true for a Euripidean reference to singing to the aulos®*® and the description of
plains as “bordered by grass.”*"

Two further examples demonstrate how arguments of chronology can be employed in disputed
passages where no solution is clear. When Medea states that Jason’s ability to look directly at his own
family while treating them unjustly is not courage (fpaoos) but cowardice (avaideca), a scholiast discusses
a contention over the text:

Twes 8¢ emAapPavovrar Edpumidov, ws kakds elpnkéTost T yap Opacos €der paAdov etmetv Bapaos.

Siagpéper yap ws apetn kakias® TO pev yap €ml kakod kal pupoktvdvvov Tdooerar, To d¢ eml ayabod.
obev ot madatol adTO StwpLoav oUTWS, OTL fapoos ‘LLE\V To TS glruxﬁg TaAPLOTNLL, ‘LLGT(‘I Aoyiapod, Hpaoos
8¢ n aléyiaTos 5p‘u,77.548

And some criticize Euripides for speaking badly. For instead of fpdaoos he should have said
fapoos. For there is a difference between the terms, just as between virtue and vice. For the one
is attributed to a bad and reckless man, and the other to a good man. From this the ancients
divided the term thus, that 6apoos was the firmness of soul with reason, but 6pdoos was an
irrational impulse.

The close distinction between the two terms is interesting in itself, but note too the way in which

chronological distinctions are used to outline the dilemma. For this particular passage, unlike those given

* rabra oy mapa Tovs ypévous Edpumidns (Hec. 573).
0 oi ylip dpyaior kal mpos avdov fdov (Alc. 346).
(<obyxopTa vain medi’> Ta dpopa 8T xépTw Siéypadov Tas méAeLs ol apyator: AXéavdpos Se 7 dompiots 7) alebpors
(Andr. 17).
548
Med. 469
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above, knowledge of chronological variation in language is used not to defend Euripides’ choice of word,
but to confirm the objections of his critics, that Euripides has not paid attention to a lexical distinction that
he ought to have minded. Another vexed statement also necessitates a chronological argument at
Andromache 616, where Peleus accuses Menelaus of never receiving a wound in battle, a sign of his
cowardice. A scholion shows that there is a dispute over this passage, and in fact the assertion is said to
be mapa T toTopiav, because Menelaus was indeed wounded by Pandarus. An escape for Euripides is
found, however, since one may argue that arrow wounds were not considered actual wounds by the men
of old, so Peleus didn’t recall that particular one: mparos yap vmo Iav8apov Térpwrac. et puy dpa o7
noTéNlov Ta TofedpaTa ol madaroi [8to 0d Aapumpd ye TadTa ExévTav], ovde éuvijatiy. There is room, at
least, to say that Euripides is treating his characters realistically according to their own ways of thinking

and not simply forgetting a mythical episode in which Menelaus took one for the team.

Modes of Speaking

The following section attempts to delineate what we might call a scholiastic theory of dramatic
speech. What | mean by this is a set of assumptions about the ways characters and even Euripides himself
talk in different situations, specifically ways of communicating that might otherwise be considered
perplexingly irregular or improper. To amass such types of communication under a heading of “theory of
dramatic speech” is, as much of my classification has been, rather artificial. By looking at the following
selective sampling, however, we can approach some broad sense of the various modes of speaking
recognized by the scholiasts and how they appeal to those modes to interpret and explain the original

text.>*®

> 1t will be noted as we proceed that many of these modes of speaking are not inherently “dramatic,” though they
are certainly recognized as having a place on the stage. The investigation of the Aeschinean scholia in the following
chapter will shed more light on the distinction—where there is one—between modes of speaking in prose and
poetry.
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One important and very common instance of this type of reasoning is the frequent warning that
certain phrases are to be taken as a metaphor, lest the reader accidentally understand them literally and so
think that Euripides is guilty of some impropriety. For example, Jocasta reports at Phoenissae 18 that
Laius had been told not to “sow the furrows of childbirth,” to which the scholiast responds:

<p,7\7 oTeELpe TEKVWY dNokas: ’E‘uﬂ'GSOK)\ﬁg 0 gzﬁvoucbg d/\)h]'yoptﬁv (;bncn O'XLO'TOI‘JS )\L;Lévag A¢p08[7’775‘ [vs.

261] év ots 7 Tov maldwv yéveais éotwv. Edpumidns 8¢ TavTov TOUT® Phokwy TV TE Evvolav TRV

aloxpav améduye kal Tols ovépacLy olkelols ExprioaTo kal TexVLkals Tals peTagdopals, amépov Kal

dAoka Aéywv.

Empedocles the natural philosopher speaks allegorically of the “cloven harbors of Aphrodite” [vs.

261] in which is the procreation of children. And Euripides, saying the same thing as he does,

avoided a shameful sentiment and used fitting terms and technical metaphors, saying “seed” and

“furrow.”

Other common Euripidean metaphors include dice-playing, as when the chorus states at Orestes 603 that
marriage is a boon when it goes well, but when things fall out poorly (7 wimrovow €v), it is hell on earth;
the commentator calls this phrase a metaphor from bad luck at dice, a phrase used also by Sophocles, as
the appended quotation shows.>*® Similarly, when the chorus prays that they may find a middle road
between total sincerity and being “counterfeit” (mapaonuos), it is explained that this is a numismatic
metaphor for fraudulence. Many other scholia point out nautical metaphors of various kinds from phrases
indicating retreat, suffering in solitude, or the avoidance of hasty and angry reactions.™ Such
metaphorical language is used so commonly that it seems daft for it to be pointed out so frequently,
especially in the blatantly obvious cases, but regardless the phenomenon demonstrates one way in which
the scholiasts appeal to a certain mode of speaking to explain what is otherwise irregular speech.

Other non-literal modes of speaking include irony, for which there are many examples. When
Hecuba refers to Polymestor, the murderer of her son, as a “noble friend” at Hecuba 710, it is of course to

be read ironically, a “so-called friend”: xar’ eprveiaV el’.’pn‘raL. %} 6V0pa§6pevog Pidos. When Helen asks

Electra for a favor while she is trying to tend to her brother at Orestes 93, some find irony in Electra’s

%50 For more on dice metaphors, see Rhesus 155, 446.

%1 Respectively: Hec. 403, Alc. 407, Ph. 454; for the latter example, compare the modern English metaphor éx r#s
tatpukijs Téxvns (“to take a chill pill”). Note also the opposite phenomenon at Troades 1175, where Eratosthenes is
said to have argued that Euripides was not in fact using metaphorical language in his reference to a certain hairstyle.
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response that, of course, she has plenty of time! Further, though the sentiment may also be taken as a
guestion and not a sarcastic statement, the scholiast offers another instance of irony at Andromache 203,
where Andromache points out the absurdity of Hermione’s assumption that she poses a threat to her as a
rival, a statement that is “completely ironic” (o was Aéyos év elpwveia éotiv): ¢rdobor yap p” “EAdqres
“Exropés y’ vmep, “For surely the Greeks love me for Hector’s sake!” For these passages it is easy to see
how a literal interpretation could cause considerable distress in the reader, much like a literal reading of
metaphorical language, and so the scholiast ensures that the text is understood in the proper way, not least
because in reading the text the “audience” is deprived of an actor’s intonation, which would presumably
help convey the meaning.

Another significant way in which scholiasts explain irregularities in speech is by appealing to
dramatic context or the demands of characterization. Such irregularities may include a violation of
standard lexical usage or some stylistic infelicity. The former can be seen in the treatment of the term
xaparmerer at Orestes 1491, where the messenger speaks of Helen as having fallen dead to the ground,
when in fact Helen did not die. His language therefore is criticized, and to excuse this gaffe a scholiast
states that perhaps he meant “about to fall,” or simply that in his distress he does not speak precisely: oty
7 7@ péXovTL meoeiy 1) TebopuPnuévos odk akpiPoloyetTar. Misspeaking as a result of mental distress is
more clearly demonstrated by a note to Hecuba 506: Hecuba’s apparently empty restatement (ometdwpev,
eyrovdpev, “Let’s hurry, let’s be quick”™) is excused on the grounds of her eagerness: 7 8¢ TavToloyia T7s
‘ExafBns mv mpobupiav vmédmrev. Likewise, when Helen calls her husband “Menelaus” instead of
moawv—supposedly the preferred form of address—a scholiast gives a rationale: ca 7¢ ToAunpds adrov
Mevélaov kal ov méowy mposayopever; dta To peta péfov e€dyeatar apyiv ¢nor Tod Adyouv TavTyy afiav

$6Bov, 70 Mevélaov adTov kal ov wéoww mpooayopevery, “Why did she rashly call him ‘Menelaus’ instead
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of ‘husband’? Because she is introduced as fearful, she makes a beginning of speech that is in accordance
with her fear, namely calling him ‘Menelaus’ instead of husband.””**

Other phrases that need to be excused or explained contain logical problems, and we have seen
just this sort of argument at Phoenissae 507, where Eteocles’ illogical statement about tyranny is
provisionally justified as the poet’s purposeful imitation of an evil man. Other examples of this kind
include the aforementioned dilemma of the type of metal used to pierce the ankles of the infant Oedipus.
Jocasta’s claim that they are iron is taken as fact, whereas the chorus’ contradictory claim can be
dismissed, as they do not actually know the truth, seeing as how they are barbarians: 7 pev loxaory ws
axpufis eidvia elme [26] audnpis Tas mepovas: adrar 8¢ ds PapBapor obk drpifds ioacwy; ™ thus, it is not a
Euripidean mistake, but rather an intense devotion to realism that makes for the inconsistency. Further,
when Medea impugns sophisticated learning as a curse, the scholiast quickly defends wisdom by saying
that this sentiment is not to be taken as a dogmatic utterance by the poet himself, but rather as fitting to
the character of Medea, who is being accused on account of her craftiness: rotro 8¢ o0 Soyparilav o
TouTs Aéyet, AN appolépevos mpos TO DpeaTnds HPos, émel Sokel 1) MriSera cogias Exovaa S6&av
BAamrresar.” Finally, Theseus’ injunction to his dead wife to “take courage” is marked as absurd, but
the scholiast can muster some sympathy for him: yetotov mpos vexpov To <fapaer>. ovyyvwaréov e Sia Tav
mepLkeLpévny ovpdopav, “It is laughable to say ‘take courage’ to a corpse, but it must be pardoned on
account of the present misfortune.”** Thus we see that in many cases the scholiasts appeal to the
demands of context or characterization to explain why Euripides would write in ways that would

otherwise seem misguided.>®

%2 See Orestes 640, where Menelaus’ brachyology is attributed to Laconian brevity, and Orestes 14, where
Euripides is said to break off Electra’s speech early to keep her from saying something unfitting for a young girl.

>3 ph, 805

> Med. 296

> Hipp. 860

> |t should be pointed out that this is not a purely independent line of thinking. Euripidean dramas themselves give
clues that speech can be altered for such reasons, and for this it is helpful to observe the scholion to Hippolytus 924,
where a paraphrase states plainly the force of the original text: sorrow can make language go afoul.
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As mentioned just above, the modes of speaking thus far examined are not confined to dramatic
speech, or at least they could conceivably be used to describe language in other genres, but there are also
passages that refer specifically to variations in speech that are unique to the stage. Among these are
explanations of Euripdean text that is not Euripidean, that is, passages altered by actors. The references to
the production of these plays in fact constitute one of the more fascinating types of Euripidean scholia,
not only because stage directions are essentially lost to us, but also because of what they might suggest for
the dating of the scholia and the treatment of Euripides as both written text and performance.®™’ Some of
these are simple assertions about what actors tend to do at certain points in the drama. For instance,
people playing the part of Orestes in his madness “nowadays” ask for a bow and do not get one, but they
pretend to fire it anyway, evidently as a confirmation of insanity: €sec ovv Tov dmokpery T6€a AaBévra
TofebeLv. ol 8¢ viv hmokpLvépevol oV Tipwa altodow pév Ta Toka, i) Sexdpevor 8¢ axmparilovral rofevew >

Other passages, though, approach the problem of performance as a methodological dilemma, for
actors are suspected in several places of corrupting the text through ignorance or changing the words to
make their lines easier to say.>® One of the more entertaining is the notion that the text of Orestes 1366-8
was added by actors who did not want to be forced to jump from the roof: rosrous 8¢ Tovs Tpeis ariyouvs
obK dv Tus é¢ éroipov auyywprioeter BopimiSouv elvat, dANa pdov T@v dmokpLTdv, oltives, (va i1
kakomabdoy amo Tdv Paciieiwv dopwv kabadldpevor, mapavoiavtes éxkmopevovtar To Tod Ppuyos Exovres

oxfpa kal mpéowmov.”® Actors might also change lines to avoid a problematic tongue-twister, as at

7 | would emphasize again that scholia are transmitted many times over many years. A reference to actual
production in a note dated to, e.g., the sixth century AD is not a guarantee that the play was in production then, but
simply that a sixth-century scholiast included a comment on production, which may have originated in the
Alexandrian period discussing Alexandrian-era performance. A scholion alone cannot be used to determine the
temporal limits of stage production, nor can independent information about stage production alone confirm the date
of a scholion. They must be used in tandem to arrive at reasonable guesses. At its very best, careful analysis of the
scholia can give us information about the progression of ideas, together with a general sense of chronology. It is
important not to overtax the data.

>80r. 268

% For a comprehensive look at the phenomenon of actors’ interpolations in Greek tragedy, see Page (1934), whose
index provides a list of actors’ modifications of Euripidean drama, though in most cases there is no discussion of
particular details. It may also be worth consulting Page’s general suggestions on the dating possibilities for non-
Byzantine interpolations (211), though he himself is cautious with such assertions.

%0 The text itself does not necessitate this, and the claim is based on a specific reading—by no means a necessary
one—of the following lines; see Mastronarde (1990, Appendix 1.2).
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Phoenissae 264. Other lines are corrupted because actors are unaware of a figure of speech and so
“emend” the text, as at Medea 288 and 910, and other lines are put out of order for similar reasons, as at
Medea 356.%°* Thus we see the scholiasts preserving the traces of a critical method involving the search
for passages that are not authentic—one of the oldest and most central motivations of ancient
scholarship—and the enumeration of reasons for why those passages could have been altered. By
appealing to basic assumptions about the tragic genre and the interrelationship between written text and
performance, the scholiasts more clearly define what is “Euripidean.”

Finally, we saw earlier how, though an umbrella term of “poetic license” is not used by the
scholiasts, there are perceptible ways in which poets are allowed or even expected to use language
irregularly, and that the simple fact that they are writing poetry excuses them from what would otherwise
be called stylistic or grammatical infelicities—and probably even were so called by critics who were
unwilling to grant the poets their literary freedom. This was true not only for figures of speech, but also
for anachronism and other oddities. | return now to this principle for its importance in the literary
exegesis practiced by the scholiasts, namely its role in explaining irregularities by an appeal to the nature
of poetry itself. For example, though observations on meter by no means dominate the scholia, there are a
few key passages in which prosody is invoked as a reason for the text’s appearance. These notes can be
as simple as identifying a change in meter from iambics to something else.*®* Other comments suggest
that various parts of the text were added to fill out a verse, as when a tautology at Andromache 50 is
attributed to the necessity of meter: 7 8¢ avayxy Tod pérpov Tis Tavrodoyias airia—and recall that the
scholiasts’ general disapproval of pleonasm would seem to necessitate some sort of justification for such
an empty statement, much like a character’s mental distress can also excuse superfluous language.
Another curious case is Orestes 1378, where the Phrygian’s description of “bull-horned Ocean” is

regarded as metrical filler by the poet, since it is not fitting for an unlearned Phrygian to talk like this:

%1 Cf, Or. 57; Med. 84, 148 (the latter mentions a dispute between Didymus and Apollodorus and, with further
investigation, might help us understand something more about the methodology of these scholars, but more evidence
is needed).

%2 E g., trochaic tetrameter catalectic (Or. 1378) and elegiacs (Andr. 103)
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TOI’}TO ES(DGGV (3 ‘1TOL’)7’T7‘7§ ﬂpbs G,,VCLTT)\’)’?p(DO'LV TOl’:? ZG.ILBEZOU 7Tp00'é677K€V' Ol} ’)/(‘lp dplLé’T'TEL C’L‘U,G.GGZ ’J/E (’)IVTL T(l:)
Dpuyl TobTo Aéyew.”® Again we see how poetic license is not just a topic of interest in the scholia—it is a

central assumption that informs the very method whereby the scholiasts go about their exegetical work.

Allegory

Finally, the scholia also demonstrate allegorical or other “deeper” methods of interpretation.”®
One of the more salient examples is found amidst the debate of Orestes and Menelaus over whether the
gods help mortals who suffer. Orestes claims that Apollo told him to kill his mother, but Menelaus
doubts this: if that is so, why does he allow you to suffer like this? Orestes responds that the divine is
slow to react, after which Menelaus remarks that the Erinyes were speedy enough in their response.”® A
scholiast praises the skill of Euripides in his representation of the two prevailing views on this topic:

opa. TO eVPues Tob ToLYTOD, ThS 0L’ appoTépwy THV Tposdmwy TovTwY, Tob OpéoTov kal Tob

Meveldov, Tas evavrias T@v avbpimwv 86éas vmodnot. emel yap ot pev Tav avbpimwy Aéyovat

TLpwpety 70 Betov Tols maayovowy, ot & adiapopoiiot, da pev Tob '‘Opéorov To Bonbeiabar mapa Tod

feiov Tovs kapvovTas ovviaTnot, Sua 8¢ Tod Meveddov copLoTikis dmayopevel.

Note the cleverness of the poet, how he subtly expresses through both these characters, Orestes

and Menelaus, the opposite opinions of men. For since some people say that the gods avenge the

suffering but others disagree, on the one hand through Orestes he presents the idea that the hard-

pressed are helped by the divine, but through Menelaus he sophistically rebuts this.
That is, the scholiast sees in the text a meaning deeper than the surface portrayal of a disagreement—
rather, the debate is a symbol for conflicting philosophical positions in real life. In a different sort of

example, when Tyndareus calls Orestes a snake that drips pestilential lightning bolts in front of the house,

the scholiast has an imaginative and highly subtle explication of the word Spaxawv:

%3 Cf. Hec. 533, Ph. 922

%% The scholia use the term “allegorical,” but it indicates nothing more than regular metaphorical language (e.g., Ph.
113).

%5 Or. 412ff.
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\ . , 3 > \ 9 ” . \ \ [ 3 e . o
<7po dwpdTwy Spdkwv> €Ldos avTi etdous eXafev: yévos eV yap o opis, €Ldos € o Spdkwv kal €xLs
\ \ \ ~ ” ~ \ - H \ ~ ol \ t > Y A~ ~ > \
Kal TQ AoLTa TV o¢ewv‘ vV 8€ Spdkwy avTL TOD EXLS. OUTOL YaAp OVK €€ wiv YevvavTa, alla
{woTokobvTaL kal TLkTépEVOL SLappnyviovot Tas TV punTépwy yaoTépas, ws ¢mor NikavSpos [Ther.

3 s 2 . 2 ~ 2 - ) o N\ € P .
134]’ '}/G.O'Tep O.VG,BP(UO'GVTGS CLIL’)]TOPEQ EgE’}/EVOVTO . SLO EXLV avTov ws lL’)’]TpOK‘TOVOV ¢7]ULV.

<mpo SwpdTwv dpakwvs> [Substitution of] species for species. For é¢es is the genus, and Spaxwv and
éxes and the other types of snakes are species. And now he says Spaxwv instead of éy.s, for these
[i.e., the &x.s] are not born from eggs, but are born live and in being born tear asunder the
stomachs of their mothers, as Nicander says [Ther. 134]: “Bursting through the stomach, they are
born without a mother. For this reason he calls him an &y.s, since he is a mother-killer.
More information is provided in a note to Orestes 524:
<70 OnpLddes TodTO> ToDTO SLa TO AeydjLevov TEpL THV EXLOVAOV OTL peTa TRV guvovaiav ¢ovedel Tov
(’prpeva ﬁ EXLSVG, ol 8¢ YEVVOREVOL &30’776/) TLLWPOULEVOL TOV TOD 7'ra7'p(‘)g (ﬁévov SLanﬁaaVTeg 7'7‘71/
KotAiav TS pn]'rpe)g Kal (/)ovef)oam'eg CLL’)’T’I\7V yevvavTaL ws Nikavépos €v Tols @’quaKo?g [130ff.]. ols
opoiév €ate kal 7o kat’ Opéorny kal KAvraypwviorpav yevépevov.
<10 fppLddes TovTo> [He says] this because of what has been said about echidnae, that after
copulation the female echidna kills the male, and the children, as if avenging the death of their
father, bore through the womb of the mother and, having killed her, are born, just like Nicander
says in his Wild Beasts [130ff.]. The situation concerning Orestes and Clytemnestra is like these.
The amount of thought the scholiast demonstrates here is shown not only by his awareness of a zoological
allusion, but also by the fact that this reading necessitates the recognition of a “species for species”
substitution before the zoological note can even be made. Again, the text goes much deeper than a

surface-level clarification or simple paraphrase, and the scholiasts will at least occasionally enter this

level of reading to explain Euripides.

Conclusions and Inconclusions

The scholia to Euripides give some sense of the breadth and depth of ancient literary
interpretations and the purposes for which they were employed. To be sure, the core purpose of a literary
commentary—ancient or modern—is to explain a text, and the scholia demonstrate that this explanation

requires a range of exegetical methods and a grasp on many spheres of knowledge. Yet, as shown above,
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many notes go beyond this by using the original text as a springboard for the inculcation of some larger

566

principle—grammatical, mythological, etc.”™ These “didactic” notes might suggest that we are looking at

remnants of school texts, and this would seem particularly appropriate for the Phoenissae, which has been

recognized as a popular choice as an educational text in antiquity,*®’

though some notes are of a sufficient
intellectual depth as to suggest more advanced academic treatises and so seem odd right alongside
paraphrases that are intended for readers who will otherwise struggle even to comprehend Euripides’
language. No doubt what we possess in the margins of our medieval texts is a conglomerate of different
types of commentaries, though how we are to differentiate these strands is a mystery and will require
much further study, both in the scholia to other authors and in the academic commentaries we possess that
are in a less dissected form.

As to the usefulness and quality of the scholia, a few things may be said here. First of all, note
that the method employed by Schwartz and others in presenting the scholia in a modern edition can tend
to make the scholiasts seem more daft than they are, since achieving a “collective” text of the scholia
means putting similar notes side-by-side that inevitably produce bald repetitions and contradictions, a
product of the modern editor’s technique. Furthermore, though there are also frequent repetitions within

%% jt is nonetheless uncharitable to say that the restatements serve no purpose. The

the same manuscript,
same is true with contradictions, since in many places the scholiast has simply listed variant opinions
without stating a preference, or even without mentioning that there is a problem.*®® The scholia to
Euripides are a variorum affair, and given how little we know about their construction, the material from

which they were drawn, and their intended audience, we are not well situationed to evaluate thoroughly

the effectiveness of their assemblage.

%% One may recall the aforementioned examples of mapapovoos (Ph. 785) and iofjss (Hipp. 1210; cf. Alc. 483), as
well as extended glosses that feel more like a thesaurus lesson than a straightforward cue for understanding the
original text.

%7 Cribiore (2011)

%%8 The examples are very many (e.g., Hec. 3; Or. 982, 1373; Ph. 65; Andr. 929).

%9 One salient example is the aforementioned Orestes 318 with its confusion over the identity of Glaucus.



148

That being said, one does still find factual mistakes and bogus interpretations in the scholia. A
mythological error puts Sinis where Procrustes belongs.>”® Elsewhere, when Hippolytus makes his
famous and clearly exaggerated wish that men could buy children from the temple instead of through sex
with women, a scholiast surprisingly seems to take his suggestion as a serious one, replying that this

absurd idea would keep poor people from having children.”*

Add to this that when Hermione says she
will bring fire to the temple where Andromache is hiding—obviously to smoke Andromache out so she
can not remain a suppliant there—a scholiast claims that this is because it was a custom to bring fire to
those who have fled to an altar, as if it were possible to read Hermione’s threat as a promise of
benefaction: <mdp got mpogoiows &1 Ebos N whp Tpoadépery Tols els Pupov katadetyovory. TO Gov
ouppépov mpovoriaw.”'> Furthermore, the scholiasts miss things for which we might expect a comment,
particularly in the realm of tragic irony. While this phenomenon is mentioned in other passages, the
scholia show no recognition of the clear double entendre when Hecuba calls herself childless in her
lament over the death of Polyxena573—Pondorus has also died, unbeknownst to her, so that her
exaggeration is more true than she can know—or when Jason’s new bride sees her “lifeless” reflection in
the mirror, a clear foreshadowing of her death.”™

Even so, the scholia provide a great deal of useful information, and so it is crucial to understand
them as a whole.”” Even in the slippery terrain of the scholia, where disclaimers of uncertainty must
necessarily be repeated ad nauseam, we have seen how it is possible to distill a number of consistent

methods, principles of aesthetic judgment, and trends in the exposition of different types of knowledge,

all for the purpose of helping Euripides’ readers better understand his dramas and—through them—to

>0 Hipp. 977

M G romws 8¢ TadTa. ol yap mévnTes ovk Av €kTioavTo maidas (Hipp. 620).

2 Andr. 257. Note that the response from Andromache in the following line makes this interpretation impossible
(o0 8 0w kaTaile: Beol yap eloovrar T6S€).

°"3 Hec. 514

°* Med. 1162; cf. Ph. 1566

> I would actually suggest that we go further than this “baby and the bathwater” proposition: let us keep the
bathwater as well so that we can have a closer look at it. We have seen already that odd statements from ancient
scholars actually cohere quite well with some of their general operating principles, so that their “blunders” should be
seen as an opportunity to consider the reason behind the oddity.
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become better readers and critics of Greek texts. As we understand the scholia more broadly through
systematic analyses, we will be better equipped to make use of the wealth of information contained
therein, so that we will in turn better understand the nature of ancient scholarship, which fails to meet our
expectations in certain areas but also shows a careful reading of the text with a concern for how it relates
to other ancient literary texts. The task is a formidable one because of the mass and difficulty of the
material, but the fruits are promising. And if the journey through the scholia becomes arduous, there are
frequent oases at which the reader is refreshed with a charming note—a sarcastic scholiast rips the

%7 the syrinx is hyperbolically said to be loud enough to wake

“noble” Helen for her selfishness,
Endymion,>”” and the portrayal of rivers as bull-headed is lauded because of the bovine-like echoes
emanating from their rushing waters.>”® Such notes remind us that, while the scholia demonstrate a
number of scholarly approaches and concerns familiar to us from the modern commentary tradition, they
depict a much different academic world, and accordingly they challenge us to think more carefully about
the intellectual environments in which ancient literature was produced, digested, and evaluated.

The analysis | have offered to the scholia vetera to Euripides is comprehensive, but also in great
need of further expansion. | have suggested along the way a few instances in which the Euripidean
scholia must be considered in the light of scholia to other authors, and the question of scholiastic overlap
is a central one, but it is just this sort of study that one will not find in my bibliography except for the very
general treatment given by Dickey. What is the relationship, for example, between the Euripidean scholia
and the tradition of Homeric scholarship, or the notes to the Athenian orators—which, by the way,
contain a number of intriguing parallels and counterpoints to the Euripidean material? To what extent do
the same topics and methodologies resurface later in Roman exegetical contexts, such as the Donatian

commentaries to Terence or in the massive Servian commentaries to Vergil? (And they do resurface.)

Do Roman scholars completely appropriate Greek methods or operate under new principles, and is this

576
577
578

évraifa 7 BeAriorn 00de Ty Buyarépa éavTijs TpoékpLve: Tob yap Avdpos pikpod Setv kal émeddbero (OF. 120).

00 yap 10 dpyavov Tijs abpLyyés ¢mor: TobTo yap moAbPwvov ov kal ‘Evdupiwva éyetpar Svvarr’ av (Or. 144).
emieLkds 8¢ Tovs ToTapovs Tavpokpavous elwypddovy Te kal EXeyov lows 6TL mapamAnoia TG LUKTRATL TGV TaDpwWY 7
amijymats Tob UdaTos év Tols adodpis péovar motapots (Or. 1378). This strikes us as strange indeed, though it is worth
mentioning that the sentiment has no mean provenance (Homer himself, 1l. 21.237).
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done self-consciously? | will begin to approach such questions in the (increasingly comparative)
remaining chapters of this project, and | begin with a transition to a different sort of “theatrical”

performance, the orations of Aeschines.
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CHAPTER 3

Political Theaters: The Scholia to Aeschines

The scholia to the extant speeches of Aeschines—Against Timarchus, On the False Embassy, and
Against Ctesiphon®"—provide what is on the surface a similar approach to that taken by the Euripidean
commentators. The familiar categories of lexicographical and grammatical notes, information about
important figures or historical events, and arguments about what has been poorly or well done all appear
again, often with the same formulae as before.>® On the other hand, a number of changes are evident in
the focus of the scholiasts, and the switch to oratory—still performance and still agonistic, though not
“poetic”—comes with a shift in the frequency of certain types of comments. Even so, we will see some
intriguing evidence that this generic distinction is not as dramatic as we might expect. In general the
organization of this chapter will follow that of the previous one, though there will be some changes in the
way | partition my analysis. Let this be taken as a sign that while the scholia to Aeschines and Euripides
have much in common, they are far from homogenous.

The best edition of the Aeschinean scholia is that of Dilts, who takes largely the same approach as
Schwartz—that is, a “collective” scholiastic text that synthesizes where possible notes of more or less the
same content, leaving the critical apparatus to spell out small changes in wording in different
manuscripts—and so faces the same methodological questions, most notably how to present the

manuscripts in such a way that one may quickly and accurately discern important differences from one

%" For the references to the speeches in this chapter, | use the common numerical abbreviations (e.g., On the False
Embassy, Section 32 = 2.32). Dilts helpfully numbers the scholia individually in addition to indicating the section,
but I will mark only the latter. The individual enumeration is more specific, but | fear that it would be unhelpful to
anyone using a different edition of the scholia or wishing simply to consult the original text at any point.

%80 E g., glosses with av, alternatives given under the head word &A\\ws, paraphrases marked by “he means to say”
(BéNer eimetv, 2.147, 2.149, 3.139), preferences marked by “which is better” (6mep dpewvov, 2.95).
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manuscript to the next.*®! There is also the recurring problem of the reader’s impression: when scholia
from different sources are brought together, reading the resultant collective text can give the sense that the
scholiasts are bumbling fools writing blatant contradictions into their work. We must remember that the
modern edition is bringing together pieces from different sources and will naturally contain additional
discrepancies and repetitions as a result.

That being said, the collective text of the scholia to Aeschines generally appears more
streamlined than the scholia to Euripides as found in Schwartz. The Euripidean scholia are highly
inclusive, meaning that different interpretations and comments are placed side by side, often without
comment as to which is considered better. The scholia to Aeschines do contain alternative viewpoints,
but this is more of a rarity. Repetitions and contradictions within the several manuscripts occur, but in
general it seems that these scholia had been homogenized to a greater extent, such that the end result in
our manuscripts appears to be the work of fewer minds.

As in the case of the Euripidean scholia, the problem of origin is a vexed one in the commentaries
to Aeschines. Again there are periodic citations for certain notes, as will be discussed below, but
otherwise one is in the dark. It is useful, however, to have notes from Dilts that point to correspondences
between the scholia and other sources. One finds, for example, that information on the court of the
Palladium—used for cases of unintentional manslaughter, conspiracy to manslaughter, or the murder of a

*82 in somewhat the same form as in the scholion to On the

slave, metic, or foreigner—is found in Aristotle
False Embassy 87. The issue of origin is essentially the “Scholiastic Question,” and only through
painstaking effort and a lot of help can we start to the see the connections between our scholia and other

extant texts.

%81 As with Schwartz’ edition, this is a difficult task, though a few differences emerge. Manuscript f, for example, is
more likely to contain simple glosses that are not found in the other manuscripts (1.57, 1.119, 3.89, 3.148).
Manuscript g, the latest in Dilts” analysis, also somewhat frequently gives information that the other manuscripts do
not (1.67, 1.89). Also interesting is the presence of notes that respond not to the original text, but to other scholia in
our manuscripts. For example, the note daoros €€ dorijs is too obscure for the 058’ éyyevijs that Aeschines uses to
describe Demosthenes; it is far more likely to be responding to the previous note about the rumor that Demosthenes
came from a Scythian mother (2.22). Note also that the scholia to Against Ctesiphon are generally contained in
fewer manuscripts than the other speeches (or at least are so presented by Dilts), such that it is more common to
have a string of notes that come from only one or two sources.

%82 Const. Ath. 57.3
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A few remarks may be made here on the chronology of the scholia. Though as always the
problem is significant, and though most references to time, such as “as we now say” are woefully
unspecific, a few hints appear from time to time that give a terminus post quem for a particular note.
Citations of known authors are generally not that helpful, as they are mostly from the fifth or fourth
centuries, though at times some examples can help push a comment beyond a certain boundary, such as a
quotation of Plutarch or the school of Marcellinus.”®® References to historical figures such as “Nero,
emperor of the Romans” also help periodically.”® Finally, evidence of Latin terminology may also
suggest a later date.”® Ultimately the picture will remain a blurry one, but we are not entirely without
clues.

The shape of this chapter will be much the same as the previous one—analysis of topical
considerations, explication of exegetical methodologies, and summary of some problems and benefits of
scholiastic research. Our treatment of many features will be strongly curtailed in cases where the scholia
to Aeschines align more or less with what we have seen already, which will allow for more focused

treatment on those areas that help make this corpus of scholia unique.

Textual Construction

The scholiasts have very little to say on matters of textual criticism for Aeschines—far less, in
fact, than the Euripidean scholia. This is to some extent understandable, as an Athenian judicial speech is
less likely to contain odd forms or adventurous syntactical arrangements than a tragic drama, especially in

the choral odes, and so one supposes that it is on the whole less likely that a given portion of the text

%%32.99, 3.161, 3.258, 2.6.

43116

%85 E.g., 2.130: oirwves 8ua Tob 8pdpov kal Tod Tayous Sbvavral Tiva ayyetdat, ws vov kalobpev Tovs Bepedapiovs. For
the most part in this study | am concerned with the influence of Greek scholarship on commentaries to Latin texts,
but it is also important to remember that certain Greek notes will have had their origin in the Roman era and will
have been influenced accordingly—in historical terms, if not scholastic ones.
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would be corrupted. When issues of textual criticism do appear, they take the same form as in the
Euripidean scholia.”®® One particular note at On the False Embassy 10 deserves special mention:

wep‘L 1'7‘71/ 'ypazfrbv ﬁ‘udenTaL' Oet ydp 'ye'ypdgb@m ‘I‘uepaiag. TZ/LaLog 'y(‘lp év Tﬁ gKTy icn'ope'[ yuvatkda
Twva 70 yévos ‘I,uepaiav (8ety (’)'VGp aviodoay az‘)ﬂ‘yv els Tov oﬁpavbv Kal TPoS TLVOS é{'yeaﬂm
, \ ~ ~ ’ , ” b ~ \ \ , , N\ , 779 T va .,
Beaoopévny Tas Tdv Hedv otknoers. evlla ety kal Tov Aia kalelépevov emt Opévov, €dp’ w edédeto
TUPPOS TLS &'v@pam'og Kal wéyas alboeL kal K)\OL(;)' épéo@aL oVV TOV mepLéyovTa 00TLS E0TLY, ADTOV O€
> ~ N\ ) \ ~ , o , o, B ~ \ . ~
ELTTELY, a/\am'wp €0TL TT)S Yikelias kat Iradias, kat eqvmep agbe@y, TAS XOPaS 8La¢ﬂepeL.
~ s ~ Ve ~ ’ -~ ’, b ~
TEPLAVATTATAV Se XPovw 1‘)'07'epov f)TraVTn(raL ALovvaup TO TUPAVV W ‘lL€’T(\1 TOV BOpUqSOpwv, (8oboav S
E) ~ T 3 , N\ . ~ . ~
avakpayeLty WS 0VTOS el’h] o T6T€ aldoTwp deryeis, Kal fipa TaDTA AéYoUoay TEPLTETELY els 70 ZSaqSog
9 ~ \ \ . y ) ~ \ ~ ¢ \ . ~ P
exAvbetoav: peta de TPLUMVOV OUKETL oqﬁ@nvcu TNV YUVOLKO, VTTO Acovvaiov 3Laq56apebcrav Adbpa.

T e, , £) \ ~ \ ~ 3 ,
ovTOoS LEPELG.V (/)770'LV eLvat 'T77V 'J/UVCLLK(I, l,L’?]SGVOS TOUTO LO'TOP’?]O'(IVTOg.

A textual error has been made, for he should have written ‘Iuepaias. For Timaeus reports in his
eighth [book?] that a certain woman of the Himeraean family saw a dream that she went up to
heaven and was brought by someone to view the homes of the gods. There she also saw Zeus
sitting on his throne, at which a certain large man of red hair was bound by a chain and collar.
She thus asked the person escorting her who he was, and he said, “He is the avenger of Sicily and
Italy, and if he is released, he will despoil the lands.” And having descended she later met
Dionysius the Tyrant with his spear-bearers, and seeing him she cried out that he was the one who
had been pointed out as the avenger, and right when she said this she fell to the ground in a faint.
And after three months she was no longer seen, being murdered secretly by Dionysius. This man
[i.e., the scribe] says that she is a priestess [iépeca], though no one gives this version of the story.

Besides the fact that the story itself is intriguing, let us note that the explanation for this alternate reading
is among the longest thus far presented.

I have found no discussion of punctuation in the scholia to Aeschines, though note that, as
mentioned in the previous chapter, various other scholiastic phrases do much the same work as notes on
punctuation insofar as they show which words should be joined together. These passages include
mentions of the 4o kowod construction,” as well as the common key words otvraéis and ovvrakxréov.*®
The omission of notes on punctuation is also attended by a relative lack of references to oqueta, which are
more common for Euripides. There are but a few examples where | detect that a scholion may indicate a

critical sign in the original text used by the commentator. These take the form of notes beginning with

%%2.15,3.9
%871.86,1.172, 3.65
%88 1.33, 1.195, 2.16, 2.158, 3.228; cf. terms such as epanalepsis and hyperbaton (3.45, 148).
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%8 that is, “[ There is a critical sign here] because . . . ,” a common formula for passages that are

o,
marked with a chi. There is, however, no mention of the chi in the Aeschinean scholia, and presumably
there are other ways to interpret the 67« in these comments. The one explicit reference to onpeta is a
mention of 6BeAcapnovs at On the False Embassy 177, but here also there are problems. First, the plural is
odd, and evidently one manuscript treated this as a gloss on emmsiées, since it appended the word 7yovv,
“That is to say.” Secondly, if actual obelisks are referred to, there is no hint as to why they are there.

Could they carry their traditional force of denoting spurious or misplaced lines? Thus, these scholia will

not answer the question of whether the texts of Aeschines contained critical onpeta.

Grammar

The notes on grammatical theory, though fewer in number, cover much the same types of
concepts as we saw in the previous chapter. It becomes clear in these examples that some of the
comments that seemed “poetic” are in fact common in prose explication as well. For example, many
words are left understood by Aeschines that the reader must supply in order for the sentence to be
sensible.>® In contrast there are a few mentions of pleonastic sentence elements (mepurrss).>** One also
finds familiar comments on tense inversion, where for instance the present Boare is glossed with an aorist
éBoraare.”®” S0 too with nouns one sees notes on gender,”*® number,>* and case.”® There are also

identifications of potentially tricky forms, such as the labeling of mapaoyn as second-person

%8 Against Timarchus 125 has what the scholiast calls “epilogues,” since he tells the jury what Demosthenes will
say: o7t émidoyol elow évredlev- éfaydivia yap éotv G pédew Aéyerv. Against Ctesiphon 1 is evidently marked
because Aeschines was not supposed to use “metaphorical names” in introductions (reragopirots dvépast)—a
principle I do not find elsewhere and do not completely understand at the moment.

>01.2,2.73,2.181, 3,53

%11.112,3.20

%921 85; cf. 1.89, 1.148, 1.163. The same is true for inversion in voice (e.g., active for middle, 2.22).

%% 1.95,2.112

% E g., the use of the plural when the singular was expected (1.141, 3.41)

%5 E g., for verbs taking the genitive case (1.188, 2.49)
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subjunctive,>® or the gloss of 7w as dvri o unw.>’ There is also the identification of the root form
dvarerpogsras: amd Tob dvarpéma.”® Other notes include mentions of oyrpara such as the “part for the
whole” construction and periphrasis.®®® Lastly, accents feature when there is some potential trap, as when
differing accents are given for ayyovs, one for the act of hanging and one for the noose: éni avrot Tod
mafovs ofvverar, éml S Tod Ppdyov ﬂapofﬁveTaL.mo

As with Euripidean scholia, frequent mention is made of seemingly irregular forms or
grammatical constructions that are attributed to dialect, mostly Attic.°® For instance, Attic speakers use
the word &repov not just for the second element in a group of two, but even for a third item.®* They also
commonly use the perfect infinitive for a present one: avri 7ot omovdalewv. ot yap mapaxeipevor olkelws
ExovaLy avtl éveataTwy AapPdvectar. moAAT 8 1) ToLabTy xpijoLs wapd Tols Arrikols.’® Further, they
prefer to employ “passive” (here middle) forms as much as possible: <vmokmpvéapevor> arrikds avri Tob
KkmpbéavTes. xaipovar yap e ém T mAeloTov Tois mabnrikois.™ Other examples include pleonastic
negatives®® and changes in preposition usage.’® There is even mention of “Atticists” who have studied

the usage of certain words.®’

5% SevTépov mpoadmov vmoTakTikod (2.59)

%72 169; note the same substitution at Hecuba 13 and Alcestis 655 in the Euripidean scholia.

%% 1.190

%991.148, 2.87

600 2.38; cf. the Euripidean scholion at Andromache 861: ayxévy To axowviov, ayyovij 8¢ dévTévws adTo To mpaypua.
For other accent examples in Aeschines: 1.18, 1.126, and 3.21.

%1 There is one mention of the lonic dialect (1.144).

0022110

603 1.89

%4341

6051 112, 3.48; cf. a pleonastic prefix at 1.122.

0% 1.101

897 At Against Timarchus 89 they are cited for the claim that the noun éxxAvrov Was used by the ancients, but that the
verbal form is no longer used.



157

Lexicography

As may be expected, the lexicographical landscape of the comments to Aeschines changes
somewhat drastically compared with those seen in the last chapter. The essential formulae for glosses and
paraphrases remain the same,*® and we see familiar types of comments on etymology and proper usage,
but the shift in technical terminology shifts dramatically to cover the mass of legal and political terms that
must be defined for a reader outside the original context of fourth-century Athenian courtroom oratory.

First, let us examine some familiar aspects of the lexicographical notes. The essential principle of
word-for-word substitution remains the same—either with no formulaic phrase or with the likes of avri—
both for specialized technical vocabulary, for ambiguous terms, and for everyday conjuctions and
prepositions that are sometimes interchangeable.®® Some words have their definitions repeated in various
locations.®® Other words and phrases have a multiplicity of potential glosses, not in the sense of a
continuous string of synonyms, but a list of alternative ways to understand those expressions. Such is
vmepbprov Aadav in the context of Demosthenes’ speech before the Assembly after the Second Embassy;
this term may indicate either talk that was irrelevant to the present issues, or that it was literally “foreign,”
dealing with Macedonia and not matters at Athens.™* Likewise, at On the False Embassy 121 some
scholia provide multiple glosses for the phrase dcawpotevos Tov Aéyov, used by Aeschines to describe the
way in which Demosthenes argued that Aeschines and Philocrates had kept him from telling the truth.
Chris Carey (2000) translates the phrase as “One slanderous claim on which he laid great emphasis . . . .”
To my mind it must mean “compromising his argument” in the sense of making a breach in a wall, since

Aeschines goes on to refute the claim immediately. To the scholiast, though, it indicates either that

%% I must stress again the looseness of the terms “gloss” and “paraphrase.” At times a word is offered with a similar
definition. At others, the scholiast gives a specific referent for a pronoun that might be ambiguous (2.153, 2.167).
Elsewhere a gloss may be more “interpretive,” meaning that the scholiast is reading into the text a certain reference
or tone (e.g., reading into the term “speech writer” the stereotype of a litigious scoundrel that is not inherent to the
word itself, but rather a connotation the scholiast assigns to the word in the context of Athenian oratory, 2.180).

®9 For the latter: 1.157, 1.173, 2.45, 2.162.

810 See the clustered entries for moppabev at 2.150, 2.154, 2.171.

®112.49; cf. 2.121, 2.140, 2.167.
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Demosthenes spoke clearly and with well-defined divisions, or that it refers to the double task of accusing
Aeschines and defending himself.** The chief among these examples of alternatives, however, is the
entry for the phrase ras é¢ avfpdmwv mAnyas, when Aeschines explains how Timarchus and his gang
physically assaulted Pittalacus.”*® The array of interpretations is impressively large: 3 s dmoAbvac
Svvapévas kal €€ avbpamwv motovoas 7) ds 00 yLv@ckovaLy ol dvbpwmol 7 As elkos avbpdmovs mapagyety 7
ooa elolv év avlpdrmois 7) 6oas dvbpwmol mhjrTovawy, “Either the beatings that can kill and ‘beat the
humanity’ out of people, or the kinds that are unknown to [=outside the ken of?] people, or the kind that
people can produce, or however many there are among people, or however many beatings people
deliver.” One wonders if there are any additional interpretations left over that could have been added
here.

The lexicographical examples in the scholia to Aeschines also show a familiar differentiation
between similar or partially-overlapping terms. This phenomenon occurs several times in Against
Timarchus, where the scholiast clarifies a terminological differentiation that is crucial for Aeschines’
argument, namely between those who commit a single act of prostitution and those who specialize in it:
<memopvevpévos> aTiy 6 TOMGKLs GLapTiw els TO Eaurod odpa, Nraipnrs 8¢ 6 mposamat ™ There is also
a concern on the part of the scholiast at Against Timarchus 126 that the similarity between a particular
cluster of words could lead to confusion about what Aeschines is saying. A gloss on rir6ys reads as
follows: ity 7 Tpodés, 70y 1 papun, This 7 Oeia, Tirhy Means a nurse, w1fy a breast, and rfis an aunt.
Finally, the Aeschinean scholia also contain a note on the differentiation of vocabulary in diagram form.
Dilts does not provide facsimiles of the manuscripts, but | reproduce his rendering of the diagram below

for On the False Embassy 145, where Aeschines says that there is a big difference between ¢sjun

®12 This example is also interesting for the reasoning given for the latter choice: rowotros yip & Anpoctévns év 7@ kar’
Aloyivov paAeara, “For Demosthenes is like this [attacking and defending] most of all in his speech against
Aeschines.” That is, the method for arguing this phrase’s meaning involves an understanding of what kind of
speaker Demosthenes is. Later we will see other examples that show other ways in which the scholiast shows the
importance of treating Demosthenes and Aeschines together.

8131 59; Carey translates “the worst whipping imaginable,” i.e., evidently the worst ones that could be mustered “out
of people.”

6141 29; the differentiation recurs in a couple of notes at 1.52 and is implied in 1.40.
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(“common rumor) and ovkopavria (“malicious accusation”), and that while the former has no connection

with dcaBolsj, the latter is its brother.

duaBolij

A re L
mas ovdeis

gukopavTia s

0USév

Not everything about this diagram is clear to me, but it captures in general the relation between the three
nouns at the vertices of the triangle: ¢jun has no connection with sukogavria Or 8c.afolsj, both of which
do share a link.*®

There are also several etymologies in the scholia to Aeschines, of which a few representative and
straightforward examples may be given here. The noun iiée.s comes from the verb Aayyavew.® A
specific word for a pirate ship comes from a compound of two other types of ship: kéAzys kal émaxtpis
€ldn mhoiwv eloiv. kal € avTdv ovvleTov émakTpokélns, AnoTpLkov motov.* BdeAvpia indicates a
shamelessness that is connected to the word for “leech,” which is most shameless and hard to tear away:
dvaLoXUVTZas els avTo TO o’toe)\'yaivew. El,,lp’I]TCl.L 8¢ ws 7T0tp(‘1 7'7\71/ BSé?\)\aV 70 Cwﬁqﬁwv, 37Tep éotlv avaidéoTaTov
xkal Svoamsomaoror.”™® An especially peculiar example of scholiastic etymology appears at On the False
Embassy 11, where the commentator glosses repareiav as revdodoyiav, but then seems to justify the gloss
etymologically: <repareiavs otovel hevdoloyiav, kabo kal Ta Tépata yvépeva Pedderar v ooy,

“Equivalent to Jrevdodoyiav, insofar as even the marvels that occur cheat nature (Jevderar).”

815 \Why the terms as, o0deis, and ovdév differ in gender, I do not know. Why is there “nothing” connecting
aukogavtia and ¢ijun, While the others are masculine?
616
1.63
71101
%170
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Many notes also speak of the proper usage of words, often to highlight that Aeschines has used a
term outside of its normal function. Such notes can take a form like the following: <mpofeopia>
KkataypmoTikds avri Tob ypévos, “Contrary to common usage, instead of [the proper word] ypévos.”®*® See
also Aeschines’ use of xuBeiw at Against Timarchus 53: (Siws 8¢ elmev kvBetov: 0d yap oUrws ékalovv,
ala okepagetov, “He said kvBetov irregularly, for they didn’t name it that, but rather the oxwpagetor.” So
too does Aeschines use agoppavrev in an unexpected way: avri Tob avaywpodvtwv. maparipnoat d€ oTL
Kkal éml Tijs kaTa yiy 0dob elpnrar B Aéws, “This word means avaywpovvrev. And note that the term is
used also for a journey on land.”*® Lastly, an interesting example of this phenomenon catches
Demosthenes doing the same thing: <mpoxareskevacdjeba> karaxpnorikis, ws kal év Tots PAimrmikols
[1.20] orpariwras kataokevastijvai ¢nowv o Amwo‘@évns.eﬂ

Other notes point out that Aeschines has in fact used correct terminology—a sign that the
scholiast is interested not only in solving thorny problems in the text, but in teaching a lesson along the
way and using Aeschines as a springboard for that project. When Aeschines says that the term wapowia
was used to describe an assault on Pittalacus, the scholiast notes that the word is correctly employed,
since the allegation was that the assailants were drunk: xvpiws éxprjoaro i) Aééer, elme yap ort
pebuadévres.®? It is technically possible that the scholiast has answered some objection against
Aeschines’ use of the word—that is, “Others say he misuses it, but actually he is correct”—but such notes
seem instead to be hints as to how the reader might use the term him- or herself, or how the reader should
expect to find the term used in other passages. The impulse for such comments may be found in other
lexicographical notes as well, such as the explanation that compounds of 6w can refer to putting
something aside as well as putting something on: 7o rifleaflar Aéyetar kai émi Tob amorifeofar Ta 6mAa kal

emi Tob mepirifleatlar kal évdveatar, ws éyvaper év Tots Oovkvdideiots év T4 B (C. 2). évraiba e emi Tob

®191.39
6202 40; cf. the treatment of macmaAnua in the same section.
621 2 173; for a few other examples of such comments: 2.145, 156, 157.
622
161
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mepurifeatar Aéyer.”® We have seen this “extraneous,” didactic style of commenting before and will
return to the matter later in this chapter.

Notes on usage are also special in that they contain a relatively large concentration of first-person
verbs that attest to what “we say.” Implicit in some of these notes is an understanding that words
maintain their basic function across different times and circumstances. For instance, Aeschines uses
ovarabeis in a way similar to what “we say” in common usage, “I introduced so-and-so to so-and-so.”%**
At the same time, these comments may also point out a change in usage: for example, the term mockc Ay
is what “we” call movpapior.®® So too does Aeschines use the phrase “beyond the Bear” to refer to the
far north, which “we” call “among the Hyperboreans.”®?

As for the focus of the lexicographical notes, one finds a distinct and expected shift toward legal
terminology. For a reader not intimately aware of Athenian judicial and legislative proceedings, there is
an obvious need for help, and the scholiasts spend much time clarifying the legal context of Aeschines’
disputes with Demosthenes. Since these notes are part of a very general impulse to describe the legal and

political setting of Aeschines’ speeches, however, | wish to deal with them not individually as

lexicographical notes, but as a cog in this system of explaining the Athenian context.

Laws, Procedures, and Polities

Understanding the arguments made by Aeschines, and those of Demosthenes which Aeschines

cites, necessitates specific knowledge of the Athenian political and legal systems, and a presentation of

this information is the prevailing distinguishing characteristic between the Aeschinean scholia and the

623129

624 \ ,)\ ~ "9 ” v A )\, > ~ 0 , A , 8 AB > \ ~ . 2 ,
OLOVEL (;ZSL OS YEVOILEVOS. OUEV €TL KAl VLV E'yO}LGV €V T’n auvn €L(l1, OUVEODTT)OA TOVOE T(p €, AVTL TOVU YVWPLILOV ETTOLT)TA

(2.154; cf. 3.10).
625197

626 <éfw Tis dpkTov> év DmepPolfj Aéyer, 6 Aéyopev adrol év YmepPopéors (3.165).
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notes to Euripides. A survey of this information, arranged topically, will give some sense of what

knowledge the Aeschinean scholia offer.

At several junctures the scholiasts provide help on the Athenian moAcreia. The division of

citizens into phyles, for instance, is a recurring feature, as in two adjacent notes at Against Ctesiphon 4:

” \ ~ 1] -~ ~ % <, ~ . ~ , < [ ’
E’}/V(U‘ILEV KAl TOUTO €V TOLS A’I]‘ILOO'GEVLKOLS, oTL EK(I(TT’I] TWY 8€K(l ¢U)\(UV TpLaKovTQ Eg 77[L€p(1§ SL({)KSL
\ , \ LR 3 \ . ~ ” , \ \ Y A ~ . ~
T77V 7TO)\LV, Kat O.U'T’]? ELXE 7'771/ 7TPO€8PLO.V TWV CL)\)\(UV. 7TG.)\LV 86 Kat CLU’T?]S ’T77§ 7Tp0€8p€UOUO'77§ ¢U)\77§
gy , 3 , o < ~ ’ ’ ) ~ ~ , \
’770'(17/ TLVES TLLLWTEPOL, OL 7TPO€SPOL, OLTLVES SL, EAUVTWYV SL({)KOUV €V AUTALS TALS 77[,L€pCLLS mTavTa T

, -~ ~ ~ 627
KG.G’I]KOV’TG ™ G,l;T(UV gfw)\y

We saw this also in the works of Demosthenes, namely that each of the ten phyles manages the
city for 36 days, and the phyle itself has authority over the others. And again, during the
management period of each phyle there were certain honored men, the mpé6edpoc, who managed on
their own in those days all the business belonging to their phyle.

8éka yap noav pulal kabeorapévar Abjvnoww amo s KAewobévous moAireias, eis ds dmavres noav
Abnaiov Siavevepnuévor.

For there were ten phyles established at Athens from the Cleisthenic constitution, into which all
the Athenians were divided.

An early note in Against Timarchus 10 also mentions the phyles as the basis for the selection of choruses

in dramatic productions: é¢ éfovs A@'r]va?OL KATA ¢v)\<‘1§ loragav v’ mwaidwv yopov ”;} avdpdv, woTe yevéabal

8éka xopois, emeldn kal déka pulai, “By custom the Athenians put forth according to phyle a chorus of 50

youths or men, so that there were ten choruses.” See also the additional information at Against Timarchus

104:

> \ P > ~ ¢, \ ~ , ;o 7
emeld1) déka noav mpuTavelat, €k4oTTs 8€ TovTwWY TevTikovTa BovdevTal, avdpes TevTakboLoL

, 4 ~ e, 4 14 7 s b \ A 7 < \ 3
TPUTAVEDOVOLY, EKATTOS uijva kal pépas €€, €ws To €Tos TepLéAbou els Tas déxa PuAds. o 87 xpovos,
© ” < s s ’ ~ \ ~ s b \ ~ > \ \
ov apyeL m pia PuAij, mpuTaveia kaAelTal. Kal LeTPODOL KOLVOTEPOV OV TPOS Lijvas aAdd Tpos

- . \ v, (] ,
TPUTAVELAS TOUS TE l,LLO'eOUg KOl TOKOUS KAl eVoLKLa.

Because there were ten prytanies, and 50 BovAevrai in each of them, there were 500 men serving
as mpuravers, €ach one serving for a month and six days, until the year came around to all ten
phyles. The time which each single phyle was in charge is called a “prytany.” And frequently
they measure wages, interest, and rent not according to month, but rather according to prytany.

627 Cf. 3.39 on the Eponymous Founders and 1.23 on the mpéedpor.
%28 For more on the work of the mpuravecs, see 2.61. See also 2.82, where the scholiast may be referencing one of
these earlier notes (ws éyvauer, “as we observed”).
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Other comments mention polities in general, such as the idea that some people refer to oligarchy as
“aristocracy,”®” or that Aeschines was incorrect to list tyranny as a moAureia in his opening to Against
Timarchus, since a polity is on the basis of law, not lawlessness—and from this it is clear that Aeschines
was no student of Plato, for Aeschines claims there are three, but Plato said that there were either two or
five: ok 6p6(3§ ) AZGX{m]g T’;]l/ Tvpcwvl&x molTelav ékdAeoer. ﬁ p,év ydp moALTela ék VvOwY ouvéaTNKEY, év
8¢ Tupavvid odk elal vépoL, AAa Tapavopiat. kal €k TovTwv 8¢ dfAov ws 00de frovae [T dTwvos. obTos LV
yap ¢mou Tpets elvar molreias, [INaTov 8¢ kal Sto kal mévTe kal émr6,. 5%

One also finds specific information about Athenian assemblies and councils.®* For instance,
three “proper” assemblies fixed by law must meet every month, but in an emergency a “summoned”
assembly may be called: yivovrac 8¢ éxxAnaiar Tpels Tob punros ai Aeydpevar kdpiat, as €k TV Vopwy
éxovowy avaykalws TeAelv. emav 8¢ aldvidiév T mpooméay), ékkAnoralova pév, kalelTar Se oéyk)\vyTog.632
Among other notes one learns about the ritual of the sacrificed pig that cleansed the Assembly,®* that the

|,634

Council is crowned when it rules well,”” and that equal representation in the Council across the phyles

makes it in a sense a “little city.”®®
Other notes offer details about Athenian officials. The scholiast remarks on, for instance, the
composition of the nine archons and their status on the Areopagite Council after their term: ot yap évvéa

” , L% . > o , . \ , o o e
apxovTes oTépavov edépovy puppivis. nmoav de apywv, Baoideds, morépapyos katl Beopobérar €€. ovToL Se ot

evvéa dpyovTes peta 1o eéedbelv €k Tiis apxis ApeomayiTat 'yEVOVTaL.636 Each archon also had a wapedpos to

629 3.6

630 1 4: for the Platonic passages, see Laws 3.693d (two) and Republic 4.445c¢ (five).

831 There is also some limited coverage of non-Athenian assemblies, such as the Spartan yepovsia (1.180).
%321.60; cf. 2.72, 3.24

033123

031111

835 Louke 8¢ 1) BovA7 méALs elvar wexpé (3.4).

636 1.19; for more on the feapobérar, see 3.13.
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assist in his affairs,”*" in addition to “vice-archons” to replace those who died in office.®® Further notes

639

include information on the presidents of the law courts®® and the Aoyiorai with their scribes.®*

Dozens of other comments concern particular technical terms from the Athenian court room. In
fact, the notes to Against Timarchus begin along these very lines, with a technical distinction between
three important types of judicial proceeding:

ypadi) kai 8ikn kal ebbvvar Sradépovary aAAjAwv. Sikm pev yap (wTikov mpaypa éate, ypadn de
SnuéoLov. kal T pev 6Aots Tols vépoLs wpLoTal 1) katadiky, T7) 8€ ypadi) TipdTal T0 SikacTiipLov
oméoov 1L BovdotTo. dmAot S Anpoctévns év 7& kata Mewdiov v Siadopav. 707 pévrol ovyyéovoy

o ) , ¥ , o ANy . ,
WOTE ETTLLLTYELY. EUGUVCLL 86, oTav ﬂpGGBEUT’I}V T ApXOVTA TLS KPLVT).

ypadij, dixn, and edbuvac differ from each other. For i« is a private suit, but ypagj is a public
one. And the one has its punishment decreed in the laws, whereas for a ypa¢sj the court assesses
however much it wants. And Demosthenes makes clear the difference in his Against Medias.
But now they confuse [the terms] so as to mix them up. And edfuvva. take place when someone
answers for his work as ambassador or official.

Similarly, érayyeAia is a type of suit brought against those who have prostituted themselves and who

therefore sacrifice their citizen rights,**

and mpoBolsj refers normally to a suit against someone who has
violated some law in connection with the Dionysia.*** Two notes refer to the kAeypsSpa and explain how
the length of a day in the month Poseideon was measured at 11 amphorae, from which adjustments were
made for the other months when there was to be a day-long procedure.®** Still other notes provide quite a
few details about the process of producing witnesses and verifying their accounts.®*

Aeschines also makes reference to a variety of other Athenian laws and procedures that warrant

clarification. These include the procedure for making a proposal in the Assembly,** the specified days

0371158

%% 3,62

%9314

#0315

zji For more on punishment assessed by the court, see 1.15. For more on edfvvar, See 1.107, 3.9.
1.32

®432.145

®442.126

3 E g., subpoena (1.45f., 1.163, 2.68), absentee testimony (2.19), oaths of denial (2.94), suspicion of testimony

given by friends (1.47).

546 2.84; cf. 1.86. For voting procedure, see 1.79, 1.111. For distinctions on election by lot, see 3.62.
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d , 647 648

on which archons were electe the laws on inheritance and wards, ™ the age of expected military

service,** and a number of comments on the Athenian monetary system.®°

What emerges from these
examples is that the scholiasts access a variety of principles and procedures from Athenian law, some of

which are implicit in the speeches of Aeschines, while others require external sources.

Rhetoric

The scholiasts also concern themselves with the theory and practice of rhetoric. (“Theory” here
includes a range of technical terms for the various elements of a speech, rhetorical figures, etc. “Practice”
means a clarification of Aeschines’ technique in other, less taxonomized ways.) As will be seen, the
theoretical comments largely assume some knowledge of rhetorical terminology, and although it is always
difficult to identify an intended audience in our scholia, the rhetorical notes would seem in general to
anticipate a more “advanced” reader.

Though there is no place where all the parts of an oration are spelled out in a single lesson, notes
in various locations give a limited picture of a speech’s broader structural movements. Importantly, a few
pieces of evidence suggest that these notes—or at least some of them—may be traceable to the Roman
period or later, but first | will give overview of the topic. It is expected that a speech will begin with an
introduction (mpooipcov), though in each speech there are actually several mpooipca. At the beginning of
Section 2 in Against Timarchus a scholion states that some call this a second introduction (o676 rives
SevTepov mpooipeov), and an additional note affirms that the start of our Section 3 is another (érepov
mpooieov). Such is the case in the other speeches, with a second mpooipcov at On the False Embassy 4,

and again at Against Ctesiphon 2. The close of an introduction is called a svpmépaopa, and these are

647313

648 1.95,2.99

649 2 167f.

601,107, 1.113, 1.115, 3.104
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marked at Against Timarchus 3, On the False Embassy 3 and 5, and Against Ctesiphon 3.°! Likewise,
there are labels for the conclusion of an entire speech (émiAoyos), and while there is only one conclusion
pointed out at Against Timarchus 177, there can again be several. In a note to On the False Embassy 143
the scholiast remarks that the émidoyoc begin here, with the same sort of statement made at Against
Ctesiphon 230, except that there one finds a more technical breakdown of ten rémo. in which the
epilogues consist.®*?

Other examples of theoretical terminology pertaining to the division of a speech include the
raraoraos,” Sujynous,®™ and the Sixatov and vépuuov kegadarov.® There is also a “refutation of
indictments,” which in Against Timarchus is said to begin at our Section 71: évreifev eAéyywv amaitnors.
E\eupe 8¢ o mapaypaiiéy, 5L 6 Aéyos Shos mapaypadi éorv.®® Finally, another series of comments deal
with the so-called “start-to-finish” phenomenon (o an’ apyijs dxpe Télovs), Which is defined by
Hermogenes as a set of questions in a legal case: who, what, where, how, when, and why.®" This type of
approach is exemplified in five separate notes spanning Against Timarchus 40-55 that answer “who,”

“what,” and “when.”®%®

8! Interestingly, all of these “conclusion” notes have just one manuscript attestation each, but the manuscript is

different in each case.

852 E g., the first is a reminder of the essentials of the case (3.230), the second is for alarming the jurors (3.233), the
third is a demand for a reasonable cause for giving Demosthenes the crown (3.236), etc., all the way to the tenth, in
which Demosthenes concludes with a S.apaprupia that he has spoken “as best he could” (3.260).

%53 presumably meaning “arrangement” (2.7, 2.20, 2.56, 3.9); in each case there is only a mention of the term
without any clarification as to what it indicates.

6% Narration, statement of the case (2.12)

855 Meaning something like “a section of the speech dealing with what is just” and “a section of the speech
pertaining to the law” (3.11, 33, 49, 50, 54). While the exact nature of this oratorical partition is obscure to me, it is
clear that a categorical distinction is made, especially at 3.54: perépyerar émi 76 Sikarov kepdlatov évreibev,
TANPHOAS TO VOULLOV.

8% Note here that Aeschines is said to have skipped 76 mapaypagikév—which is permissible, because the whole
speech is a mapaypagij (“counterplea, defense against an indictment”).

57 T4 am (ipxﬁg étXpL TéNovs EoTL IJ,Q‘V s €l TO TAELTTOV TOD KaTn'yépou, yiveTat 8¢ kal al’;’fe‘rm, O’Lgb’ w?vwep Kal ﬁ TOV
ENéyxwv amaiTnois: EaTi 8é T4Se* Tis, Ti, wob, wis, wote, Sta Ti ([lepl T@v ordoewv 3.80). The term is found mostly in
Hermogenes and in commentaries on his work, though also in some other late rhetoricians. As we will find, the
Aeschinean scholia have a few interesting points of overlap with the way rhetoric is treated by Hermogenes, and
investigating the exact nature of this overlap would be a fruitful direction for future research.

658 1.40, 1.43, 1.53 (bis), 1.55. This technique is at least tangentially related to status theory, for which examples are
rare in the Aeschinean scholia, thOUgh see 3.1: ﬁ aT4oLs Tob Adyou éorl ﬂ'pay;La‘er\] gyypaqﬁog, (1;0'7T€p Kkal ﬁ TOD ﬁﬂ'ép

T00 oTEPdvOU.
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There are also places in which the division of the speech is disputed. For example, a scholiast
says at On the False Embassy 5 that some people label the section beginning suas pwev oov as a third
introduction, but that it is really just the conclusion to the second: rotro Twes TpiTov mpooijitov. €arte e
Tob devTépov supmépaopa. Another example, and one that is important for the dating of these notes,
comes shortly thereafter at our Section 6: Tot1o ot mepi Map€eAXtvov mpokataokeviiv paowy- EatL S TpiTov
mpooipeov, “Those of the school of Marcellinus say that this is the mpokaracxev,%> but it is a third
introduction.” If this Marcellinus is the same as the commentator whose work on Hermogenes’ rhetorical
treatise on status theory Ilept v ordaoewv is combined with that of Syranus and Sopater, then our
scholion is probably later than the fifth century AD. The similarity of language in the other notes of this
kind that we have seen just above would then suggest that they too are from this time. There is still
almost nothing to go on here, but the prospect of a fifth century date for these notes on the theory of
rhetoric is intriguing, especially given the proclivity toward rhetorical commentaries that one finds for
Latin literature, as | will point out for both Terence and Vergil. At the very least, we have at On the False
Embassy 6 an indication that at least some of the rhetorical theory in the scholia to Aeschines is fairly
late.

In addition to the material on divisions of speeches, there is a ubiquitous concern for rhetorical
figures (ox7para) and individual methods of argument. Most of these are stated very simply without any
elaboration, but there are a couple of instances in which some explanation is given. Among these is the
rhetorical technique émepwrnocs, Which the scholiast explains as asking oneself a question and then
answering it, and there are two types: either the speaker states “someone says” before moving on to the

actual quotation (8cnynuarwév) or simply gives the quotation himself without any marker of another

%9 Hermogenes (Ilepi edpéoews 3.1) uses this term to mean a sort of summary: Zpyov 8¢ abris 76 mpoexrifieabar o
kepddata kal Ta {priipata, ols mepLmAakels 6 Adyos oupmAnpioe Ty vmébeawy, “Its job is to lay out the main points
and questions which the speech will include as it fulfills its purpose.” For more examples in the scholia to
Aeschines, see 2.7, 3.6, 3.9. For the related terms wapaoxevsj (“preparation,” = the same as mpokaraskevs) and
kataokevr (“logical argument”), see 1.3, 1.4, 2.1, 2.4, 2.20, 3.1, 3.2 (there are also very many instances in the
scholia to Demosthenes). It will be noted that all of these seem to occur at or near the beginning of a speech.
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speaker (uepnricov).”® Also requiring some further explanation is a technique called S.épfwors, a “setting
right” of information that an orator knows will be displeasing to the audience. The scholiast clarifies
what is meant by two compounds of this word at Against Timarchus 37: 76 oxfjpa mpodiépbuwots. elwbaat
8¢ xpiiotar avTd, oTav péAwary avayyéldew Ti, mpos o SuokéAws SidkevTal ol akovovTes. TO 8 adTO Kal
pera Ta mpaypata Aexfev émdiépbwars kaleirar, “This is the figure of mpodiépbwors, and they [i.e., orators]
are accustomed to use it whenever they are going to announce something to which the audience is ill
disposed. And the same technique done after the fact is called ém8.6pfwars.” Further instances of both
terms may be found in the scholia: Aeschines uses émd.6pbwars When he fears repercussions from saying
that the Athenians should model themselves on the Spartans regarding certain political practices,®®* and
mpodiépbhwars cOmMes when he must fight the presupposition on the part of some jurors that Demosthenes
acted out of goodwill for the city.®®

The many other instances of rhetorical figures include methods of amplification, such as adénots
and Seivwars. Both of these terms are in fact used to describe Aeschines’ opening remark that he has
brought litigation against Timarchus for the protection of the whole city, the laws, the jury, and
himself.*®® The label aénows recurs when Aeschines heaps the accusations high against Timarchus’
wanton manner of living: mavra rabra pers adérioews 6 prirap.®®* Still other passages describe additional
types of argumentation employed by Aeschines. Three times in Dilt’s edition there is mention of the
mapaypadrov amd xpévov, an appeal to chronology in answer to an accusation.®® At On the False
Embassy 123, Aeschines calls Demosthenes out for inconsistency by using his own claims against him: if
Demosthenes knew Aeschines was in the wrong during the Second Embassy, why did he not make the

accusation then instead of waiting until later? A similar argument appears a little later at Section 161,

8003 20

0011.180

%2359

663 1.2

004 1.42

%> Interestingly the exact phrase occurs almost nowhere else in all of Greek literature that is searchable on the TLG
database (besides those in the Aeschinean scholia, there is one reference in the aforementioned commentary of
Marcellinus on Hermogenes and one in the scholia to Demosthenes).
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where Aeschines asks why his accusers put off the trial so long if they did not like his endorsement of
peace with Philip. In another example at Against Ctesiphon 219, Demosthenes had apparently claimed
that Aeschines had acted out of a desire to flatter Alexander, to which Aeschines retorts that the action to
which Demosthenes referred was while Philip was still alive and Alexander was not clearly about to take
over: why then would he have tried to flatter him? In each of these cases Aeschines argues on the basis of
chronology, stating that his opponent’s claims do not line up with the order of events.®®

Two other notes on rhetorical ox7nara in Against Ctesiphon are important because they give the
source of their taxonomy. While normally such terminology does not have any stated provenance,
Apsines is twice cited for labeling a certain passage of Aeschines as a certain rhetorical figure. Inthe
first example, when Aeschines says that the decree that just read is a disgrace to the city, a powerful
indictment against Demosthenes’ political actions, and a clear accusation of Ctesiphon, Apsines uses the
term émilevées (“yoking,” “binding”) to describe the appositional noun series: To676 ¢now Ahivys
émilevéw elvac, émeldT) évik ovépart moda émpéper dvépata. elmaw yap TobTo TO Yijpropa émiyayev:
alaybvy, Exeyyos, karnyopia.®®  In the second example, Aeschines tells the jurors near the end of the
speech to consider that the dead Aristides, an esteemed Athenian figure, is expressing his dismay at the
fact that a villain like Demosthenes is being given a crown. In his work ITept oynuarov Apsines called
this the ox7ua Of mpoowmomocia, Or the fashioning of a character (i.e., the dead Aristides, who is otherwise
unable to make an appearance), and the scholiast differentiates this from 56omocia, which is for made-up
characters.®®

Another part of the rhetorical exegesis for Aeschines is highlighting the specific purposes behind

his various forms of argumentation—the “practical” side of the rhetorical notes. Two of the most

8¢ For examples of the many other rhetorical figures, see 1.138 (amphibole), 1.75 (apostrophe; cf. 1.121, 3.53), 1.94
(antithesis; cf. 2.4, 3.22, 3.28), 1.79 (epimone, “elaboration”).

87 Topr’ éori 70 ridropa, & dvdpes Abyvator, aloyivn pev Tis modews, EXeyxos 8¢ ob pikpos T@v Anpoatévovs
mo\TevpaTWY, pavepa 8¢ katyyopia Kryorpavros (3.105).

868 3,258; compare Hermogenes (Progymnasmata 9), who has the reverse definition for these terms: #fomocia is
when we fashion speeches of people who actually exist, whereas mposwmomocia is for when we make up a speaking
entity that does not exist. Technically Apsines’ use of mpocwmomo.ia to describe Aristides is correct by this
definition (he is not able to speak in his deceased state), but the appended definition of ffomo.ia may be a mistake on
the part of the scholiast.
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important incarnations of this phenomenon are when Aeschines sets up an argument to defend against
potential objections and when he wishes to win the jury over to his side. For instance, when Aeschines
says that Timarchus prostituted himself while already having plenty to live on, the scholiast states that
Aeschines does not want anyone to think that Timarchus did this simply to earn a living, which would be
pardonable: <odSevos — petpiwyr> lva wi TS oZﬁo’eTaL 8. Evderav adTov memopvevoat, 3776;) oVYYVAUNS
7.2 Further, Aeschines speaks of problems that went on in Athens while he himself was away on an
embassy, and a scholion suggests that Aeschines’ reason for this side comment was to protect himself
from those who would accuse him of not speaking out against proposals that eventually proved damaging
to the city: <mpeoBetovros éuod> AdeL T0 avTimiTTOV EXYPTY Yap AvTeLTeLy, amedijpouvy, ¢n0£v.670 In a final
example, at Against Ctesiphon 25 Aeschines reports that starting with Eubulus, the commissioner of the
Theoric Fund enjoyed increased responsibilities in different areas of Athenian government. The scholiast
notes here that Aeschines brings up Eubulus for a specific reason:
70070 Ws avrintmTov BobAeTal Aboar. (va yap pi elmy o Aquootévns 6Ti obTws ebvous fumy T4
méAeL, TOANGS Lol apxas €mioTevae, AbeL Aéywy 6TL 00 Sua TV ebvorav Tv o1y, aAX’ émeldy) €bos
T0bT0 éyévero amo EBodlov. ovTos yap molTevdpevos fpxe Tdv Bewpikdv, kal Sua Ty ebvorav
avTod kal dA)as SLolkijoels avT( émioTevoey otov Kkal TV TOD avTiypadéws apxiv. €k ToOTOU AoLTov
Kaz, eis TOl‘}S‘ é,VCLfI:OUS‘ ngap,e Tb 2005.
[Aeschines says this] since he wants to disarm a [potential] response. For in order that
Demosthenes would not be able to say, “It was because I was benevolent to the city that she
entrusted me with many offices,” Aeschines disarmingly says, “It was not on account of your
benevolence for the city, but because this was the custom starting with Eubulus.” For this man
served as an official over the Theoric Fund, and through his benevolence the city entrusted him
with other responsibilities, such as the office of the accountant (avruypagess). After his term the
custom continued, even to those unworthy of it.
Aeschines’ main point in this section, as he himself says, is to show that Demosthenes had many
responsibilities while commissioner of the Theoric Fund, which is all the more reason to require him to be

subject to edfuva before being crowned. The scholiast wants to read a bit deeper, though. He sees

Aeschines’ apparently harmless mention of Eubulus not simply as a basic recapitulation of how the

669 1.42
6709 139: cf. 1.180
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Theoric Fund commission was augmented, but as a subtle defense against Demosthenes’ expected claim
that his added responsibilities were a result of his own performance. Though the scholia frequently do
nothing more than paraphrase what is already evident in the text, examples such as this demonstrate
critical thinking about the text and its less obvious meanings.®”*

Other scholia show that Aeschines is sensitive to his need to win the audience over to his side.
For instance, at Against Ctesiphon 15 a scholion points to Aeschines’ avoidance of topics that are painful
for the jurors. When Aeschines refers to the city’s current political troubles, he says vaguely “these sorts
of problems—and you know what they are.” The reason cited for this language is given thus: <rowotrav,
omoious> 10 émaybles Epuyev, (va py Avmioy, “He avoided what was distasteful, so that [they jury] might
not experience pain.”®’? Another interesting example goes a bit further by stating explicitly that
Aeschines’ plan is to link himself with his audience, specifically where he rails on Demosthenes for
treating the jury as if they were entirely uneducated about the Homeric poems. The scholiast appends a
lemma with the opening words to this section and comments thus: <émecd7 > évraifa ovykpover adTov
Tois Sukaorals, “Here he joins himself to the jurors.”®”® The subsequent notes are extremely interesting in
that Aeschines’ first-person plural verb Aééopev is treated not as a true plural (i.e., Aeschines and the
jury), but as what we call a “royal plural” referring only to himself.”* The language of the scholion
shows not a rhetorical ploy, as one might expect given the previous note, but simple grammatical
variation, akin to the many similar variations found frequently in the scholia to Euripides and Aeschines.
Nonetheless, the overall purpose of the section is summarized immediately below: xowomoiet eavtov Tols
SukaoTals eis mAeiw kaTagopav exeivov, “He associates himself with the jurors for a greater attack against

that man [i.e., Demosthenes].”

%71 For more basic examples of Aeschines’ defense against counterpoints, see 1.49, 2.104, 2.121.
672
35
673 1.141; one will notice that, as in numerous other places, Carey’s modern commentary to his translation contains
much the same assertion.

674 ~ 3 2 ~ P .
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Varia

Because of the coverage of the following types of notes in the previous chapter, | do not wish to
spend a great deal of time discussing the miscellaneous other topical categories covered by the scholia to
Aeschines, but rather to proceed onward to what the scholia say about Aeschines and the art of oratory. It
will suffice to mention a few examples here for a general understanding of what is available in these
comments.

In terms of “scientific” notes, the scholia to Aeschines are sharply reduced. There is no need, for
instance, to explain constellation imagery in courtroom speeches as there frequently is in a choral ode.
There are, however, a number of notes on geography and topography, including the locations of certain
cult sites. Among other things, the Attic demes must be clarified, as when the scholiast differentiates

675

between two places called Colonus and explains which one the orator means.””™ A number of passages

876 and a list of Locrian cities,

include the identification of cities, such as those surrounding Mount Oeta,
among which Nicaea is a city by the sea, 40 stades from Thermopylae.®”’ In addition to other notes on

rivers and islands,®”® topographical information covers cult sites such as the altar of Rumor at Athens and

679 680

its founding,”” the Propylaea as a monument of valor,™” the Theseum as a place of refuge and the
potential confusion resulting from multiple places to which this name was given,®® a holy place of Apollo
at Tamuna that was also mentioned in the Against Medias,’® an altar of Zeus in the Assembly,*® and a
description of the Phaedriadan rocks as a launching point for the execution of those sinning against the
temple at Delphi.?® Likewise, the plow of Epimenides (nicknamed Buzyges) was placed on the Athenian

acropolis to commemorate him as the first person to yoke a team of oxen together: 66ev kat 7o dporpov

675 1.125; see also 1.97, 1.101, 2.83, et al.
676 2 142

6772 .132; see also 1.113, 2.27, et al.

678 1,107, 2.72f., 2.124, 2.143

6791.128

6809 74

81313

682 5 169

683 9 45

6842 142
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abrob avéxerto év T drpomroder mpds pvipgw.* Other types of “scientific” notes are sparse, though one
does find a hint of botanical and zoological information.®®

A handful of places also elucidate the text of Aeschines with other pieces of cultural information
like that seen in the scholia to Euripides. For instance, the scholiast might clarify burial customs®’ or
offer some definition for festivals such as the Eleusinian Mysteries, the Dionysia, or the Lenaea.®®® A
series of interconnected notes also lays out genealogical information for the Eumolpidae and Ceryces,
including a summary of the types of “heralds” used in the city and the identification of various priestly
classes.®®® Ethnographic comments are infrequent, though they are not entirely absent.®®® Finally, though
there is not the prevalence of the “For it was customary . . .” notes that appeared so often in the
Euripidean scholia, there are a few references to contemporary practices that have the same basic flavor.
These include a short discussion of the practice of branding fugitive slaves, a custom that is curiously
suggested to have originated with Xerxes’ branding of his Theban prisoners: 7 éme.d7 Zépéns OnBaiovs
abropolicavras Eorilev.®™

It is to be observed that, while the Aeschinean scholia cover much of the same categorical
territory as the Euripidean scholia, there is in general less information provided by the former. Proverbs,
for instance, receive only brief mention,®® in contrast to the heavy emphasis laid on their appearance in
the Phoenissae and other Euripidean plays. So too there is much less need for the identification of
various peoples and customs, including religious practices®® and the definition of musical terms. This
will have much to do simply with the size of the corpus of notes, but is also a product of a change in the

genre of the original text.

085278

0862.21,2.99

%871.13

0%82.133,1.43

0891.19f,, 2.147,3.18

%% See the identification of nomadic Scythian tribes at On the False Embassy 78.

891 2 79 (apparently the only mention of Xerxes in the Aeschinean scholia)

%92 A couple of examples appear at On the False Embassy 215, 261 and Against Ctesiphon 90.

%93 Though see 1.114, where Deinarchus the Rhetor is quoted by the scholiast to show by which gods Timarchus
issued his false oath (Apollo, Demeter, and Zeus).
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Histories and Contexts

For the speeches of Aeschines, explanation of history has a more central purpose than the
historical-mythological notes to Euripides. In the latter, information is generally presented to explain a
terse reference to the past that is otherwise not comprehensible, or to help the reader expand his or her
general mythological knowledge, but these details are rarely crucial for understanding the play as a
whole. For Aeschines, on the other hand, the historical notes are as a rule necessary for understanding his
and Demosthenes’ arguments, such that the elucidation of events and circumstances will influence one’s
comprehension of the entire speech. As we will see later, the demand for realism and consistency found
in the Euripidean scholia persist, but now the debate is not simply one of aesthetic quality, but of legality.
Notes on history, therefore, take on a different flavor, not only because they consist more often of what
we call “history” as opposed to mythological legend, but also because they are so important for judging
the overall effectiveness of Aeschines’ speeches.®*

Many important historical figures are identified, if only briefly. A number of these are Athenian
military commanders or orators and are listed with their father, hometown, or perhaps a brief summary of
successes and failures.*® Some of the explanations become somewhat lengthier, as in the case of
Hippomenes:

Trmopévs yap T pév yévos tdv Kodpidav, Bactleds 8¢ Abyvaiwv, AaBiw éml 17 Buyarpl potxdv

ToOTOV pLev alkiodjievos améxkTelve, TN ¢ Buyarépa kabeipéev év olkipare pel) immov. 0 8¢ Adpdrrwy

katépaye T dvfpwmov, kal ToTepov kal adTOs UTO Ajrod amwAeTo. kadetTar 8 Tt kal vov 6 TéTos

ev o kabeipxOnoav Tlap’ {mrmov kal képav.

For Hippomenes, of the family of the Codridae, king of the Athenians, having caught a man

committing adultery with his daughter, killed him with the spear, and he locked up his daughter in

a house with a horse, and the horse, being famished, devoured the woman, and later also the horse

itself died from starvation. And the place in which they were locked up is called even now the
“Place of the Horse and the Girl.”

894 At the same time, we must be careful not to create a firm division between “myth” and “history” for the scholia.
The narrative on the history of the Palladium shows as much (2.87).

895 E g., Timomachus (1.56), Laodamas (1.69), Eubulus (2.8), Tolmides (2.75), Callistratus (2.124), Thrasybulus
(3.138). The succession of notes at Against Ctesiphon 139 is interesting for its brevity; perhaps the scholiast, awash
in names, began to lose patience: “A famous orator. This man is an orator too. This man is t00” (p7jrwp Scdonuos.

PTWP KAl 0UTOS. PTITWP KAl OUTOS).
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Also in this category are a few notes on the family history of Philip, for instance how the Athenians
helped Amyntas, Philip’s father, regain his power.*® This cluster of scholia is particularly remarkable for
the fact that it contains a short genealogical tree sketched out in a few of the manuscripts, not unlike the
lexicographical diagram seen above:

Apdvras kat Edpvdikny

ANé€avdpos ITepdikkas Di\vmmos

ANé€avdpos

The speeches of Aeschines also frequently call up specific moments in Athenian history that need
clarification, often with some relation to the Peloponnesian War (specifically the Thirty Tyrants, the
history of the Deceleia, and the rule of the 400). In other places the scholiasts elucidate developments
in Athenian law, such as the reforms of Solon and Draco, or Eucleides’ law requiring citizens to have two
Athenians as parents.®® There are other, more recent events as well, such as the razing of Thespia and
Plataea by the Thebans,*® or the collection of Athenian goods from the countryside within the city walls
upon Philip’s entrance into central Greece.” These naturally include events that pertain directly to the
main characters in the legal disputes at hand, such as the issue of house construction on the Pnyx, for
which Timarchus proposed legislation,”" and Demosthenes’ corruption and exploitation of Aristarchus,
whom he apparently coaxed to kill Nicodemus, and from whom he later embezzled money that he had

promised to send to the exiled Aristarchus.’® Finally, other notes give a general picture of the times

6% 2 26ff.

97276, 2.77, 2.176
6% 1.6,1.39
692104

09139

01181

1021171, 2.166
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without referring to specific events. For example, when Aeschines uses the term Aoyéypagos
perjoratively, a scholion states that this activity was disreputable: odk 7v 8¢ daretov 0 Aoyoypadeiv 0dde
0 cuvayopely puoblon.’® Compare also a note to On the False Embassy 76, which states that orators
would be exalted among the people for accusing the rich in a court of law, securing their condemnation,
and distributing the financial penalty to the crowd.

A few further scholia must be mentioned here for their use of what we have called “extraneous”
details—that is, information that is not necessary for understanding the text at hand, but seems aimed at a
more general education about a certain topic. A brief mention by Aeschines, for example, of the
“amnesty” he will have for the sins of Timarchus’ youth—which he likens to the amnesty following the
dissolution of the Thirty Tyrants—inspires one of the longest notes in the corpus, a huge summary of the
rise of the Thirty, their ruthless actions while in power, the number of casualties they caused, a funerary
epitaph on the grave of Critias, the fact that the Athenians hated them so much that they despised even the
number thirty, and finally that in the wake of their rule an amnesty was enacted.” Other examples are
less drastic, but demonstrate a similar approach. Consider also the extensive note to the location known
as the Nine Roads, for the name of which the scholiast provides an etymology: a girl named Phyllis fell in
love with Demophon but was stood up by him nine times at the place in question. She thus cursed the
Athenians to have bad luck there nine times.” The scholiast could have ended with this, but instead
proceeds to recount all nine military losses they faced there. Lastly, a brief mention by Aeschines of the
cult of the Erinyes sparks a digression that is by no means necessary for grasping Aeschines’ meaning.”®
Here the scholiast reports that Scopas made two of the three statues of the Erinyes from Parian marble,
and that Calamis made the one in the middle. There follows more information: the Areopagite Council
oversees homicide trials for three days a month, one day for each of the Erinyes, and the offerings given

to them are cakes and milk in urns. Finally, some say their parents are Gaia and Scotus, but others say

31,94
04139
%5231
71118
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Scotus and Euonyme (who is also called Gaia), and that they were euphemistically called “Eumenides” in
the Orestes, being first called Erinyes. Such a note seems not to be a quick guide to the reader, but rather
an encyclopedia entry for all the scholiast can think of regarding the Erinyes. At the very least we can say
that the scholiast is not simply trying to get the reader through the original text, but wants to give a much

broader understanding of certain topics.

Aeschines

In the previous chapter we saw numerous pieces of outside information about the author that were
introduced by the scholiast (with no particular prompt from the original text) to offer some glance at the
man behind the curtain, as it were—that he was a student of Anaxagoras, that he received benefits from
cities he flattered in his dramas, that he had a quarrel with Sophocles, etc. For Aeschines, and Athenian
forensic oratory in general, the relationship between the author and text is much different. Rather than
looking for clues to a hidden Euripides within his tragedies, the reader is faced with a sort of
(pseudo)autobiographical account. The question thus shifts from “Where is the author?” to “How will the
author present himself?” There is in fact a great deal of information about Aeschines, but for the most
part it is an elaboration of what is already in the original text, and for that reason is generally less valuable
and interesting than the Euripidean notes that introduce material from an outside source—and perhaps
things which we would not otherwise know.

I find no significant biographical information about Aeschines that is not at least partially
revealed by the speeches themselves.”” The mentions of Aeschines that do occur are generally to explain
what his strategy is, as discussed above in the section on rhetorical theory and practice. Actually, one

finds more interesting details about Demosthenes in these scholia than about Aeschines, though again

7 An example is Aeschines’ claim to be from the phratry that shares with the Eteobutadae the priestly duties of the
cult of Athena Polias; the scholion does little more than rephrase what Aeschines himself has said (2.147).
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these are just elaborations on what is already suggested by the original text. Besides remarks about
Demosthenes’ previous (dishonest and underhanded) litigations and other disreputable activities,”® two
important themes recur: the ethnicity of his mother and his nickname “Batalus.” The former appears at
least three times in On the False Embassy, the first two stating explicitly that she was said to be Scythian,
and the third explaining why Aeschines calls him a bastard: o0 8. 70 ék madakidos elvar, GANG T €k
Staépov yévovs, damep Tov Huiovov Aéyouev vébov elvar, “Not because he was born from a mistress, but
because of his mixed birth, just as we say that a mule is a bastard.”"® Two clusters of notes also explain
what is meant by the nickname “Batalus.” The first is from Against Timarchus 126:

Barados 8¢ o kivaidos Aéyerar. Batados 8é Tis yéyover avnp adAnrys praipnkds. 1) ovv €k TovTOL
Barados 0 Anpootévns eéxaletro, kalore peyada kabiopara elyev, 1) éx Tob Baradileotar, otovel

- 7 - \ s 2 pa P < \ 2 \ ’ & ~
Tomreotar. <Baradov> katamiywva kat patakév. wvopdcbar 6é paowy ot pev amo Barddov avAnros
paldakod, ol 8¢ amo mounTod KaTeayéTa KpobpaTa ypapovros. diémep kai Anuoahévn dia pataxiav
oUTws ovopactijvar. AedodbpnrTar yap adTd mavTes els palaxiav. elol 8’ ot BaTalov mpoorydpevov
Tov TpwkTéV: Kal Anpoctévny éx petapopds dia palaxiav BaTadov ekdAecav. avTos pévro o
Aloxivns ¢noiv as Anpoctévns éleyev ws vmokopilopévn mardiov avTov ovra 1) TLThy oUTWS
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€xalecev. kal vov O€ oL avAnTal vToTédiov SumrAody Vo Tov Seflov méda ExovTes, OTAV AVADOL,
KaTakpobovoLy apa T@ modl To LToTédLov, Tov pubpoY Tov avToVY cuvamodiLdévTes, 0 kalobol
Baradov. Soxel 8é pou’'’ Aedéybar Barados mapl 70 BoméAdos ordppa: éxetvos yap 10 rav Barddwy

” ~ ~ ) ~ \ \ \ 4 < 5 3 A ~
OVOl,LCL KELO'eCLL TOLS CLLO'XPOLg Kat Tov 7Tp(1)K’TOV BGTG)\OV vT AUTWY KCL)\€LO'60.L.

And a pathic is called “Batalus.” And there was a certain man named Batalus, a flute player who
prostituted himself. Thus, either Demosthenes was called Batalus from this man, insofar as he
had large buttocks, or from the [verb] BaraAileofac, meaning “to get drummed.” <Baralov>
sexually deviant and effeminate. And some say he was so called from Batalus the effeminate
flute player, and others from a poet who wrote weak musical pieces, and that for this reason
Demosthenes was so called on account of his effeminacy. For they all slandered him for
effeminacy. And there are some who call the anus “Batalus, and they called Demosthenes
Batalus metaphorically on account of his effeminacy. But Aeschines himself says that
Demosthenes said that his nurse gave him that nickname when he was a child. And now too flute
players, having a double footstool under the right foot, when they play, beat the footstool in time
with their foot, rendering the same rhythm, which they call “Batalus.” And it seems to me that
“Batalus” was spoken as a joke by Eupolis. For that man wrote that the name of “Batalus”
belonged to shameful men and that the anus was called “Batalus” by them [because of them?].

7%2.93,2.149, 3,51

%92.22,2.87,2.93

"9 n the scholia to Aeschines one finds plenty of instances of plural first-person verbs in formulae such as “like we
observed above,” but this use of the singular is not at all common.
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The second passage, at On the False Embassy 99, repeats some of this information in reduced form:
<Béarados> éxAvros kal dvavdpos, amo addnrod Twvos ovépart Barddov. "Adws: ol pév avAnriy Baradov
avopaabar obTws, ol 8 moLnTYY LEADY KaTeaysTwY. éx 8€ TovTOV OKATTEL AVTOV €ls padaxiav. ItiS
interesting to note how varied the potential explanations are. Normally the scholia to Aeschines are in
agreement about such things, but when there is no cue in the original text as to how this name was
interpreted by Demosthenes’ contemporaries, there is more room to hypothesize. This example marks
one of the few in which biographical details of any kind are introduced almost entirely from an outside

source, and the disagreement between commentators would seem to be a product of this.

Praise and Blame

As in the scholia to Euripides, commentators express approval and disapproval regarding the
content and style of Aeschines. The same basic principles of judgment recur in that the notes speak of
narrative consistency, factual accuracy, proper use of language, and so on. The ramifications of those
judgments, however, are much different, particularly in the realm of factual accuracy. While a poet may
be excused for toying with the details of a particular myth, Aeschines is held to the truth, and many of the
criticisms of his speech are accusations of misinformation, whether through ignorance or malice.
Aeschines is caught, for example, appealing to a statue of Solon to show that the orators of old were much
more reserved in their mode of dress than the scantily clad Timarchus, but the scholiast (and
Demosthenes) see through this: <XéAwvos elkéva> averétn 1 LéAwvos elkwv ovk €l T) €v kKéouw AéyeLy, Gs
o Aloyivis, AAN émeldn oUTw T4 €Xeyeta amifyyeide. Ampoodévns pévrow [19.251] vewori ¢now mpo
mevTikovTa €T@V avatebetobar TavTyy Ty elkéva, “The statue of Solon was not put there for his well-
ordered speaking, as Aeschines suggests, but since he presented his elegies in that way. And

Demosthenes says that this statue was set up recently, just 50 years prior [i.e., that it was not even
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contemporary with Solon].”™*! Other accusations of this time are more concise, some with the simple tag
“false,” as when Aeschines asserts that Socrates was executed because he taught Critias, one of the Thirty
Tyrants.”* In a previously mentioned passage on the Nine Roads, Aeschines is faulted for a historical
inaccuracy—it was not Acamas who received this place as a dowry, as Aeschines claims, but rather
Demophon.”™® Elsewhere Aeschines pulls material from Andocides in his summary of Athenian history at
On the False Embassy 175, but the scholiast points to several of these “historical” details as incorrect.”*
On the other hand, not all of the fact checking in the scholia is negative: at Against Timarchus 195, a
scholion cites Lycurgus in order to defend Aeschines’ statement that the law on doxcpasia is for the
scrutiny of public, not private men.”

Aeschines is also faulted for the misuse of vocabulary or some other problem in expression. In a
note to Against Timarchus 49, the scholiast alleges, with a reinforcing citation from Plato, that the term
mpogepris means a person who is actually young but appears old. It is thus “not well” (od xalds) that
Aeschines states: éviow pev yap véow dvres, mpodepets kal mpeofiTepor paivovrar, “For some are young, but
seem mpogepets and older.” The problem is that Aeschines has been too wordy, since mpogpepets itself
explains all: 7jpkec yap pévov 1o mpodepets mavra dnAdoac. Conversely, Aeschines is too terse when states:
“On the one hand, those who are well-measured by nature . . . but Ctesiphon . . ..” Here the scholiast
prefers a more balanced antithesis: elmav ‘of pév pérproi elow,’ Ede émeveyreiv ‘ot 8¢ dvaidels, wv éart
Krpoupav,” “Having said “On the one hand, those who are moderate,” he should have said “But others
who are shameful, of whom Ctesiphon is one . . . .”"*® A little later Aeschines refers to “another”

argument that the opposition will set forth, but the scholiast complains that this is not consistent with

1125

"2 heb8os (1.173; cf. 1.117, 2.61). Note that these are generally, though not exclusively, confined to Manuscript .
713

714

obTOs 8¢ mapa T LoTopiav Axdpavti ¢mor Sobijvar, ob Anuopdvre (2.31).
<kal TaAw> perikTar o mAetoTa éx Tdv AvdoxiSov [3.8], EoTi 8¢ Pevdi).
™5 For further examples of fact checking, see 1.3, 1.33, 3.68, 3.86, 3.210.
716
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what has come before: 008éva mpoetme rav dSikotvrav Aoyov. s odv ot kat Erepov; “He gives no
initial argument that the unjust men [will make], so how does he mention also a ‘second one’?”"*

In the scholia to Euripides we saw a number of instances in which the author’s oixovopia Was
judged: that is, how well has the poet arranged his narrative so that it coheres with logic and the literary
critical demand for realism? Surprisingly, there is practically nothing on this topic in the scholia to
Aeschines, though | provide what | have found here. A minor example at On the False Embassy 22 does
not pertain to Aeschines’ speech, but rather an internal reference to a speech that Demosthenes had given
previously, but | add it here as a signal for the kind of way that the scholiast thinks about olxovopia in an
oratorical context. In this passage Aeschines reports that Demosthenes claimed at the beginning of his
speech to have been the youngest of the speakers there so that he would speak last, to which the scholiast
adds Demosthenes’ supposed train of thought: mpoowxovopodpevos, as olpar, Ta Tdv GAwy TavTwy vorpata
amavbicewv, “[He said this] making arrangements in advance, as I judge, so that he might cherry-pick the
arguments made by all the other speakers.” The other example is more relevant to Aeschines’ own
pattern of argumentation. At Against Timarchus 53, Aeschines says that Misgolas sent Timarchus out of
his house when he became weary of the high cost.”*® The scholiast praises this seemingly minor comment
about the lavish expense as a brilliant set-up for his later arguments: éme.8y BovAerar avTov kal Ta warpda
karedndokéra émdetfar, favpaoTds mavy TobTO TPoOLKOVOUEL Aéywy adTov TouTeNT) elvar, “Since he wants
to show that he devoured even his inheritance [1.95ff.], he marvelously sets up this argument, saying that
he was an expensive chap.”

Other comments show that the scholiasts have an eye for statements and arguments that are
particularly persuasive. In arguing that Demosthenes had been a corruptor of men’s wives, Aeschines

says that he will not put any of these men forward as witnesses, since they would want to conceal the

73 13; see also accusations of solecism at 3.127 and 3.180—though note in the former that by grouping the words
in the sentence differently, the scholiast finds it possible to harmonize the construction.

718 . . ~ . ~
’E’7T€L87‘] Tolvuv 6 MLU'yo)\as T7) TE 5(117(11/77 ametme . . . .
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matter.”*

A scholiast calls this a powerful argument—sewov 7o évBopunua—evidently because he
skillfully turned a lack of witnesses into proof of his point.”® Elsewhere Aeschines’ association of
Timarchus with notorious criminals such as Diophantus, Cephisodorus, and Mnesitheus is called “acerbic
and piercing,” mkpov kal Spuus.’> Aeschines is also praised for his trick at Against Ctesiphon 54:
xaptévtws o Alayivys, oTL Statpdv TV KaTRyopiav €ls ToUs TEFTAPAS KALPOUS 0UY WS aUTOS TAVTNV
moLovpLevos TV diaipeawy Tijs kaTiyopias moletTar Tov Adyov, AAN’ ws Tob Anpoctévous ypwpuévov
TAOTY Tf) TGV KaLpdv diaipéaet, lva o Adyos adTd avemidbovos yévnrac.
Aeschines [says this] skillfully, since in dividing the accusation into four time periods he delivers
the speech as if he himself did not make the accusation’s division, but as if Demosthenes used
this division of time periods, so that the speech would not make [the jury] bitter toward him.
Other passages are less well-received, such as Aeschines’ joke that Ctesiphon’s orifices, including the one
that speaks, has been corrupted: odk éorwv Eufuyov TouTl T0 XWpiov 008’ adnfuvév, “This passage is neither
lively [?] nor true.””®* Elsewhere, Aeschines is said to have gone out of his way to use the term
avdpayabia maliciously instead of edvoia sSimply so that he could play up the effeminacy of Demosthenes:
rakoifws TobTor Séov yap ebvoias elmeiv dvSpayabias elmev ds Tob Anpoctévous avavSpov dvros.'>
Aeschines is thus said to employ a cheap ad hominem attack instead of using the most accurate
terminology. The same term xaxo”fws 0ccurs also at Against Timarchus 79 in a very interesting reading
of Aeschines’ statement that if he were to take a vote in the jury as to whether Timarchus was a prostitute,
the result would be a clear majority. The interesting feature of this note is that, when Aeschines mentions
the solid bar (mA7p7s) and hollow bar (rerpvmyuévy) used for indicating a “yes” or “no” vote, the scholiast

sees a subversive joke: rotro kakorifws elmev émt Tob Tupdpyov, kal €oti kakéudarov, “He said this

maliciously toward Timarchus, and it is a vulgarity.” The implication here, which adjacent notes clarify,

91.107

720 Note that Manuscript x has a curious first-person assertion: Se.vov rotro opnv. See also Aeschines’ dodging of
the problem of no witnesses at 1.176, which he does “altogether powerfully,” wavv Sewvas (S0 too with his a fortiori
argument at 1.88).

21,158

2288

23.42
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is that the “bored through” voting disc is used to condemn a “bored through” man, and this is accordingly
marked as foul play.

Interestingly, some notes also discuss the effectiveness of Demosthenes’ speeches, giving further
clues as to how orations are judged by the scholiasts. When Aeschines says sarcastically that
Demosthenes is an exceptional speaker, one potential interpretation of this phrase is that he means that
Demosthenes can discover ways to get around thorny problems, including in the Eighth Philippic when
the topic was the salvation of Diopeithes and he instead shifted the focus to fear for the Chersonese.”
Other notes defend Demosthenes, as when Aeschines refers to a bogus claim by the defense that
Timarchus could not possibly have been prostituting himself and squandering his inheritance at the same
time. The scholiast actually seems to express approval of the argument that Aeschines denies: evratfa 7
mbavy dmodoyia.’””® Demosthenes is also criticized, though, as when he is said to have called Cottyphus
of Pharsalus an Arcadian, when it was the Thessalians who were in charge there.”® Demosthenes and
Aeschines are both criticized at Against Ctesiphon 108, for both had made the same geographical error:

Abnva Tpovoia] kai Atoyivns kal Anposbévns eév 16 kat’ ApioToyeitovos nuapTijkact yplipavres

v €v Aedpots Abnvav [pévotav. 70 e apdprypa dua mepLijynowy évrémov LoTopias. Tijs yap

ArTikiis €v Snpow Twi memoinTal tepov Abmvas Ipovoias, TTvbot 8e Ipovaias amo Tob mpo Tob vew

dpbotac . . . TavTys pépvyrar ‘Hpédoros év m§) mpary: 7o 8é Ipovoias Ymepidns ev ApAiakd ovviord

oTL év T A‘r‘rmﬁ éoTLv.

Both Aeschines and Demosthenes in the Against Aristogeiton have erred in writing “Athena

Pronoia at Delphi.” And the mistake is because of a local echoing [= retelling?] of history. For

in a certain deme of Attica there has been made a shrine of Athena Pronoia. But at Pytho, [the

shrine is] of Athena Pronaias, from the phrase “founded before the temple.” Herodotus records
this in his first book, and Hyperides confirms in his Deliacus that it is in Attica.

As with Euripides, there are also moments in which a scholiast comes to the aid of Aeschines

against detractors. Aeschines’ anadiplosis of “Thebes, Thebes™ at Against Ctesiphon 133 had evidently

been called by some a solecism, but a scholion states that it is simply a linguistic figure: 7o 8¢ TotodTov

7241119
25104
263128
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oKk ZoTi codoukiopés, AL axfpa.’> Another potential accusation had appeared just earlier, when
Aeschines blames Demosthenes for pushing a subversive proposal through the Assembly. To the
question, “Why did he not speak against it?” the scholiast shows that Aeschines defended himself by
saying that the Assembly was adjourning, and that most people (including Aeschines) had already left:
avrémmre kal Sua Ti €v T éxkAnaiq mapmy o0k avTéleyes; o 8é PnaLv, oTL Enedlev 7 éxkAnoia avioTactac.
Later in this speech Aeschines guesses that Demosthenes will be angry at being compared to Athenian
ancestors and will say, “Do not compare me with them. Consider how Olympians compete only against
their contemporaries.””?® Where Aeschines retorts that it is not against other people, but against a
standard of virtue that men compete for civic crowns, Dionysius apparently criticized the passage: oo yap,
¢mot, vikijoar BovAdpela T apeTnv ws Tovs avraywviotas, “For, he says, we do not want to defeat virtue
as we do our competitors.” A scholiast replies: 7yvénke 8¢ 61L 0 aywv mpos To émaydpevor voelTar. Avw pLev
ovv TepL Tijs vikns Aéyopev adrovs dywvileatar, viv 8¢ mepl Tobd eduréatar, “But Dionysius did not
recognize that the contest is thought of as against a standard of excellence. Therefore we speak above
about them competing for victory, but now about attaining [a standard].” That is, Dionysius was too
tendentious regarding Aeschines’ statement regarding the competition of virtue, and the scholiast sees
through this.” Lastly, Aeschines faces criticism as to the lack of karackevs and supmépaspa in the
introduction to Against Ctesiphon, but the scholiast shows how there is indeed both and gives short

quotations to prove his point.”*®

27 There is a similar situation at Against Ctesiphon 116, where a scholion defends Aeschines against a possible
charge of stating that there are two temples at Delphi, when in fact he says only that it was at the incomplete
restoration of the temple.

283,189

72 See also the defense of Aeschines at Against Timarchus 69, where “the critics” say that Aeschines’ language
belongs inan epilogue. The response is firm: aAX’ 61’),’)']665 méoyovat I,LEpLK(\IS 'ydp TavTOX0D TOLELY Efeativ, &307T€p Kkal
€’ exdarov kedalaiov émAoyilopea.

730 3.1
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Oratory

In addition to the aforementioned passages on rhetoric, the scholiasts also provide a glimpse into
their understanding of oratory as a genre, specifically how speeches were written and performed. The first
note of this kind offers little more than a restatement of what Aeschines himself says about Demosthenes’
need to use written aids when speaking in front of Philip: <r@v yeypappévavs ot yap py Svvapevor amo
pvijuns elmelv ypadovor modakis & éovar Aéyewv. 1) odv ws arnTTONEVOY abTOV Aéyel, 1) Emeldn Eypadev
€v VmopYNoTLK® TeEpL Tivos kal Ti Senoel Aéyeiv, “For those not able to speak from memory often write
what they will say. Thus, either he says this because he was propping himself up, or since he wrote what
he needed to say in a notebook.”’* The commentator thus picks up on the suggestion of Aeschines that
leaning on written aids was a sign of oratorical weakness.

Three other notes from On the False Embassy are more significant for their revelation of certain
assumptions about oratory without any specific prompting from the text. All three passages pertain to
material that Aeschines wrongly states is in Demosthenes’ speeches, and in each case the reason for the
discontinuity is found in the nature of Athenian oratory. In the first, Demosthenes is claimed to have
asked the jury in an a fortori argument why Aeschines should be acquitted when Philocrates had been
condemned. The scholiast replies: <émnpdra> Tatrd ¢now elpnkévar Anpoabévny, a ovk dmacryréov éx
700 Aéyov Tob Aqpootevikod: moAXd yap elkos elmely adTov év TG dydve kal mapaliTely év TH Aoyw,
Sokwpdoavta ws mepurTd, “He says that Demosthenes said these things, which are not to be found in
Demosthenes’ speech. For it seems likely that he said many things in arbitration and omitted them in the
speech, having judged them superfluous.””** This scholion not only reminds us of an important criterion
by which tragedy and oratory were judged, namely concision, but also points to a potential for alterations

between the actual speech as it was given and a pretrial version.”* Shortly thereafter Aeschines

731

2.35
7322.6; or perhaps we should read dyav. as the trial itself and Asyq as the published form?
733 See also Carey’s note to 2.6.
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complains that Demosthenes tried to compare him to the tyrant Dionysius, but the actual text does not
bear this out. An explanatory scholion states:
<évexeipnoe 8> OTL €Tl T@V dLaLTyTEY elme T0DTO O Anpoctévns, obkérL pévroL kal év T¢ StkaoTnpiw
Sta 70 amibavoy. e’fﬁv yap TLva wapaLTﬁoaU@aL f)ﬁym’a f;’)’]@éVTCL ﬂapd Tols StaLtTyTals, 77)\1‘71/ TOV
eyypadov kai euBrnbévrav év Tols éxivos.
<éveyeipnoe 6> Because Demosthenes said this in front of the [pretrial] arbiters, but not also in
the court room on account of its unpersuasiveness. For it was possible for certain statements that

were said in the presence of the arbiters to be omitted, except for the written documents that were
deposited in the jars [where the evidence was kept sealed].

Here again Demosthenes has deemed it better to leave something out of his speech, and Aeschines has
persisted as if it made the final cut. In both cases the scholiast assumes that the very nature of Athenian
oratory allowed for multiple versions of a speech. In a final example, two versions are given for an
episode concerning Satyrus, who according to Aeschines asked for the freedom of some of his guest-
friends who were working as slaves under Philip, whereas Demosthenes says it was for the daughters of a
dead friend.”® A comment explains the discrepancy:

<671 Eévouss ob TobTo elme Aqpoatévns (19.192) év 4 karmyopia, GAX 7 ras AmoMdogavous Tob

[Mudvaiov Buyarépas eénmijoaro. €k 81) TovTov 87Aov oTL 0VK EAéXONoar oL Adyor. ov yap av GAN’

2 - < b ’ ” ” 3 \ ~ 4 A , 2 ~ K \ \ ~ 7 ~ ~
aKovagas o ALOXLV’I]S G)\)\G E}\E‘}/EV. (1)\)\(1 877)\01/ OTL A VTTEVOT)OEV EPELY AUTOV TPO TOVU AYwWVOS, TAUTA

evéypaev.

<omL &évous> Demosthenes did not make this claim in the accusation, but said rather that he asked
for the daughters of Apollophanes of Pydna. From this it is clear that the speeches were not

spoken [i.e., in advance of the actual trial], for having heard other things, Aeschines would have
spoken in a different way. But it is clear that he wrote down before the trial the things which he

suspected he would say.

Once more a discrepancy in the report of Aeschines is explained by the basic assumption that orators
assumed beforehand what their opponents would say—either through informants, evidence submitted to
the arbiters, or reasonable hypothesis—but that for various reasons this material might not make it into

the actual speech.

210
%2156
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It may be mentioned here that the scholiasts also, though rarely, offer some clue as to how the
speeches themselves give evidence for piecing together the chronology of the period. Herein one finds
another difference with the Euripidean scholia, for while the tradition of the didascalia aims to give some
sense of chronology, the dating of the plays cannot be determined on the basis of internal criteria. For
Aeschines, on the other hand, and by extension for oratory in general, certain comments are used to
establish at least a basic chronology. Each of these come from Against Timarchus, beginning with the
opening lines, where Aeschines claims never to have brought a public suit against someone or indicted
him as part of a scrutiny of his duty as public official—that is, he had made neither ypa¢j nor edfvva. As
naive as it may sound, the scholiast chimes in with a comment to this opening section: éx TovTov 8¢ d7ov,
St mpiTov Eypatpe Tov kara Tupapyov Aéyov.”® Further specification comes later when a scholion states
that some say Timarchus was at odds with Aeschines because the latter owned land at Pydna and was
thought to be a Philip-sympathizer, but more likely it is as others say, namely that it was because
Timarchus had joined Demosthenes in filing a suit against Aeschines for his behavior on the [second]
embassy: ¢aotv o1 Suixbpevaey Aiayivy o Tipapyos, émel €86ker o Aloyivns Ta PuAimmov dpovelv. kal yap
elxev dypov 6 Alaxivrs év Tlodvy Tis MakeSovias. ol 8¢ Sua v ypadmy v tijs mapampeafeias, Ty dmébero
pers Aqpoctévous kar’ adrod, & kal palov.”> A later note confirms this outlook: when Aeschines says
that Timarchus should not be allowed to bring a suit against someone for his work as an ambassador, this
shows again that Timarchus had already joined Demosthenes in making the indictment: <mpeoBedoavras
KkpLvérws emeldy) dmébero perd AnpooBévous Tipapyos Ty kar’ Alayivov Tis mapampeaBeias ypagiv.”>
Likewise, when Aeschines expresses his approval of Philip’s promises to do good to Athens, the scholiast
notes that this speech, which was delivered immediately after the second embassy, must have therefore
been before the third embassy and the destruction of the Phocians: <ryv rév Aéywv edvdnuiav> émedy

¢ ~ € A~ 9 \ , . 3 ~ 9 . e ” 3 . 3 , , T
UTTLOXVELTAL Ly a)/a@a 7TOL’770'€LV 7TO)\)\CL, wsS 87])\01/ €K TOUTOU, OTL OLUTT(W nv '}/6’)/6117”116]/7] 7 TPLTT) WPGGBGL(EL OUBG

736 11
737 13
738 1.20; cf. the same assertion at 1.119.
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kataokapévres ol Pwkels. peta yap v devrépav mpeaPeiav edbis éyévero 1) karyyopia vmo Tipudpyov kal
Anpoctévous kat’ Alayivov ws mapampeaBevoavtos. While these statements may be regarded as fairly
simplistic, it is nonetheless important to see how the scholiasts employ internal evidence as a basis for
establishing even a general chronology.

One further example demonstrates both phenomena mentioned above, giving information about
the genre of oratory as well as some chronological details. Aeschines claims at Against Ctesiphon 58 that
Athens had sent out embassies to the other Greeks around the time of the Peace of Philocrates to get
broad-ranging consensus about the reaction to Philip, but that Demosthenes prevented this. A scholiast

adds:

<ras mpeoPeias> Aloyivov meloavTos mpéaPeis €ml Tas moleLs Abnvalol memdppast mapakalotvras
em Didvmrmov. TodTo Anpoctévns év pév T@ mepl mapampeoPeias, opoloyel kal mapetvar mpéaPets
TWés ¢mowy, év 8¢ TG Tepl oTEPAVOU dprelTaL WS TAY SLKATTAY OV pepvuévay TG TAéoY 1) Séka €Ty
elvar T év péow.
<r4s mpeafeias> ON the persuasion of Aeschines”™ the Athenians sent ambassadors to the cities
to rally them in response to Philip. Demosthenes admits this in his speech On the False Embassy
and says that certain ambassadors were present, but in his On the Crown he denies it, since the
jurors did not remember on account of the more than ten-year period intervening.
First, note that the scholiast has tracked the basic chronology of these two speeches, with the correct
assertion that more than ten years passed between them. Secondly, observe that the scholion highlights a
feature of oratorical performance that affects the form of the speeches themselves, namely that
Demosthenes is able to change his story when enough time has passed to ensure that his first version
would be forgotten. This assertion by the scholiast reveals a basic assumption about oratory in general:

speakers can get away with lies if they are careful enough about how they lie. Of course, this does not

mean that an orator can escape the watchful eye of the scholiast.

39 A detail not mentioned by Aeschines himself.
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Oratory and Drama

Thus far I have highlighted some features of oratory that recur in the scholia to Aeschines. It
must be stressed, though, that nowhere do the scholia give any sort of comprehensive definition to oratory
as a genre, only examples of how the original texts are shaped as a result of performance context and
other demands. In fact, there are a number of intriguing ways in which Aeschines’ speeches are treated
very much like tragic performance. One might naturally expect this to be the case to some extent, given
the potential overlap between occupations (Aeschines was an actor) and some obvious correlations in
performance context, namely a few select individuals performing a prepared script in front of a crowd of
fellow-citizens. Yet, the similarity with which oratory and tragedy are treated in the scholia is at times
surprising.

Normally, for instance, identification of speaker and addressee could not be simpler: the orator
speaks to the jurors. At times, however, a scholiast adds clarification for statements that might be
directed to a specific group of people in the jury, to an opponent, or some other individual.”*® These have
much the same flavor as the notes regarding line attribution in the scholia to Euripides and serve the same
purpose. A marker at Against Timarchus 22 tells the reader that when Aeschines speaks of documents
being read it is the ypapparess who has done the reading. A more subtle example comes later in this
speech when Aeschines speaks of the venerable old men at Sparta who are part of the Gerousia, a position
they earned through a lifetime of virtuous action.”* Here the scholiast sees a snide remark aimed at
Timarchus: robro mpos Tov Tipapyov elmev. émeldy yap elme yépovras, v 8¢ kat 6 Tipapyos yépowv, Sl
T00T6 Prov- kabiordol 8¢ adTovs, “He directs this toward Timarchus, for since he said “old men,” and since
Timarchus was an old man, for this reason he says, ‘And they appoint them [on the basis of their lifetime

of virtue].””"

0 Carey’s edition demonstrates that this need still exists, as at the footnote to 2.164.
741
1.180
"2 Note that not all examples of statements pointed to individuals are marked. The personal gibe at the effeminacy
of Timarchus’ clothing includes a direct address to Timarchus himself, but with no scholion to this effect (1.131).
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In other places the discussion of the original text suggests that it should be imagined as being
acted out in a certain way, and here we find some of the same terminology as used in the scholia to
Euripides. Phrases such as kar’ éparnow mark a question,’*® whereas other passages point to a sarcastic
tone. At On the False Embassy 139 Aeschines is said to speak as a man joking, since he speaks to
Timarchus as if he were a good man: yAevalovros 8’ éativ 0 Adyos. as yap éml ayabod TovTo elmev. When
he mentions Demosthenes’ so-called “irrefutable argument” at Against Ctesiphon 17, a note calls his tone
“sarcastic” and even “Demosthenic”: Anpocfevikis mpodiaBarder Ty avrifeoiv, pera fjfovs 6é. Such is
also the case at On the False Embassy 124, where the tag nf.x@s davayvwaréov, at times a difficult phrase
to define, is clarified by Zore yap kar’ elpaveiav 6 Aéyos.”™ There are also some reading cues that
specifically invoke tragedy. When Aeschines accuses Demosthenes of embezzling public funds, his
language is said by a scholiast to be as if on stage, since he directs his words toward Demosthenes as a
thief: Tob1o ka®’ dméxpLowy mpooevekTéov. amoTeiverar yap mpos Tov AnpocBévny as avTov keklodéTa €k TGV
Snuociov kal Lkavis oepvLVOpEVoY €l ToD avalwkéval ek TGOV i8iwv.”® Another intriguing, if mystifying,
note suggests that the beginning of Aeschines’ speech Against Ctesiphon was done rather tragically, while
Demosthenes’ rendering of the same idea at the start of On the Crown was done more “politically,”
evidently meaning more in keeping with a court room: Soxet 8¢ Tpayikdrepov kexpijobar e0bvs év apxq T4
petagopd, moAiTikdTepov 8& vmo Anpoctévous elpfiodar To alTo VT €v TG THs mapampeaPeias, evbvs v
apx7.”*® Finally, a scholion at Against Ctesiphon 152 states that Aeschines” mockery of Demosthenes’
pseudo-concern for dead Athenian soldiers needs a stage delivery and a high pitched voice: rabra Setrac

< a \ ~ 2 z 747
UTTOKPLOEWS KAl (;Swm]g ETLTETAUEVT)S.

743 2.23,2.158, 3.182, 3.223; cf. kab’ smébeov at 1.195.
;j: For the similarity of 76ck@s and xar’ elpwveiav, see also 3.41: elpwveias kal ffovs pearos o Aéyos (Cf. 3.31).

3.19
783 1; recall also Aeschines’ pathetic anadiplosis “Thebes, Thebes” at 3.133.
™7 Two notes on meter also deserve mention here. The first is the recognition that one of Aeschines’ phrases has the
rhythm of a verse of iambic trimeter: Yuets 8 nutv €ogeable Tav Aéywv xperai (3.50). Conversely, though, there is also
a place at which Aeschines is said to have delivered the contents of an oracle, but to have purposely broken up its
original meter. Thus, while this particular element of poetry may be inserted into an oration, it is also at times
consciously avoided.
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There is one more key area in which oratory and drama overlap in the scholia, and that is the way
in which the commentators take for granted that the audience has a dialogic role, if only an intermittent
one, in the actual performance of a speech or drama. At Against Timarchus 83 Aeschines claims that at a
previous public oration by Timarchus, the crowd burst out with laughter when Autolycus unintentionally
used language with a double meaning—Timarchus had in mind the relatively low cost of a renovation
project on the Pnyx, and the listeners who considered Timarchus a prostitute enjoyed an apparent pun on
the low cost of his sexual favors. That the scholiast acknowledges and clarifies this situation shows his
awareness of the possibility of such an outburst: <maAcw> ot dmomretovres mépvov Tov Tipapyov
&boptnoav. T4 ylap dvépara kakéayola mpds Tov éml TovTous Srafallspevor.”*® A similar situation occurs
at On the False Embassy 35, where Philip is said to have told Demosthenes to calm down and deliver his
speech, not fearing an audible response from the crowd as in the theater. A note explains what he
meant: <7 memovfévar> olovel oupiTTeLy 7) ToLoDTS TL TaaeLy. AeABoTws € Staciper TV Snuokpatiav, ws
€v avT]) Ta TorabTa molreverar, “That is, [he told him not to fear] experiencing hissing or some such
thing. And [Philip] imperceptibly ridicules democracy, since such things are a part of that form of
government.” Tt is taken for granted that the signs of disapproval in the theater were also employed in
other public contexts, and in such ways the stage and the court room offered a comparable performance

context that was treated as such by ancient commentators.

Exegetical Methodology

As in the previous chapter, a central question for the Aeschinean scholia is the methodology

employed by the commentators in their exegetical work. Investigation reveals that many similar

8 Elsewhere Aeschines appears to have asked the jury a question and actually received a response: <otkodv uy> s
TGOV SLkaoTOY o’m’otcpwapévwv' els Tovs Temopvevévous, oUTws o’m'ﬁVTnaev (1.159). A humorous parallel in the
Demosthenic scholia must also be mentioned here. “They” say that Demosthenes asked the jury if Aeschines was a
friend or a hireling to Philip, except that he purposefully used the incorrect accent (niofwros) SO that in correcting
him (ueobwrés), the jury would unwittingly supply the answer he was looking for (18.104).
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techniques are used to solve various problems or obscurities in the original text. Included among these is
an appeal to some general truth about “the way things are” in order to substantiate a claim by Aeschines
as valid and real-to-life. When Aeschines says that a certain general might stand up to attempt a
refutation of his claim with an easy arrogance (dmralov kai kaTackomovpevos eavtév), a scholiast
explains the arrogant body language simply as something prideful people are prone to have: 6mep adryv
™ Sy bméfeowy kai T alriav Tob Asyov.”*® Appeals to general truths are of course also a fundamental
part of ancient Greek judicial oratory, particularly in cases such as Against Timarchus, where Aeschines
hangs more on arguments from probability than on actual evidence. See, for example, Aeschines’ general
statement at On the False Embassy 2 that Demosthenes could not have made certain accusations out of
anger, because someone who lies is not angry at the victims of his falsified slander. A scholiast modifies
this somewhat: r67e yap Tis dpyilerar, 6Tav alobavyrar Tyv aAndi aduxiav, “For then is someone [truly]
angry, whenever he perceives true injustice.” Lastly, at the close of On the False Embassy Aeschines
asks the jury not to hand over his family to his enemies, including the “unmanly, effeminate”
Demosthenes.” Interestingly, the scholiast glosses these terms as “savage and merciless,” and for a
fascinating reason: émecd7 Sokotow ai yuvaikes mkpal opodpa elvar mwept 7o dpyileadar. 8o Kkai 6
Mévavdpés ¢nor “¢rAdéveckos 8 éoti kai véa yuvy els pipvev.” The original text in no way sets up this sort
of characterization, but the commentator can nonetheless justify a specific interpretation on the basis of
“the way things are.””™"

Conversely, there is a recognition that not all things fall under this category of universal truths,
for many things change over time, so that problematic passages in an original text might be best solved
through appeals to chronological change. At times the awareness of such change is signaled implicitly

95752

through phrases such as “as we now say,”"”* though other passages refer explicitly to what the men of old

(of madacot) would do or say. Two notes signal this sort of change specifically with regard to

91,132

750 avavdpw kal yvvarkeiw (2.179)

™! For two more examples, see 1.160 (the beloved is normally younger than the lover) and 2.175 (colonization is a
sign of a powerful community of people).
752 See 1.41, with several other examples at 1.97f.
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lexicography, for the men of old would call kingship “tyranny.””** So too did the ancients typically refer
to youth with the term cxia.” What might otherwise be confusing to a contemporary reader is
disentangled by the scholar, who has a sense of how language changes over time.”

There are also numerous examples of the traditional {yrjparal amopiac methodology we found so
prevalent in the previous chapter—that is, a pattern of exegesis involving a question-and-answer format
for typically problematic passages.”® For example, as Aeschines explains to the jury a system of laws
designed to protect young boys from sexually voracious older men, he states that a choregos was to be
older than 40. Unprompted, a scholiast chimes in: xat mas 0 Aquostévns Tpiakovra T Exwv éyévero
Xopmyés; amopia dnlovéTe yopryod, “And how did Demosthenes become choregos at the age of 30?
Clearly because of the pressing need for a choregos.””’ Some questions do not get even provisional
answers,”*® while others give a hint of large questions floating in the back of the scholiasts’ minds, to
which the original text at hand may provide some answers. Such is a note to On the False Embassy 165,
where a commentator jumps at the chance to offer an opinion on the authenticity of a certain speech.
Aeschines says that Demosthenes composed a speech for Apollodorus indicting Phormion on a capital
charge, and the appended note states: éx rovTov 87dov 61 kal ot wepl TRV olkiav AmoAloddpov Aéyor ovk
AmoAdodwpov, aAda Anpoabévous, “From this it is clear that the speeches about the house of Apollodorus
were not by Apollodorus, but Demosthenes.” This statement suggests that the scholiast knew of the

problem already and found some convincing evidence for the Demosthenic origin of these speeches.”®

314,36

754163, 1.182

™ For other examples, see 1.64, 1.65, 1.89, 1.97, 2.78.

8 1 say “traditional” not only because the methodology itself has a long academic history, but also because the
problems themselves seem to be “classic” ones, with different generations of scholars proposing solutions to well-
known mpoBAijpuara.
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%8 2.49

"9 Recall as well the Euripidean scholion at Medea 1342, where the scholiast takes a simple mention of “Tyrrhenian
Scylla” and remarks that Euripides must have thought Odysseus’ wanderings took him to Italy and Sicily, though
the original text makes no mention of this. For the many other examples of {nrjuara Notes in Aeschines, see 1.14,
1.45,1.90, 1.139, 3.69, 3.127.
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The scholia to Aeschines do not show the same allegorical methodology as do the scholia to
Euripides, but even so there is some clue that the scholiasts are open to deeper meaning than the original
text appears to indicate on the surface, of the kind we have already seen regarding Philip’s subtle
disparagement of Athenian democracy as a theater-like enterprise.”® The term used in this corpus to
designate “hidden” information is again alvirrerac, “he alludes to.” This is a term that can be used for
very simple implicit references, such as a subtle nod to Demosthenes at Against Timarchus 117 and to
Cersobleptes at On the False Embassy 84. In Against Ctesiphon there are also a couple of gibes at
Demosthenes’ apparent embezzlement of public funds, and in one of these notes we find another

"*1 A final example, albeit without aivirrera., comes at On the

atvitrerar t0 describe this phenomenon.
False Embassy 164, where Aeschines says that states and individuals must adjust their strategies to suit
their circumstances after giving several examples of how the Athenians had changed their policies often
with other Greeks. A commentator notes a possibility for double interpretation here:
<TOV c’ivSpa> TLVES KOLV@S avTO AapBavovor kat d¢eAtBs, TLves Se TLKPAS, é’vSpa ;Lév TOV TOpavvov,
oA 8¢ T Smpokpariav, s Exopev 1O dotov Tty év Tots @dumrmikols (9.72), év ols Aéyer émeldn
yap €aTLv TPOS AvSpa Kal oUYL GUVETTAONS TOAEWS LaXVY O TTAELLOS.
<rov dvdpa> Some take this commonly and straightforwardly [i.e., literally], but others take it as
piercingly [critical], taking “man” as “tyrant” and “city” as “democracy,” since we have the same
thing in the Philippics, in which he says, “For since the war is against a man and not the strength
of an organized city.”
It is difficult to be sure about the exact meaning of this note, as the scholiast’s description is abbreviated,
but in any case one can see that some readers detected a subtle undercurrent in the original text that was
evidently intended as a biting critique.
Further methodological techniques include, as before, a strong reliance on internal and external
citations. As we saw above, internal references are important as a means of fact checking what both

Aeschines and Demosthenes say, for periodically they are caught giving conflicting information in

different locations, and even just in passing we have seen a number of citations and quotations from both

60235
13.19,3.23
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orators, including cross-references from all three speeches of Aeschines and three others by Demosthenes:
the Philippics, Against Medias, and On the Crown. These references serve a unique purpose for the
Aeschinean scholia insofar as they help clarify the actual historical events of the time period. Citations
are used much more broadly than that, however. As is the case with the Euripidean commentaries,
external references are frequently used to reach solutions to all sorts of issues, whether lexigraphical,
historical, cultural, etc. Homer is not used so often as for the exegesis of Euripides, but he too has a role,
especially in the middle portions of Against Ctesiphon (a further example of the phenomenon of
“clustering”). Other cited authors, all of which are easily traceable in Dilts’ Index Auctorum, include
Plato, Timaeus, Lycurgus, Thucydides, Sophocles, Euripides, Isocrates, Aristophanes,’®? Eumelus,
Apollonius, Menander, Callimachus, Deinarchus, and Apsines.

It is in these citations that we most often encounter our first-person references by the scholiasts
themselves. We have already seen examples of this within the tradition of {nrjuara notes, when a
question or objection is answered by “But we say . . ..” There are also a handful of “it seems to me”
comments.”®® For the citations, this generally takes the form of s &yvaper, “As we observed [in some
other location].””® These hold particular interest for us insofar as they point to a continuous commentary
form with its own internal self-references, and it is especially gratifying to find some instances of
continuity despite the fact that the scholia we have are the product of so much editing and repackaging.
Such is the case, for example, at Against Ctesiphon 122, where a comment about the age at which young
Athenian men were eligible for certain types of military service includes an acknowledgement that this
has been a theme throughout: moAAékis éyvaper 6TL amo okTwkaidexa éTdv éveypadovto els To AnérapyLrov

€, ~ D s - ” \ ’ ~ s D \ ” 2 ~ 2 s b \
ot Abnpvator, kai épvrarTov 8o et Ta TAnoiov Tijs moAews, kal amo elkooLy ET@V €€TPXOVTO ELS TOUS

762 1.¢., the comic poet. There are a couple of instances of the verb xauwdéw, showing that someone has been the
subject of treatment in a comedy (1.64, 1.157), which is the same type of note that we saw several times in the
Euripidean scholia. See also 2.157, where a scholiast refers to comedic stock characters by name.

783 Note that these generally, though not always, have a smaller number of manuscript attestations. See 1.107,
1.126, 1.143, 2.22.

764129, 1.79, 2.82, 2.177, 3.35, 3.54, 3.124. This marks a distinct difference in the formulae of the scholia to
Aeschines and Euripides, for | find no such example in the latter.
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bmrepopiovs modépous.’™ It is not always clear to what these types of comments refer,”® but it nonetheless
gives us some sense of continuity running through the scholia.

The first-person references may actually be seen as part of a larger didactic methodology.
Personal references to the commentator, or to other places at which the commentator has given
information, invites the reader to view the commentary as one-on-one instruction. The {yrjpara passages
even make this somewhat of a dialogic relationship: “Someone may ask . .. but wesay....” Yet, itis
not just the formulation of specific comments that hints at a didactic relationship between scholar and
audience, but also the content of particular notes, where it becomes clear that the scholiast is interested
not only in clarifying a passage of the original text, but in teaching a broader lesson. These include
differentiations in terminology for polyvalent words, such as soguaris,”®’ or clarification for words that
appear similar but are not, where a simple gloss could have sufficed for the present moment.”® There are
also some grammatical aids, as for the declension of ‘Omots,” the principal parts of mapadiw,’” and
other help with verb forms.””* Other notes present a surprisingly extensive description of names or events
mentioned in the original text, as we have already seen with the description of the Nine Roads and the

Erinyes.”"

Arguments by analogy are also used sometimes with this kind of note, so that the example of
a particular phenomenon within the original text leads to a short lesson on how, for example, language

works in general. For instance, a orparyyiov is a place where arparyyoi assemble, just as dpyeta refers to

785 E.g., 2.167f.; note too the possible connection between 2.82 and 2.61 (or even 1.104?).

766 E g, the “as we said above” (@s dvarépw elmopev) at On the False Embassy 82 concerning the selection of the
Council chairmen has no clear referent, and the word mpéedpos does not occur in the scholia to this speech before
this note. It is conceivable that the commentary went “backwards” starting with Against Ctesiphon, where there is
discussion of the relevant terms, but it seems more likely that a previous comment was simply lost.

o7 roA& yap onpaiver Tobvopa (1.125); cf. 3.50.

708 Tur0) ) Tpogos, Ti0 7 pappy, Tnbis 7 Oeta (1.126).

% Aiverau 8¢ 5 Omods, Tis 'Omodvros (1.144).

70337

™ 286, 2.87. Note that these come only from Manuscript a and that the previous two come only from Manuscript
g. Itis perhaps a sign of how the scholia to Aeschines were used that these notes seem to have been phased out, or
perhaps that they were later additions and were not a part of the commentary tradition from the beginning. Much
more analysis of scholia from many authors would be needed to say more on this.

772 2 31, 1.118; cf. the treatment of choruses and dithyrambs at 1.10.
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a place where dpyovres meet.”” So too an accepted analogy between two nouns (mapamopmiv,
ovatpateiav) IS used as the basis for a replacement of one verb for another (o0 Aéyer mpomépumav, aAla

, 774
O'UO"TPG.TEU(UV) .

Conclusions and Inconclusions

It is easy to point out flaws in the Aeschinean scholia. At times the glosses are incredibly

obvious or simply miss the point.””

At other times there is information presented that is more or less
exactly what is stated in the original text, such that the notes seem entirely superfluous.”® Other
comments offer interpretations that are very strange at best, and some factual statements do not accord

T Add to this the countless instances in which information is

with what we know from other sources.
reduplicated needlessly, even within the same manuscripts, such that the scholia often appear haphazardly
thrown together.

Nonetheless, the scholia to Aeschines provide us with some information that we would not
otherwise possess, and in many places the questions that the commentators address are the same questions
that still face us today. For this reason it is instructive to read the scholia alongside a modern edition like
Carey’s, for one finds a surprising amount of overlap in how certain notes are phrased. Whether Carey is
simply channeling the scholia in these passages or not, it is clear that some appreciation is owed to how
our own expectations for a scholarly commentary are a reflection of those from the ancient world.

And to be sure, the errors and other oddities in the scholia make them even more intriguing. If

there is a grammatical mistake, why is this so? If the interpretation of a passage seems completely

3285

™ 2 168; note that we have already seen this sort of argument with the word for “bastard” at 2.93.

7751.122,1.160

7791.172,1.173

" For passages that differ from the information provided by Carey’s edition, see 1.56 and 1.103. Note also the odd
treatment of the Olympic truces at 2.12, or mistakes such as the story about “Philippides” (i.e., Pheidippides, 2.130).
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illogical to us, what are the foundational assumptions that made such an observation sensible to an ancient
scholar? And where there are factual inaccuracies, what can that tell us about the source material
available to the scholiasts? There is also some comic value along the way from various bizarre notes.
We learn that Crobylus was completely obsessed about his hair, and that he was mocked for having an

778

ugly face.””” We hear that the xépxwmes were wild and savage animals that were metamorphized into

monkeys, or that they they were two ruffian pirate brothers whom Heracles punished for the theft of the

779

cattle of Geryon—though others just say they are a kind of evil monkey."” We are also told that one day

when initiates of the Eleusinian Mysteries came to the sea to be purified, a sea beast snatched one of them

780

up—or others say that two people were taken.”™ And finally, when Aeschines tells the jury to come

down hard on Timarchus (amookisare), the scholiast imaginatively says he means “Fall upon him like
lightning.”"®*

There is also the question of audience. We have noted how the scholiasts tend to include
information that is for general education, but this alone is not enough to say that the intended audience is
schoolchildren, for even in the case of grammatical aids we could be dealing with adult readers, especially
Romans, who know Greek only as a second or even third language. As mentioned earlier, there are also
notes to rhetorical terms (figures, parts of an oration, etc.) that are generally unexplained and were
therefore presumably inaccessible for those who had not had at least some theoretical instruction in the
subject. Though we are still largely uncertain about the competence of the anticipated reader—and

though the variorum nature of the scholia means that we are likely dealing with the remains of

commentaries that were intended for different audiences—such evidence does suggest that at least one

8 airods TAeLpe TV kepady kal epudokadel Tas Tpixas (1.64). éxwpwdibn ws aloypos v ouv (1.71).
™ tia Noav QU kal mavodpya of képkaes, ods 81 paot peraBefAnrévar els mbijkovs. ol képkwmes yévos Ti DrfpyoV
Aoty kal mavobpywv mepl v Avydmy, ovs éripwprioaro HpaxAfs 8ua v kdomqy 1év Bodv 1ot I'mpiovos. ﬁa'av de
adedol 8vo. Ties 8¢ éémyodvTar Tovs képkwmas eldos mbijkwy Tavoipywy (2.40).

80 warebovraw Tév pvotdv éml v BdAacoav émi 1o kabapbijvar, fpmacav Eva adT@GY TO KijTOS . . . oL 8€ AéyovaLy oTL
8vo katépayev (3.130). See Carey’s note here; the scholiasts may whale be misapplying information from Plutarch’s
Phocion 28.6.

8 Sikmv kepavvod éveméoere (1.193).
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strand of our scholia were intended for readers of a more mature age, or at least ones that had undergone
some sort of oratorical training.

In terms of comparison with the Euripidean scholia, the Aeschinean scholia in large part represent
the same methodological approach to the original text as we saw before, and much of the terminology and
many of the formulae employed for explaining the text are very similar, if not exactly the same. Some of
the same central questions are asked, and the breadth of knowledge employed to understand different
facets of the original texts is again large. In fact, the overlap is striking enough at some points to cause us
to gquestion the extent to which the scholiasts even think in terms of generic classifications. Certainly in
practice the notes to Aeschines will necessarily look different from those to Euripides (e.g., in the
emphasis on legal terminology), but we have seen how in certain categories of literary composition and
aesthetics the two types of discourse are treated quite similarly. More analysis is necessary from other
types of scholia to determine whether these similarities occur across other boundaries as well (e.g., epic
and history). In any case, the scholia to Aeschines and Euripides help us to question our own generic
distinctions. Did the Greeks think of oratory and tragedy as differently as we do? The scholia may

suggest that they did not.
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CHAPTER 4

Barbare Vortendum: The Commentaries to Terence

adhuc nulla reprehensio, siquidem licet transferre de Graeco in Latinum.

Donatus, Commentum in Eunuchum Terentii 23

The importance of Greek literature for Roman authors has by now been so fully confirmed that it
cannot be doubted, even for those who wish to emphasize the presence of originality in Latin literature.
The Romans themselves made it clear that, while they were carving out new territory in the landscape of
their own literary culture, they owed a debt of influence to their Greek predecessors for the content and
form of their own work. The Augustan Library on the Palatine represents this interrelationship with its
shelves of Greek volumes on one side and Roman on the other, of which the latter still had some (literally
and metaphorically) empty spaces that awaited literary creations by the Romans to match their Greek
counterparts.”® Thus, Roman literature was viewed as a distinct accomplishment, but could never be
considered apart from the Greek shelves across the way. At the same time, the presence of Greek
volumes in a Roman building on the hill representing the power of the empire itself declares that Greek
culture must also be viewed within its Roman context.

It is interesting that, while so much literature has been devoted to the Roman response to Greek
literature, so little concern has been given to the Roman response to Greek scholarship on that same
literature. Did Roman scholars adopt Greek scholarship wholesale? Did they, like the Roman authors
whose work they elucidated, take general principles and formulae from the Greeks while nonetheless

considering their work a distinctly Roman practice? Did they have any regard at all for their Romanness,

82 Horsfall (1993)
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or did they simply consider themselves to be a continuation of the Greek scholarly tradition, identifying
with an academic heritage that transcended ethnic difference (“We are not Roman scholars—we are
simply scholars™)? These questions mark out some of the empty shelves in our knowledge of ancient
scholarship, and in the next two chapters we will set about filling that largely empty space with
substantive observations on the relationship between Greek and Roman scholarship.

A shift to commentaries on Terence raises important questions in addition to the general topic of
how Roman scholars appropriated or rejected the Greek academic tradition. That we are dealing again
with a dramatic performance context calls us to reconsider the approaches used by scholars to the texts of
Euripides—and to a lesser extent Aeschines, whose oratorical performances were treated in much the
same way, as | have shown. Specifically, we must ask how (whether) the commentators deal with the
concept of genre, the identity and role of the author, and the identity and role of the audience. Do
commentators on Terence have the same concern for staging? Does their work demonstrate an awareness
(or attempt at awareness) of the original performance context, or do they consider the texts only as written
and not (re-)performed? What is the breadth of knowledge called upon to explain Terence, and do the
exegetical methodologies employed closely follow those of Greek scholars? Do Terentian commentators

show any interests or techniques that are not evident in the other corpora of scholia we have examined?’®

The Texts

The textual situation for the commentaries on Terence is curious indeed. For Euripides and

Aeschines, we possess as marginalia the remnants from (and some later additions to) a patchwork of

"8 |t must be noted that one cannot prove that individual Latin scholia are later than the extant Greek scholia, since
we cannot say when the latter were included in the stream of scholarship that eventually resulted in our extant texts
(the inclusion of Latin words transcribed in a few of the Greek notes, at least, suggests that some of this Greek
scholarship was carried out during or after the Roman period; cf. the aforementioned references to the school of
Marcellinus). Even so, in general terms we may speak of Roman scholarship as a later development, and as I will
show there are specific evidences of this in the commentaries to Terence.
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ancient scholarship that is only sporadically attributed to a named individual. For Terence, on the other
hand, we have in addition to some anonymous marginal scholia two free-standing commentaries to which
the names of known individuals are attached. Though the purpose of my investigation is to trace larger
ideas that constitute “ancient scholarship,” and though full consideration of manuscripts goes beyond the
scope of this project, | will offer some clarification on these forms in which the ancient scholarly
information reaches us.

Purportedly the oldest source we possess is the commentary attributed to the fourth-century
scholar Aelius Donatus.”® That what we possess comes ultimately from Donatus is agreed upon, but
there is also near certainty that we do not have the commentary as he wrote it in its full form, but rather
some sort of extract (and perhaps a re-combination of two partially-garbled excerpts of the original) with
notes to the six extant plays of Terence: Andria, Heauton Timorumenos, Eunuchus, Phormio, Hecyra, and
Adelphoe. "® Mountford is optimistic that the extant Donatus is rather close to the original, but Zetzel
shows that the most likely scenario is that the commentary of Donatus existed in several abridgements in
antiquity and was not transmitted as a single authoritative text, so that while our extant text does seem to
be Donatian, it by no means represents the entirety of his work.’®

The other free-standing commentary that we possess for these six plays is that of Eugraphius,
who may have lived in the sixth century. His work, which is included in Wessner’s edition of Donatus, is
unique in that he tends to focus primarily on rhetorical themes and the structure of speeches, with
extensive lemmata and heavy amounts of paraphrasing. As we will see, there is not a great deal of

787

overlap between Eugraphius and Donatus,”™" though it is plausible that Eugraphius drew his material from

the original version of Donatus, which was then cut down and later reassembled into the version we

"84 The fourth-century teacher of Jerome and author of commentaries on Terence and Vergil whose grammatical
treatises (Ars Maior, Ars Minor) were heavily influential for centuries. The classic edition of his commentary on
Terence is Wessner (1902-8), which | use here.

8 Mountford (1934, 119ff.); Wessner (1902-8, xliv-xIvi); cf. Reeve (1979), Zetzel (1975)

78 1975, esp. 353f.

871 will continue to use the name “Donatus” without any qualification to describe the commentary we possess
under his name, though it is to be remembered that we probably do not have the commentary as he originally
composed it. | take as a working assumption that, despite some potential transformations in shape, the notes we
possess give an essentially accurate (if perhaps curtailed) picture of his scholarly approach.
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possess—a hypothesis that could account for the information in Eugraphius that cannot be found in the
Donatian commentaries. Ultimately, though, Eugraphius could conceivably have had access to multiple
other commentaries, so he may not have used Donatus in any serious way, and perhaps not at all.

Further, there are about 1500 marginal scholia found in the Bembine manuscript of Terence,
which was written at the end of the fourth century or beginning of the fifth, edited by loviales in the sixth,
and annotated to reach its current form in the subsequent century or two. These notes are most abundant
for the Eunuchus, with substantial amounts for the Heauton and Adelphoe, but with very little for the
Phormio, almost nothing for the Andria, and nothing at all for the Hecyra. A very useful edition is that of
Mountford (1934), who keeps a careful eye to the correspondence between the Bembine scholia and the
free-standing commentaries mentioned above. The history of the scholia is quite complicated, but
Mountford’s hypothesis can be summarized as follows: the bulk of the extant Bembine scholia come
ultimately from a pre-Donatian commentary, possibly that of Aemilius Asper.”® The scholia show a clear
correspondence with Donatus at Phormio 1-59, but otherwise there is not enough overlap to suggest that
the notes we have were derived in large part from Donatus—either the current version or the original—
and the correspondences that do exist can reasonably be explained by positing a common source for both.
Complicating our understanding of the Bembine scholia is the unique kinship of Phormio 1-59 with
Donatus, the absence of any scholia to the Hecyra and the end of the Heauton, and the intermingling of
two scholiastic scripts, which Mountford calls Hand 1 and Hand 2, the latter of which is demonstrably
later.”® In any case, all of the Scholia Bembina are generally dated to around the seventh century, and

not earlier than the sixth.”°

"8 That the scholiasts are using older commentaries and not simply coming up with their own interpretations is
supported by the fact that they refer to what “others” say and the fact that some notes (e.g., the information given on
Luscius at Eunuchus 11) are too specific to be created simply from a reading of Terence, as Mountford points out,
and must be relying on other sources.

"8 For a demonstration of chronology, see for example the note and explanation at Eunuchus 126, where an
alternative to Hand 1°s note is clearly added by Hand 2. This same type of phenomenon in other places shows that
neither of the scholiasts is loviales himself.

"0 \While I have not differentiated strongly between the types of notes for each play, it is worth noting that the
Heauton seems to have a concentration of grammatical notes, and that the Adelphoe seems to have a good supply of
comments on rhetoric. These are simply blanket observations and need to be treated more rigorously, but it is
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I offer a quick word here on the possible sources of these three strands of commentary. As stated
above, the sources for Eugraphius and the Scholia Bembina are obscure, though perhaps we can say with
Mountford that they derive ultimately from a pre-Donatian commentary such as Asper’s. What then of
the sources for Donatus? The text itself provides some hint through direct citation of scholarship. It is
clear that Varro was an important source for lexicographical and cultural information,”* though I find
only general citations and no evidence that Donatus (or any of Donatus’ sources) found in his work any
direct commentary on Terence. The situation is different for Nigidius (first century BC), Probus (first
century AD), and Asper (late first/ early second century AD), all of whom are cited for critical work on
Terence’s plays. Nigidius is said to have provided a note at Phormio 233 (hic Nigidius annotavit) and to
have asked a question about the use of celari at Phormio 182. Donatus cites Probus for his punctuation of
Eunuchus 46 and Andria 720, with a further note of his (annotavit) at Phormio 49. The opinions of both
Probus and Asper appear at Adelphoe 323 in a discussion of which character is speaking to whom in that
verse. One wants more exact analysis to say how heavily Donatus leans on Asper, but suffice it to say
that the door is left open for those who wish to explain the Phormio overlap in Donatus and the Scholia
Bembina with an appeal to Asper as a common source.

A few other Roman sources may help us broaden our perspective on what was available in terms
of scholarship on Terence and his work. Quintilian avails himself from time to time of a quotation from
Terence, but without any exegetical or evaluative discussion of the text itself, and his only judgment on
Terence’s merit is very general: his writings are elegantissima, but could have been more so if they had
been kept to trimeter verses.””” Suetonius’ Vita Terentii is more helpful for us, since therein we find the
names of a number of men who, if they did not write commentaries on Terence’s work, at least made

some general remarks about him. In addition to some Terence trivia, we find in Suetonius a mention of

important to question the types of notes that appear in different sections of the Scholia Bembina, especially since we
know that they are coming from different hands and (potentially) different sources.

L Eun. 256; Ad. 583, 952; Ph. 49

792.10.1, where he adds that Terence’s writings were said to have been the work of Scipio Africanus, a rumor that
Suetonius also discusses (non obscura fama est adiutum Terentium in scriptis a Laelio et Scipione, Vita Terentii 3).
Terence himself addresses this in the prologue to the Adelphoe, so we are left again with the important question of
source: did scholars extrapolate from the prologue that Terence had help, or was that known from elsewhere?
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information contained in the didascalia for the Eunuchus (specifically that it was so successful that it was
performed twice in one day and that it earned 8,000 sesterces, more than any comedy up to that point), as
well as Varro’s comment that the beginning of Terence’s Adelphoe was even better than that of

3 \We also

Menander’s play: nam Adelphorum principium Varro etiam praefert principio Menandri.
have a fragment of Varro’s Menippean Satires that praises Caecilius for his plots, Terence for his ethics,
and Plautus for his speeches/ style: poetice est ars earum rerum / in quibus partibus in argumentis

4 \sarro also has some references

Caecilius poscit palmam, / in ethesin Terentius, in sermonibus Plautus.
to Terence in his De Lingua Latina, but only for providing an example of a particular linguistic
phenomenon. It must be stressed that these sources provide some background, but do not help us greatly
in understanding the sources for the commentaries themselves, except where mentioned explicitly by
Donatus, Eugraphius, or the Bembine scholiasts. One fruitful avenue for further research here would be
an analysis of literary terminology used by Quintilian and its relation to the commentaries, for which |
will point out a few correspondences later on.

The appearance of Donatus in Wessner’s edition is like that of the scholia we have seen already—
multiple manuscripts exist, so the editor aims at the single “correct” version on the basis of collation and
recension of manuscripts. For Mountford, the situation is much different, since he is working from only
one manuscript, and where there are illegible or missing pieces, supplements must be made by careful
guesswork, a strong familiarity with scholiastic formulae, and at times a comparison with other
commentaries that have similar notes. Thus, the systems of notation used by Wessner and Mountford in
their citation of the commentaries are quite a bit different. As stated above, since my project aims at a
holistic understanding of Terentian scholarship, I am not overly encumbered by the illegibility of a few
notes, though there are a few lost portions that must have been quite juicy—SIT TIBI TERRA LEVIS.

Thus, for the purpose of readability, | will adopt the text of Mountford without using his careful system of

parentheses and brackets to denote portions of words that have been abbreviated or individual letters that

%3 Vita 2
%4 Frag. 399
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have been supplemented—both of which are frequent occurrences; the curious reader is invited to
examine Mountford’s text itself. The symbols < > will continue to be used to mark lemmata, though
Mountford’s system is different.”® In those cases where my argument does hinge on uncertain portions
of the scholia, I will bring special attention to the problems of the text. 1 am also not going to
differentiate between Hand 1 and Hand 2, since 1) | am again looking for larger patterns in exegesis, and
2) the second scholiast seems partially if not completely to have used the same source material as the first
scholiast. | will add also that the commentaries occasionally include Greek script, but in some cases
Greek terms are transliterated into Latin; in my quotations | use the script found in the commentaries and
do not transliterate everything back into Greek.

The qualities of each commentator will emerge as we see more and more examples in the course
of this study, but a few preliminary remarks may be made here. It is to be emphasized that we are dealing
again with the variorum style of commentary. Thus, the precautions needed for the previous chapters still
apply: that is, when a scholar like Didymus or Donatus states an opinion or gives information, we cannot
say with any certainty whether the idea is an original one, and we may also expect to see some incarnation
of the typical variorum formula “Some say . . . but others say . ...” This is especially the case with
Donatus, for whom we have attestation in the programmatic epistle to Munatius that his commentary to
Vergil incorporated a technique of selection that aimed at a fair and faithful presentation of the best
commentaries he could access, free from excessive tampering on Donatus’ part.”*® The commentary to
Terence seems to maintain this basic approach, especially in its frequent use of et and aliter transitions

that behave like gGAAws—that is, they indicate a new entry only and can mean anything from “Here is a

%5 Mountford also describes a number of instances where the scholiast has included markers and reference signs in
the text, but since he does not give facsimiles of the manuscript, it is impossible to say much on the basis of his
edition alone. Suffice it to say that there is no hint of the Greek scholiastic formula “This gets a chi because . . . .’
7% See Epist. 1-9: inspectis fere omnibus ante me qui in Virgilii opere calluerunt, brevitati admodum studens quam
te amare cognoveram, adeo de multis pauca decerpsi, ut magis iustam offensionem lectoris exspectem, quod
veterum sciens multa transierim, quam quod paginam compleverim supervacuis. agnosce igitur saepe in hoc
munere collaticio sinceram vocem priscae auctoritatis. cum enim liceret usquequaque nostra interponere,
maluimus optima fide, quorum res fuerant eorum etiam verba servare. Note also that Jerome, the student of
Donatus, followed a similar technique of setting various interpretations side-by-side and letting the discerning reader
judge between them (McDonough 2004, xv).

bl
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supporting note,” to “And now for something completely different.””®” The Bembine scholia do not have
this formula as frequently, though there are still some passages that point to compiling.”*®

In spite of this variorum style, however, there remain a few instances of the commentator’s own
voice in the notes, much as there was to some extent with Euripides and especially with the frequent “as
we observed” formula in the scholia to Aeschines. For instance, Donatus exclaims that those who find
Terence’s use of comic stock characters blameworthy are being ridiculously critical: quid stultius aut
calumiosius dici potest?’®® The Bembine scholia have a few examples of a commentator’s exclamations
that also carry a personal touch. When Geta explains that Aeschinus has openly taken a new girlfriend
instead of fulfilling his obligations with another woman, the scholiast shouts: o inpudentiam singularem
ut non abscondat quod mali committit!*® Later, when Demea greets his son in a loving and gentle
manner—much altered from his previous sternness—the scholiast exclaims: quam cito censuram lenitate
mutavit! quam optimum subito patrem naturalis affectio effecit! Further, a fantastic note on different
kinds of lips at Eunuchus 336 leads to an outburst:

labellum pueri habent, ut Vergilius [Ecl. 2.34], ‘calamo trivisse labellum’; labrum iuvenes [Ecl.

3.47] ‘necum illis labra admovi’; labia mulieres sive senes. sed quantum Donatus commentator

Vergilii refert! labeae dicuntur inferiores.

Boys have a labellum, as Vergil says, “calamo trivisse labellum’; young men have a labrum,

“necum illis labra admovi”; women or old men have labia. But how greatly Donatus the

commentator of Vergil differs!®®® [Rather] the lips “down there” are called labeae.
Eugraphius will also make a few signposting comments from time to time with first-person verbs; for

instance, after a summary of the nature of the Eunuchus prologue, he states: nunc iam singula, ut

proposuimus, explicemus, and as he passes to the first act, he adds: hic iam comoediae ipsius res

7 An especially salient example is the relatively lengthy discussion of the phrase plus satis at Eunuchus 85. At the
third and final entry for this phrase, Donatus gives his own opinion: hoc quidam putant, at mihi videtur . .. . See
also his numerous explanations of falsum, vanum, and fictum at Eunuchus 104.

8 Eun. 56, 130; Haut. 205. The first of these contains a variant of the familiar “which is better” formula (sed

melius est . . . ). The second is the traditional “some . . . others . . .” arrangement (alii . . . alii . . .). The third offers
three possible grammatical interpretations, with explanations of each.
799

Eun. 5

800 Ad. 328. Though this might simply have been a sentiment of Sostrata given by the scholiast mimetically, | find it
unlikely, since she does not say anything quite to this effect.
81 This is because Donatus’ note to this verse suggests that labia refers to the pudenda muliebria.
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potestatemque noscamus, another echo of the commentator’s voice.®? Finally, note that the
commentators occasionally introduce second-person addressees into their work, as we saw for Euripides
and Aeschines. Such is the case when the scholiast says that “you” should understand moror as if it were
nolo, a usage that Vergil also has.®®

Lastly, before I set out the topical categories and exegetical methodology of the Terentian
commentaries, it is important to issue a caveat. As for the Euripidean and Aeschinean material,
presentation in the modern edition is a crucial one when it comes to evaluating the quality of the
commentators. This is especially true for the Scholia Bembina, Donatus, and Eugraphius. Mountford’s
technique is to maintain the state of the original as closely as possible by not regularizing the orthography,
including the Greek words that seem to have an appearance that is (to us) very odd. Wessner chooses to
regularize the Latin and Greek for Donatus and Eugraphius, and the result is that the latter seem more
professional than the Bembine scholiasts. This judgment is to be avoided, for the critical apparatus for
Donatus and Eugraphius shows that the same imprecisions exist in their manuscripts.?®* In fact,
Mountford points out a few passages for which a Bembine note is superior to the corresponding note of
Donatus: at Eunuchus 54 the scholiast’s identification of the legal metaphors used by Terence is more
exact than Donatus’; at Eunuchus 50 the Bembine scholion cites Sallust more accurately than Donatus
does; and at Phormio 13 the scholiast’s solution to a grammatical dilemma is not correct, but it is not as
absurd as Donatus’ suggestion. Thus, it will be especially important to remove any preconceived notions

about the inferiority of marginal scholia to free-standing commentaries, or of later material to earlier.

82 Eun. prol. 1; Eun. 44

83 Eun. 184 (Bem.)

84| have decided to regularize the Greek. Though this decision has its drawbacks, any careful analysis of medieval
Greek script should be done directly via the manuscripts anyway, and what concerns me most is not the orthography
of the commentators’ Greek quotations and terms, but the fact that they are using Greek at all.
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Lexicography

Let me begin the systematic outlay of topical concerns again with lexicography, since as always
the definition of words is the foundation of literary interpretation.’® Here one finds nothing surprising:
rare, ambiguous, or otherwise difficult words are glossed with simpler words. | provide a few very basic

807

examples from the Bembine scholia: hospite is glossed with peregrino,®® propter with iuxta,®’ putabit

808 810

with aestimabit and cogitabit,*® garri with res ineptas loquere,®® and bono with securo and utili.
Remember too that glossing for individual words is carried out for whole sentences as well, and some
notes reproduce the standard Greek formulae o Aéyos éariv / 5 svvrais éorwv, such as with the phrase
sensus est at Phormio 12 and Adelphoe 313, and in the frequent paraphrasing found throughout
Eugraphius.

It will be noted that the exceptionally long strings of glosses from the Euripidean and Aeschinean
scholia are not to be found for Terence. Many reasons could explain this reduction in “heavy” glossing,
including a generally richer copia of Greek vocabulary, but one principle at work may be the particular
attention paid by the commentators of Terence to technical differentiation between words of similar
meaning, such that extended glossing could actually be misleading insofar as words are treated as
synonyms when there are in fact precise differences in their usage. For instance, Donatus states explicitly
at Eunuchus 27 that the imprudentia described by Terence in his prologue is ignorantia, but not stultitia.
Later he differentiates between prudens (being able to perceive something by one’s own intelligence) and

sciens (knowing something that is revealed by another person).®** Compare a Bembine scholion at

Eunuchus 117 that defines educatio as moral instruction, whereas doctrina pertains to skill, e.g. in a

805 The appearance of this and other such categories in Donatus are also isolated by Jakobi (1996), who covers
grammar, rhetorical theory, stylistic analysis, characterization, and more. My study is less comprehensive for these
categories, but it is also broader insofar as | also incorporate Eugraphius and the Bembine scholia, in addition to
covering other topics such as the poet himself, genre, exegetical methods, etc.

806 An. 803

87 Eun. 368

88 Haut. 485

89 pPhorm. 496

%19 Ad. 543

S Eun. 72
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musical instrument. Another scholion discusses words for “finding”: inter repperire et invenire hoc
interest: repperimus quod obvium se oculis praebet . . . invenimus quaerentes.*** More Bembine
examples from the Heauton provide short lists explaining how alteration of a verb’s prefix can change its

813

sense: ferre dicimus leviora, sufferre quae nos onerant;™™ reticemus dolentia, obticemus pudenda,

tacemus secreta;®**

sedemus desidia . . . residemus otio . . . praesidemus rei commissae . . . adsidemus
aegris, iudicantibus.®*> More help is given to those who confuse smooches, kisses, and pecks:

inter savium, osculum, et basium hoc interest quod savium meretricibus tantum quod causa

suavitatis datur, basium autem circa pudica matrimonia, osculum circa liberos vel parentes; nam

et Vergilius ‘oscula libavit natae. ®*°

There is this difference between savium, osculum, and basium: a savium is that which is given

only to courtesans, on account of its sweetness (suavitas), and the basium pertains to chaste

marriage, and the osculum pertains to children or parents; for Vergil says, “He bathed his
daughter in kisses.”

Note, however, that such differentiations sometimes collapse. Merely two hundred verses after
the explication of repperire and invenire in the Bembine schlolia, for example, the former is glossed as
the latter without apology.®’ So too Donatus, in response to a verse reading bonam magnamque partem
ad te attulit, states two opinions on the adjectives: haec dicuntur {oodvvapodvra, ut [Haut. 5.1.53] ‘abs te
petere et poscere.’ an potius ‘bonam’ specie, ‘magnam’ quantitate? Et: nunc discretive dictum est, nam
alias ‘bona’ pro magna accipimus. “These are called synonymous, as in ‘to seek and ask from you.” Or

rather does bonam refer to kind and magnam to quantity? Also: now it has been spoken with

differentiation, for elsewhere we take bona as meaning magna.” This fascinating example not only gives

812 Eyn. 308; compare also Eunuchus 673 and Heauton 285, where the same point is made, but with offendere
replacing repperire.

8% Haut. 453

814 Haut. 85

815 Haut. 124

818 Eun. 456; cf. Servius (Aen. 1.260). Though the terms may be used synonymously, the distinction is generally
workable in at least some cases (e.g., the ius osculi, Suet. Claud. 26; the basia of Catullus 5; and the suavium as an
amatory kiss at Plaut. Truc. 2.4.5).

8" Eun. 512
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a sense of the variorum style found throughout Donatus, but also shows that at least some lexicographical
distinctions should not be regarded as ironclad.®"®

Not only are differentiations made between similar words, but at times a single word does not
contain enough specificity by itself and requires an epithet of some kind. This is the category of words
that are rav péowv, that is, vocabulary that resides in the “middle” between two possible significations and
that can be pushed one way or another with attending modifiers.**® Such is facinus, which is steered in
the direction of “wrongdoing” by the adjective audax at Eunuchus 644, to which the Bembine scholiast
responds: rav péowv est facinus; nam potest et bonum esse, potest et malum; ideo semper cum epitheto
debet poni. The same is true for nobilis: @v péowv: Nobilis Africanus, nobilis gladiator.® Other
passages do not use the phrase rav péowv explicitly, though the principle is easily discernible. For this
reason natalis cannot be used by itself, because it can refer to the hour or the day.®?* Donatus uses similar
language to describe nuper: ex illis verbis est, quae veteres propter ambiguitatem cum adiectione
proferebant; nam nisi adderet ‘nunc,” hoc ‘nuper’ olim, pridem etiam significasset, “This belongs to
those words with which the ancients preferred to have an adjective on account of their ambiguity; for if he
had not added nunc, this nuper could also have meant ‘once upon a time,” ‘long ago.””**

Coupled with these notes on semantic distinctions is a series of comments that mark the diction of
Terence and his characters as proper or improper, a feature that will be familiar from such Greek terms as
akvpws and karaypmorikas in previous chapters. When Phormio states that Chremes’ wife will have
something to complain about (ogganniat) to her husband for the rest of his life, the Bembine scholiast
glosses the verb as follows: cum querella murmuret; gannire enim canes proprie dicuntur.?”® The phrase
dedit existimandi copiam is also pointed out as an “unusual expression” (nova locutio) requiring at least

an acknowledgement of its irregularity, even if the meaning itself must have been considered clear

88 Eor more on differentiation in terminology, see the Scholia Bembina at Heauton 102, 231 and Adelphoe 785.
819 Compare the év péoe formula from the Euripidean scholia.

820 Haut. 227 (Bem.); cf. Don. Hec. 797 (et meretrix et gladiator nobilis dici solet)

%! phorm. 48 (Bem; cf. Don.)

82 Eun. 9; cf. Haut. 53 (Bem.)

83 phorm. 1030; cf. Phorm. 38
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enough to let by without glossing.* At the same time, we should not assume automatically that
irregularity is a sign of a mistake, for the Bembine scholiast states explicitly that, when Phaedria says that
he is frozen at the sight of Thais (tremo horreoque) and Parmeno responds that Phaedria is now
exceedingly hot (i.e., with love), the conjunction of hot and cold terminology is something that “we” also
express—and Vergil had as well: sicuti de frigoribus usurpamus ‘ignem,’ possumus et ex igne frigus’
usurpare; nam et Vergilius ‘hos penetrabile frigus adurit. ®® Donatus confirms this tendency to “misuse”
words pertaining to temperature extremes in his own note to the passage, though with an expansion that
we will examine later under a different category. Such examples show again that lexicographical matters
are not always completely inflexible, and the implicit defense of Terence’s locutions is a sign that some
slack should be given in at least some instances for linguistic expression. How this flexibility exhibits
itself in poetry specifically will become clear later in this chapter.

Another familiar category of lexicographical note is a series of etymologies, some of which are
rather creative. The adverb venuste means pulchre and is derived from Venus,®?® while sollers is
someone who is totally devoted to his or her art (solus in arte).?*” Orcus is called Dis because he is rich in

souls (dives animarum).®?®

The use of calamitas to refer to the ruination of a family estate, as we learn
from Donatus at Eunuchus 79, is appropriate because it is used to describe the agriculturally deleterious
effects of hail: proprie. ‘calamitatem’ rustici grandinem dicunt, quod comminuat calamum, id est culmum
ac segetem. Eugraphius states that amatory “rivals” are so called because they share, as it were, one river
of love: rivales dicuntur, qui unam amant vel meretricem vel amicam, quod quasi uno rivo amoris

utantur.’® Another passage from the Bembine scholia gives alternate etymologies for cuppedenarius

(confectioner), one from each scholiast: cuppedenarii: [Hand 1] dicuntur qui poma distrahunt aut ideo

84 Haut. 282 (Bem.)

823 Eun. 84; note that the quotation of Vergil (G. 1.93) is not exact, though close enough to validate the point being
made. It is worth noting that Demetrius (On Style 135) used similar terminology to describe the graceful effect of
literature to express something through its opposite, but there is no hint of such a literary aesthetic in the scholion

here.

86 Eun. 457 (Bem.)

%7 Eun. 478 (Bem.)

828 Ad. 770 (Bem.)

%29 Eun. 268
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eos sic appellavit quasi quod nummorum cupiditate teneantur. [Hand 2] aliter cupidinarii cupiditatibus
populi servientes.® That is, Hand 1 posits an etymology based on the greed of the seller, whereas Hand
2 attributes the cupido to the buyer. Donatus’ etymology may be taken in either way, and Eugraphius is
parallel to Hand 2 (cuppedinarii sunt qui cupiditatibus populi serviunt).

Other etymologies are noteworthy for their invocation of Greek. Piraeus is so called because it
was frequently attacked by pirates (temptatum sit), and the Greek word for temptare is mecpav.®*"
Understanding the name Gnatho also requires knowledge of Greek: nomen fictum ex gula; nam yvafovs
dicimus malas quibus mandamus, hoc est dentibus molimus quod digerendum transmittimus sthomacho,
“The name was created from a reference to the throat. For yvdfous is the term we use for the jaws with
which we chew, that is, we grind with the teeth what we transmit to the stomach for digestion.”®? A

similar example concerns the name Phormio, which is derived from the Greek ¢opuiov and not from

formula, as the quantity of the first “o” makes clear.?®

Grammar

The elucidation of difficult syntax, morphology, or other grammatical phenomena is again a
primary concern of the commentators, with many of the notes mimicking the Greek formulae with which
we are already familiar. And as before, some notes provide specific help for the passage at hand, while
others offer in addition a broader lesson for the reader to take away.

The commentators of Terence, for example, show sensitivity to irregular or confusing word order

and syntax (recall the suvraxréov Of previous chapters). For Eunuchus 202 (et quidquid huiu’ feci causa

80 Eun. 256

&1 Eun. 290 (Bem.)

82 Eun. 228 (Bem.)

83 Phorm. 26 (Bem.); cf. Donatus’ note to this line, as well as his comment in the preface (1.1). For other examples
of etymology, see the Bembine notes to Heauton 68 (fundus), 420 (egregii), 479 (prodere); Adelphoe 285
(triclinium), 358 (nequam), 587 (silicernium).
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virginis) the Bembine scholiast clarifies as follows: ordo: et quidquid feci huius causa virginis feci.®* At
Heauton 317, the scholiast uses the same tag ordo to mark a sort of hyperbaton that is common in
Terence, namely where one character’s statement is broken up by the interjections of another. Our
commentator simply takes the separated parts and puts them together: ordo est: at enim si sinas dicam.
Another problem with word order emerges for Adelphoe 491, which reads: haec primum ut fiant deos
quaeso ut vobis decet, “I pray the gods that these things happen as is proper for you.” Donatus gives what
seems to be the correct interpretation, taking vobis as a dative with decet, akin to the Greek phrase dptv
mpémer.®® The Bembine scholiast, however, thinks that since decet requires an accusative, vobis must
belong with what comes before:

aliter conposuit metri causa quam dicendi ordo deposcit. nam ita conponi oportet ‘primum deos

guaero ut fiant haec vobis ut decet,”’ ut ‘vobis’sit ‘a vobis.” ‘vobis’ autem ‘decet’ non est

Latinum quippe cum alibi [Ad. 506] dixerit ‘decet te facere.’

For the sake of meter he composed the verse other than what the order of speech demands. For it

should be thus arranged: primum deos quaero ut fiant haec vobis ut decet, so that vobis stands for

a vobis. And vobis decet is not Latin, since elsewhere he says decet te facere.
So too at Eunuchus 76 Donatus states that the phrase si sapis has to be taken with what follows, or it does
not make sense: ad inferiora iungendum est, nam aliter non intellegitur.®®

Also of grammatical concern is the use of superfluous words or the omission of words that need
to be understood to complete the sense, an extremely common observation in the Greek scholia,
especially for Euripides (e.g., Aeimer, mapérxer). For Terence, omitted words can be marked with phrases

837

such as deest®™’ or subaudiendum est.2*® Extra words are marked most often with some form of abundare

84 Donatus sees the possibility of taking the huius with an understood rei, in what we would call a partitive
expression with quidquid. The Bembine scholiast would seem to take it with virginis, “for the sake of this girl.”

85 gee TLL, s.v. deceo 11.B.2.

8% The Bembine scholiast makes no remark on this issue, but instead mentions the connection of this phrase to Stoic
doctrine—a thought not given at all by Donatus at this verse, and one which we will return to. See also the
statement at Eunuchus 401 (Bem.) that quod is to be taken absolutely, or the result is a solecism. For more on
syntax/ ordo, see Heauton 470 and Adelphoe 313.

&7 Haut. 67, 366 (Bem.)

88 Eun. 202 (Don.), Eun. 65, 88 (Bem.)
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or abunde, though also with the Greek transliteration parhelcon.?*® Other instances of “extra” words

80 \where the Bembine

include an anaphoric tricolon (vis amare, vis potiri, vis quod des illi effici),
scholiast remarks that this triple use of vis is surprising.®**

Though the actual phrase rav péowr is not used with regard to grammatical phenomena, the same
principle extends to matters of linguistic taxonomy, where certain words can be used as different parts of
speech or fulfill other changing functions based on context. For example, ubi can be an adverb of place
and time.?”? Mane (“in the morning™) can be an adverb, but at other times it seems like a noun: modo
adverbium est, alibi nomen videtur ut [Verg. G. 3.325] ‘mane novum. *** Further, heus at Heauton 313 is
said to be not an adverb, but an interjection. Another occurrence of this word soon thereafter is called an
“admonishing” heus.** Like the @v péowv vocabulary seen above, the syntactical role of these words is
dependent on their context, and otherwise the words themselves are ambiguous.

Morphology is another recurring category in our commentaries. Notes on nouns include

59845

identification of the “seventh case”" and the archaic genitive ending —i in the singular of what we call

846

the fourth declension, where the normal ending is —us.”™ Also, the comparative adverb inclementius is

glossed in its positive form inclementer.®*” Most notes of this kind, however, are reserved for verbs.

Some are simple substitutions of verbal forms like those seen in the Greek scholia: agere is glossed with

848 849

agebat,®*® amabunt with ament,?* and the indicative est with its subjunctive version.**® Others give

839 Haut. 249, 257, 385, 538

%0 Haut. 322

81 |t is clear why omitted words would need to be supplied, but pleonastic words are generally not too encumbering.
Perhaps the commentator wishes to keep his readers from picking up bad habits in usage, or simply wishes to
demonstrate his own awareness of irregularities, even when they pose little or no threat to a reader’s understanding
of the original text.

82 Eun. 460 (Bem.); cf. Eun. 406, 1080; An. 848 (Don.).

3 Haut. 67 (Bem.); cf. An. 83 (Don.)

¥4 Haut. 369

85 Eun. 195 (Don.); see Serbat (1994, 159ff.). This grammatical concept is found in Servius as well.

88 Eun. 237, Ad. 870 (Bem.); An. 365 (Don.)

¥7 Eun. 4 (Don.)

8 Eun. 391 (Bem.); cf. Haut. 125

9 Haut. 463 (Bem.)

80 Haut. 53 (Bem.)



216

simple dictionary identifications: pultat is the frequentative of pulsat,®"

commetare is the frequentative of
commeare, and intuitur comes from intueor, intuor.®® Elsewhere, it is stated by the Bembine scholiast
that verbs of the third conjugation have a “double declension” according to tense, with the examples
servimus serviemus, scimus sciemus, nutrimus nutriemus.®* In addition, Donatus states that inchoate

85 and that in

trisyllables like labascit are generally pronounced with a lengthened middle syllable,
Terence’s tricolon amare odisse suspicari at Eunuchus 40 the second element is not odere, since that is
not a Latin infinitive form.%*® Finally, in a wonderful note to Phormio 36, the Bembine scholiast and
Donatus both gloss pauxillulum as a fourth-degree diminutive: quartus gradus diminutionis: paulum
paululum pauxillum pauxillulum.

Other notes cover the topics of accent, rhythm, and meter. | gave an example above in which
Terence was supposed to have altered his word order for the sake of meter,%*” and while the argument that
meter influences the text is not at all common, there are a few pieces of information about syllable length
and other germane topics. Donatus points out that emerunt at Eunuchus 20 has a short middle syllable,
just like tulerunt can be found in Vergil with a short “e.” The Bembine scholiast states at Heauton 9 that
the rhythm of the sentence receives the mora on id: in hac syllaba moram rhythmus accipit. Later he says
that the form congruere at Heauton 511 has a lengthened first “¢”, with a short final syllable.®® Other
examples include a lengthened final syllable in referre and a largely illegible note on qui that says it must
be pronounced acutely.®® Lastly, though there is hardly much discussion of Terence’s choice of metrical

arrangements, when Syrus opens the fifth act of the Adelphoe the scholiast remarks: Syrus servus

egreditur iambico metro luxoriose adludens. mollius enim metrum temporibus anapesticis sonat neque

81 Haut. 275 (Bem.)
82 Haut. 444 (Bem.)
83 Haut. 403 (Bem.)
::; Haut. 309; this note seems based on the potential reading scibam for sciebam, but is not entirely clear.
Eun. 178
80 For other examples of verb morphology in the Scholia Bembina: Eun. 432; Haut. 410; Ad. 482, 910.
%7 See also Adelphoe 793 (Bem.): metrum poetae exigit accusativum singularem pro genetivo plurali; liberum pro
liberarum, nostrum pro nostrorum, miserum pro miserorum, u test apud Vergilium [Aen. 6.21f.] ‘miserum septena
quotannis corpora natorum.’
88 See TLL, s.v. congruo: traditur infin. congruére TER. Haut. 511 neque aliter, ut videtur.
9 Haut. 467, 7 (Bem.)
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ultima claudicat syllaba, “Syrus the slave comes out sporting extravagantly in iambic meter, for this
meter sounds more luxuriant with its anapestic rhythm, and the last syllable does not limp.””*®

There is also a series of remarks on the tone that certain phrases have, which I include here
because of the taxonomic approach taken toward them. The phrase quid ais at Heauton 182 (Bem.) is not
interrogative, but an indication of rejoicing: non est interrogantis sed laetantis. A similar interjectional
phrase, quid fit, is not a rebuke, but an exclamation of surprised joy: haec interrogatio non est censoria
sed favorabilis.®®* Likewise, o is an interiectio admirantis at Heauton 406 (Bem.). Lastly, actum siet at
Heauton 456 is said to be a verb of one in despair: verbum disperationis.

As is common in the commentaries to Euripides and Aeschines, many grammatical notes
demonstrate an interest in analogical reasoning when it comes to explaining various phenomena. Several
examples appear in the Bembine scholia: etiamdum is constructed in the same way as nondum,®? istic
stands in for iste much as hic for illic,%* and the prefixes inter- and de- both show intensification in
intertrimento (ad augmentum ostendendum), in the same way as inter- does in the form interfectus.®** We
also learn that the men of old formed the imperative of ducere on analogy with legere, meaning that
abduce was proper Latin.®® Further, the term greges is used analogically for humans: ut minorum
pecorum greges et maiorum armenta dicuntur, ita et humillimae condicionis hominum greges
appellantur, “As herds of lesser beasts are called greges and herds of larger animals are called armenta,
so also groups of people of lower status are called greges.”®®

Very many notes (and especially those of Donatus) pick out linguistic figures, many of which are

Greek or Greek transliterations. These include basic identifications of asyndeton, dmo xowvod

80 Ad. 763 (Bem.). The OLD confirms the use of claudicare with reference to limping verse, with one citation to
support the claim (claudicat hic versus, Claud. Epigr. 79.3), to which the present passage may be added.

81 Ad. 885 (Bem.); cf. Haut. 103 (Bem.)

%2 Haut. 229

%3 Haut. 380

84 Haut. 448

8% Ad. 482; cf. Ad. 781

8% Haut. 245
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constructions, pleonasm, hysteron proteron, ellipsis, and others.®’

Archaism is also particularly common
and will be of concern for us later when we examine the degree to which the Terentian commentators use
chronological arguments as a method of exegesis. For now, let it suffice to say that archaism is invoked

; 868

for the genitive of ornatus and senatus in —i,”” the use of an accusative object with utor,®

the presence
of the pleonastic diei with tempus,®”® and many more perceived oddities in the original text. These and
other figures are with a few exceptions stated plainly without any technical definition, such that the reader
would have to be expected to know them already. This also means that determining a commentator’s
meaning for a given passage can be difficult when the identification of the figure is not obvious to us.®™*
Finally, there a few grammatical notes that do not fit easily into the categories mentioned.
Donatus notes at Eunuchus 189 that a compound subject of mixed gender (masculine and feminine) has
its plural form in the masculine. Gender also comes to the foreground in a short discussion on the
qualities of satur, which is both masculine and neuter, though Terence uses it in the feminine as well
There is also information about locative forms of rus at Adelphoe 401 (Bem.). The term neutrum verbum
is used at Heauton 423 (Bem.), apparently to describe augescit as intransitive. There is also a short
discussion of negation at Heauton 175 (Bem.), but one for which | have found no parallel, nor have I been

able to determine its full meaning.?”

87 For a sampling, see the following Bembine scholia: Eun. 65, 227, 677; Haut. 426, 430, 519; Ad. 610. Donatus
has these figures and more, including zeugma (Eun. 12), mapasxevsj (Eun. 103), émpovsj (Eun. 127), and anastrophe
(Eun. 1309).

%8 Eun. 237 (Bem.)

89 Ad. 815 (Bem.)

870 Haut. 168 (Bem.)

871 | am still considering the Bembine scholia at Haut. 343 and Ad. 419, for example.

872 Ad. 765 (Bem.)

873 <haudquaquam> vel ‘non’ vel ‘non nimis.” nam negatio est mixta cum quadam aestimatione, et est una pars
orationis.
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History, Geography, and Culture

In the scholia to Euripides, mythological information was superabundant. For Aeschines, a large
portion of the notes were devoted to matters of history and especially the political environment before and
during the speeches. For Terence, however, there is no clearly evident category that corresponds to these
extremely prevalent background descriptions in the Greek scholia. In Terence’s plays there is usually
little need for the exposition of mythology, and only a few historical markers need to be given from time
to time. | provide here in collective form some of the comparatively sparse historical, geographical, and
cultural comments that do emerge.

A handful of notes pertain to what we would classify as “history,” and they are all the more
interesting for their rareness. When Thraso boasts that he had always been pleasing to the king in
whatever he did, the Bembine scholiast adds:

legimus et alibi sub regibus militasse Athinienses [sic], habebant enim urbis commercia cum

regibus, teste Demosthene. nam et ipse Terentius alibi [Haut. 117] ‘in Asiam ad regem militatum

abiit, Chreme. ®"*

We have read elsewhere too that the Athenians served as soldiers under kings, for the cities had

trading relations with kings, as Demosthenes testifies. For Terence himself also says elsewhere:

‘He went off to Asia to be a soldier for the king, Chremes.’

At Adelphoe 686, Micio tells Aeschinus that he has violated a maiden whom it was not right for him to
touch: virginem vitiasti qguam te non ius fuerat tangere. The Bembine scholiast explains that this rule
came from Solon: quod conditum fuerat a Solone cuius filosofi legibus Attica regibatur. More Greek
history recurs just a bit later in a bizarre and fascinating note. Aeschinus rejoices to himself that Micio
will help him arrange his marriage, stating finally: sed cesso ire intro, ne morae meis nuptiis egomet
siem? “But do I delay to go in and so cause delay for my very own marriage?” Out of the blue the

Bembine scholiast draws the following comparison: sensus hic de Alexandro venit qui cum esset

interrogatus orbem qua ratione vicisset respondisse fertur ‘nihil in crastinum differens’’ talis sensus est

874 Eun. 397; note that there is no corresponding scholion at Heauton 117.
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in Lucano [1.281] ‘semper nocuit differre paratis,” “This idea comes from Alexander. When he asked the
oracle how he should conquer, it is said to have replied, ‘Putting off nothing for tomorrow.”®” Such a
notion is in Lucan, Delay always harms one’s plans.””®”® Another note specifies that slaves from
Ethiopia were of great value because they were brought in rarely, for it was difficult to bring them from
India to Greece, because in the times of Terence India had not fallen under Roman authority, and that it
was Augustus (on the testimony of Vergil) who first conquered it: nondum enim temporibus Terentii in
dicionem Romanae potestatis accesserat. Indiam primus vicit Augustus, teste Vergilio, ‘super et
Garamantas et Indos proferet imperium.®”’ Lastly, a rather lengthy note to Adelphoe 439 (Bem.) gives
information about the calendar:

apud Athinienses populus decem tribubus censebatur; et haec popularis erat res publica;

singulae tribus singulis mensibus urbem regebant. singuli autem menses apud veteres tricenis

non plus diebus supputabantur. Alexandrini primi, post Macedones, deinde Romani binos
menses addiderunt ut annus XII mensibus censeretur. addiderunt autem Romani lanuarium et

Februarium; nam December mensis indicio est primum Martium fuisse.

Among the Athenians the people were divided into ten tribes, and this was a popular republic.

The individual tribes reigned for one month each. And among the ancients each month was

reckoned at not more than thirty days. First the Alexandrians, afterwards the Macedonians, and

then the Romans added two months apiece so that the year would be divided into twelve months.

And the Romans added January and February; for [the name of] December [i.e., “Tenth] is an

indication that March had been the first.

Geographical notes are also quite rare compared to those in the Greek scholia we have examined,
but there are a few exceptionally basic ones. A short gloss on Rhodi at Eunuchus 107 (Bem.) reads:
insulae nomen. Just a few lines later, Sunio is explained by: locus est unde piratae puellam rapuerunt
[Hand 1]; regio Atheniensium maritima [Hand 2]. For this verse Donatus gives: promontorium est
Atheniensium. A previously mentioned note also gives some information about the Piraeus. In the

original text Parmeno shows surprise that Chaerea is approaching, since he has been assigned as a guard

at that port, and the Bembine scholiast adds: Pyraeum dicitur promuntorium Athenarum quod frequenter

87 Compare a note from the Gnomologium Vaticanum (74): ‘O adros épwrnbfels Omé Tivos Tive Tpémw Tas THALKADTAS
mpééeLs €v OAiyw xpbvw katelpydoaTo elmev: “undev avaPadddpevos.”

876 Ad. 712 (Bem.)

87 Eun. 417 (Bem.); has India been conflated with Ethiopia here?
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temptatum sit a piratis. [<custos>] quia non perpetuo muro Athenae cinguntur sed maxima ex parte
alluuntur mari, publicis illic costodiis merebatur. Donatus adds a comment along these lines: adversus
praedonum incursus illic excubabat iuventus Attica. Eugraphius’ addition is comical (in a couple of
senses): <ex Piraeo> locus est mari vicinus iuxta Athenas aptus ad voluptatem. Perhaps the situation at
Piraeus is the same as at Baiae or the Jersey Shore.

Other comments pertain to different aspects of culture. These include the fact that a mina is equal

878

to 50 denarii,®”® that the Roman plebs consists of slaves and freedmen,®” and that the cognomen Milesius

is a fabricated one.°

An extended note also gives details about military defense fortifications on the
basis of a metaphorical use of circumvallant:
metaforice. vallata enim dicimus terrae aggerem intra quem latentes figimus vallos, hoc est
acutas sudes hisque fossatis civitates vel castra tutamur contra obsidiones hostium qui si
proprius [propius] accesserint inmerguntur vallo tam pedites quam equites et cum vel inserti sint
sudibus vel pedes inmerserint aggeri neque liberari possunt et obruuntur desuper saxis ab his qui
obpugnantur.®*
He says this metaphorically. For we call vallata the mound of earth hiding within which we fix
palisades (i.e., sharp stakes), and by digging these we protect cities and camps against the sieges
of enemies who, if they come too close, become sunk in the fortification—both foot soldiers and
cavalry—and when they are either stuck on the stakes or their feet sink into the mound, they are
not able to get free and are rained down upon from above with rocks by the besieged.
Further, one learns about the goddess Salus at Adelphoe 761 (Bem.): dea est Salus quae cum Aescolapio
pingitur, Hygia dea quaedam praebendae salutis, “Salus is a goddess who is depicted with Aesclepius;
Hygia (Health) is a certain goddess in charge of granting health.” And lastly, at Eunuchus 79 the
Bembine scholiast glosses si sapis with si non furis. The statement immediately following that gloss, and
done in the same hand, is a fascinating expansion: Stoicorum enim dogma est omnem stultum insanire; sic
graece mas dépwv paiverar, “For it is the teaching of the Stoics that every stupid person is insane; thus in

Greek, ‘Every fool is mad.”” At Eunuchus 254 (hic homines prorsum ex stultis insanos facit), the

scholiast again states: decenter a Graecis sumit iocum; nam paradoxon unum dicit mas dgpwv paiverac, id

88 Eun. 169 (Bem.)

879 Ad. 898 (Bem.)

880 Ad. 702 (Bem.)

81 Ad. 302 (Bem.); cf. the description by Polybius (17.14)
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est omnis stultus insanit. The invocation of the Greek saying makes far more sense here, and so it may be
assumed that the commentator has read another reference back into a previous gloss that reminded him of

stupidity and madness.®*

Rhetoric

It is with the Roman scholars that we find the detailed rhetorical treatment that we might have
expected to find in the Euripidean scholia. By far the prime representative of this kind of approach is
Eugraphius, whose notes to Terence are usually concerned with paraphrasing® and identifying the
motives, execution, and persuasiveness of speeches. This type of rhetorical analysis is particularly heavy
at the start of a new section of the play, where Eugraphius sets out the type of argument being made in the
theoretical terminology of rhetoric and law. He thus speaks of the captatio benevolentiae at the start of
the prologue to the Eunuchus and discusses how this prologue contains two controversiae, one in which
Terence prosecutes Lanuvinus for his error in the Thesaurus, and another in which Terence must defend
himself against the accusation that he “broke the law” in taking material from Latin plays and not just
Greek ones, as the prologue itself describes.®®* His concern for rhetoric continues on into the play too, as
when he lauds Chaerea’s request to Parmeno for help in his new love affair, specifically because he
begins his sales pitch with a recollection of past benefits (filched food from his father’s storehouse): apte
beneficium se ante praestitisse, quod conveniret personae, dixit, cum servalis in cellulam patris omnem

penum sit solitus transferre.®

82 Compared to the scholia to Euripides, there are remarkably few mentions of proverbial statements, but in addition
to this Greek proverb, two more may be found at Phormio 21 and Adelphoe 804, both in the Scholia Bembina and
Donatus (the latter adds that the proverb derived from the Pythagoreans). See also the proverb of the greedy rustic
who ruined the bean, a story meaing that he who does evil will have that evil return to him (Eun. 381, Eugr.).

83 Eugraphius also has typical formulae such as sensus est hic and hoc est (Eun. 59, 285).

84 Also involved here is mention of status theory. Both controversiae have a status of qualitas—that is, the debate
is over what kind of action was committed, not whether it was committed.

%5 Eun. 310
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Eugraphius is not alone in providing rhetorical guidance, however. The Bembine scholiast uses
the term auxesis (familiar to us from the Aeschinean scholia) to describe hyperbolic amplification, as
when Demea laments his situation while calling upon the sky, the earth, and the seas of Neptune.®®
Elsewhere, when Hegio tries to persuade Demea to do the right thing by appealing to his responsibility as
a man of “great power, wealth, fortune, and nobility,” the scholiast exclaims: 0 argumentum rhetoris
Areopagitae! laude onerat eum quem scit animo iustiore esse ut ista laudatio causae videatur esse
praescriptio, “Oh argument of an Areopagite orator! He heaps praise upon him, whom he knows to be of
juster soul, so that that praise of the cause [i.e., for his responsibility to do good] would seem to be a
pretext [for right action].”®®" Lastly, when Sostrata says that the only hope of proving legally that
Aeschinus has wronged his fiancée is the ring he had given her as a promise, the scholiast refers to this
would-be court case as having conjectural status, where the defendant must be convicted either by
witnesses or arguments.®®

Donatus includes rhetorical observations as well, including a note to the above argument of
Hegio: vide quam oratorie laudes sumpserit argumenta suadendi. The appearance of oratorie is standard
with Donatus, who uses this term also to describe Parmeno’s sarcastic gibe at Thais: “Oh, you poor thing,
having to exclude Phaedria because of your love for him.”®° Thais is also said to be speaking rhetorically
when she describes (the as-of-yet-unnamed) Pamphilia as a sister so that her preoccupation with the girl,
to the detriment of Phaedria’s feelings, would limit the injury he thinks he has received from her: oratorie

cumulate dignitatem et amorem puellae, ut eius comparatione leniatur iniuria facta Phaedriae.*®

88 o caelum, o terra, o maria Neptuni! (Ad. 790; cf. Eun. 61). “By the hammer of Thor!” “Great Odin’s raven!” and
“By the beard of Zeus!” (Anchorman, 2004) are a reminder that the tradition of at&socs through flamboyant divine
invocation is alive and well in comedy today.

87 Ad. 502

%8 Ad. 347

89 credo ut fit misera prae amore exclusti hunc foras (Eun. 98). See the division made by Seneca (Epist. 100.10):
sit aliud oratorie acre, tragice grande, comice exile.

%0 Eun. 117
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Donatus also provides some comments on technical rhetorical theory at Eunuchus 144, though it is clear

that he is getting this from other scholars:**
non indiligenter consideraverunt hanc meretricis orationem, qui illam instar controversiae
rettulerunt. nam et principium est [v. 1] . . . et narratio [v. 27] et partitio cum confirmatione [v.
64] et reprehensio [v. 82] . . . et conclusio per conquestionem [v. 99-102].
Not heedlessly have those estimated this speech of the courtesan who have reported on it as if it
were a controversia. For it has a beginning . . . and a narration . . . and a division with the
adducing of proofs . . . and refutation . . . and a conclusion with an appeal for sympathy.

These types of remarks are a clear demonstration that our commentators have analyzed the plays

specifically from a rhetorical perspective (or are at least using sources that have done so) and have

brought to bear knowledge that goes beyond what one could garner from the plays themselves.

The Genre of Comedy and the Comic Writer

The commentaries to Terence have a good deal of information and opinions about the creation,
production, and criticism of Roman comedy. First, though, a disclaimer should be issued. In the scholia
to Euripides, comments on the nature of tragedy and on Euripides himself were intriguing not only for the
information itself, but also for the fact that the commentators were not frequently prompted by the
original text to say something about Euripides and his art. That is, there is not a heavy amount of obvious
meta-theatricality in Euripides, and when claims were made about something Euripides was up to (e.g.,
addressing the audience or making a statement about tragedy as a genre), this required a subtle reading
that went beneath the surface of the drama’s mythological narrative. Terence, on the other hand, is more
like Aeschines in that his meta-performative perspective appears often. Just as Aeschines makes frequent
remarks about rhetorical technique and the judicial/ political context of his speeches (especially when he

wishes to point out some scam technique on the part of Demosthenes), so too does Terence, in a tradition

81 This could of course be true with any kind of note in a variorum commentary, but here he is explicit in attributing
the thought to others.
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going back to Old Comedy, point openly to the fact that we are witnessing a stage production—and never
more clearly than in the prologues, where he takes issue with critics and gives preliminary information
about the upcoming play. Thus, we will need to be careful when we assess scholia that make comments
about the genre of comedy or other poetic matters: does a given observation serve as evidence that the
commentator is making a conscious effort to consider performance context and poetic expectations, or is
he simply channeling the ideas of Terence through paraphrase?®® It is only the former that proves the
extent to which our scholars actively employed literary criticism in their exegesis, and so | will be
concerned here with the degree to which the commentators initiate their various exegetical methods as
opposed simply to recapitulating what they find in the original text.

At several places the commentators slip in information about the production of Roman comedy,
both in general and for the plays of Terence specifically. This includes the didascalia and the prefatory
comments in the text of Donatus. The Bembine scholia have no introductory remarks for any of the plays
except for the Phormio, a fact that is due to the aforementioned close correspondence that the scholia
have to Donatus for the first 59 verses of that play. These introductions give information such as the
curule aediles under whom the games were held, the names of the actors, the names of the accompanying
musicians, and the play’s level of success. There are also Bembine scholia to the prologues that further
explain dramatic production. Terence claims that his rival, Luscius Lanuvinus, tried to ruin his reputation
as a poet and therefore to force him to go hungry, which the scholiast clarifies by saying that poets were
accustomed to sell what they had written.?®® Another note to Heauton 10 summarizes the process of

84 Who these magistri are is explained

production as follows: docet poeta, discit actor, edunt magistri.
further by a comment to Eunuchus 22: <magistros> aediles; ad ipsos enim ludi pertinebant theatrales;

sic Cicero deicit aedilitatem dicendo [in Verr. 1.1.13] ‘aedilis, hoc est paulo amplius quam privatus.” It

82 A good example is the deduction at Phormio 32 (Bem.) that the Hecyra was produced before the Phormio, since
Terence refers to the incident in which his audience was lost to a tightrope-walker and some boxers. If one knows
this bit of information about the interruption of the Hecyra, then the chronology of the two plays is simply
confirmed as it is found in Terence.

83 phorm. 18

84 gtylistically this note is the same as the lexicographical strings seen at Heauton 85, 124, 453.



226

will be noted that the quotation from Cicero has little or no bearing on the original text at this point, but
the scholiast found it suitable to give extra information concerning this political office. Other minor notes
do little more than clarify what Terence has already said in the prologue, such as the statement that
primae partes refers to the lead acting role, or that the labeling of the Heauton as “new” means that it was
being produced for the first time in Latin, not that it had a brand new plot or characters.®

As in the Euripidean scholia, the commentaries to Terence contain limited amounts of stage
direction, sometimes regarding the intonation of lines, but more often the actions that should attend

them. 8

When Thais speaks of her uncle’s greed, for instance, it should be pronounced in a manner
showing disdain: vultu accommodato ad reprehensionem pronuntiandum est.®’ Further, when Phaedria
asks Thais, “Am I despised by you on account of these actions of mine?” (ob haec facta abs te spernor?),
Donatus states that the verse can be taken as a question or a bitter attack, with an additional note giving
preference to the latter: vel per interrogationem vel per invidiosam exprobrationem. Et: melius velut
indicativo modo quam interrogativo profertur; hoc enim est multo gravius quam illud.2® A bit later,
when Phaedria says that he will go into the countryside and stay away from Thais for two days, Donatus
remarks that the actor should pronounce biduom as if he were saying biennio—that is, in an agonized and
frustrated way, as if two days away from his beloved would feel like two whole years.?*® In another
example, Chremes describes a horrendous dinner at which his guests cost him a considerable sum with
their exorbitant tastes, and the Bembine scholiast says that his exclamation sensi is to be done with a
groan.*®

Gestures and other actions are also assumed when there would otherwise be ambiguity—and the

discussion of lexicography above should make it clear that the commentators recognized a persistent and

sometimes problematic fuzziness in the way words could be interpreted, such that these instances may

85 phorm. 27 (cf. Haut. 1); Haut. 7

8% |t will be noted that these directions are able to be deduced entirely from the original text, but that does not mean
that they are obviously derived from that text, and in fact some of them require a fair bit of imagination.

87 Eun. 131 (Don.)

%% Eun. 171

%9 Eun. 187

%0 cym gemitu pronuntia (Haut. 455, Bem.).
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even be considered part of the rov péowv category, requiring either additional words or some sort of
gesture to clarify. This sort of ambiguity is addressed specifically by Donatus in a note to Eunuchus 89f.,
where the previously excluded Phaedria responds sarcastically to Thais after she asks him why he did not
come right in; sane quia vero haec mihi patent semper fores aut quia sum apud te primu’, “Sure, since
these doors are always open to me, and since I’ve got first place in your heart!” Donatus remarks: tolle
‘sane’ et ‘vero’ et pronuntiandi adiumenta vultumque dicentis et in verbis non negatio sed confessio esse
credetur, “Take away the sane and the vero and the aids of pronunciation and the countenance of the one
speaking and it will be believed that in these words is not denial [i.e. sarcasm], but a confession.” Thus,
the actor’s intonation and facial expression®* go hand in hand with other words to steer the otherwise
ambiguous phrase in the right direction.

Several examples show this sort of dependence on nonverbal communication. When Thais tells
Phaedria and Parmeno to listen up (hoc agite, amabo), Donatus says that this is an address to the audience

akin to what Plautus (Asin. prol. 1) says, hoc agite si vultis, spectatores.®®

Accordingly, after an Et
transition he adds that it is appropriate to help this line out with a nod and gesture towards the audience:
convenit veluti nutu audientiam significantis et gestu hoc ipsum adiuvari. In the prologue to the Heauton,
written to be delivered by Terence’s lead actor, the speaker wonders if “this actor” will be able to
communicate accurately enough the speech given to him by Terence. The Bembine scholiast states that
when he says hic actor, he points to himself with his finger (se digito ostendit).”®® Similarly, near the

beginning of the Phormio Davos is said to have uttered accipe with a gesture of someone making an

offer: hoc cum gestu offerentis dicitur.”*

%! Did Donatus assume that Terence’s actors did not wear masks?

%2 Eyn. 130; a scholiast adds at Phormio 30 (Bem.) that silentium is a way of expressing favor for a comedy (since
silence shows the audience’s attention—evidently a disinterested spectator will start chatting with a neighbor, or
perhaps even leave to see a circus act, a problem with which Terence was familiar).

%03 Haut. 13; Eugraphius says simply: hoc est ego.

%4 phorm. 52 (identical in the Scholia Bembina and Donatus). See also the claim that Demea’s iam scibo at
Adelphoe 780 (Bem.) is the wording of someone about to break down the door, i.e., to discover what is going on
inside.
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A few other instances demonstrate how the commentators extrapolate actions of the characters on
the basis of the demands of the script. Such is Eunuchus 190ff., where Thais and Phaedria are bidding
each other farewell:

PH. in hoc biduom, Thais, vale. TH. mi Phaedria,
et tu. numquid vis aliud? PH. egone quid velim?
cum milite istoc praesens absens ut sies;

dies noctesque me ames, me desideres,

me somnies, me exspectes, de me cogites,

me speres, me te oblectes, mecum tota sis.

PH. [I go] for this two-day period. Good-bye, Thais. TH. My Phaedria,

Farewell to you too. You don’t want anything else do you? PH. What could | want?

That when you are present with that soldier, you seem absent;

love me day and night, desire me,

dream about me, await me, think about me,

hope for me, delight yourself in me, be totally mine.
It seems clear from the ut construction in Phaedria’s response that the one thing he wants before departing
is to make his request for Thais’ all-consuming obsession while he is away. Donatus has a different
interpretation: subintellegendum post osculum dici ‘numquid vis aliud?’ quasi recte factum, “You must
understand that “You don’t want anything else, do you?’ was said after a kiss, as if it was a good and
proper one.” The Bembine scholiast assumes the same thing: nisi osculum praecessisse animadvertas
non potest aliter intellegitur, “Unless you understand that a kiss has come before, it is not possible to
understand otherwise.” Other examples include Thais’ plea for Phaedria to stop tormenting himself, for
which Donatus assumes a loving embrace:

haec rursum nisi amplectens adulescentem mulier dixerit, videbitur ‘ne crucia te’ sine affectu

dicere. sed sic dicit ‘ne crucia te’ et eo gestu, quasi in eo et ipsa crucietur; nam ideo subicit

‘anime mi” hoc est animus meus.”®

Unless the woman embraces the young man while saying these things, she will seem to say “Do

not torment yourself” without affection. But she says “Do not torment yourself” in such a way

and with such a gesture as if she herself was being tormented vicariously; for it is for this reason
that she adds anime mi, that is, animus meus.

%5 Eun. 95; the final statement is simply a repetition of a preceding note stating that mi is the vocative of meus.
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Similarly, Demea’s mitte me at Adelphoe 780 is an indication to both the Bembine scholiast and Donatus
that the servant must have grabbed hold of him. Here again the stage direction is mentioned as a
necessity to make sense of the script, and there is no way to know the source of such comments. These
are in any case different from the Euripidean stage directions, which periodically reveal that they come
ultimately from scholars who had viewed these dramas on stage. | have found no such clue from the
commentaries to Terence that such autopsy is the origin of any stage directions.*®

The commentators also periodically provide distinctions between comedy and tragedy, and
several key notes to the prologue of the Phormio (where again Donatus and the Bembine scholiast
essentially overlap) deal with this topic of genre. The debate itself starts with the text of the prologue,
where Terence meets the accusation of Luscius Lanuvinus, who says over and over that Terence’s
comedies are weak since they never have scenes of a damsel in distress begging a lovesick youth to save
her:

postquam poeta vetu’ poetam non potest

retrahere a studio et transdere hominem in otium,

maledictis deterrere ne scribat parat;

qui ita dictitat, quas ante hic fecit faculas

tenui esse oratio et scriptura levi:

guia nusquam insanum scripsit adulescentulum

cervam videre fugere et sectari canes

et eam plorare, orare ut subveniat sibi.
The commentators support Terence here. A note to Phormio 5 (tenui esse oratio) suggests: imperitus
accusator hoc obicit quod in comoedia maxime pollet; nam cothurnus tragoediae aptus est, “An unskilled
critic makes this objection against something that prevails in comedy in the greatest way; for the
cothurnus is suited to tragedy.”®” Another note several verses later at Phormio 8 confirms this: haec

omnis peristasys tragica est et ideo in comoedia vitiosa dicitur, “All this subject matter [i.e., what

Lanuvinus suggests] is tragic and for this reason is said to be faulty in a comedy.”

%% For more stage direction see Eunuchus 197 (Bem.), where Thais is said to remain on stage alone; Donatus has a
different interpretation, but difficult to understand fully.

%7 If | understand this correctly, the commentator means that Lanuvinus’ suggestion for subject matter is actually
more tragic and would not belong on the comic stage—what he blames in Terence is supposed to be that way.
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Other specifications for the genre of comedy have to do with the presentation of characters.
These personae can be statariae (“quiet, tranquil”) or motoriae (“bustling, noisy”).**® The latter can
include cunning slaves like Parmeno who end up giving advice to their masters, as Donatus remarks:
concessum est in palliata poetis comicis servos dominis sapientiores fingere, quod idem in togata non
fere licet, “It is allowed in a palliata comedy for the comic poets to create slave characters who are wiser
than their masters, a thing which is not generally permitted in a togata play.”* There is also careful
attention at times to the way that diction is kept consistent with a character. Such is the case with
Thraso’s boast that his rejoinder to a rival Rhodian left everyone in the dining room nearly dying from
laughter (emoriri).*® The Bembine scholiast says that emoriri is just another way to say emori, but
instead of stopping there, he goes on to explain that this results from the characterization of Thraso, an
example of a common comic trope:
pro persona militis locutus. nam aput comecos personae pro qualitate sua inducuntur. nam talis
est regula: omnia verba infinito modo RI terminantur per omnes coniugationes absque tertiam
productam. nam quando volumus personam callidam exprimere ‘emori’ dicimus, quando
stolidiorem ‘emoriri. ***
[Thraso] spoke in the character of the soldier. For with comic writers, characters are introduced
in accordance with their own nature. For such is the rule: all verbs in the infinitive mood [i.e.,
passive/ deponent] end in —ri for all conjugations except the lengthened third [i.e., third
conjugation i-stem, of which morior is one]. For when we want to express a cunning character,
we say emori; when we want to express a denser character, emoriri.
This is also an interesting place to examine the difference between Hand 1 and Hand 2 in the Bembine
scholia, since the latter seems to ignore the character-based interpretation of the former, stating simply
that emoriri occurs because poets love adding extra syllables.”*® In any case, whether the form is to be

attributed to poetic commonplace or a subtle indication of Thraso’s bumbling idiocy, the irregular form is

interpreted not as a mistake by Terence, but something that exemplifies a tendency of the genre.

%8 Haut. 36 (Bem.), Eun. praef. 2 (Don.).

%9 Eun. 57

0 Eyn, 432

%11 Eugraphius has a similar thought, though not as clearly expressed: emoriri comice tantum dicitur, nam emori
facit.

°12 amant poetae addere syllabam ut ‘duellum,” ‘induperatorem.’
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There are in fact more examples of this kind in which linguistic oddities are attributed to comic
tendency. Like the added syllable —ri, the syllable —er on a passive infinitive is said to be poetic: poetice
‘er” abundat.”*® Similarly, for the phrase perdoctast probe, either the per- or the probe is said to be
poetically pleonastic.® In addition, the notion of being rationally mad (cum ratione insanias) is said to
be an oxymoron, but one that is fitting for a comic writer: 6éopwpov est, sed convenit comyco; nam nemo
sanus insanit.” Like Euripides, Terence is given a certain amount of leash for linguistic expression,
whether it is just something that poets do or whether it expresses something more subtle about the
character who says it.”*®

Before proceeding to notes about Terence himself, let us examine a few more passages in which
the commentators discuss things that poets in general tend to do. Davos laments to himself (and to the
audience) in the first act of the Phormio that his friend Geta has assembled a small amount of money but
will probably be forced to use it as a gift for the new bride of his master’s son, and in making this lament
he provides the background information for the story. The Bembine scholiast (and Donatus, in almost the
same words) states that this is a feature of comedy:

guod in omnibus fere comoediis in quibus perplexa argumenta sunt teneri solet, id in hac quoque

Terentius servat ut personam extra argumentum inducat; cui dum ob ipsum quod veluti aliena a

tota fabula est, res gesta narratur, discat populus continentiam rerum sitque institutus ad cetera.

persona inducitur ad narrandum argumentum, quae cum servilis intellegatur, adhuc nesciatur
cuius sit domini.”’

What usually happens in almost all comedies that have complex arguments Terence also keeps

here, namely that he brings in a character outside of the argument, and while the action of the

play is narrated by him on account of the fact that he appears to be separate from the whole story,
the audience learns the contents of the matter and is prepared for the rest. A character [Davos] is

brought onstage to narrate the argument, and while it is clear that he is a slave, it is unclear whose
slave he is.

3 Eun. 164 (Bem.)

%% qut ‘per’ poeta (=poetice) abundant aut ‘probe’ (Haut. 361, Bem.).

% Eun. 63 (Bem.)

%1% The topic of poetic license will recur with Servius, who discusses this concept explicitly. Quintilian (1.8)
describes the principle, but with some sourness, pointing out that irregularities, which were really compelled by the
meter and not by design, are given special names and treated as if they came from poetic virtue and not necessity:
metaplasmus enim et schematismus et schemata, ut dixi, vocamus et laudem virtutis necessitati damus.

17 My sense of this last statement is that the lack of identification of his master helps him remain farther removed
from the argument that he is narrating (extra argumentum).
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So far we are told that it is a comic practice to use a character from within the story to tell the audience
about that story, but the next note goes a bit further in describing what Terence has done:
in hac scaena quae docendi spectatoris causa inducitur, miri extrinsecus lepores facetiaeque
cernuntur et talis [=sales] comoeci. id enim est artis poeticae®® ut dum narratio argumenti detur
opera idem tamen res agi et comoedia spectari videatur.
In this scene, which is introduced for the sake of instructing the spectator, one finds wonderful
jokes and clever phrases on the side, as well as the wit of the comic poet. For this belongs to the
art of poetry, namely that while the narration of the argument is given, even so at the same time
the action seems to be played out and the comedy seems to be underway.
That is, the comic art is to conceal art by coming up with a creative means whereby the audience can be
simultaneously made aware of the argument while being caught up in it. So it is not only the use of a

character to provide background information that is “comic,” but rather the artful way in which the comic

poet plays with the audience—has the drama started, or hasn’t it?

Terence

So much for comic technique in general. What do the commentators have to say about Terence
specifically? Not much, sadly. There is almost nothing that could be called “biographical,” and most
comments about the man himself are (often vague) generalizations about his poetic practice, of which |
provide some examples here. Donatus, for instance, tells us that for Terence the three main divisions of a
drama—mpéraats, émitaas, karaoTpoprii—are so balanced that “you would nowhere say that Terence fell
asleep exhausted from the length of his work™: haec et mpéraois €t émitaais et kataarpodij ita aequales
habet, ut nusquam dicas longitudine operis Terentium delassatum dormitasse.”® In an additional

example, the Bembine scholiast states that “you would not know if Terence was a comic writer or a

°18 For more on the ars poetica, see Haut. 23 (Bem.), where it is the gloss for Terence’s phrase studium musicum.
9 Eun. praef. 5.
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grammarian”: nescias utrum comicus Terentius an grammaticus.”® This note is perplexingly unspecific,
and it may have something to do with the fact that angiportum is used as a neuter noun, as the scholiast
and Eugraphius point out, and Mountford even conjectures in his aporia that the erravi of Syrus in the
next line may even have been taken as a joking apology for the usage. Whatever the solution, the
commentator does make some remark on the linguistic concerns of our poet. See too the additional
assertion that Terence is an avid rhetorician: Terentius cupidus artis oratoriae [ca. 25 letters missing]
emitationem [imitationem?] Tullius; argumentatur secundum dicendi genus: amator quid faciat abiectus
cum revocatur ab ea a qua fuerat ante contemptus, “Terence, being passionate about the art of oratory . . .
Cicero. ... The argument is made according to the genus dicendi: what is a lover to do when he is
rejected and then recalled by the same girl by whom he had previously been despised?”” The lacuna here
is disappointing, for we would very much like to know what the scholiast has to say about Cicero, but in
any case we can see that Terence is said to have modeled the speech of Phaedria on a common rhetorical
topic of a lover’s dilemma, and that this technique is a result of his oratorical bent.

At least two other notes speak of things Terence does according to his own custom (more suo),**
and both examples are linguistic in nature. At Heauton 290, where Syrus describes an old woman
weaving at the loom with her hair not fixed up (capillu’ pexu’ prolixus circum caput / reiectu’
neglegenter), the Bembine scholiast says that Terence customarily uses capillum to describe hair that is
not styled (crinem incultum).?” Elsewhere the scholiast says that, since quis and cuius are indefinite with
respect to number when they refer to a multitude, Terence added hi se adplicant, not hic se adplicat.”®

That is, he showed that the relative pronoun quoius (=cuius) referred to a plurality. These examples are

opaque and disappointingly few.

%20 Ad. 578ff.

%! This has a clear correspondence with the scholia to Euripides and will again be very important in Servius, where
the phrase appears dozens of times

%2 | find no corresponding claim in the commentaries. Terence uses a form of capillum three other times in our
extant plays: Eun. 646, 860; Phorm. 106.

%23 Haut. 393 (Bem.); Donatus expresses the same grammatical principle at this line and also at Eunuchus 3, but
without any comment about it being characteristic of Terence to make the specification.
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Aesthetic Judgments

As was the case for the Greek scholia, much of the commentary to Terence is concerned with the
evaluation of his work. The principles on which Euripides and Aeschines were judged were
predominantly the maintenance of plausibility and realism, consistency of characterization, linguistic
propriety, and narrative arrangement. The evaluation of Terence is conducted on much the same lines,
and as before the poet is more often defended against detractors than criticized. In fact, the depiction of
Terence is even rosier than that of the Greek authors we have examined, with there being only a few
points at which Terence is blamed outright for something.

As with other kinds of notes, remarks of praise or blame have a few recognizable formulae, with
most examples beginning with an adverb that marks the comment as an endorsement or rejection of
Terence’s technique. Thus, when Terence does well, the note may begin with bene, venuste, proprie,
ornate, and so forth. Disapproving—or at least less approving—notes may begin with nove
(“irregularly”) or mire (“surprisingly, inexplicably’”). With the latter we must be especially careful, since
some examples seem to use mire as a marker of cleverness, or at least surprise without negative
criticism.***

Realism is a primary criterion of aesthetic judgment, both in characterization and other areas.
This is manifested in the Terentian commentaries especially at points in which characters are said to do or
say something in a way that is particularly suited to their state of mind or situation, even if those words
and behaviors would normally be deemed inappropriate for them. Donatus has a cluster of such notes
near the beginning of the Eunuchus that we shall examine here. As a light threat to Thais, Parmeno says
that he is able to keep true things a secret, but when someone tells him lies, he is full of cracks and leaks
all over the place: plenus rimarum sum, hac atque illac perfluo.*”® Donatus calls this metaphor of a clay

pot “vile and abject,” but instead of criticizing it, he explains it as the perfect way to talk in the presence

%24 The Greek equivalent favpacricds functions in a similar way, with some instances pointing out exceptional
cleverness, and others expressing surprise at a slip.
% Eun. 104
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of the courtesan: vilis et abiecta translatio est, apta apud meretricem loquenti. Also, homoeoteleuton is
normally avoided,’® but Phaedria is so angry when he recounts what he sees as Thais’ excuses that he did
not even avoid this type of sound pattern: vide pipnow cum odio inductam et depravatam pronuntiatione
ita, Ut et spoorélevra NON vitarentur de industria: ‘abrepta’ ‘pro sua’ ‘soror est dicta. ' The effect is
similar to what Terence does at Eunuchus 65, where Parmeno is pretending to express some of the
thoughts in Phaedria’s distraught mind: egon illam, quae illum, quae me, quae non, “I.. .. her, who . ..
him...who...me...whodidn’t...!” Donatus describes this disjointed pattern as a product of
Phaedria’s mental state, or at least what Parmeno imagines it to be:
familiaris éaeufies irascentibus; nam singula sic explentur: ‘egone illam’ non ulciscar, ‘quae
illum’ recepit, ‘quae me’ exclusit, ‘quae non’ admisit. etenim nec necesse habet nec potest
complere orationem, qui et secum loquitur et dolore vexatur. nam amat amostwmijoets Nimia
indignatio, ut Vergilius [Aen. 1.135], ‘quos ego—! sed motos praestat componere fluctus.
Ellipsis is common for angry people; for the individual items are filled out like so: “Will I not
punish her, who took him back and who excluded me, who did not admit me?” For he does not
need to complete his speech, nor can he, who even speaks with himself and is troubled by grief.
For great anger customarily has sudden breaks, as Vergil says, “You whom I—! But first I must
calm the troubled waves.”
The Bembine scholiast also makes remarks about realism, including when Thais speaks of her faint
memories of her childhood. That she can remember her parents’ names and little more speaks of
Terence’s attention to detail: vide quemadmodum proprietatem infantis descripsit; nam scimus infantes

mox toriunturt non alia prius discere quam nomina parentum suorum, “See how he depicted the quality

of an infant; for as infants we know no other things before we learn the names of our parents.”** Finally,

%26 Ad. 397 (Bem., Don.); see below.
o1 “parvola / hinc abrepta, eduxit mater pro sua; / soror dictast; cupio abducere, ut reddam suis” (Eun. 156,
Don.); note that the scholiast’s text (soror est dicta) differs from Kauer and Lindsay’s 1961 OCT (soror dictast),
making the homoeoteleuton worse. It is interesting besides that a character within the drama is considered to have
the same linguistic sensitivity as the poet. See also Quintilian (9.2), who quotes this passage as an example of
imitatio or pipmocs (i.e., Phaedria putting words into Thais® mouth), but without comment on homoeoteleuton or
Phaedria’s state of mind. Donatus includes the part about piunaes but goes no further.

%28 Compare the Bembine note to this verse: subaudimus ‘videbo’ aut ‘repeto’; haec tamen defectiva sunt quae
amorem decent.

%29 Eun. 112; the text of the scholion is corrupt in some way, though the meaning seems clear. A similar comment is
made at Adelphoe 757ff., where Demea’s hysterical shouting is explained by the fact that crotchety old men convey
all their complaints through invective. For other situations where consistency is pointed out, see Eun. 116, 190
(Don.), Ad. 812, Phorm. 20 (Bem.).
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we return briefly to Eunuchus 84, where it was stated that Terence had used mixed language of hot and
cold to describe Phaedria’s condition, namely that excess in one extreme can induce perceptions of its
opposite. Donatus goes further than the Bembine scholiast here by citing a scientific reason: nimius ignis
effectum frigoris reddit, ut ex frigore nimio effectus ignis exsistit, secundum illud quod physici aiunt
akpérrTes Lodtyres, “Too much fire gives the effect of chill, just like the effect of fire comes from too
much chill, according to what the physici call ‘extremity equivalence.”” While there is no explicit praise
here, there is a hint of the sort of natural explanations we saw in the Euripidean scholia, where it was
pointed out that poetry imitated what actually happens in real life.

Both the Bembine scholiast and Donatus also use the term oixovouia (poetic arrangement,

narrative consistency) for a few passages in the Eunuchus.*®

An assessment of this kind requires careful
reading, as the scholar aims to see whether the poet’s narrative elements are in harmony with each other.
Such a harmony may be subtle, as the Bembine scholiast shows in his note to Eunuchus 88. Here
Parmeno angrily confronts Thais on her welcoming of Phaedria with no word of apology about his
exclusion from her house, and the scholiast zooms in on his mention of exclusion: oeconomice autem
dixit exclusionem; nam supra [Eun. 49] sic ait ‘exclusit revocat.” The reference to Phaedria’s initial
mention of the exclusion is precise, and apparently there was a danger that if Parmeno did not say
something about it a reader might accuse Terence of forgetting the nature of the situation himself.
Donatus too refers to narrative arrangement when he describes Parmeno’s recognition of Pamphilia’s
beauty, for if he thinks her beautiful, Chaerea will too, and that is crucially important for the remainder of
the plot: oixovopia, qua ostenditur amaturus Chaerea, si quidem hanc Parmeno ipse miratur.**

Donatus points out examples of oikovopia Without invoking the term itself in two other examples,

both of them pertaining to Chaerea’s future marriage with the slave-girl-in-disguise, Pamphilia. At

%0 The commentaries seem to use this term in the same way as the Greek scholia, and not in the specifically
rhetorical way that Quintilian describes the word (1.8). Quintilian also interestingly mentions in this passage that no
Latin term exists to convey the rhetorical meaning: oeconomiae, quae Graece appellata ex cura rerum
domesticarum et hic per abusionem posita nomine Latino caret (3.3). We shall soon discuss more fully the
ramifications for the Greek terms in Roman scholarship.

%L Eun. 230
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Eunuchus 144, Thais says that Thraso has taken a fancy to Pamphilia, but that his interests have as of yet
gone no further (i.e., to the point of sexual contact). Donatus remarks on the intelligence of this move:
optime purgavit Terentius, quod mox liberalibus nuptiis fuerat obfuturum, si vitiatam virginem duceret
Chaerea. necessario ergo defenditur, tamguam quae honeste nuptura est, “Terence cleared up the
situation excellently, which would have obstructed the noble marriage later, if Chaerea were to marry a
violated girl. Thus she is necessarily defended, as if she was going to be married in the proper way.”
After Phaedria and Parmeno exit the stage, Thais has a short monologue in which she reveals more
knowledge to the audience about the noble birth of this “slave girl.” Donatus again approves: recte Thais
nunc partem argumenti exsequitur tacitam apud Phaedriam propter praesentiam servi, quem poeta vult
ita nescire, ut audeat ad vitiandam virginem subornare Chaeream, “Correctly Thais now fills out part of
the argument that she didn’t say in the company of Phaedria on account of the presence of the slave
[Parmeno], whom the poet wants to be ignorant of this matter [i.e., Pamphilia’s nobility] so that he can
dare to suggest that Chaerea violate the girl.” If this marriage is to be a socially acceptable one, then the
knowledge of certain characters must be restricted so that they can act in (to the Roman spectator) good
conscience, and Terence has carefully arranged the beginning of the play to ensure that this can happen.
In terms of his language and style, Terence meets with both praise and blame. Here Donatus has
a mostly positive opinion of his work, which manifests both in general statements and in specific
comments to individual words and phrases. His view of the prologues, for example, includes praise for
Terence’s rich supply of language, for while his introductions say more or less the same thing, the variety
of their presentation is impressive: attendenda poetae copia, quod in tot prologis de eadem causa isdem
fere sententiis variis verbis utitur.** Donatus also sees great skill in Terence’s placement of sententiae
alongside certain words from everyday speech. It is not clear exactly how we are to understand his
perspective here, but his note to Eunuchus 91 shows clearly that Terence is being praised: magna virtus
poetae est non sententias solum de consuetudine ac de medio tollere et ponere in comoedia, verum etiam

verba quaedam ex communi sermone, unde est quod ait nunc ‘quid missa?’ Other passages point to

%2 Eun. 1
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individual phrases that are of interest. Terence’s ellipsis with fidibu’ scire (i.e., fidibus canere scire) is
vetusta.”® Parmeno’s use of intercepit to describe Thais” absorption of all Phaedria’s resources is said to
be appropriate, because inter- gives a sense of completion: proprie ‘intercipit’ quasi totum capit.***
Finally, the Bembine scholiast adds at Adelphoe 397 that Terence’s use of the form coeperit instead of
coepisset was an apt formulation (vetusta conpositio), since he avoided homoeoteleuton with the nearby
olficissem.*®

It is also on linguistic terms that Terence is most frequently criticized, even if not very harshly.
In a previous section | introduced the note to Heauton 322, where Terence’s triple use of vis in an
anaphoric tricolon was said to be “surprising” (mire). This adverb also introduces other linguistic
oddities, and it is clear in some of these that the commentator finds fault. Donatus uses mire to tag a
certain word order that he felt would have been better in a different arrangement: mire, cum ordo melior
videretur, si sic diceret ‘postquam aediles emerunt quam nunc acturi sumus, perfecit ut inspiciundi esset
copia. **® The same is true for what Donatus sees as pleonastic language: <cur non recta introibas>
quasi parum fuerit ‘introibas, ’ satis mire additum ‘recta.®*’ Compare the statement that Eunuchus 200
(neque me finxisse falsi quicquam) should either have no dixisse, or that the falsi is superfluous.**® The
Bembine scholiast also adds some light criticism in this vein: it was irregular (nove) for Terence to write
an etsi without also adding tamen®® and also to use the phrase cepi labores to describe a task that was not
burdensome.**

Below I will discuss a number of passages in which criticism of Terence is presented and then

overturned by the commentator, but there are at least three further instances in which Terence is

%2 Eun. 133 (Don.)

%% Eun. 80 (Don.). Donatus seems to make a similar statement about the powerful arrangement of the words at
Eunuchus 49, though there is no explicit praise given.

%5 For other, less clear examples that still need more analysis, see Haut. 2, 148, Ad. 387 (Bem.).

%8 Eun. 20

%7 Eun. 87

%8 aut “dixisse debuit dicere aut abundat ‘alsi.” Observe that an additional note finds a potential escape for
Terence: aut ideo, quia et vanum aliquid fingi potuit, ut supra [v. 24] ‘si vanum aut falsum aut fictum est.” The
latter quotation is not a real parallel for this phenomenon, but is meant only to recollect the use of vanum in
connection with falsum.

%9 Haut. 412

%0 Haut. 399; for other general examples, see Eun. 21 (Don.), Eun. 697 (Bem.).
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genuinely maligned without qualification. One comes at Eunuchus 290, where Chaerea approaches after
having left his post as guard at the Piraeus. The Bembine scholiast says that Terence was criticized for
introducing this young man, but the text is sadly illegible where the explanation would be: et in hoc
Terentius vituperatur quod aduliscentem induxit . . . . Why this is a problem is unknown, though one
guesses that it was some matter of propriety in characterization or realism. A much clearer example
comes at Phormio 25, where the scholiast calls Terence out for a clear error in his citation of earlier Greek
work, for which the original text has Epidicazomenon: manifeste hic errat Terentius; nam haec fabula
Epidicazomine dicta est a puella, de qua iudicium est, cum sit alia fabula eiusdem Apollodori quae
Epidicazominos scribitur. debuit ergo dicere Epidicazonomenen. The similarity in the names has
apparently confused Terence, and the commentator takes him to task for it. Finally, Terence is criticized
by many for using a past tense verb in place of a present one, but there is no further explanation of the
foible, and it is not even clear from the note what verb is referred to.***

Other notes defy any clear categorization but may be said to praise Terence’s general cleverness.
When Terence lists the different kinds of stock characters available to him, Donatus states: artificiose
ostendit omnem materiam comicorum.®*? In that same prologue Terence points out Lanuvinus’ recent
screw-up in his production of the Thesaurus, first describing him as the one who recently put on a
performance of Menander’s Phasma (idem Menandri Phasma nunc nuper dedit).**® Terence in fact
makes no criticism of this reproduction of the Phasma, but Donatus sees a subtle attack: bene ‘nunc
nuper,’ ut ex vicinitate facti ostendat nihil esse dicendum, quam displicuerit haec comoedia Luscii
Lanuvini, propterea quod res recens sit et omnes meminerint, “He did well to say nunc nuper, so that he
may show from the nearness of that play that nothing had to be said as to how that comedy of Luscius
Lanuvinus was a disappointment, because the matter was still fresh, and everyone could remember it.”
Other praise comes from the Bembine scholiast and Donatus at Adelphoe 427, where Syrus in his role of

head cook says that he orders the other slaves around in the kitchen as smartly as he knows how (moneo

! hic notatur a multis Terentius quia tempus praeteritum pro praesenti posuit (Eun. 6972, Bem.).
%2 Eun. 37
*3Eun. 9
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guae possum pro mea sapientia). The commentators see an etymological pun at work here between
sapientia and sapor: bene adlusit ad saporem; sapor enim curae est coquo.*** Finally, note a couple
examples in which mire seems to have a positive meaning, namely that Terence has been especially keen
or creative in his script-writing. When Parmeno tells Thais that he can keep a secret only if the secret is
true, Donatus says that the line is written “marvelously,” since he employs the basic stereotypes that a

slave cannot keep a secret and that a courtesan cannot tell the truth.**

We have in fact already seen a
stronger example of this usage of mire at Phormio 39, where Terence was praised for the way that he
reveals the narrative of the play by having it presented by someone within the plot, for it is “remarkable”
how Davos inserts himself into the argument: mire se adplicat ad argumentum.®*®

So far the examples have shown unchallenged aesthetic judgments, but quite a few others
demonstrate the sort of scholarly rivalry we have seen in the Greek scholia, with arguments made for and
against the author. Especially in a variorum style of commentary, it is regular to see generic quidam
dicunt statements and alternate opinions that conflict with one another, and frequently these opposing
thoughts sit side-by-side without doing battle, as it were.**" There are also signs of the {nrrpara tradition
that goes back to early Homeric criticism, providing a simple, generally non-confrontational model of

%8 And even when the

guestion-and-answer format that tackles difficulties in the original text.
commentator shows a preference for one option over another, the assertion can be fairly reserved, as in
the generic formula sed melius est, or for example when Eugraphius humbly states that penum at
Eunuchus 310 refers to food in general, not just a certain type: ‘penum’tamen intelligimus omne quicquid

ad victum est: quidam enim tantummodo pulmentaria hoc sermone significata voluerunt. There are still

fireworks, however, as scholars sometimes take strong positions against those who disagree. Traces of

%4 A cleaver turn of phrase.

%3 Eun. 103; | take this to mean that Parmeno’s comment is a keen combination of self-criticism and joking at
Thais’ expense.

%® For more examples, recall the “fitting Greek joke” at Eunuchus 254 (Bem.), and observe the praise of Terence’s
careful specificity at Eunuchus 73 (Don.). Phormio 15 is another potential example of mire used positively.
Another instance of bene occurs at Heauton 278, but the text is largely illegible.

%7 E g., Haut. 185 (Bem., Eugr.), 318, 353, 507 (Bem.); Phorm. 1 (Bem.)

%8 Eun. 143 (Don.); Ad. 360 (Bem.)
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this may be seen when the otherwise tame quidam dicunt formula is modified, which may mean that the
“some people” are correct, as in Donatus’ aforementioned discussion of rhetoric at Eunuchus 86 (non
imperite intellegunt), but more often that they are wrong. These tussles begin to form a distinction
between the learned and the unlearned, and of course the commentator positions himself as part of the
former. Such is Donatus in his preface to the Eunuchus as he distinguishes the abilities of those who read
Terence’s plays:

actus sane implicatiores sunt in ea et qui non facile a parum doctis distingui possint, ideo quia

tenendi spectatoris causa vult poeta noster omnes quinque actus velut unum fieri, ne respiret

guodammaodo atque, distincta alicubi continuatione succedentium rerum, ante aulaea sublata
fastidiosus spectator exsurgat.

In this comedy the acts are rather well tied together, and are such as not to be easily distinguished

by the insufficiently learned, for the reason that our poet wants all five acts to become as one for

the purpose of holding the spectator’s attention, lest he take a breath in some measure and, with
the continuation of succeeding events broken up at some point, the scornful spectator should
leave before the curtain is raised.

Examples of such scholarly conflict have been seen in part, particularly in the discussion of the
etymology of “Phormio,” where the Bembine scholiast disagreed with those who derived the word from
formula.®*® Note also two examples from the Scholia Bembina to the Heauton. In a quick interplay
between Clinia, Clitipho, and Syrus starting at verse 343, the syntax becomes difficult as the speakers
interrupt each other:

CLIT. quid ago nunc? CLIN. tune? quod boni ... CLIT. Syre! dic modo

verum. SY. age modo: hodie sero ac nequiquam voles.

CLIN. datur, fruare dum licet; nam nescias . . .

CLIT. Syre inquam! SY. perge porro, tamen istuc ago.

CLIN. eius sit potestas posthac an numquam tibi.

The scholiast says that some take quod boni as quod fortes, but that this is incorrect: sed male siquidem
diacope sit. nam hic ordo: quod boni datur, fruare dum licet, nam nescias eius sit potestas posthac an

numquam tibi. That is, the scholiast reads the lines of Clinia as an instance of tmesis and thinks they

should be taken together syntactically. A similar type of note appears shortly thereafter in regard to the

%9 phorm. 26
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phrase haec arte tractabat virum. The scholiast states: quidam ‘arte ’ producta + legunt, sed melius
correpta, id est ‘arte,’ dolo, “Some people read arte with a lengthened eta, but it is better to take as
correption [i.e., with a short “¢”], that is, “by art, by a trick.”*®

The rejection of other scholars’ claims is also important for those who wish to defend Terence
against detractors, or even against potential accusations for which there is no explicit criticism.*** At
Eunuchus 454, the Bembine scholiast remarks that the expression audire vocem visa sum is strange, since
we know when we have heard something (i.e., we do not “seem” to hear), but a defense is found in the
example of Vergil—and if Vergil can use a particular expression, then certainly Terence can get away
with it.®? Again the scholiast sees an issue at Heauton 285, where the phrase texentem telam seems
pleonastic, since texentem would have sufficed; our scholar thus takes telam as another word for vestem
so that the phrase will not fall under the accusation of having excessive verbiage. Observe also how the
scholiast reacts to Phaedria’s plea to Thais to dream about him and desire him: stultum est imperare ut
siquis te somniet vel desideret. sed legimus aput . . . nasci plerumgue somnia ex continuatione
praeceptorum, “It is stupid to command someone to dream about you or desire you, but we have read in
[illegible] that dreams frequently come about from a continual stream of perceptions.”®* Neither
Mountford nor | can supplement the missing source for this idea about dreams, but in any case an escape
for Terence (and his characters) has been made.

Finally, some examples from Donatus will help us see how a commentator comes to the defense
of Terence concerning his method of characterization. In the prologue Terence suggests that he has come
under fire for stealing characters from the comedies of Naevius and Plautus, though he responds that his
only sin is to take character types. Donatus backs him up in a prefatory comment: mporarixov [Sic]

mpéowmov NUSquam habet, sed suis tantum personis utitur, “In no place does he use a prefabricated [?]

%9 | confess that | do not understand what “some people” mean by the eta argument, and there could be a problem
with the text of the scholion, but the note still stands as an example of scholarly conflict.

%1 | have not found an example going the other way (i.e., “Some say that Terence is correct to do this, but | say he is
wrong”).

%2 nove dixit ‘vocem visa’ cum sciamus vocem audiri; sed tale est et illud in Virgilio [A. 6.257], ‘visaeque canes
ululare.’

%3 Eun. 194
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character, but uses only his own characters.” Stronger emotions emerge a little later when he comments
upon the prologue itself where Terence speaks of the “stolen” character of the parasite: et hoc mire: non
versus obicit sed personam esse translatam. quid stultius aut calumniosius dici potest, “And this is
remarkable—he [i.e., Lanuvinus] objects not to stolen verses, but a stolen character. What stupider or
more false accusation could be uttered?” Finally, recall the passage where Thais fears that Phaedria will
judge her character stereotypically based on the character of other women (atque ex aliarum ingeniis nunc
me iudicet), to which Donatus says: hic Terentius ostendit virtutis suae hoc esse, ut pervulgatas personas
nove inducat et tamen a consuetudine non recedat, ut puta meretricem bonam cum facit, capiat tamen et
delectet animum spectatoris, “Here Terence shows that it is of his own virtue that he brings in very
common characters in a new way, nevertheless without falling away from traditional practice; for
example, when he makes a prostitute with a heart of gold, even so he captures and delights the mind of
the spectator.”** Thus, for Donatus, if someone would follow a Lanuvinian stream of thought and

criticize Terence for the way he writes his characters, it could only be a result of scholarly incompetence.

Exegetical Methodology

Having surveyed the breadth of topics and questions employed in the commentaries to Terence, |
now proceed to a distillation of their exegetical principles and methodologies. It will be noticed that all of
these methods find a counterpart in the Greek scholia, and in fact the one significant area in which they
can be said to differ is that they must deal with a bilingual literary history, and this question of
intertextuality in Roman comedy is called to the forefront by the original texts themselves, so we will
have an opportunity to see the extent to which the commentators springboard from this foundation into
discussing the nature of Terence’s reliance on Greek literature. Otherwise, we will see a familiar array of

exegetical techniques and principles: recognition of metaphorical language, appeals to specialized (e.qg.,

%4 Eun. 198
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dramatic) speech, appeals to general truth, recognition of chronological differences, and analogical
arguments.

The recognition of metaphorical language is a crucial component in the way Terence’s language
is received and is essentially the same as the attention to metaphor shown in Euripidean scholarship,
except that for Terence it is not as prevalent (a product due partially to the fact that the corpus of notes
examined is smaller). We have encountered such comments already, namely in the “vile and abject”
metaphor of a leaky pot used by Parmeno to talk about his own (in)ability to keep secrets.**®
Metaphorical language is also pointed out at Eunuchus 54, where Parmeno’s phrase actumst, ilicet, peristi
is shown to be legal in nature by the Bembine scholiast: omnia ista verba de iudicio sunt; ‘actum’ quod
dixit definitionem negotii significat, ‘ilicet’ solutionem, ‘peristi’ quasi ‘sententiam quoniam suscipisti,’
“All these words are from the courtroom; what he called actum means the definition of the business, ilicet
means the resolution/ decision, and peristi means as it were ‘since you received the judgment.””**° At
Eunuchus 74 (Don.), Parmeno is said to use language borrowed from warfare to describe Phaedria’s
situation: perseveravit in translatione, quam iamdudum sumpsit a bello.*" Later, Chaerea questions
where he should seek and track down (ubi quaeram, ubi investigem) the beautiful woman of whom he has
just lost sight, to which the scholiast replies: vestigem translatio venandi; nam vestigatur omne quod latet,
““Track down’ is a hunting metaphor; for one tracks down everything that is hiding.”*® Recall also the
extended note on circumvallation from Adelphoe 302 (Bem.), which began with the recognition that the
verb circumvallare was used metaphorically by Geta.

Given the overlap between the ancient critical terms “metaphorical” and “allegorical,” it may be
permissible here to ask whether the commentaries to Terence show any of the deeper, allegorical

interpretations that we saw occasionally in the Euripidean scholia, and to a lesser extent in the

%3 Eun. 105 (Bem.); Eun. 103f. (Don.)

%8 Mountford calls Donatus’ note to this phrase inferior, though he communicates the same general thought on the
metaphor (de iure translatum). For a similar tricolon, compare the English phrases “game, set, match,” or perhaps
“signed, sealed, delivered.” The point is that once Phaedria gives an inch to Thais, she will run all over him.

%7 \Wessner identifies this previous passage as verses 15-16, though it is difficult to see how he arrives at this
conclusion, seeing that there is no such comment by Donatus about a military metaphor for those verses.

%8 Eun. 294 (Bem.)
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commentaries to Aeschines. As might be expected for Roman comedy, there is very little that is
subjected to allegorical interpretation, though we have seen in some places how the commentators derive
subtle meaning from the original text that is by no means obvious on the surface, such that even if there is
nothing “allegorical” per se, there is at least an emphasis on hidden meanings of other kinds. Such is the
case with the previously mentioned passage from the prologue to the Eunuchus, where Terence describes
Lanuvinus as the one who just recently put on a showing of the Phasma of Menander and then going on
to ridicule his legal blunder in the Thesaurus.™ The mention of the Phasma in this way, though it is
without any explicit criticism, is viewed by Donatus as crippling: hanc fabulam [Phasma] totam damnat,
ut apparet, silentio; Thesaurum vero non totum, sed ex uno loco, “The silence (on the Phasma) damns the
entire play, it seems; for he criticized the Thesaurus not in whole, but only in one part.” Consider also the
prologue to the Phormio, where Lanuvius is said to have complained about Terence’s lack of a specific
kind of scene in his plays: quia nusquam insanum scripsit adulescentulum / cervam videre fugere et
sectari canes / et eam plorare, orare ut subveniat sibi, “Since he nowhere wrote that a love-sick young
man saw a hind fleeing and dogs chasing her, and that she begged and asked him to help her.”*® The
watchful scholiast, whose note is the same as Donatus’ here, sees something deeper: ambiguitas per
accusativum casum perseverans usque ad ultimum de industria ut etiam ipsa perplexitas odiosa sit, “The
ambiguity intentionally continues via the accusative case all the way to the end, so that even the confusion
itself [i.e., of the suggestions] would be detestable [to the audience].” This seems to mean that the
indirect statement allows for a reverse reading, that the girl would in fact chase the dogs, and even though
the intended meaning is completely clear in the light of common sense, the scholiast sees this as a

subversive gibe at Lanuvinus.”® Thus, while these ancient scholars apparently do not try to find hidden

%9 Eun. 7ff. Interestingly, the criticism Terence gives of the Thesaurus is on the principle of realism: Lanuvinus had
presented a legal battle in which the defendant spoke first, which was not the way things actually worked in a
courtroom.

%0 phorm. 6-8

%! Galen (De Sophismatis 14.583) discusses this type of ambiguity in a sample about a someone chasing a pig, or
vice versa: wap’ dudiBoriav 8¢, Stav map’ avTov Tov Adyov €v adTd TO SLTTOV ﬁ, kafdmep Exer TO “yévorTo kaTalaBelv
7OV DV éué™ évratifa T@v pev ovoudTwy obdev SuTTév, avTos 8¢ 6 Abyos édp’ €avTod anuaiver TO EAely Te kal avaipedijvac.
Cf. Ennius (6.167): aio te, Aeacida Romanos vincere posse.
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principles of philosophical or scientific truth in Terence, they do look for subtle strands of meaning that
require careful examination.

Another key aspect of the ancient literary approach to Terence is the allowance and even
expectation of different modes of speaking. We have already seen a few examples of this phenomenon in
the section on characterization and realism as categories of literary analysis, for instance how Phaedria’s
thoughts were appropriately disjointed given his frazzled state.®*> The same occurs at Heauton 430,
where Chremes’ illogical word order (valet atque vivit), an instance of hysteron proteron, is said to be the
result either of his haste or of a slight joke: hysteronproteron; nam prius est vivere postea valere, sed
guod maius est intulit. aut ordinem prae festinatione non servat, aut ioculariter sollicito patri hoc
primum dicere voluit quod usitatum est de absentibus nuntiari. Other examples of this interpretive
methodology include the frequent references to irony, a technigue in which words mean the opposite of

what they would normally indicate.”®®

Also included here is the term 56.xas (used to refer to harsh or
critical speech), which to my knowledge appears only in Donatus’ commentary, for example in his
description of Terence’s statement that Lanuvinus should not fancy that Terence will take verbal abuse
lying down.?® See also the synonymous phrase év 76t at Eunuchus 48 (Don.), where Phaedria complains
about the scornful behavior of all courtesans because he is suffering pretty badly at the hands of one in
particular.

As in the previous case studies, appeals to general truth make up a significant category among
ways in which ancient scholars make sense of Terence’s plays, an approach that goes hand-in-hand with
the demand for realism that is evident in the commentaries: the comedies must be in keeping with real
life, and it should be pointed out when Terence has adhered to this principle. So it is with Eunuchus 187,

where Phaedria agrees to stay away from Thais for two days and says that he will go off into the

countryside to waste away there (rus ibo: ibi hoc me macerabo biduom). Donatus explains his idea to

%2 Eyn. 65, 156

%3 Some of the numerous examples include the following: Eun. 89 (Bem., Don.), 224 (Don.), 468 (Bem.); Haut.
323, 358 (Bem.): An. 185, 436 (Don.): Ad. 476, 722 (Bem.).

%4 Eun. 14
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leave town by appealing to the general principle that lovers hate the city when they cannot be with their
girlfriend: et hoc amatorium est, odisse urbem sine amica. At Phormio 12, the Bembine scholiast
supports Terence’s phrase qui hoc dicat aut sic cogitet by saying that whatever comes into our mind we
either think or say: omne quod in mentem venit aut cogitamus aut dicimus.”® In another example,
Aeschinus doubts the good news Micio has shared with him: pater, obsecro, nunc ludi’ tu me?**® The
scholiast explains this by citing another general truth: neglegenti homini nova semper est insperata
felicitas. In these examples, the implicit argument being made is that the behavior of Terence’s characters
is explained by the simple fact that people normally act that way in such circumstances, so Terence has
met the demands of realistic mimesis.*®’

One also finds in the commentaries to Terence the same appeal to chronological distinctions that
were employed for Euripides and Aeschines to explain irregularities in the original text. Just like the
malacoi OF the Greek scholia, the maiores/ antiqui/ veteres/ prisci are invoked as an authority for what
used to be acceptable, the difference being that whereas the waAacoi Were frequently used to validate
cultural practices in Euripides, based on my investigation the “men of old” arguments deal exclusively
with issues of language in Terence. We have in fact already seen some examples of this type under the
discussion of the figure of archaism, where the oddity of certain expressions was chalked up to the
standard language of the past.”® Further evidence for this type of thinking may be found at a Bembine
note to Eunuchus 678: ideo dixit quia maiores nostri ‘quis’ et ‘vir’ dicebant et ‘mulier’; ideo dixit
‘quisquam.’ debuerat enim dicere quaequam, “He said this [i.e., quisquam] since our ancestors said quis

for both a man and a woman; for this reason he said quisquam, for he should have said quaequam.®®®

%3 Compare Donatus’ note as well, which like the rest of the notes to the opening of the Phormio have a special
correspondence with their counterparts in the Scholia Bembina.

%6 Ad. 696f.

%7 Fyrther examples: Eun. 69 (Bem.), 148, 163 (Don.); Haut. 479 (Bem.); Ad. 820, 857 (Bem.).

%8 The commentators do not seem to make a distinction in the term “archaism,” namely whether it describes
language that is already old to the poet as he writes it or just to the scholar who comes along later. Thus, when
Terence is said to be using archaism, it should not be assumed that the commentator thinks he is using language that
was old to him, but may in fact be the regular language of the poet’s day.

%9 Opserve how this appeal to chronology is used for the defense of Terence, for which we saw multiple other
examples above. This note is also interesting because it offers a clear addition by Hand 2, a supporting quotation
from Adelphoe 321. Still more interesting is that we possess a corresponding scholion at that cross-reference.
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Donatus grants Terence license to change from factitarunt to faciunt in the same breath, since there is
ample defense for this in ancient custom: et varie dixit ‘factitarunt’ et faciunt’ et cum magna defensione

Terentii semel facientis id, quod saepe veteres.””

And if the alliteration in the phrase consilia consequi
consimilia seems undesirable, one should know that the men of old had an appetite for such things
(appetebant prisci verba ab isdem litteris incipientia), including Vergil himself (Aen. 3.183, casus
Cassandra canebat).”” In another note, Terence’s use of the form transdere is explained as a more
resonant (read: “fuller”) ancient version of the contemporary tradere—though the process also worked
backwards, as the ancient tralatum was equivalent to the contemporary translatum.®”? Interestingly, the
scholiast does not seem to be bothered by the fact that the second example suggests that his reasoning
may be flawed or at the very least not sufficiently detailed.

Finally, let us examine the role of analogical argumentation in these commentaries, specifically
with a focus on the use of cross-referencing and the influence of Greek literature and scholarship on these

3 As is the case with the other scholia, one of the hallmarks of the Terence

commentators of Terence.
commentaries is a reliance on the work of other authors (and of Terence himself) as comparanda for
diction, historical claims, and other types of information that might need to be validated in some way, or
which simply strike the annotator as an interesting parallel. Internal cross-references to Terence are
common, as in two notes presented above: a scholion to Eunuchus 397 points to Heauton 117 for
confirmation of the fact that Athenian men served as mercenaries to kings, and the gender of satur at
Adelphoe 765 is compared to a usage at Hecyra 769. Consider too the comment at Eunuchus 132 (the
ancient use of honestus as pulcher) where the scholiast points to a comparable passage later in the same

play (ham paulo post dicturus est . . .)—which shows that not all notes look backward to a part of the

original text that has already been covered.

90 Eyn. 43

' Haut. 209 (Bem.); cf. a note from Servius on Aeneid 3.183.

%72 phorm. 2 (Bem; cf. Don.). For other examples: Eun. 97 (Don.), 132 (Bem.); Haut. 8, 271 (Bem; cf. Eun. 1004,
Don.); Phorm. 1, 34 (Bem., Don.); Ad. 482, 906 (Bem.).

%73 See my section on grammar for analogical reasoning as a means of inculcating rules about syntax and
morphology in the Terentian commentaries.
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As Mountford points out, the Bembine scholia quote from Terence 40 times, but Vergil 140
times. Like Homer, Vergil stands as the touchstone by which irregularities or other supposed errors may
be justified—and the fact that Vergil comes later evidently shows that his poetic authority is not

chronologically restricted to his successors.”

A salient example is found in the scholiast’s note to
Eunuchus 381 (Bem.): <cudetur> frangetur. excudere autem dicimus polire, teste Virgilio [Aen. 6.847]
‘excudent alii spirantia mollius aera.’” Here it is suggested that both Terence and “we” (ostensibly the
commentator and his contemporary readership) follow Vergil as an authoritative standard.””® Other
Roman authors cited by the Bembine scholiast include Ennius, Plautus, Lucretius, Sallust, Cicero,
Horace, Lucan, Persius, Juvenal, and Statius. Given that we are dealing with Roman comedy, though, the
references to Plautus are surprisingly sparse, and while we might guess that a figure of Cicero’s stature
might have plenty of citations regardless of the genre of the original text, it seems odd to have so many
more references to him and to other prose writers such as Sallust when there is so little from other Roman
comic writers. Donatus has a similar spread of Roman authors, again with a heavy emphasis on the works
of Vergil and with a few additions as well, such as a number of citations from Lucilius and some from
Catullus.””® For Donatus, at least, one’s anticipation of citations from other Roman dramatists is fulfilled:
Plautus is cited frequently,®”” and some attention is given to Accius and Caecilius as well.”

By far the majority of the citations of Greek literature belong to Menander. Of course, given the
fact that in his prologues Terence himself is open about how his own comedies are translated (in a loose
sense) from Menander’s work, it is unsurprising that we should see an interest in citing him. After all,

when Donatus states in his prologue to the Eunuchus what Greek sources Terence has used, this is

nothing more than a restatement of claims that can be found in the prologue itself. On the other hand, at

" Homer, however, was used not just to defend Euripides, but also to critique his failings. For the Scholia Bembina
and Donatus, Vergil does not ever seem to serve this purpose.

97> | find only one other example of the teste formula in the Bembine scholia, which comes almost immediately after
the Vergil reference (teste Demosthene, Eun. 397). For the formula in Donatus, see Adelphoe 952, where Varro is
the authority cited.

9°E g., An. 183, 718

TE g., An. 70, 96

%8 Ad. 668, 871
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Eunuchus 9 he offers a relatively lengthy plot summary of Menander’s Phasma, which as we have
mentioned already is given no more than brief citation by Terence himself, such that Donatus must be
accessing information outside of the original text (at least a summary of the play, if not the play itself).
The Bembine scholiast also points to allusions by Terence to Menander in several of the plays, including
an amazing instance at Eunuchus 61. When Parmeno gives his list of what one experiences in love
(iniuriae, suspiciones, inimicitiae, indutiae, bellum, pax rursum), the scholiast zooms in on bellum:
auxesis est inimicitiarum; et videtur Periceiromenen Menandri quaerere in qua fabula milis suspicione
percussus adolterii gladio amatae amputat crines; nam quidquid ferro agitur bellicum sane est, “[The use
of bellum] is an augmentation of hostilities. And he seems to allude to the Periceiromene of Menander, in
which drama a soldier, struck by the suspicion of adultery, cuts off the hair of his beloved with a sword.
For whatever is done with a sword is certainly warlike.”®”® See also the quotation of a verse from
Menander’s Heauton (av8pos yapaktip éx Aéyov yvwpileracr) that matches one from Terence (nam mihi

quale ingenium haberes fuit indicio oratio).**°

A verse of Menander is also mentioned at Adelphoe 693,
but the condition of the manuscript makes it difficult to understand the nature of the connection.

Other Greek authors are cited as well, but these are almost entirely from Donatus, and even the
Scholia Bembina’s mention of Apollodorus comes at Phormio 49, where the scholia more or less match
the text of Donatus anyway.*®' Those cited by the latter include a small but not insignificant range of
authors. At Eunuchus 167 Donatus assigns to Hellanicus the idea that eunuchs were originally a
Babylonian idea. Apollodorus is again introduced at Hecyra 58, with an additional mention of
Demosthenes at Phormio 68 for his analogous use of hyperbole. In an explanation of the proverbial lupus

in fabula (meaning, “Be quiet”) at Adelphoe 537, a verse of Theocritus appears as a confirmation of the

theory that the phrase comes from the fact that people are dumbstruck when they first see a wolf. Homer

%% This example reminds one of the sort of intertextuality that was assumed between Euripides and Aeschylus, when
the former refused to name all the generals in the Phoenissae because they had already been given in the Seven
Against Thebes. Such statements infer a keen interest in searching out even faint intertextual connections.

%9 Haut. 384; cf. Haut. 285, 293

%! The Bembine scholion at Eunuchus 397 is exceptional for its appeal to Demosthenes as a source for the history of
Greek mercenaries in the East, as this note is not mirrored in Donatus.
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also receives treatment in several places, mostly to show that Terence has used a Homeric phrase or
sentiment.”®

The purpose of cross-references in general in these commentaries is predominantly linguistic, as
corresponding usages are presented from prose and poetry in order to lend credence to what might
otherwise be blameworthy in Terence. On the other hand, we saw just above in the (apparent) bellum
allusion how Terence could nod to Menander thematically and not just linguistically. It is also important

%3 tells himself to cool down and think

to consider the Bembine scholion to Eunuchus 56, where Phaedria

in the midst of his confused state regarding Thais:
correctio sui. amor enim non habet perpetuum furorem in viro; unde Virgilius [Ecl. 2.73]
‘invenies alium si te hic fastidit Alexis.” e contrario in feminis amor pudoris damno fit tristior;
unde Dido ad exitium usque perducitur [Aen. 5.5-6] ‘duri magno sed amore dolores polluto
notumque furens quid femina possit’; luvenalis [10.329] ‘cum stimulus odio pudor ammovet.’
This is self-correction. For love does not keep an eternal madness in a man. From this is Vergil’s
“You will find another if this Alexis despises you.” On the other hand, love in women becomes
worse with the loss of pudor, from which principle Dido proceeds all the way to death, “But
harsh pains from the pollution of a great love, and knowledge of what a raging woman was
capable of . . . .” Juvenal says, “[Never is a woman so savage] than when she is moved by a
pudor spurred on by hatred.”

These references are not made on the basis of any verbal parallels, but on a thematic one. The same is

true for a Bembine scholion to Adelphoe 701, where learned poets are said to have the opinion that the

fear of hatred creates a faithful love: est aput doctos poetas hic sensus: ut amoris fidem metus faciat

odiorum, et odiorum [odium?] testimonium habeat ex amore contrario.”®* Thus, while cross-references

may be predominantly linguistic in nature, ancient Terentian scholars show evidence that they were

thinking about the relationship between texts in other ways as well.%°

%2 An. 400, 718; Ad. 460; Hec. 361, 380

%3 It is actually Parmeno’s line, but | treat it here as Phaedria’s, since that is what the scholiast thought.

%4 |t is unclear to me exactly how this sentiment relates to the original text, but in any case it makes clear that the
cross-references given afterwards are to be taken as thematic parallels (cf. Ad. 610, Bem.). In another obscure
example, when Syrus tries to give Demea directions at Adelphoe 577, a mention of a large fig tree (caprificus) is
seen to be an imitation of Homer, who spoke of a similar tree at the gates of Troy.

%> There are also a few examples that provide citations as if there were a direct allusion being made from the other
author to Terence. For example, when Demea exclaims o luppiter, hancin vitam! hoscin mores! hanc dementiam!
(Ad. 757f.), the Bembine scholiast states: inde est illa Ciceronis ecfonesis, ‘0 tempora, 0 mores.” How are we to
read this inde? Is it that Cicero actually thought about Terence when composing that phrase? Or is it simply to
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The Commentaries and Greek

The previous discussion of Greek sources opens up a much larger question at this juncture: how
do the commentators use and respond to Greek language and literature, not only in their understanding of
the original texts, but in their approach to their own academic discipline? Terence is open about the
Greek origins of his work, and the scholiasts recognize this. Are the scholiasts as open about their own
use of Greek scholarship? And what exactly characterizes their use of it?°®°

In my analysis of other types of notes it has been evident that Greek terms are used for linguistic
and rhetorical figures, as well as in etymologies, philosophical maxims, and the like.*’ Other examples
demonstrate an ongoing concern for the translation of Greek into Latin for passages in which Terence will
use a Greek form or syntactical arrangement that is pointed out as such. Some notes simply identify these
words as Greek, as in the case of technam and apage.”® Donatus also states that the Romans spelled
thesaurus without the “n” that the Greeks had in their version.®®® So too at Adelphoe 405 and 759, where
the Bembine scholiast explains that the Greek psaltria is the Latin fidicina, and that while the Greeks
gave this lyre player her name from the sound of her voice (cantare = psallin), “we” do so from the
playing of the chords (fides) by the hand.”® The same principle applies for grammar as well, as we have
already seen in Donatus’ note to Adelphoe 491, where the dative vobis is read in conjunction with decet

on analogy with the Greek phrase vutv mpémec, a passage for which Terence is said to have spoken in a

mark that Cicero’s phrase partakes of the same spirit? This type of formula is sadly unspecific, for we would like to
know what exactly the scholiast has in mind.

%6 | remind the reader here that Greek quotations in the manuscripts are often garbled and scarcely legible, both for
the Scholia Bembina and Donatus. While this can tell us something about the level of Greek proficiency attained by
the Bembine scholiasts, it is impossible to say what Donatus’ Greek was like, since there is no telling what
transformations his text could have suffered between its initial recording and our extant manuscripts. | will continue
to regularize the Greek with the caveat that | am covering over the oddity of its form. In some cases the “Greek” is
truly bizarre (see Phorm. 16, Ad. 469, Bem.), though one cannot say at what point it got this way.

%7 Phorm. 26 (Bem.); Eun. 76, 254 (Bem.); Eun. 14, 48 (Don.)

%8 Eun. 718, 756 (Bem.)

%9 Eun. 10

%% See also the Scholia Bembina to Eunuchus 777 (spongia, peniculon), Adelphoe 715 (reptare, serpens), and
Adelphoe 781 (mastigia, verbero).
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Greek manner.®* For the phrase quid sibi eunuchus velit, Donatus again turns to Greek for an
explanation: 7o arrukeopd ‘Sibi,” ut alibi [Haut. 61f.] ‘nam pro deum atque hominum fidem, quid vis tibi
aut quid quaeris. %

In other places the scholiast is not prompted by a Greek word in Terence, but rather demonstrates
that there has been a general Greek influence on his scholarly way of thinking. Such are two notes to
Adelphoe 827f., where Micio tells Demea that his sons demonstrate a fair amount of intelligence and
show respect when they need to, that they have love for each other, and that it is possible to recognize a
noble character and spirit in them: video sapere intellegere, in loco / vereri, inter se amare: scire est
liberum / ingenium atque animum. There is nothing particularly Greek about these lines, but the scholiast
points out for in loco that things that are fitting can be so in two senses, either in time or in place: quod
opportunum aut temporis est aut loci. The rest of this note contains Greek vocabulary: temporis aceron

[dxacpov] dicimus Graece inportunum, loco atopon, “We say in Greek that what is not fitting in time is

dracpov, and in place dromov.” That is, much like with the figures mentioned before, Greek terminology
has shaped the Latin system of semantic categorization at least in part. The second note to these same
lines has the lemma scire and explains that scientia is a skill in knowing (noscendi peritia), just like the
Greek emoriun means disciplina scientiae. Bringing in the Greek term does nothing for an
understanding of scire in the original text (which can be glossed easily enough in Latin), so the reference
to Greek terminology is telling.

In other passages one finds a general consciousness of Greek ideas, much like the aforementioned
allusion to the Stoic doctrine of fools and madness. For instance, the Bembine scholiast states that the
lacrimae and gaudium are emotions of the mind (mentis affectus) that are labeled in Greek pathos, where

again the introduction of the Greek conception of emotion is in no way necessitated by the original text.**®

%1 Graece dixit; cf. Ad. 928 (Don.).

992 Eun. 45; note that the specific label of arruciouss may have stylistic connotations as well, though this note does
not say this explicitly and would need to be supported by other examples. For a general praise of Attic style, see
Quintilian 1.8, 10.1 (the former links Atticism specifically with comedy: in comoediis elegantia et quidam uelut
atticismos inueniri potest).

%3 Ad. 409.
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Likewise, at Heauton 440ff. Chremes tells Menedemus that he is always going to extremes in the use of
his money, while never finding a moderate middle ground. The scholiast chimes in unexpectedly with the
Greek saying mas marip popés, “Every father is a fool,” and nothing more. A fascinating note to
Adelphoe 493 brings in more outside Greek knowledge. When Hegio threatens to come to the defense of
the pregnant girl “with the greatest force” (Summa vi) if Demea cannot get his son to accept his
responsibility as the father, the scholiast notes: videtur hic senex Areopagitarum sustinere censuram quos
legimus apud Graecos [Stoicae?] severitatis fuisse in iudiciis; qui Oresten matricidii crimine
damnavissent nisi Minervae arbitrio vincirentur, “This old man seems to keep up the strictness of the
Areopagite Council, whom in Greek authors we read to have been of [Stoic?] severity in their judgments,
they who would have condemned Orestes on the charge of matricide if they had not been compelled by
the vote of Minerva.” The reference to the Areopagite Council has no real parallel in the original text, as
Hegio is threatening to defend (not prosecute) the girl with the dead father, such that this Greek analogue
seems to be a bit forced. If so, this is all the more reason to appreciate the desire of the scholiast to
incorporate Greek thinking, language, and culture into his commentary.”*

Three more notes from Donatus can be mentioned here as further support for this notion that
Roman scholars felt a need to introduce Greek material on their own instead of simply reacting to Greek
language and references they found in the original text. The first is a simple gloss at Eunuchus 12—
simple, except that when qui petit is defined as petitor, that gloss is introduced by the familiar phrase avri
705.%% There is clearly no need to use this phrase, as there are countless other glosses in Donatus’ notes
without it. Instead, Donatus (or whomever he was excerpting) appears to be including a Greek scholarly
formula simply for its own sake. The same is true at Eunuchus 175, where Donatus says rightly that

Phaedria’s istuc verbum really refers to the entire phrase potius quam te inimicum habeam, so that verbum

9% A couple of notes later the scholiast utters the aforementioned exclamation about Hegio’s “Areopagite
argument,” and then gives further information: Areopagitae dicti sunt qui cummorabantur in Martio pago (Ad. 502).
Why the scholiast was thinking about the Areopagus on the particular day in which he wrote those comments, |
cannot say.

%5 There is a textual issue here (as often with Greek script). | consider Wessner’s dvri ot to be the best emendation
given the incomprehensibility of anterior or the other manuscript offerings (the seemingly random Greek phrase
does seem to be the lectio difficilior).
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really means something closer to sententia than merely “a word.” But Donatus goes a bit further in a
second note: <verbum=> pro dicto, sed proprie aéimpa, id est sententia vel enuntiatio, quae uno stringitur
et ligatur verbo, verbum a veteribus dicebatur, “Verbum stands in for dictum here, though properly
speaking it is an aiwpa, that is, a saying or pronouncement that is summed up and tied together in a
single word, and it was called a verbum by the men of old.” In other words, Donatus has just said that a
Greek word was the preferred technical term for the type of statement given by Phaedria. Finally, note
that Donatus’ final comment to Eunuchus 167 is entirely in Greek: edvobyos elpnrac axs edvay Exav, TodT’
EoTwv udaTTav, ws Tvioyos paBdobyos akymTODY0S €OV 0LV Yuvakds kavdpés, “A eunuch is so called
from ‘having a bed,’ that is, guarding it. This is just like a yvioxos, paBdotxos, and oxymrodyos. Thus, it is
the bed (edv7j) of a man and woman.” Was Donatus using commentaries in Greek for his variorum
composition? Did Donatus or one of his sources provide a single note in Greek to show off his erudition?
Is there a corresponding note in a Greek scholiastic corpus from which this was taken? Whatever the
answer, it is clear that Donatus and his Bembine counterparts did not merely deal with Greek topics and

language out of necessity, but freely chose to incorporate elements of Greek scholarship into their work.

Mistakes and Oddities

I will make a few comments here about the quality of the commentaries | have been examining.
These commentaries, like the scholia from previous chapters, contain some errors, slips, and inexplicable
perspectives, and the overall effect of these passages is to remind us how different the approaches of
ancient scholars were from our own perspective. In general, as before, there are notes that make bald
restatements of what has come before, more so in the variorum style of Donatus, though also from time to

time in the Scholia Bembina.”® It has also been shown that Greek script and Roman names can be

%% See the repeated notes at Adelphoe 405 and 759.
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butchered so much that we cannot have full confidence that all the scholars who provided Greek scholarly

997

information to us had a professional grasp on the language.™" A few individual mistakes and oddities

also creep in to the Scholia Bembina and are noted by Mountford: melior is written instead of melius,** in
hominem is taken as contra hominem when it cannot have that meaning,”® minime gentium is

1000

inexplicably glossed as per omnes gentes, satago (“satisfy,” satis + ago) and sagio (“perceive

1001 1002
d, d,

keenly”) are conflate the syntax of a larger passage is misunderstoo and the phrase primo luci is

oddly identified as some sort of hybrid dative-genitive combination.'® In addition, | have pointed out
some instances in which a citation or quotation is introduced with no apparent logic.%*

It is not to be assumed that the Bembine scholiast is the only one nodding, however. At the
beginning of this chapter | highlighted the notes of Donatus to Eunuchus 50 and Phormio 13, both of
which contain readings of the text that are demonstrably worse than those found in the Scholia Bembina
for these verses. Donatus is also not immune from notes that seem a bit daft, such as the alert at
Eunuchus 59 that the perfectly regular phrase in amore haec omnia insunt has two prepositions (in,
insunt). Etymologies can be quirky and unrealistic, as at Eunuchus 406: expuere est cum fastidio aliquid

1005 hecurs at Eunuchus 179 with a

reicere et expellere; nam expuere est ééw pus mittere. Another gem
far-fetched interpretation of ego: vide quanta significet: convenit hoc pronomen multa blande exprobanti,
ut [Verg. Aen. 4.314] ‘mene fugis?’ “Note how much weight the ego carries here: this pronoun is suited

to someone making a lot of accusations in a fawning manner.” Perhaps, but is not ego also useful for

nearly every other kind of emphatic sentence?

%7 Phorm. 1 (Bem.)

%% Eun. 50

%9 Eun. 588

1090 Eyn, 625

1991 Haut. 236

1002 Haut. 3; cf. Eugraphius, who gets this correct.

1993 Ad. 481

1004 gych is the citation of Vergil at Eunuchus 322 (Bem.), though here there may have been some explanation in the
illegible portion of this folium. See also the Bembine note to Adelphoe 306, which offers a “quotation” of Adelphoe
471ff.—one that is evidently given from memory and is far from exact.

1005 ¢l pwvias dixit dissertator.
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Lastly, some notes are particularly entertaining for their oddity or silliness, at least from a modern
perspective. It seems to us fairly obsessive, for example, that a scholar would think that Phaedria’s
farewell to Thais (in hoc biduom, Thais, vale) might be interpreted as “Be well, Thais, but only for two

1%97_who needs help with

days and no longer!”*®® We are also a bit shocked to see vel glossed as aut
that?—or when the Bembine scholiast and Donatus want to make sure that we know that the evidently
elusive word sed is a particle meaning a transition from one thing to another: particula transitum
significat ad mentionem alterius rei.*®® When Syrus describes an old woman with her hair pulled back in
an unadorned way (capillu’ pexu’ prolixus circum caput reiectu’ neglegenter), the scholiast cannot decide
whether her hair is pulled backward (retro iactus) or tossed again (iterum iactus), evidently in some sort

of mildly sexy manner (ut appareat pulchritudo crinis).**”

It is also charming to come across the
occasional personal testimonial™®™ like that found at Adelphoe 507, where Demea says: non me indicente
haec fiunt, “It was not by my advice that these things are happening.” The scholiast reads indicente as
non dicente, an interpretation that causes him some unease: tacente. nove. immo potius cata

archahaismon; nam nusquam legimus nisi in hoc loco, “It means “keeping quiet,” which is strange; nay,

rather, it is an archaism. For nowhere have we read [this usage] except for in this passage.”

Conclusions and Inconclusions

At a glance, there is much in the commentaries to Terence that reminds us of scholarly work done

on Euripides and Aeschines. The staging of Roman comedy and its divergence from tragedy, for

example, occupy the attention of Terentian scholars just like it did for their Euripidean counterparts, and |

1096 nunc ‘vale” abscessum significat, non salutationem. nam si mera salutatio est, biduo solum amicam valere

optat; sed praescribere conatur, quanto tempore abfuturus sit (Eun. 190, Don.).
1997 Haut. 78 (Bem.)

1008 phorm. 57

1009 Haut. 293 (Bem.)

1010 yituperatur a multis dissertator, quia homoeoteleuton non vitavit.
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have pointed out a number of ways in which Donatus, Eugraphius, and the Bembine scholiasts
demonstrate a consistent interest in rhetoric that employs some of the same approaches as the Aeschinean
scholiasts, including the manifold assortment of figures. While there is not so much on history or
mythology in the comments to Terence, and while discussion of variant textual readings is remarkably
absent given the frequency of this type of note in the Greek scholia, one can recognize a general similarity
in the way information of various kinds is introduced in an effort to explicate the original text—not only
to make it readable, but to offer insightful parallels that demonstrate an interest in literature as literature
and that point to a careful reading of the text.

At the same time, the commentaries to Terence are not “just more scholia,” for in some ways they
are quite a bit different from what we have seen on the Greek side. Yes, rhetoric is important for the
explication of both Aeschines and Terence, but the amount of rhetorical and legal theory in the latter is
perhaps even greater in some ways than in the commentaries to the Greek orator and politician. The
analysis of larger argumentative structures, for example, is much more developed for Terence than for
Aeschines, where one often finds nothing more than a brief label for a particular section of the speech,
whether it be an introduction, refutation, peroration, or something else. And in any case, when comparing
drama to drama, the rhetorical information contained in the Terentian commentaries far outweighs that in
the Euripidean scholia, despite the fact that Euripides lacks no amount of passages that would welcome
sophistic analysis. In a fair assessment, there is simply a greater interest in rhetoric among the Roman
scholars—and recall also that, notably, some of the rhetorical notes to Aeschines appear to have come
from the Roman era.

The exegetical methodologies are also largely the same for all parties concerned, though note that
the {prjpara tradition is not abundant in Terence, whereas it was ubiquitous among the Greek

scholars.'®™ As for expectations of realism, appeals to general truth, standards of characterization, and

1911 The reason could be as simple as the suggestion that Terence’s plays do not present as many thorny problems as
Euripides and Aeschines, though we have seen how exceptionally picky scholiasts can turn even the most harmless
phraseology into a problem. If the Roman scholars had wished to incorporate this tradition of question-and-answer
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other such topics, the notes to Terence seem to partake of the same types of thinking as mentioned in
previous chapters. All the scholia examined thus far put high value on analogical reasoning—
demonstrated especially through external and internal citations—and they also contain the basic
assumption that the time in between the literature and the scholars themselves is great enough to allow for
substantial changes in the standard for what is “normal,” either linguistically or culturally.

Further, all the scholia have demonstrated a tendency to include notes that are “extraneous,” that
is, not absolutely critical for a basic understanding of the original text. Nowhere does this appear more
evident than in the grammatical and lexicographical notes, where specific information for a specific
passage is often expanded into a general lesson that differentiates between confusingly similar
vocabulary, explains morphological phenomena, or provides other helpful information. The glosses in
Terence do not seem as expansive as some of the extended entries seen in previous chapters, and perhaps
this indicates a more mature intended audience who does not need as much help, though as always it is
difficult to assert the skill level of the target reader, especially when we are dealing with variorum
commentaries that could have been pieced together from scholarly works with different aims.**?

In terms of generic distinctions, it is again true that the scholia to a specific author demonstrate
some understanding of the particular demands and expectations that are associated with the performance
of that sort of literature, be it on stage at a festival or on the “stage” of the Athenian courtroom. What
Terence does, after all, is for the sake of the spectators, and both Euripides and Aeschines were also said
to have aimed at winning over their audiences—and apparently none of our authors were above a little

flattery. Yet, this difference in performance context and the various expectations assigned to different

format into their work, they could have drummed up enough material for it easily. We shall examine the topic
further in the next chapter.

10121t is perhaps worth noting that | find no obscenity in the scholia to Terence, the closest example perhaps being
the aforementioned note on labeae inferiores. There is also precious little that could be called “moral education” in
the scholia, whereas we did see some examples for Euripides. Perhaps one could say that the Bembine scholiast’s
disdain for Aeschinus’ brazen behavior at Adelphoe 328 qualifies, or also his assertion at Adelphoe 307 that it is
characteristic of dutiful husbands to love their wives more when there is a certain hope for the birth of sons:
religiosorum est maritorum plus amare mulieres cum spes certa est puerorum. In any case, there is not much of an
argument to made that the scholia have what we might call a “moral” impetus.
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genres (e.g., tragedy vs. comedy, drama vs. oratory) do not mean that the same questions and techniques
cannot be used to explicate each type of literature.

As for the Roman response to the Greek tradition, it has to be said that the scholars of Terence are
consciously aware of their debt to their Greek counterparts, as is clear by their own treatment of Greek
language, history, and culture. Some of this treatment will have resulted simply from the commentators’
need to explicate Terence’s own acknowledgement of the Greeks, especially Menander, but a number of
other passages show that these Roman scholars did not aim at a bare minimum when it came to
employing Greek scholarly techniques. Not only do they seem to have picked up the same basic approach
to a literary text from their forebears, but in several places they seem to be pursuing those techniques
actively, whether through the quotation of Greek sources or the use of individual Greek scholastic
formulae. As we move forward, we will see whether Servius’ approach to Vergil can be understood in

the same way, and whether this shift in genre brings with it any perceptible change in methodology.
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CHAPTER 5

Servius and the Quidam: Scholarship on Verqil

The scope of this project expands greatly as | proceed to the literary tradition surrounding Vergil,
not only in the sense of magnitude with the great increase in scholarly remnants compared to those of my
other case studies, but also in the realm of genre, as we move beyond oratory and drama into epic,
pastoral, and agricultural literature. And, for the first time, we will see the same scholar(s) commenting
on works from different genres by the same author, so that we will be afforded a rare opportunity to see
the effects of a change in genre as the other variables remain the same. In addition to genre, another
central concern of this chapter, as in the previous, will be the question of influence—not only how Vergil
is said to incorporate and respond to his literary predecessors, but also how much Roman scholars leaned
upon the commentaries of their Greek counterparts.

In my approach to these questions | will follow the same general procedure as in the other case
studies: a short description of the texts, a critical summary of the topical categories contained in those
texts with a focus on poetry and poetic genre, and analysis of the exegetical methods used throughout.
Because of the great quantity of primary material available, | will not presume to offer a detailed
presentation of the entire corpus. Some portions of Vergil’s output will receive more intensive treatment
here than others, and it is not to be assumed that my discussion is everywhere in perfect balance. Let it be
observed at the outset that most phenomena from Vergilian scholarship that | present here will have a
multitude of other examples that will not even be cited in a footnote, much less discussed in full.™2 | will

select passages that | find most interesting, often to the exclusion of large portions of the commentaries.

1913 This represents a significant shift from my approach to the scholia to Aeschines, where Dilts’ slim volume could
be summarized much more comprehensively. The problem of equal representation is present for Euripides and
Terence as well, though not to the same extent as it is for Vergil. 1f someone wishes to know more specifically what
are the relative concentrations of different kinds of notes on different topics in these scholiastic corpora, what is
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The Texts

We have ample testimonia that the ancient commentators of Vergil were many and that the
response to his Aeneid was immediate.’®** His Georgics and Eclogues were also the subject of lectures by
Caecilius Epirota soon after their publication. And, as if to prove that Vergil had indeed entered the ring
to compete with Homer, the obtrectatores (accusing critics) appeared immediately to carp at the poet’s

work, 1%

a revival of the tradition of Homeric vituperation that was so entrenched from the early stages of
Greek literary criticism. Among these snarling chaps was Carvilius Pictor, who wrote an excoriating
Aeneidomastix (“Whipper of the Aeneid”) to match the famous Homeromastix of Zoilus of
Amphipolis.™®™® Vergil, of course, was not without a long line of scholarly clientelae. Among these were
poets such as Silius Italicus and Valerius Flaccus, whose allusive programs showed the primacy of
Vergil’s work. Quintilian too sang his praises and even stated that his own teacher, Domitius Afer, had
given Vergil second place to Homer—but that he was closer to first place than to third.**" In later
antiquity Vergil’s impact was solidified further not only as a literary giant in the secular world, but also
among Christians, and the permanence of his verses shines clear within the tradition of the centones,
poems that shuffled Vergilian lines to create new poetry from the building blocks of Vergil’s own work—
and that they were “building blocks” in a different sense is also confirmed by Vergil’s continued status as
a vital school text. It is in this context that later grammatici and other scholars continued the commentary

tradition on what was already at that time “ancient” poetry: Aelius Donatus and then Servius produced

their own variorum commentaries, while Fulgentius approached Vergil from a philosophical perspective

needed is a comprehensive mathematical analysis. What | have aimed at instead is a representative sampling of the
different types of knowledge and techniques of interpretation that appear in a given corpus.

1014 Actually, if one includes the oft-cited premonition of Propertius (2.34.66) that something greater than the Iliad
was on the way, then the comparative analysis with Homer may be said to have begun even before the poem’s
publication.

1915 Donatus (Vita 43, perhaps an echo of Suetonius) states that Vergil was never without these detractors.

1016 For the obtrectatores, see Farrell (2010, 445f.), Tarrant (1997, 59), Nettleship (1881). Farrell points out how
useful these critics are to us, even though we have information on so few, since it was their critiques that launched
the defenders of Vergil (e.g., Donatus and Servius) into exegetical action to explain Vergil’s relationship to poetic
works that are now lost.

191710.1.86
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(for which compare Macrobius on the Somnium Scipionis), and Tiberius Claudius Donatus (not to be
confused with Aelius Donatus) wrote a rhetorical commentary that emphasized the whole Aeneid as a
carefully-planned laudatio of Augustus and Rome.**8

For the purposes of this study I focus exclusively on the Servian tradition, the definition of which
I will clarify shortly. My future study of Vergilian scholarship will take many other works into account,
and this project will provide a foundational methodology for such research, in addition to giving a broad-
sweeping analysis of the most popular and important commentator of Vergil in the ancient world."™® To
be sure, the commentaries | treat are focalized through the lens of merely a couple of individuals, but at
the same time they are illustrative of many strands of Vergilian scholarship through their frequent citation
of the way “many” or “some” approached Vergil’s poetry. Thus, while the text of Servius by no means

1920 there is present in this case

tells us “what the ancients thought about Vergil,” as Fowler points out,
study the flavor of a centuries-old tradition on Vergil that itself looked back to the millennium-old
tradition of Greek thinking about Homer and other literature.

The text of Servius, the fourth-century commentator and possibly a student of Donatus, comes to
us in the manuscripts in two forms: the standard text of Servius and a commentary known as Servius
Danielis or Servius Auctus (hereafter referred to as DS). The first is a large collection of notes on the
Aeneid, Eclogues, and Georgics in that order. The second, first published by Pierre Daniel (1600),
contains the whole text of Servius (with some modifications) and a vast assemblage of additional notes,
the provenance of which is unknown. It has been suggested that Servius’ own commentary is based on

the work of Donatus and that DS, which was probably compiled in the seventh or eighth century, contains

pieces of the Donatian commentary that Servius did not include.’®** However that may be, it has long

1018 McDonough (2004, xvii)
%9 | intend the subtitle of this chapter as a reference to Servius’ frequent mention of other unnamed commentators.
Whether he intended this or not, however, this anonymizing quidam formula is almost performative in that Servius’
work largely put other ancient Vergilian commentaries out of business.
1020

1997, 77
1021 See Rand (1916), but note that this view, which was based on mere assumption, has been largely discredited
(e.g., Travis 1942, Daintree 1990).
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been clear that DS is a fundamentally different commentary with recognizable features of its own.'*? In

this investigation | will be treating both texts together without drawing fine distinctions between them
except where they are obvious, nor will I make any special effort to ensure that | have given examples
from both equally in my various sections, since my goal is not to solve the problems of the Servian
manuscript tradition, but to analyze the commentaries according to the methodology I have developed in
previous chapters. In some sense it will be helpful to have the balance of two different commentaries
side-by-side in order to give a bit more breadth to my study, but future endeavors will have to go much
further into other Vergilian exegesis as well, including the likes of Tiberius Claudius Donatus and
Macrobius, whose extensive Saturnalia contains details of ancient scholarly practices that will prove
helpful in broadening the scope of my project.

The textual history of the Servian tradition (Servius + DS) makes it extremely difficult to produce
an efficient and accurate edition. Part of the dilemma is that DS is not simply the text of Servius with
additions, but is an emended text of Servius. Thus, any modern edition must choose which text to
privilege, with the two basic approaches being represented by Thilo (1881) and the ongoing Harvard
edition. The first privileges Servius by reproducing a critical edition of his text with the additions of DS
in italics, relegating any emendations of the original Servius in DS to the critical apparatus. The second
privileges DS, and the somewhat complicated presentation of the text obfuscates those places in which the
original Servius text was modified by our anonymous seventh- or eighth-century compiler.’*”® Both
systems have flaws, and the only truly accurate way to express both texts together in a way that respects
their original form is to print them in their entirety side-by-side, which would mean a tremendous
expenditure of paper, but which one day could be an extremely useful format for electronic versions of
the text. For the current project | use Thilo’s 1881 edition, and my citations are from the original Servius

unless otherwise marked by the initials DS. Finally, let it be noted that in a number of places the citation

1022 See Murgia (1975, 3ff.). The use of DS (Danielis Scholia) is to be preferred to Servius Danielis or Servius
Auctus for the simple reasons that the expansion of the commentary is demonstrably not Servian. It is better to
divorce ourselves from speaking of it in those terms.

1923 Fraenkel (1948) issued a withering review of this project and addressed such obfuscation.
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or quotation of a verse in Servius or DS will not match a modern edition such as Mynors” OCT (1985);
should the reader wish to track down any citations in the original text, it is advised that he or she remain
flexible, as a wished-for verse could be several spots removed from its expected location.

The form of the text itself is very much like what | have described in previous chapters, though
with a much stronger unity, the additions of DS notwithstanding. Even the “single” commentary on
Terence by Donatus contains many disjointed, redundant, or contradictory collections of varying
opinions, but Servius and DS are far more streamlined—again, excepting those places where the DS
compiler has not smoothed over a join in the composite text or has added redundant material (though for
the most part | do not find this to be the case).'”* The commentaries have the same lemma-based
structure as before, and continuations of notes are linked most often by autem, in contrast to the et in
Donatus’ commentary on Terence, with alternative positions marked with vel or aut. The amount of self-
reference in Servius and DS is extremely high, with “as we said above” formulae appearing hundreds of
times, though with other first-person markers appearing only rarely.’®” 1t will be observed that the
scholiastic formulae from other corpora are used frequently by Servius as well, with a few unique

additions.

Servii Praefationes

Another important difference between Servius and the scholia we have seen thus far is that, while

we were left mostly to our own devices in determining the method of our commentators, now we are

given substantial introductory material that explains at least in part what Servius is doing and how he

1924 For some good examples that demonstrate the sort of additions or corrections that are made by DS to the original
text of Servius, see Aeneid 1.514, 3.248, 3.701.

1025 E 9., in opinione mea (Aen. 8.471). Note that, in comparing DS with the Terence commentary of Donatus,
Travis (1942) finds no consistency between styles, which leads him to conclude that DS may contain the substance
of Donatus’ commentary on Vergil, but decidedly not the very words themselves or anything close to it. Part of his
reasoning includes the relative frequency of “personal exclamations” in the Terence commentary (Some examples of
which | showed in the last chapter) vis-a-vis the “pedestrian and impersonal language” of DS.
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views his task as commentator. Before | begin my own assessment of what Servius is up to, it is fitting to
give him some space to speak for himself.

Servius launches his entire commentary project with an overview of the tasks that are common to
any expositor of an author: in exponendis auctoribus haec consideranda sunt: poetae vita, titulus operis,
gualitas carminis, scribentis intentio, numerus librorum, ordo librorum, explanatio. These terms are
largely self-explanatory, though some specification is needed. The qualitas of a work may refer to meter,
stylistic register, and genre, though we will have to examine later how we are to understand this last term.
The intentio is the author’s purpose in writing: for example, the intentio of the Aeneid is to imitate Homer

192 while that of the Eclogues is to imitate Theocritus and to give

and praise Augustus from his ancestors,
thanks to Augustus and other nobles for returning his confiscated land in Mantua.’®*" There is no formal
statement of the intentio in the Georgics, though one learns that Vergil has imitated Hesiod and that the
poem is didactic, having a goal of instructing the reader in agricultural practices.’®® The last element,
explanatio, encompasses the rest of the entire work, namely the line-by-line commentary itself.

Each of the prefaces are quite unique, and only the Aeneid fully exhibits all the features Servius
lists for the requirements of a literary commentary, and by the time he gets to the introduction to the
Georgics, the systematized approach with which he has begun is not clearly recognizable, though more or
less the same types of information are communicated. The prefaces also contain more than the list given
above would suggest, as the commentator takes liberty to talk about whatever seems important for a given
work. For the Aeneid, this includes the fact that the poem was never emended or published by Vergil and
that it survived only because Augustus ordered Tucca and Varius to correct it by removing everything that

was superfluous and adding nothing, which is the reason for the presence of unfinished verses and the

absence of Vergil’s initial four-verse introduction to the first book.'®”® The preface to the Eclogues

1026 pen. praef. 70ff.

1927 Ecl. praef. 14ff.; Servius then explains what he means with a biographical section that gives details for how
Vergil’s land was handed over to veterans from the civil war and how he successfully petitioned Augustus for his
fields to be returned.

1028 G, praef. 1ff., 26ff.

1029 pen. praef. 23ff.
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contains extra information on the history of the genre, and the (noticeably shorter) introduction to the
Georgics deals with, among other things, a dispute about the applicability of the title to the contents of
each book. Though these prefaces seem to be somewhat random in what they discuss, and while taken
together they do not seem to follow the same structure, they are an invaluable source of information for
how Servius viewed his task as commentator and what starting assumptions were operable in his

interpretation of Vergil.

Topical Concerns

It will be clear from the previous chapters what are the essential epistemological components of
an ancient commentary. In order to explain literary works, scholars called upon all kinds of knowledge—
history, mythology, geography, ethnography, rhetorical theory, linguistics, literature in general, and
others—a practice with a potent implication: anyone who thinks he or she can bring light to Vergil’s work
without an extremely broad education is doomed to failure, and as | will emphasize below, it is exactly in
those terms that Servius distances himself from other Vergilian “scholars.” Since the topics covered in
the other scholiastic corpora are already familiar to my reader, in what follows | will present an unjustly
brief assemblage of notes from each category to show that the tradition of Vergilian scholarship partakes
of a similarly wide-ranging knowledge, an abridgement that is necessary to make room for my more
crucial considerations, but one that nonetheless seems like a criminal activity given the profoundly rich
and diverse Servian corpus. In most cases | am not even able—Ilike the Vergilian commentator at
Eclogues 4.34 (DS), who explains that anyone wishing to learn more about Jason and his mates aboard
the Argo should consult the works of those who write fables—to direct the avid reader to more detailed
explanations in other sources. Let it be understood simply that most of the examples that follow will have

dozens (perhaps even hundreds) of siblings that demonstrate the same or similar phenomena and that only
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a few will get explicit recognition. In the meantime, there is need for more detailed studies on the
epistemological categories that Servius and his sources access.

Let me start this brief summary with a look at lexicography. Like the commentaries to Terence,
Servius and DS make use of basic glosses, but not with the continuous string of five, six, or even seven
synonymous entries that we saw in the Greek scholia.’®® Rather, as with Terence, the places in which
multiple glosses are given generally come with differentiation between the terms instead of stacking them
all together in an extended gloss. This phenomenon is evident from the very first verse of the Aeneid,
where the multivalence of cano is explained: <cano> polysemus sermo est. tria enim significat:
aliquando laudo, ut “regemque canebant” [Aen. 7.698], aliquando divino, ut “ipsa canas oro” [Aen.
6.76]; aliquando canto, ut in hoc loco, “The word is multi-valent, for it means three things: sometimes
‘praise,” as in ‘and they were praising the king’; sometimes ‘prophesy,’ as in ‘I ask that you yourself
prophesy’; and sometimes ‘sing,” as in this passage.”'%" And as with Terence, there are a series of words
that are categorized as tév péowv, that is, inherently ambiguous and in need of clarifying epithets.*
There are also very many places in which Vergil’s language is said to be executed “properly” (proprie) or
“improperly” (inproprie, abusive, usurpative, karaxpnorikds), that is, adhering to a standard of common
usage or diverging from it. For example, it was appropriate for Vergil to describe shipwrecked sailors as
nautis deprensis, since deprendere is a nautical verb.’®** Likewise, when a spear rips through Herminius’
shoulders at Aeneid 11.644 (per armos), Servius mentions that the anatomical phrase is employed
contrary to common usage (abusive), since it properly refers to quadrupeds.'®* See also Vergil’s use of

the singular carcere to refer to the starting gates for the ship race in the funeral games for Anchises at

1030 5ome of them are still charming, though: e.g., <mitia> matura, quae non remordent cum mordentur, “This word
means ‘ripe,” fruits that do not bite back when bitten into” (Ecl. 1.80).

1031 Cf. Ecl. 1.13 (aeger can indicate sickness of body or of mind), Ecl. 4.38 (vector can mean either nauta or
Mercator—i.e., either the person transporting the goods, or the person selling them), Ecl. 1.56 (the three types of
frondator), Ecl. 2.34 (accusing some scholars of trying to make a most inane distinction between labra and labia,
namely that the former is for men and the latter for women; cf. Donatus’ note to Eunuchus 336).

1032 These include ars (Aen. 1.657, 2.106, 2.152 [DS]), coniuratio (Aen. 8.5), inops (G. 1.186), and tempestas (Aen.
9.19).

1033 G, 4.420 (DS); cf. Aen. 6.160, 8.230 (DS), and the interesting 7.7, where the phrase tendit iter velis is said by
many to be composed improperly (inproprie), but according to many others it was done with excessive propriety
(nimium proprie).

1034 Cf. Aen. 4.543; G. 2.469; Ecl. 7.7 (acyrologia; cf. Quintilian 8.2.3)
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Aeneid 5.145: <carcere> usurpavit: nam ‘carcer’ est numero tantum singulari custodia noxiorum;
‘carceres’ vero numero tantum plurali ostia, quibus equi arcentur: unde et ‘carceres’ quasi ‘arceres’
secundum Varronem, “He used this term irregularly, for carcer in the singular indicates only the place
where criminals are guarded, but carceres in the plural means only the gates in which horses are enclosed:;
from this we get carceres as if from arceres, according to Varro.”'*®

There is nothing particularly unique about the etymologies in the Vergilian commentaries—they
are not infrequent and are often quite imaginative—though here it is worth pointing out a few examples of
etymologizing from Greek, of which there are a fantastic amount, a fact Servius himself acknowledges at
Aeneid 1.184.°* The final section of the preface to the Eclogues, for instance, states that the names of
the characters involved are in large part fabricated based on their rustic context: Meliboeus is so-called
because he is in charge of the cows (67 pérer adTéd Tav Bowv), and Tityrus is a Laconian name for the
bellwether. The same principle, Servius continues, is evident in comedy as well: sicut etiam in comoediis
invenimus; nam Pamphilus est totum amans, Glycerium quasi dulcis mulier, Philumena amabilis. The
Eclogues continue this recognition of Greek etymology in the opening line of the first poem (fagus dicta
est amo Tob Ppayetv), and Eclogues 4.34 has an example of the etymologizing of a Greek name through
Latin: sane quidam Argo a celeritate dictam volunt, unde verso in latinum verbo, argutos celeres dici,
“Indeed some want the Argo to be so called for its swiftness, from which, with the verse changed into

Latin, argutos is said to be celeres.” Varro is also cited at Aeneid 1.22 for an etymology of Libya from

1035 Cf. the similar note at Aen. 1.54; for other examples of such irregular language: Aen. 4.610, G. 3.64 (DS).
Vergil is not the only one whose language is pointed out to be irregular (e.g., Horace at Aen. 3.576, Lucan at Aen.
3.22). Note also the obiter dictum at Aeneid 1.410 that Terence is as far above the other comic writers in verbal
propriety as he is beneath them in everything else: sciendum tamen est Terentium propter solam proprietatem
omnibus comicis esse praepositum, quibus est quantum ad cetera spectat inferior.

1036 sadly many gems will be passed over here, like the fact that latex refers properly to water that is “hidden”
(latere) within the earth and comes up through a spring, but also of wine, which is hidden inside a grape (Aen.
1.686), and that Caesar got his name either because he was “cut” from his mother’s womb or because his uncle
killed an elephant in Africa with his own bare hands, caesa being the Phoenician word for “elephant” (Aen. 1.286),
which apparently is taken as a sort of honorific sobriquet along the lines of Scipio “Africanus.” | must sadly also
pass over another fantastic story regarding Caesar’s name: when he was captured by Gauls one of the enemy came
up to him and taunted him with bantering calls of “Caesar, Caesar!” To the general’s pleasant surprise (and no
doubt the offending Gaul’s as well), Caesar was released, since in the language of the Gauls, caesar means dimitte,
“Let him go!” (Aen. 11.743). Let this episode find its place among the great historical gaffes: if true, then it is akin
to the Schabowski-induced Berlin Wall fiasco of 1989; if false, then to the rumors concerning the premature
retirement of NFL great Barry Sanders.
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Avmevia, id est egens pluviae. Further, Zeus’ name is connected with life, and the year (annus) is so called
because of the way it is renewed.’®®” One of the more interesting examples is the (still accepted)
etymology of animus from the Greek dvepos (“wind”), which Servius provides for a passage in which
Vergil actually describes how Aeolus calms the winds.'®*® Here Vergil puns on the correlation between
the terms—animos can mean “tempers,” but sounds rather like avépovs, or the “winds”—but Servius has
nothing to say on the lightheartedness of this wordplay, only the plain fact of the etymology. Finally, at
Eclogues 2.31 the etymology of the name Pan appears in a marvelous note that is, as they say, worth the
price of admission:

nam Pan deus est rusticus in naturae similitudinem formatus, unde et Pan dictus est, id est omne:
habet enim cornua in radiorum solis et cornuum lunae similitudinem; rubet eius facies ad
aetheris imitationem; in pectore nebridem habet stellatam ad stellarum imaginem; pars eius
inferior hispida est propter arbores, virgulta, feras; caprinos pedes habet, ut ostendat terrae
soliditatem; fistulam septem calamorum habet propter harmoniam caeli, in qua septem soni sunt,
ut diximus in Aeneide “septem discrimina vocum”’; kaavpoma habet, id est pedum, propter
annum, qui in se recurrit. hic quia totius naturae deus est, a poetis fingitur cum Amore luctatus et
ab eo victus, quia, ut legimus, “‘omnia vincit Amor.”

For Pan is a rustic god assembled in the likeness of nature, from which he is called Pan, that is,
Everything (wav). For he has horns like the rays of the sun and the horns of the moon. His face is
ruddy in imitation of the ether. He has a starry fawnskin over his chest in the likeness of the stars.
His lower part is hairy because of the trees, brambles, and wild beasts. He has the feet of a goat
in order to show the solidity of the earth. He has a pipe of seven reeds because of the harmony of
heaven, in which there are seven tones, as we said in the Aeneid, “seven kinds of voices.” He has
a kadavpoma (that is, a shepherd’s crook) because of the year, which comes back to itself. Since
he is the god of all nature, he is portrayed by the poets as having contended with Amor and
having been beaten by him, since, as we say, “Love conquers all [= ‘All,” #dv].”

There is also a profound amount of grammatical notes in the commentaries. Suffice it to say that

1039

these pertain to the same concepts that we have seen already: noun and verb morphology, ™ words that

1040 1041
d,

are either pleonastic or omitte various syntactical rules,™ " and much more. While there is no need

to spend much time on the details of these notes for the purpose of this investigation, let two things be

1037 Lwj (Aen. 1.388), avaveotabac (Aen. 1.269)

1938 mollitque animos et temperat iras (Aen. 1.57).

1039 Aen. 1.108, 1.635, 2.41, 2.272, 5.694; Ecl. 1.32 (cf. 4.5), 1.49, 5.69

1040 deest: Aen. 2.96 (DS), 3.163, 9.683. subaudire: Aen. 9.260, 11.4, 12.316 (DS); G. 2.488 (DS), 4.107. abundare:
Aen. 4,116, 8.45; G. 1.162. Other terminology in this category includes superfluus/ superfluere, pleonasmos, and
vacare.

041 Ecl. 2.28, 30, 71; G. 1.3, 3.53
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noted. First, very many of them show analogical reasoning as a basis for grammatical study: that is,
principles of morphology, orthography, and syntax are regularly transferable from one word or phrase to
another. Such is the language of speaking at Eclogues 1.15: just as da can be used for dic, so accipe can
be used for audi. In another example at Aeneid 1.203, verbs of remembering and forgetting take both
genitive- and the accusative- case objects.’®” Secondly, note that many are also “didactic” in the sense of
using a passage of Vergil as a springboard for teaching a broader grammatical lesson. A few examples
from the Eclogues will suffice to show this principle. Amarylli is said to be a Greek vocative, and other
Greek names ending in —is are like this word in that the final syllable is short.***® Vergil’s use of
serpyllus sparks a reference to the Greek herpyllon, with an analogical explanation: in multis enim
nominibus, quae in Graeco aspirationem habent, nos pro aspiratione ‘s’ ponimus, “For in many nouns
that have aspiration in Greek we put an ‘s’ in place of the aspiration.”*** At Eclogues 2.34 Servius also
explains that using a perfect infinitive instead of a present one as Vergil does here (trivisse) is permissible
when the verb is defective, like meminisse.’®*® It will again be noted how often these examples contain
discussion of the Greek language.

As with Terence, problems in the organization of sentences are addressed throughout the
Vergilian corpus. Where word order is confusing, the commentator simplifies the original text by
providing a more regular arrangement of the words under the familiar ordo est formula.’®*® Other

difficulties are resolved through a specification of the correct placement for punctuation, commonly

1042 gervius calls attention to this very principle in his commentary to the Ars of Donatus (435.15): analogia dicitur
ratio declinationis nominum inter se omni parte similium. See also his note to Aeneid 546, where he states that
Pliny’s rule that verbal expressions are formed from other similar ones is to be taken only as a general truth—a fact
Pliny himself affirms: nec nos decipiat quod dicit Plinius, ut elocutiones ex similibus formemus; nam ecce ‘comedo
illam rem’ dicimus, nec tamen ‘vescor illam rem.’ et ipse dicit non usquequaque hoc esse servandum.

1043 Ecl. 1.36; cf. Ecl. 3.74 (lemma = Amynta), which gives much the same type of lesson for Greek names ending in
-as.

1044 Ecl. 2.11; for another example of Greek grammatical analogy, see the discussion of Greek monosyllables that
come into Latin and the manner in which they are accented (Ecl. 2.31).

10% That tero is not defective in the same way is not the point, though it is worth considering why Servius thinks
trivi and memini behave similarly.

104 Aen. 2.535 (DS), 7.250; Ecl. 5.71, 9.27; G. 1.260, 4.99, 4.150; not all of these are necessarily difficult
passages—e.g., DS says that inque vicem (G. 4.166) should really be taken in this order: in vicemque. Thus, ordo
est is used to point out irregularities even when one’s understanding of the text is not compromised. This type of
stylistic note is quite common and lends itself to the theory that Servius and DS are interested in establishing correct
Latinity in their readers, a theory for which | find a great deal of evidence.
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expressed by distinguere or subdistinguere, analogous to the orukréor and dmoorikréov Of the Greek
scholia.'®’ There are also variant readings of the original text, marked sometimes by legitur (=ypagperar):
DS says that aptare at Aeneid 1.552 is also read as optare, and Servius uses the same formula to show
that acies is also given as acie at Aeneid 2.30."** See also Servius’ notes at Eclogues 3.85 (Polio vs.
Pollio) and 2.12, where the debate is whether the first word of the line is ad or at: ‘ad’si per ‘d’ fuerit,
erit hyperbaton . . . sed melius est, ut ‘at’ coniunctio sit. The latter example shows both that textual
critical notes were not always decisive, but that a preference could be given where appropriate, and the
same principle is seen in the multiple examples in which “others” are said to give this or that punctuation
or word order as a solution for an uncertainty. Finally, the a priori assumption that the Aeneid was
unfinished is also cause for notes containing textual criticism, as at Aeneid 6.289, where DS explains that
some people said that a four-verse passage on the Gorgons had been removed by the editors Tucca and
Varius.

Very many notes on ethnography and cultural practices appear. Some are simple identifications
of obscure peoples, such as the Picti and Agathyrsi: <Pictique Agathyrsi> populi sunt Scythiae, colentes
Apollinem hyperboreum.® The mention of the worship of Apollo is itself indicative of a recurring
emphasis on divinities and their rites in different lands: Apollo is also worshiped in Patrae, a city of

Achaea, '

and Liber has a cult at Nysa.1051 More information on the divine comes at Aeneid 2.632,
where Servius explains that the masculine form of deus may be used to refer to gods and goddesses:
<ducente deo> secundum eos qui dicunt, utriusque sexus participationem habere numina. nam ait Calvus
“pollentemque deum Venerem”. item Vergilius “nec dextrae erranti deus afuit”, cum aut luno fuerit, aut

Allecto. est etiam in Cypro simulacrum barbatae Veneris, “This phrase is in accordance with those who

say that divinities participate in both genders. For Calvus says ‘the powerful god Venus.” Likewise

1047 pen. 4.323 (DS), 8.381, 10.485; Ecl. 3.7, 3.29, 8.50; G. 3.46 (DS), 4.424

1048 Cf. Aen. 11.524, 12.290; Ecl. 3.38; G. 3.310 (DS)

1099 Aen. 4.146; cf. the identification of Scythia as a “northern region” (Ecl. 1.65). For more ethnographic notes:
Aen. 1.113 (Lycii) and Aen. 8.724ff. (the throng of peoples subject to Augustus).

1050 Aen, 3.332

191 Aen. 6.805
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Vergil: ‘nor was the god absent to his wandering right hand [i.e., of Ascanius when he shoots the stag],’
when it was either Juno or Allecto. There is even in Cyprus a statue of a bearded Venus.” DS adds a bit
more to this note: corpore et veste muliebri, cum sceptro et natura virili, quod A¢psd.7ov VOcant, cui viri
in veste muliebri, mulieres in virili veste sacrificant, “[The bearded statue has] a woman’s body and
garment, with a scepter and a manly nature, which they call ‘Aphroditus,” to whom men sacrifice while
wearing women’s clothing, and women in men’s.”'%

Scientific notes are also a regular part of the commentaries, including astronomy, zoology,
botany, and more. As expected, one finds a great deal on such topics especially in the Georgics, for
instance Servius’ identification of the Pleiades, the Hyades, and the Bear with the etymological and
mythological additions by DS.*** The beginning of Eclogues 4 also describes the cycle of the cosmos
and the return to the golden age, and the commentator states that some called a saeculum 100 years, but
some 110.2%* Botanical notes occur throughout the Eclogues and Georgics.'®® A range of interesting
zoological notes include a reference to bees: Pliny the Elder (11.70) says that there are many kinds, and
these include fuci, crabrones, and vespae.1056 A little before this, Servius comments on a mention of the
“bird of Jupiter”: <lovis ales> aquila, quae in tutela lovis est, quia dicitur dimicanti ei contra Gigantas
fulmina ministrasse; quod ideo fingitur, quia per naturam nimii est caloris, adeo ut etiam ova quibus
supersidet possit coquere, nisi admoveat gagaten, lapidem frigidissimum, ut testatur Lucanus, “Jupiter’s
bird is the eagle, which is in his care, since it is said to have supplied his lightning bolts in his battle

against the Giants. This myth is so created because the eagle is naturally so hot that it would cook the

1952 For other kinds of sacrifices: Aen. 1.8; Ecl. 3.77. For the gender-bending of the gods: Aen. 6.64 (cum

supra dixerimus apoevofiilets €5se omnes deos).

1053 G, 1.138; cf. Aen. 6.64 (where this verse is quoted). The Hyades and their rainy etymology (5a.5es) appear also
at Aeneid 1.744 (though note the introduction by alii of a porcine etymology from ). On a slightly unrelated note,
I have just learned that the phrase “go the whole hog” started with or at least has a close correlation among the
ancient Greeks (Avow v éuavtijs vv, “I will let loose my pig [= anger],” Ar. Lys. 684).

1054 Ecl. 4.5 (DS); there is not adequate time to discuss more astronomical details here, but let it be noted that, as will
be shown below, such features of the natural world are used to interpret Vergilian poetry, such as the use of
astronomical facts to support his depiction of Venus as a virgo in the woods (Aen. 1.314); cf. the treatment of Jupiter
and Juno as realms of the sky at Aeneid 1.47. And on a side note, let it be known that the sun takes an indirect route
around the earth, lest it fall upon the center of the earth and frequently suffer eclipse (Aen. 1.742)—I do not know
what this means, but it can be enjoyed nonetheless.

1055 Cytisus (Ecl. 1.78, G. 3.394 [DS]), serpyllus (Ecl. 2.11), amomus (Ecl. 3.89, 4.25), myrice (Ecl. 4.2, 8.54), et al.
19 Aen. 1.435
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eggs its sits on if it did not bring in a yayarys, a very cold rock, as Lucan reports.” We also learn that
when Vergil says that cytisus is bitter, what he means of course is that it is bitter to us—but goats love
it.'®" Further, there are geographical notes, including the statement that Britain used to be attached to the

orbis terrarum,*®®

and even some geometry, such as when Menalcas cannot remember which
geometrician is portrayed on the cup he offers as a prize for the competition: Servius states here that the
radius is a philosopher’s rod that is used to measure straight lines, and that this art of geometry was
invented when the flooding Nile discombobulated property lines which then needed to be redrawn, hence

1059

the calling in of professional philosophers™ —and he adds that the mystical man on the cup is either

Avratus, Ptolemy, or Eudoxus.**®°

A few references to notes on natural philosophy are due here, since establishing a connection
between poetry and actual scientific knowledge is a primary aim of Servius, much as it was for some
Euripidean commentators. When Vergil states that Aeneas stands strong against the pleas of Anna like a
tree whose roots extend as deep as its top is tall, Servius remarks that this is in accordance with what the
physici say about root depth.'®" It is also according to the doctrine of the physici that Vergil makes
Mercury fast, since his constellation is quick in rising.’?* So too Corydon’s assertion of his own good
looks as he sees his reflection in the sea is given with a disclaimer (si numguam fallit imago) that is based
on a physical truth: nulla enim res ita decipit, guemadmodum imago: nam et in speculo contraria ostendit
universa, et in agua remum integrum quasi fractum videmus: quod etiam Cicero in Tusculanis plenius
docet, “For nothing so deceives as an image; for even in a mirror everything appears in reverse, and in the

water we see an intact oar as if it were broken [i.e., through refraction], which Cicero also discusses more

fully in his Tusculan Disputations.”®® Finally, when Vergil says that Neptune is riled up (commotum) at

%7 Ecl. 1.78

1058 olim iuncta fuit orbi terrarum Britannia: est enim insula reposita in Oceano septentrionali, et a poetis alter
orbis terrarum dicitur (Ecl. 1.66).

1959 Cf. Strabo 17.1.3

1090 Ecl. 3.41

1051 Aen. 4.446

1992 Aen. 1.301, 8.139

08 Ecl. 2.27
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the disobedience of the winds and that he calms the swelling waves (tumida aequora placat), Servius
remarks at both places that this is poetic, but also pertains to the physical realm, since the disturbance and
calming of the sea are shown in the character of Neptune, who is connected with the sea.'*

Further, as we proceed through the Vergilian commentaries, we find a range of mythological
notes that remind us of the landscape of the scholia to Euripides. As for Euripides, an accurate
understanding of Vergil’s texts requires a wide-ranging knowledge of the past, be it fact or fiction, and
the result is page after page of mythological exposition. Accordingly, there is hardly space for me to
provide details on how, for example, Atlas was a natural philosopher who first described the nature of
heavenly bodies and their orbits and was thus mythologized to have held up the sky, and how he then
taught his grandson Hercules what he knew, such that Hercules (a philosopher) was then mythologized as
having taken the earth from him as one of his twelve labors—a symbol for the celestial science handed
down to him.’® Nor is there time to share the story of how Vulcan could not determine who his true
parents were and thus constructed a chair that would trap anyone who sat in it, so that when Juno became
enmeshed therein, Vulcan refused to let her out until she revealed the truth to him.'*® Instead, let me
focus on a key difference in terminology that Servius employs for historia and fabula, which is the first
such formal distinction between the two concepts of “history” and “mythology” that I have found in
scholia thus far. The decisive text is this:

et sciendum est, inter fabulam et argumentum, hoc est historiam, hoc interesse, quod fabula est

dicta res contra naturam, sive facta sive non facta, ut de Pasiphae, historia est quicquid

secundum naturam dicitur, sive factum sive non factum, ut de Phaedra.*®’

And it must be known that between “fable” and “argument” (i.e., “history”) the difference is this:

a “fable” is a thing that is contrary to nature, whether it happened or not, as with the story of

Pasiphae. “History” is what is said according to nature, whether it happened or not, as with the
story of Phaedra.

1% Aen. 1.142

105 Aen. 1.741 (DS)

1066 Ec], 4.62 (DS); note that the original text at this passage and the previous one have absolutely no hint of
Hercules or Vulcan—the scholiast chose freely, and fortuitously, to pass these nuggets on to us.

197 Aen. 1.235
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This remarkable pair of definitions is hardly what we would expect—another reminder that ancient
scholars are working in a much different context from our own. “History” has nothing to do with fact, but
rather plausibility, while it is strongly implied that “myth” (or perhaps “legend”) can actually be real.*°®
In any case, Servius puts himself in an interesting position regarding what is regarded as “history”:
whether his historical sources are correct or not, he justifies his use of the term for the entire batch.

The more (to us) normal division between history and myth is enacted by Servius through a
comparison of fabula and veritas. Contrary to the well-known myth, for example, the truth of the Atreus/
Thyestes conflict was that the former was the first to discover the principle of the eclipsing of the sun, and
when it actually happened as he predicted latter got angry and left town.’®®° Similarly, fabula says that
Cacus was a fire-breathing son of Vulcan who destroyed everything nearby, but veritas says, according to
the philologi and historici, that he was a wicked slave of Evander and a thief.2”® The truth is not always
available, though, as Vergil’s mention of Mercury sparks the following from Servius: Cicero in libris de
deorum natura plures dicit esse Mercurios; sed in deorum ratione fabulae sequendae sunt, nam veritas
ignoratur, “Cicero says in his books on the nature of the gods that there are many gods named Mercury,
but in an account of the gods one has to follow fabulae, since the truth is not known.” In other situations
there is disagreement about what the truth is, as with the origin of mankind in a note at Aeneid 1.743: si
fabulam respicis, a Prometheo intellege, vel a Deucalione et Pyrrha; si autem veritatem requiris, igni,
alii de atomis, alii de quattuor elementis, “If you seek the fabula, understand that [people came from]
Prometheus, or from Deucalion and Pyrrha. But if you seek the truth, [they came from] fire, and others
say from atoms, and others from the four elements.”**"* Thus, Servius has at least a provisional system of
classification for things from the past (whether they happened or not), and any treatment of his historical/

mythological outlook must take this into account.

10%8 A fabula can certainly contain hints of historia without being historia itself (e.g., Aen. 10.91).
1069

Aen. 1.568
1070 Aen. 8.190; cf. Aen. 1.619 (DS), 6.16
1971 As will be evident below, veritas is also repeatedly contrasted with praise (Aen. 1.380; Ecl. 1.70; G. 1.24). The
division is nicely summed up at Aeneid 12.25: aspera sunt quae cum veritate dicuntur; falsa enim plena solent esse
blanditiis, “Things that are said in truth are harsh, for false things are usually full of flattery.”
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Rhetoric

Having briefly summarized the categorical divisions of knowledge that are less important to the
central questions of my investigation—as unfair as it is to leave behind such a wealth of information—I
will proceed to highlight in more detail the following topics: rhetoric, poetic genres, the criteria for
aesthetic assessment, literary/ biographical information about Vergil himself, and the evidence for
scholarly rivalry in Servius and DS.

The treatment of rhetoric in Servius and DS is impressively broad in both theory and practice, as |
have used the terms to denote discussions of conceptual rhetorical terminology and how rhetorical
principles play out in actual speeches. This is demonstrated perhaps most clearly in the vast array of
rhetorical figures that are listed, some of which would be familiar to my readers and some of which would
not. | will not attempt a systematic summary of all of these, but let me make two important observations.
The first is that almost all of these are Greek terms, another factor for us to consider later when we
discuss the role of Greek language and scholarly tradition on the Vergilian commentaries. The second is
that there is a definite push in some places for an education in rhetorical terminology. While often a note
in Donatus or the Bembine scholia to Terence would include a rhetorical figure without much
explanation, Servius and DS both offer more help for the beginner, and especially at the first instance of a
term. Take the use of syncope, for example, at Aeneid 1.26: <repostum=> autem syncope est; unam enim
de medio syllabam tulit, “repostum is syncope, for he removed one syllable from the middle [i.e., of
repositum].” While the term is not formally defined, there is enough help to understand what must be
meant from the example. The same is true for aphaeresis, which DS describes as the loss of the first
syllable of a word."”? The best example | know, however, is Servius’ treatment of hypallage. The term
is first mentioned at Aeneid 1.9, where a definition is given: est figura hypallage, quae fit quotienscumque

per contrarium verba intelleguntur. sic alibi [Aen. 3.61] ‘dare classibus austros,’ cum ventis naves

1072 ~temnitis> pro contempnitis [sic] per aphaeresin dictum, quae est cum prima verbi syllaba detrahitur (Aen.

1.542); cf. the treatment of antiptosis (Aen. 1.120) and hysterologia (Aen. 1.307).
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demus, non navibus ventos, “This is the figure of hyallage, which happens whenever words are
understood in an opposite way [to how they are presented]. So elsewhere with dare classibus austros,
since we give ships to the winds, not winds to the ships.” What is especially intriguing is that there are
similar notes at Aeneid 1.392 and then again at Aeneid 2.361, both with a notice of hypallage in the
original text and with a further citation of Aeneid 3.61 as an additional example. When we finally get to
that passage, Servius confirms again that dare classibus austros is indeed hypallage. Thus, not only have
Servius’ readers been given a definition of the term up front, but they have been groomed multiple times
to read dare classibus austros comfortably when it appears. Has Servius done this on purpose, or did he
provide the example in multiple passages simply because he forgot that he had already provided it? A
confident answer would need to take into account his treatment of other such terms and his general
patterns of cross-referencing, but whatever it is, Servius shows a clear sympathy toward readers who
might not have a clear picture of the entire system of rhetorical figures.

As in the Terentian commentaries, here again the scholia discuss the taxonomy of various types
and arrangements of speeches. One of the most prominent is the tripartite division of genera dicendi, or
registers of speaking, from the prefaces to the Aeneid and Eclogues: humilis, medius, grandiloquus.
Servius and DS also include various technical forms of argumentation: Venus’ injunction to Amor to take
on the appearance of Ascanius is accompanied by an argumentum a facili where she says tu faciem illius
noctem non amplius unam / falle dolo et notos pueri puer indue vultus, “Take on his [Ascanius’]
appearance by a trick for no more than a night, and you, a boy, put on the familiar visage of a boy.” The
“argument on the basis of ease” is encapsulated in pueri puer—that is, you are a boy yourself, so it should
be easy for you to do this.’®”® Elsewhere Alphesiboeus states that songs are able to bring down the moon
from the sky and that Circe used songs to transform Ulysses’ men and that a chilly serpent is ruptured in

the meadows by singing.™®”* Servius calls this an argumentum a maiore ad minus (what we would call an

1973 Aen. 1.684
1074 carmina vel caelo possunt deducere lunam, / carminibus Circe socios mutavit Ulixi, / frigidus in pratis cantando
rumpitur anguis (Ecl. 8.69ff.).
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a fortiori argument) and adds: si haec possunt facere carmina, cur non etiam facilia impleant? “If songs
can do these things, why can they not achieve easy things too?”

Other types of taxonomy include the divisions and protocols of various types of speeches. A
petitio, for example, should observe the following in accordance with the art of rhetoric: that the person
being petitioned be permitted to have precedence, that the request be a feasible one, that the thing asked
for be on the side of justice, that the petition be within the bounds of moderation, and that payment follow
a granted request.’®” Vergil is also said to have appended an epilogos to each of the first six books of the
Aeneid in the manner of controversiae, with each one ending in some event that inspires pathos.*”® An
example from Aeneid 9 also shows an interest in oratorical taxonomy, and this in particular is an
illuminating one for modern scholars to consider. It would seem that the Nisus and Euryalus episode,
commonly regarded as one of the most moving parts of the Aeneid, is appreciated mostly for its pathetic
appeal, and the plea of Euryalus’ mother to be allowed to die adds significantly to the force of Vergil’s
depiction. Perhaps Servius’ note catches us off guard, then, when he states that her speech is finely
crafted: et est conquestio matris Euryali plena artis rhetoricae: nam paene omnes partes habet de
misericordia commovenda a Cicerone in rhetoricis positas, “And the lamentation of Euryalus’ mother is
full of the art of rhetoric, for it has almost all the parts contained by Cicero in his rhetorical writings on
the moving of pity.”**"" Does the emotional appeal of this poor mother’s wailing lose any of its effect
because of its technical proficiency? However that may be, let this stand as an important reminder that
our own interpretive emphases may be much different from that of our ancient counterparts.

I conclude this section on rhetoric with a glance at some effective uses of speech as judged by the
commentators, passages that treat the subject of rhetoric without engaging in official taxonomy. Venus’
approach in requesting help from Jupiter in the first book of the Aeneid, for example, is properly done.

When she asks Jupiter what has changed his mind (quae te, genitor, sentential vertit), she modestly

1975 Aen. 1.65 (Juno’s request to Aeolus); cf. the short description of an encomiastic speech at Aeneid 2.136.
1076

Aen. 3.718
1977 Aen. 9.479; see also Aeneid 4.284, where Servius states that an exordium has two parts, one at the beginning of a
speech, and one at the end, “as we have read in rhetorical works” (sicut in rhetoricis legimus). What these rhetorical
works are remains uncertain, though perhaps the note to Aeneid 9.479 sheds some light on this.
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avoids bringing up Juno directly in the presence of her husband: verecunde agit Venus; nec enim
conveniebat ut aperte contra uxorem ageret apud maritum.'®”® A few lines later, when she mentions that
Antenor was allowed to settle safely while Aeneas is still denied a home, Servius has this to say: <et genti
nomen dedit> hoc est quod ne victori quidem concedetur Aeneae; quod scimus a lunone esse perfectum,
contra quam oblique loquitur propter considerationem mariti, “That is, a thing not even granted to
Aeneas the victor, which we know was accomplished by Juno, against whom Venus speaks obliquely out
of consideration for her husband.”**”® Venus is at it again when Juno comes to her with the proposal for
joining the Carthaginians and Trojans, saying that she could never refuse such an offer, but at the same
time adding that the fate of the situation is still uncertain (sed fatis incerta feror). DS remarks: sane
oratorie et blanditur et pugnat, sed non palam, dicendo incertam se esse de voluntate fatorum, “Clearly in
rhetorical fashion she both flatters and opposes, but not openly, by saying that she is uncertain about the
will of the fates.”™®° Vergil himself receives such a comment at Eclogues 4.18, where his praise of
Varus’ son Saloninius is done “rhetorically.” Here Vergil is careful not to use overly lavish praise for an
infant, instead suggesting that his glory grows steadily with his age: rhetorice digesta laudatio: non enim
improvide in principio universa consumpsit, sed paulatim fecit laudem cum aetate procedure.'®"

Other passages show rhetorical techniques that are deemed especially effective. When Aeneas
famously ends his speech to Dido with the half-line Italiam non sponte sequor, DS reports that he stopped
there in oratorical fashion, in the place where the force of his argument consists: et oratorie ibi finivit, ubi
vis argumenti constitit.'®®? Aeneas is also credited with a fair piece of speechmaking as he addresses his
men at the start of Aeneid 11, particularly in the way he tells his men to honor the fallen: ite, ait, egregias

animas quae sanguine nobis / hanc patriam peperere suo, decorate supremis / muneribus, “Go, he says,

1978 pen. 1.237

1979 pen. 1.248

1080 Aen. 4.110 (DS)

1081 Cf. the similar treatment of nascentem poetam (Ecl. 7.25)

1082 pen. 4.361 (DS); this is a particularly intriguing example for what it might suggest for the scholiastic
interpretation of half-lines in general. Has the commentator, like some modern scholars, attempted to find purpose
behind the unfinished (complete?) verse? Further study on this is due.
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adorn with the highest honors the noble souls who have acquired this fatherland for us by their blood.”**®

DS likes this approach: eleganter hoc et oratorie ad exhortationem audientium sumptum est: nam laus
defunctorum viventium exhortatio est, “This was addressed elegantly and in oratorical fashion for the
encouragement of his audience, for the praise of the dead is the exhortation of the living.”*®* Finally,
Vergil again gets a favorable nod, this time from Servius, for his sleight of hand at the start of Georgics 4:
rhetorice dicturus de minoribus rebus magna promittit, ut et levem materiam sublevet et attentum faciat
auditorem, “About to speak of smaller matters, he rhetorically promises great things, so that he might
elevate his trivial material and make his audience attentive.” % Vergil’s characters, then, are not the

only ones who will dip into the bag of rhetorical tricks to get what they want.

Ars Poetica

Servius and DS address the topic of poetry more thoroughly than we have seen thus far in any of
the other scholiastic corpora. There were suggestions in the Euripidean commentaries that poets were
given some leeway in style and content simply on the grounds that they were producing poetry, and
Terence too received such treatment, but the Vergilian commentaries are significantly richer in this
respect. One immediately obvious difference is that Servius and DS have and frequently use a term for
what they are describing: the ars poetica.'®® This poetic art is defined in large part by flexibility in
grammar, mythology, history, and other areas, but it also encompasses certain stylistic and structural
tendencies, which are both exemplified by individual passages and also stated as general principles.

A starting point for the discussion of the poetic art in Servius is its most pervasive feature, poetica

licentia. Poets are allowed to say things that are irregular and even blatantly wrong, a flexibility that is

1953 Aen. 11.24ff.

1084 Note the similar comment at Aeneid 11.24.

1% Cf. G. 3.305

108 The scholia to Terence contain this term a few times, but not with the treatment that it receives for Vergil.
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taken for granted, but which cannot be pressed too far, as we shall see. This license manifests itself in a
variety of categories throughout Servius and DS—in fact, in all the categories | specified above as central
to an understanding of Vergil. One of the most obvious examples of licentia surfaces in issues of
grammar. “Poets often use antiptosis™ (the exchange of grammatical case), Servius says, as in urbem
quam statuo vestra est, where we would expect urbs as the nominative subject of est."®" It is also
permitted for poets to use a noun where one would normally need an adverb or participle, as Vergil has
done with the phrase manibus aequis.'®® There are also Graecisms that are allowed for poets, such as the
use of an infinitive with the verb dare, as at Aeneid 5.248 (vinague et argenti magnum dat ferre
talentum): Graecum est duo verba coniungere, ut Paulo post ‘donat habere viro.” sed hoc datur poetis.
The same is true for the inversion of tenses: <excussisse deum=> pro ‘excutere,’ tempus pro tempore. est
autem Attica figura, qua nos uti non convenit, quia hac licenter utuntur poetae, “He uses excussisse for
excutere, tense for tense; and it is an Attic figure, which it is not fitting for us to use, since poets use this
by license.”® Lastly, the sort of conjunction- and preposition-switching that is so frequent in the Greek
scholia for both Euripides and Aeschines (e.g., 8¢ for yap, mps for ava) is said by Servius to be a feature of
poetry: poetarum est partem pro parte ponere, ut torvum pro torve, volventibus pro volubilibus:
coniunctionem ergo pro coniunctione posuit, ut ‘saxum ingens volvunt alii radiisque rotarum,” ‘que’ pro
‘ve’ posuit; nam sonantius visum est.'%%

Poets are also given extra leash when it comes to lexical propriety. Such an allowance may be
guessed from the commentator’s lack of explicit criticism in all the many passages in which Vergil is said

to bend the lexical rules, for which we saw examples above, but in any case there is also explicit pardon

granted. It is not exactly with chains and a prison (vinclis et carcere) that Aeolus restrains the winds, for

1087 Aen. 1.120; for the tendency of poets to vary declentional endings, see Aeneid 1.191.

1088 Aen. 11.861 (DS); it is not entirely clear what the commentator means, but presumably aequis would normally
be either aequaliter or aequantibus (cf. Aen. 1.415 [DS], 10.740).

1089 Aen. 6.79

10% Aen. 2.37; the stylistic comment at the end makes this statement even more interesting, since it suggests that
there are or at least can be reasons behind licentia that go further than “because he can.”
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example, but the metaphor gets a pass: translatio est per poeticam licentiam facta.’®* Further, it is by
poetic custom that Vergil uses regina as if it were filia regis to describe Ilia at Aeneid 1.273, with an
additional quotation of Aeneid 6.28 to show the same treatment of Pasiphae. Servius also says that poets

1092

conflate totus and omnis, - as well as a cluster of similar-sounding nouns: iuventus est multitude

iuvenum, luventas dea ipsa, sicut Libertas, iuventa vero aetas; sed haec a poetis confunduntur
plerumque.'*

Factual information from geography and other scientific pursuits is also muddled at times. Poets
are particularly known for mixing up the names of cities and regions, as when the name Troy, technically
a region in Asia, is used to describe the city that is more properly known as llium.**** Vergil is also said
to be making up his own location when he speaks of the cove where Aeneas goes ashore onto Libya:
topothesia est, id est fictus secundum poeticam licentiam locus.’®*® Other areas of scientific fact-bending

1096_and

incude botany—some take Vergil’s alnos as populos, in accordance with poetic practice
astronomy—Sirius is used in place of the sun by the poets.'®” Let it be remembered, however, that
poetica licentia and scientific accuracy may go hand in hand, as in the previously mentioned note at
Aeneid 1.142, where the mythological depiction of Neptune calming the waves is done according to
poetic license, but also touches on physical truth, since Neptune himself was equated with the sea.

This sort of flexibility also applies to the concepts of historia and fabula—both of which are
defined not on the basis of actual occurrence, but on plausibility. It is stated outright by Servius that poets

frequently change fabulae, as in the case of Vergil’s and Horace’s accounts of Hippolytus, specifically

whether he was freed from the infernal realms.’®® Later in Eclogues 6, Servius is confused about

1091 Aen. 1.54; Servius also gives forewarning here that, as we saw above, Vergil will technically misuse the singular
carcere at Aeneid 5.145.

1092 pen, 1.185; for an example, see Aeneid 11.834.

1093 Aen. 1.590; see also Aeneid 7.47, where Vergil is said to exchange words that sound alike.

1094 Aen. 1.1; cf. Aen. 1.273. Two more notes at Aeneid 1.235 and 1.292 make it clear that this fuzziness with names
applies to other proper nouns too, not just geographical features.

109 Aen. 1.159; that the poetic invention is actually assigned a technical name encourages the reader to view this as
an established poetic feature.

10% Aen. 6.62

1997 Aen. 4.424

19% Aen. 6.617
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Vergil’s reference to “Scylla, daughter of Nisus” instead of the daughter of Phorcus.’®® There are several
possible solutions to this dilemma in his mind, but one concerns mythological licentia:
modo ergo Vergilius aut poetarum more miscuit fabulas et nomen posuit pro nomine, ut diceret
Scyllam Nisi’ pro ‘Phorci’—sicut alibi ‘domitus Pollucis habenis Cyllarus,” cum Castor equorum
domitor fuerit; item ‘et manibus Procne pectus signata cruentis,” cum Philomelae, non Procnes,
abscisa sit lingua."'®
Now therefore one possibility is that Vergil mixed the stories according to the custom of the poets
and substituted a name for a name, so that he should say “Scylla, daughter of Nisus,” instead of
“daughter of Phocis,” just as elsewhere he says, “Cyllarus, mastered by the reins of Pollux,” when
Castor was the master of the horses. Likewise he says, “And Procne, her breast marked by her
bloody hands,” when it was Philomela’s tongue, not Procne’s, that was cut out.
Furthermore, like Neptune’s calming of the sea, in which Servius detected a touch of scientific truth along
with poetic invention, we have seen examples of how fabula can be combined with historia in Vergil,
such as the transformation of Cacus from thieving slave to fire-breathing monster. | will point out here
that this phenomenon is also referred to at Aeneid 1.52 as a tendency of poets: unde et Vergilius ait
‘Aeoliam Liparen.’ poetae quidem fingunt hunc regem esse ventorum, sed ut Varro dicit, rex fuit
insularum, ex quarum nebulis et fumo Vulcaniae insulae praedicens futura flabra ventorum inperitis visus
est ventos sua potestate retinere, “This is why Vergil says ‘Aeolian Lipare.” Indeed, poets portray this
man as king of the winds, but as Varro says, he was king of some islands from which, predicting the
future gusts of the winds from the clouds and smoke of Vulcan’s island, he seemed to the unlearned to
hold the winds in his power.” It must also be attributed to the poetic art that Evander praises Hercules for
his successful labors, including his victory over Centaurs and his courage in the face of Typhoeus and
other terrifying evils during his stint in the underworld, because the chronology does not fit: et hoc
poetice; nam si interemit Centauros, guemadmodum etiam Gigantum interfuit proelio, qui ante

innumeros annos fuisse dicuntur?*® Finally, a note to Aeneid 1.382 contains an interesting assertion

regarding the poet’s use of historia: not only is it part of poetica licentia to manipulate historical details,

1099
Ecl. 6.74
1% 1t will be observed that Servius is perhaps a little demanding in his assumption that Pollux could not steer horses
too. In any case, note that these examples are given at Aeneid 1.235 for another nomen pro nomine substitution.
1O Aen. 8.298; cf. Aen. 10.526
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but an author is even prohibited by the ars poetica from presenting historia openly: quod autem diximus
eum poetica arte prohiberi, ne aperte ponat historiam, certum est. | will revisit this principle when |
discuss the aesthetic principles evident in the Vergilian commentaries, but suffice it to say for now that it
is both expected and required for poets to alter the past.

As in the scholia to other authors, metrical concerns in the Vergilian commentaries are limited to
a technical discussion of a few principles without any appreciable treatment of a poet’s metrical
arrangement as a conscious form of art, even for such lovely examples as Aeneid 5.136-41, with its
spondaic tension immediately before the ship race followed by quick dactylic lines as the oars leap into
motion, or the rhythmic galloping of Aeneid 8.596 (quadripedante putrem sonitu quatit ungula
campum).''® Even so, we learn in a number of passages that the demand of meter is partly the reason for
poetica licentia. Servius draws a distinction between apparere (“appear’) and parere (“obey), for
example, stating that the difference is to be observed carefully, but that authors are off the hook: et haec
observatio diligenter custodiri debet, licet eam auctores metri causa plerumque corrumpant.™® It is also
for the sake of meter that poets change the long final syllable of honor, arbor, and lepor into a short one

1104

(honos, arbos, lepos). In the same way conticuere is used in place of conticuerunt for metrical

reasons,'® and the ille of Aeneid 4.457 is said to be superfluous in meaning, but is included anyway
metri causa. As in other examples just above, Servius also comes out with a general rule from time to
time in addition to his isolation of individual instances of licentia, and so it is at Aeneid 1.587, where he
states that irregularity (usurpatio) is something that poets use for the sake of meter, and throughout the

commentaries it is clear that this phenomenon is part of the poetica consuetudo.™%

1192 Bt note the comparison between Theocritean and Vergilian metrical tendencies in the preface to the Eclogues
(28ff.). This brief discussion takes at least some perspective on broader metrical features of a work, as opposed to
remarks on individual verses only.

103 Aen. 1.118; note the importance of this comment and others like it for understanding Servius’ role as a teacher of
good grammar.

1104 Aen. 1.253

1% Aen. 2.1

1% For other examples: Aen. 3.418, 8.155, 10.394, 10.677.
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I mention here a few other passages that show poetica licentia in action for other types of
statements. Vergil is allowed a bit of leeway, for instance, when he says at Aeneid 10.815f.: validum
namgue exigit ensem / per medium Aeneas iuvenem totumgue recondit, “For Aeneas forced the stout
sword through the young man’s middle and buried it completely therein.” Servius explains: poetica
descriptio est: nam re vera fieri non potuit, ut gladius et transiret per corpus iuvenis, et in corpore
iuvenis absconderetur. A poet is also given freedom to play around with different philosophical
standpoints. For this subcategory the principal comment comes at Aeneid 10.467, where Servius responds
to the statement that every man has his destined day (stat sua cuique dies):

sectis philosophorum poetae pro qualitate negotiorum semper utuntur, nec se umquam ad unam

alligant nisi quorum hoc propositum est, ut fecit Lucretius, qui Epicureos tantum secutus est.

scimus autem inter se sectas esse contrarias: unde fit ut in uno poeta aliqua contraria
inveniamus, non ex ipsius vitio, sed ex varietate sectarum.

Poets always use philosophical schools in accordance with the quality of the material at hand, and

they never bind themselves to one school unless this is part of their proposed task, as Lucretius

does, who followed only Epicurean philosophers. And we know that the schools differ amongst

themselves, from which it results that in one poet we find certain contradictions, not by the fault

of the poet himself, but from the variety of schools.
A specific instance of this phenomenon had appeared early in the Aeneid, where Servius makes it clear
that philosophical back-and-forths are one of the allowances made under the umbrella of poetic license:
Venus comes to Jupiter as he looks down with a troubled heart at the affairs of mortals at Aeneid 1.227.
Servius remarks that this is a Stoic outlook, but that Vergil elsewhere adopts an Epicurean stance:
<iactantem pectore curas> nunc secundum Stoicos loquitur, qui deos dicunt humana curare, interdum
secundum Epicureos, poetica utens licentia. DS takes a similar stand at Georgics 4.219, where it is
affirmed that Vergil is offering general philosophical sentiments and should not be pinned down to one
particular school of thought.

As an epilogue to my investigation of licentia, let me point out that the poetic flexibility shown in
the notes above is explicitly contrasted with prose style in a number of passages—the first instances of

such a formal comparison in the scholia that | have presented thus far. Take, for example, the poetic

tendency to use the nomen pro adverbio substitution, as in the use of infandum for infande at Aeneid
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1.251 (where Servius also cites the aforementioned torvum-torve example), which is said to be a poetic
figure that is rarely or never used in prose: magis autem poetica est, in prosa aut rara aut numguam.
Vergil can also use relliquias for the purpose of meter where in prose “we” use one “1”: <relliquias> ut
stet versus geminavit ‘l,” nam in prosa reliquias dicimus. In addition, Vergil uses hordea for the sake of
meter where in prose “we” are able to use the singular hordeum only, a principle that also applies to
triticum, vinum, and mel.™*”" Let it be noted, however, that Servius also mentions exceptions. Indeed,
despite the prosaic exclusion just mentioned, one can use vina in the plural by the example of Cicero, who
is also cited to show that the use of mage for magis, originally a substitution for the sake of meter, had
become so common in normal usage that it was permitted also in prose."*® The same is true for virum as
a contraction of virorum, though Pliny is said to dislike the contraction altogether unless the necessity of

meter demands it.'%

We should understand Servius’ concept of poetica licentia, therefore, to have a
dynamic relationship with common usage: poetry has special allowance for flexibility in many areas, but
where an authority like Cicero adopts such license in prose, we ourselves have permission to imitate him,
a principle 1 will return to later.

So much for poetica licentia. What then are the other characteristics of the ars poetica in the
Vergilian commentaries? A few comments speak of tendencies to use certain structures or arrangements
that are “poetic.” Such is the discussion in Servius’ preface to the Aeneid, where the order of the books
comes under criticism. In response to those who would say that the second and third books are actually
the first and second, since they deal with events that are chronologically antecedent to those of the first
book, Servius remarks that such assertions demonstrate an ignorance of the ars poetica:

... hescientes hanc esse artem poeticam, ut a mediis incipientes per narrationem prima

reddamus et non numquam futura praeoccupemus, ut per vaticinationem: quod etiam Horatius

sic praecepit in arte poetica ‘ut iam nunc dicat iam nunc debentia dici, pleraque differat et
praesens in tempus omittat”: unde constat perite fecisse Vergilium.***°

107 E¢, 5.36; note also that, although | have not spent any time discussing Servius’ commentary on the Ars of
Donatus, there is a corresponding formulation of the poetry-prose distinction for metaplasmus (444.8): praeterea si
in prosa oratione fiat, tunc barbarismus dicitur; si autem in poemate, metaplasmus vocatur.

1% Aen. 10.481

1% Aen. 2.18

110 Aen. praef. 80
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[They do this] not knowing that this is the art of poetry, namely that beginning in the middle we

recount the first events through [internal] narration and sometimes foreshadow future events, as

through prophecy. Horace also teaches this in his Ars Poetica: “[It is characteristic of good ordo]

that one now say and now put off many things that ought to be said, omitting them for the present

time.” From this it is agreed that Vergil has made [this arrangement] skillfully.
It is therefore a special characteristic of poetry to portray at least some events in a way that differs from
their normal chronological order. It is also “poetic” to have three parts to an introduction, as the opening
of the Aeneid does: et est poeticum principium professivum ‘arma virumque cano,’ invocativum ‘Musa
mihi causas memora,’ narrativum ‘urbs antiqua fuit,” “And there is a poetic introduction: a profession (“I
sing of arms and the man”), an invocation (“Muse, recount to me the causes”), and a narration (“There
was an ancient city”)."** Servius communicates the same idea in different language a little later at Aeneid
1.8: in tres partes dividunt poetae carmen suum: proponunt, invocant, narrant. Poets then have a
freedom to do many things that prose writers cannot, but even so there is a set pattern that they are
expected to follow for certain things, especially at the outset of a poem.

A few other specific poetic patterns are observable throughout the commentaries to Vergil. Poets
have a tendency to mention lightning almost every time they speak the name of Jupiter (poetarum autem

consuetudo est prope semper cum lovem nominaverint et fulmen adiungere),***?

and lightning itself is
portrayed as winged, just like the winds."*** They also tend to attribute to divinities the characteristics of
the physical elements over which they preside, as in the case of Neptune and the sea."™* In similar
fashion it is phantasia poetica to give sense/ emotion to inanimate things, as the marveling Gargara at
Georgics 1.103. It is also a poetic custom to talk about the sky as “closed” at night and “open” during the
day.'**> Poetic description like this can be a little loose at times, as when Vergil compares Dido and

company to Diana and her retinue, two groups that are not exactly alike: hoc non ad conparationem

pertinet, sed est poeticae descriptionis evagatio. DS adds an explanation to the note: quia chori nec

U Aen, 1.1

1112 Aen. 1.230 (DS)

113 Aen. 5.319

1114 Aen. 1.254

115 Aen. 1.374; cf. Aen. 10.1
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personis hic nec locis congruunt; saltantium enim et cantantium dicuntur, * [This is] because since the

two choruses are not similar in their characters or locations, for they [i.e., those of Diana] are said to be
leaping and singing.”***® Further, poets love circumlocution, as in phrases such as urbem Troianam and
arcem Buthroti.,"™"’

A similar technique appears under the name xar’ eéox-jv, which signifies the naming of a category
of things or people by the chief representative of that category, as when Eridanus is taken by some to refer
to rivers in general as their “king.”**® At this passage Servius states that poets love this sort of “naming
by the greater” figure: et amant poetae pro appellatione ponere magnae rei proprietatem (with a citation
of poculaque inventis Acheloia miscuit uvis from Georgics 1.9, where a note from DS identifies the same
principle). This phenomenon is visible again at Aeneid 11.3, where Aeneas’ mind is said to be turbata
funere, where the singular referring to the funeral of Pallas is pulled out for emphasis and used as a
representative for all those who died fighting for Aeneas."™® Moreover, poets often employ morphology
from the ancients for the sake of euphony, as in the use of fluvius at Aeneid 8.77, where Servius says that
fluvie (otherwise not attested) would be expected for a vocative. And finally, poets often have purpose
behind the types of wounds they describe in battle scenes: <perque caput Remuli venit> figmenta haec
vulnerum plerumgue non sine ratione ponunt poetae: nam modo hunc ideo in capite dicit esse percussum,
guia eum supra vaniloquum introduxerat et superbum: quod vitio capitis evenit, “It is often not without
reason that poets fashion these types of wounds, for now he says that he was struck on the head because
he had previously brought him into the scene vainglorious and arrogant, which occurs by a defect in the

head 951120

118 Aen. 1.499

17 Aen. 1.244; cf. Aen. 1.252, where Servius says that it is a custom of all poets to say things a bit fuzzily at first
and then to clarify what is meant.

118 Aen. 6.659; this can work both ways, as urbs can be used to refer to Roma (Aen. 3.159), i.e., a general noun
standing for a specific one. The same principle applies for authors: poeta means Vergil unless otherwise stated
(Aen. 2.556), and by default orator means Cicero (Aen. 1.258); cf. Quintilian (10.1.112).

1119 Note that here also Servius says that it is a practice among poets to separate leaders from their peoples, as in the
phrase reliquias Danaum atque inmitis Achilli, a quotation from Aeneid 1.30.

120 Aen. 9.630
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Genre Rules

The commentaries from Servius and DS treat three genres of poetry from a single author in what
is clearly meant to be a continuous commentary. This affords us a unique opportunity to examine the
question of genre in a controlled setting, where the other variables (e.g., the identity of the commentator)
are consistent. What are the expectations for each genre, and how carefully demarcated are those genres?
Do any central exegetical principles change with a transition from one genre to the next? We have spent
some time working on the definition of poetry as outlined by Servius and DS; are there further
specifications to be made? Here also | will mention an evident distinction between Servius and DS,
namely that the latter demonstrates more reliance on sources that are picky when it comes to whether
Vergil sticks to the demands of the genre—but more on that later.

In terms of a theory of genre, one of the most important terms contained in the commentaries is
character, but, as Servius might say, polysemus sermo est. There are at least three ways in which this
crucial term is used, each with a varying level of importance for the question of genre as | will lay it out.
The first is the most straightforward and of least concern for differentiating between genres, since it in
fact varies freely across genres. This is first described in full at the opening to Eclogues 3:

novimus autem tres characteres hos esse dicendi: unum, in quo tantum poeta loquitur [i.e.,

Suymrukév ], ut est in tribus libris georgicorum; alium dramaticum, in quo nusquam poeta

loquitur [i.e., pipunrecév], ut est in comoediis et tragoediis; tertium, mixtum, ut est in Aeneide:

nam et poeta illic et introductae personae loquuntur. hos autem omnes characteres in bucolico
esse convenit carmine, sicut liber etiam iste demonstrat.

And we know that there are these three styles of speaking: one, in which only the poet speaks, as

in three [of the four] books of the Georgics. The second is dramatic, in which the poet does not

speak anywhere, as in comedies and tragedies. The third is mixed, as in the Aeneid, for both the
poet and the characters he introduces speak there. And it is fitting for all these styles to be
present in bucolic song, just as that book itself also shows.

Servius goes on to give examples of how the various Eclogues exemplify these styles. This tripartite

distinction is important for how the ancients classified poetry, but one can see from Servius’ description

that it aligns only loosely with different genres in some cases and so is not a useful criterion for
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distinguishing between them. It is also true that this topic is treated very little in the commentaries
elsewhere, and | include only the example from Aeneid 11.715 (DS): subito, ut solet, ad characterem
dramaticum transit: neque enim ostendit Camillam loqui coepisse, “Suddenly, as he is accustomed to do,
he passes into the dramatic style, for he did not show that Camilla had begun to speak.” The affirmation
that these are indeed Camilla’s words comes only after her speech a few verses later (haec fatur virgo).
As for our discussion of genre, this proves only that what Servius says about the mixed nature of the
Aeneid was true.

The second kind of character seems to refer to the distinction between poetry and history, but
there is very little evidence whereby we can assess this usage properly. DS states at Aeneid 11.597 that
Vergil’s entire description of the battle scene mixes a historical style with a poetic one: in tota hac
descriptione historicum characterem poetico miscet. There is no further discussion of what this means—
perhaps we have been robbed through the selection process of whatever explanation existed for this topic
in a previous note from the source of DS, or perhaps there was no such explanation. Other passages do
not offer much substantive help. Servius says at Aeneid 1.382 that Lucan is more historian than poet:
Lucanus namgue ideo in numero poetarum esse non meruit, quia videtur historiam composuisse, non
poema. This is a remarkably vague and subjective assessment, though it does tell us that Servius views
the distinction between poet and historian as negotiable and that meter alone is not enough to say whether
one is or is not a poet or historian. The final piece of evidence is more tantalizing than it is rewarding.
Servius says that confugere at Aeneid 8.493 (confugere et Turni defendier hospitis armis) is equivalent to
confugiebat and that the style here is historical: <confugere> confugiebat: et ut diximus, historicus stilus.
What he means to point out, presumably, is that the “historical infinitives” confugere and the syntactically
parallel defendier are considered a feature of historical writing, but the exact way in which character

pertains to genre here is obscure.****

211t does not help, then, to look for an answer to this question in Servius and DS, though perhaps the problem
could be solved by understanding the principles of historia from other scholastic writing. The question remains
open.
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The last division of characteres, which is the most fully discussed and the most critical for the
question of poetic genres, is found in the preface to the Eclogues:

gualitas autem haec est, scilicet humilis character. tres enim sunt characteres, humilis, medius,
grandiloquus: quos omnes in hoc invenimus poeta. nam in Aeneide grandiloquum habet, in
Georgicis medium, in Bucolicis humilem pro qualitate negotiorum et personarum: nam personae
hic rusticae sunt, simplicitate gaudentes, a quibus nihil altum debet requiri.**?

The quality [of the Eclogues] is this, to be sure a low style. For there are three styles: low,
middle, and grand, all of which we find in this poet. For in the Aeneid he has the grand style, in
the Georgics the middle, and in the Eclogues the low in accordance with the quality of the affairs
and characters. For here the characters are rustic, rejoicing in simplicity, from whom nothing
lofty should be required.

The term character here seems to indicate style, as suggested by a parallel categorization that Servius had

introduced in his preface to the Aeneid, where he uses the term stilus instead:
gualitas carminis patet; nam est metrum heroicum et actus mixtus, ubi et poeta loquitur et alios
inducit loquentes. est autem heroicum quod constat ex divinis humanisque personis, continens
vera cum fictis; nam Aeneam ad Italiam venisse manifestum est, Venerem vero locutam cum love
missumve Mercurium constat esse conpositum. est autem stilus grandiloquus, qui constat alto
sermone magnisque sententiis. scimus enim tria esse genera dicendi, humile medium
grandiloquum.*'?
The quality of the song is evident, for it is in the heroic meter and has mixed action, where the
poet both speaks and brings in other speaking characters. And that which is “heroic” consists of
divine and human characters, mixing true things with made-up things. For it is clear that Aeneas
went to Italy, but it is agreed that the stories of Venus speaking with Jupiter or Mercury being
sent are made up. And the style is grand, which consists of lofty speech and great sententiae; for
we know that there are three types of speaking: low, middle, and grand.”

The “middle” style gets no special attention, but it may be assumed that it will find itself somewhere

between the elevated discourse and powerful ideas of the Aeneid and the plain style of the Eclogues. In

what follows | wish to test the extent to which Servius and DS demand consistency in this matter, and on

what terms that consistency is judged, for this will help us give some definition to this important technical

distinction in the theory of poetic genre and will provide a transition to other aspects of the aesthetic

appreciation of Vergil available in the scholia.

122 Ecl. praef. 16-21
123 pen. praef. 63-70
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I begin with the Aeneid: does Vergil maintain a proper gravity throughout with weighty speech

and thoughts? The notes on this topic—which mostly concerning poetic language***—

detail ways in
which Vergil has fallen into the humilis style or techniques he has used to avoid it. DS has far more of
such comments than Servius, and in fact all of the criticisms are found in DS only, who must have been
using sources (ignored by or unavailable to Servius) where critics persisistently found fault with this
aspect of Vergil’s poetry. The majority of these have no explanation to go with the stylistic assessment.
For example, avunculus is not fitting to some: quidam ‘avunculus’ humiliter in heroico carmine dictum

126 55 does the use of

accipiunt.'® The speech transition ea verba locutus receives the same judgment,
deicit to describe how Jupiter hurls his lightning bolts to earth.**?” So too with the following phrases:
pellis at Aeneid 10.483, prendere at Aeneid 12.775, and tinguat at Aeneid 11.914. Two other notes state

that ligno is inappropriately low,*'?

though the second makes a concession: ‘lignum’” humiliter dictum
accipiunt, ornavit tamen ‘venerabile’ dicendo—hence, there remains the possibility of using adjectives to
maintain the necessary register, a phenomenon that will be seen again below. Finally, in several places
Vergil is said to have written “neoterically,” and one of these contains a reference to stylistic register:
<attollens umero famamque et facta nepotum=> hunc versum notant critici quasi superfluo et humiliter
additum nec convenientem gravitati eius: namque est magis neotericus, “Critics find fault in this verse as
if it were added superfluously and in the low style and not fitting to his gravitas, for it is instead

1130

neoteric.”*** One wishes there were more explanation here as to why this is an unworthy verse,

particularly as this final statement at the end of a long and glorious shield description would be taken by

1124 There is an exception: at Aeneid 5.27 Servius says that VVergil’s depiction of Aeneas as a skilled ship captain is
not only heroic, but also a mark of poetic consistency, since he will say later that Aeneas sailed the ship by himself
at night: non tantum heroicum est quod dat Aeneae gubernandi scientiam, sed etiam ad prooeconomiam pertinent:
dicturus enim est ‘et ipse ratem nocturnis rexit in undis.” Vergil has thus maintained the loftiness of his character,

which contributes at least in a sense to the grandeur of the poem’s tone.

1125 ot pater Aeneas et avunculus excitat Hector (Aen. 3.343 [DS]).

1126 Aen. 8.404 (DS)

127 Aen. 8.428 (DS)

1128 Aen. 9.411 (DS), Aen. 12.767 (DS); cf. Aen. 2.46 (DS), where the commentator points to ligno as a purposeful

use of tapinosis, which | describe below.

129 pen, 8.731 (DS)

130 gurely it is not the zeugma of attollens famaque et facta?
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most modern readers, I think, as an effective and sufficiently “weighty” finale, in a literal and literary
sense. Perhaps we are all hopeless neoterics.

In other places the commentators highlight ways in which Vergil has aimed to avoid the low
style. As in the example of venerabile lignum above, this can be achieved through the addition of an
epitheton maiestatis, if | may be permitted the term. Servius calls the phrase gurgite vasto in the storm at
the beginning of the Aeneid an example of tapinosis (rameivwats), id est rei magnae humilis expositio. He
continues: prudenter tamen Vergilius humilitatem sermonis epitheto sublevat, ut hoc loco ‘vasto’ addidit.
item cum de equo logueretur ait ‘cavernas ingentes,’ “Nevertheless, Vergil judiciously raises the
lowliness of the word [gurgite] with an adjective, as he added vasto in this passage. Likewise when he
speaks of the horse he says cavernas ingentes.”** DS also realizes that nothing kills poetic grandeur

faster than a chicken reference,'**

and so when Vergil states that Evander is awoken by the sound of
birds in the morning (Evandrum ex humili [!] tecto lux suscitat alma / et matutini volucrum sub culmine
cantus) and Servius states that this phrase can refer to birds in general and also specifically to swallows,
DS adds: potest et gallorum: quae omnia propter sermonis humilitatem vitavit, “It can also refer to
roosters, all of which [the poet] avoided because of the lowliness of the word.”**** Vergil can also
maintain poetic grandeur by making careful selections from among similar-sounding words, as when
Lavinia pulls at her floros crines when she hears of Amata’s suicide."™** DS gives an interesting note
here: Probus sic adnotavit: ‘neotericum erat flavos, ergo bene floros: nam sequitur et roseas laniata

genas, “Probus gives the following note: flavos would be neoteric, so he does well to say floros, for the

phrase ‘having torn her rosy cheeks’ follows,” that is, Vergil would presumably be staying consistent with

1131 Aen. 1.118; the citation of cavernas ingentes is from Aeneid 2.19-20, where Servius gives a brief reminder of
this statement, but nothing more: <ingentes> ut diximus, epitheto levavit tapinosin. This is perhaps a more
confusing example for us because of our grand sense of the English “cavern,” but when one observes that caverna
could refer to, among other things, the excrementary canal of animals (e.g., Plin. NH 8.55.81, 28.8.27), one sees the
commentator’s point.

1132 dissertator ipse notatur quia audax humilitatem non vitavit.

1133 Aen. 8.456 (DS); | take this to mean that Vergil did not specify volucrum because that specificity would have
seemed too cute. This kind of comment is particularly interesting to me, since specificity is often one thing that the
commentators demand of Vergil, as | will show later. There is evidently room for a little ambiguity when poetic
register is at stake.

1134 Aen. 12.605; Mynors’ text (1985) gives flavos, which is the lemma provided by Servius, who states nonetheless
that floros is the antiqua lectio and a sermo Ennianus.
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his flower imagery. If it is correct to read neotericum in connection with humilitas as in the
aforementioned scholion to the final verse of Aeneid 8, then Vergil has made a careful selection to avoid
the low style. So too does Vergil dodge baseness when he is careful to use the dative phrase huic monstro
to describe Cacus, since the dative of the proper name would be crude: <huic monstro> bene vitavit
casum, in quo inerat turpis significatio."*

Vergil also uses periphrasis to maintain a proper register.***® 1t was to avoid humilitas, for
instance, that he refers to a pig as saetigeri fetum suis during a sacrifice at the truce between Trojans and
Italians.”™*" For the same reason Rhamnetes is said to be “heaving sleep with his whole chest” when
Nisus and Euryalus prepare to make their attack at the enemy camp: <toto proflabat pectore somnum>
periphrasis est, ne verbo humili stertentem diceret, “This is periphrasis, lest he say with lowly speech that
he was snoring.”**® Vergil can also omit details entirely when it would be superfluous or base to include
them, as is the case just a few verses after the mention of Rhamnetes, where Euryalus is said to be cutting
madly through the mass of sleeping Italian soldiers (nec minor Euryali caedes; incensus et ipse / perfurit
ac multam in medio sine nomine plebem / Fadumque Herbesumque subit Rhoetumque Abarimque).™**
Vergil omits the names of most of the victims because they do not deserve mention on account of their
humilitas: ‘sine nomine’ autem dixit sine gloria, quorum per humilitatem non sunt omnibus nota
nomina.***® Finally, | provide one additional example that shows the commentators’ preoccupation with
the stylistic register of the Aeneid. In the final moments before his death, Turnus asks Juturna in

desperation if she has come to watch her poor brother die: sed quis Olympo / demissam tantos voluit te

ferre labores? / an fratris miseri letum ut crudele videres?'*** DS remarks that if we read miseri from the

1135 Aen. 8.198; DS, perhaps afraid that the reader would not understand what is meant, spells out the illicit phrase.
For more examples of the importance of diction in maintaining a certain literary style, see the discussion of the base
lucerna vis-a-vis a grander Greek alternative lychnus (Aen. 1.177, 1.726).

1136 Recall that this is a linguistic figure that “poets love” (Aen. 1.244, 6.659).

37 non nulli autem porcum, non porcam in foederibus adserunt solere mactari, sed poetam periphrasis usum
propter nominis humilitatem (Aen. 12.170 [DS]).

1138 Aen. 9.324 (DS)

139 Aen. 9.342-4

11409 341 (DS); cf. the aforementioned figure of kar’ &éoysiv, which poets use to differentiate preeminent members
of a group from those who are not worthy of specific mention.

141 Aen. 12.635f.
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perspective of Turnus, it is too lowly, as if Turnus is taking away from his own heroism: humile est si ex
persona Turni accipias: ergo ‘miseri’ ad animum sororis referendum est. That is, Turnus’ self-
description is really to be read as focalized through the viewpoint of Juturna. The reasoning for this
interpretation is illuminating: given the option between accepting Turnus’ “low” estimation of himself
and a slight transposition of the adjective to his sister’s mind, the commentator chooses the latter. The
expectation that Vergil’s poetry will be “grand” influences the way his poetry is interpreted.*!*?

Before proceeding to the Eclogues, | will add a few comments here concerning the mention of
the comic genre in the scholia to Book 4 of the Aeneid. Compared to a modern reading of the Dido-
Aeneas episode, the scholion to the first verse of this book is odd to say the least:

Apollonius Argonautica scripsit et in tertio inducit amantem Medeam: inde totus hic liber
translatus est. est autem paene totus in affectione, licet in fine pathos habeat, ubi abscessus
Aeneae gignit dolorem. sane totus in consiliis et subtilitatibus est; nam paene comicus stilus est:
nec mirum, ubi de amore tractatur.
Apollonius wrote the Argonautica and in the third book he introduced Medea in love. This whole
book [i.e., Aeneid 4] is transferred from that. And it is almost totally with good will, although it
has pathos at the end, when the departure of Aeneas produces grief. Indeed the whole book
consists in plans and subtleties, for it is almost comic in style, and no wonder, when it deals with
love.
This is not the only mention of comedy in this book. See also the note to Aeneid 4.534: <en quid ago?>
est comicum principium, nec incongrue amatrici datum. sic Terentius ‘quid igitur faciam?’ Dido’s
speech is here equated to the comic formula found in Phaedria’s opening lines at Eunuchus 46. A little
later Dido continues her monologue of lamentation, referring to herself with the pronoun memet."***
Servius says her statements are in keeping with her role as lover (satis amatorie), but DS adds another
interesting layer. Faced with a few interpretations of memet, he eventually settles on the term as a sort of
residue from comic pleasantries: alii autem, quod magis sequendum est, excrementa [!] comici leporis

existimant: nam Terentius dicit ‘tutemet mirabere,” id est tu. Many unanswered questions arise from

these bizarre and intriguing notes, and there seems to be no clear piece of evidence elsewhere that would

142 Eor other examples of modifications for the sake of maintaining a high register: Aen. 1.474, 4.254, 10.104.
143 Aen. 4.606
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bring these interpretations into the light. What remains, in any case, is that Servius and DS take it for
granted that Book 4 is subject to some genre-bending both in general principle and at a linguistic level.

I pass on now to the Eclogues, the genre of which receives quite a bit more attention than the
genre of epic for the Aeneid—and it will be noticed that there is no Servian term for “epic” apart from the
periphrastic heroicum carmen. The preface to the Eclogues begins with the origin of bucolic poetry:
Bucolica, ut ferunt, dicta sunt a custodibus boum, id est amo Tév BovkéAdwv: praecipua enim sunt animalia
apud rusticos boves. huius autem carminis origo varia est, “Bucolic poems, as they say, were named
from the caretakers of cattle, that is from BovkéAwv: for cattle are the preeminent animals among country
folk. And the origin of this [type of] song is varied.” Servius proceeds to explain the different versions,
including the one in which bucolic songs originated in the time of Xerxes’ invasion of Greece, when the
Greeks were forced to stay penned up in the city and could not celebrate the rites of Diana out in the field,
and so the country folk headed off to the mountains of Laconia and sang their songs there, after which a
subsequent era refined these songs. Another account states that Orestes stole a statue of Diana from
Scythia and, driven to Sicily by a storm, assembled the rustics there and celebrated a festival for Diana,
and the ritual of the songs persisted amongst the Sicilians. Meanwhile, others assert that they come from
the worship of Apollo Nomius, or that they are for Pan, fauns, nymphs, and satyrs. However that may be,
Servius is clear on the qualitas of the poems, which | provided above: bucolic poems are of the humilis
register, with simple, rustic characters who do not do great deeds. There is also the aforementioned
etymology of the names of these rustic characters (Meliboeus, caretaker of herds, and Tityrus, meaning
“bellweather”). Finally, at the end of the preface Servius repeats that the characters are to be rustic, and
that all their affairs and their basis for comparisons are to be countrified accordingly: personae, sicut
supra dixi, rusticate sunt et simplicitate gaudentes: unde nihil in his urbanum, nihil declamatorium
invenitur; sed ex re rustica sunt omnia negotia, comparationes et si qua sunt alia.

The starting assumption for the bucolic poems, then, is that they will adhere to humilitas just as
the Aeneid adhered (or at least aimed to adhere) to elevated speech and grand sententiae, and indeed the

notes to the individual poems demonstrate this expectation. In fact, from the very opening verses of the
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first poem it is asserted that Vergil himself has commented allusively on his own lowly style: dicendo
autem ‘tenui avena,’ stili genus humilis latenter ostendit, quo, ut supra dictum est, in bucolicis utitur,
“And by saying ‘with slender reed,” he allusively demonstrates a type of lowly style, which as was said
above he employs in his bucolic poems.”**** Note that the subject of this sentence must be Vergil and not
the internal speaker Meliboeus, a fact made clear by the cross-reference to the assessment of Vergil in the
preface and the knowledge that, according to the parameters established above, a rustic man such as
Meliboeus would not do anything latenter. Vergil’s phrase calamo agresti a few lines later has a similar
tag: rustic stilo, sic supra ‘tenui avena,’ “In the rustic style, as above with the phrase ‘with slender
reed.””™™** This is spoken by Tityrus, but as before it seems to be taken as a nod by Vergil to his own art.
Servius thus shows that his characterization of the bucolic genre is in keeping with Vergil’s own
description of the pastoral style, and the notes that follow call attention to specific instantiations of these
principles. Some examples pertain directly to the aforementioned statement in the preface that bucolic
characters are thoroughly rustic in all their affairs, whether they are making comparisons or any other
such thing (ex re rustica sunt omnia negotia, comparationes et si qua sunt alia). When Tityrus describes
how freedom came to him late in life at a time when his beard fell white to the barber’s blade, Servius
praises his rustic indication of his own age: et bene tempora, quasi rusticus, computat a barbae
sectione.'*® The same phenomenon occurs later in this poem when Meliboeus refers to a succession of
harvests to denote a succession of years: et quasi rusticus per aristas numerat annos: nam physica
rusticanorum est in paleis et in messibus.***’ This is in accordance with the normal experiences of
herdsmen and is not dependent upon complicated calendrical systems that would be beyond such simple
folk. The preface’s delineation of rusticity in the use of bucolic comparisons also appears, as in Eclogues
5 as Menalcas tells Mopsus, “As much as the soft willow yields to the pale olive, as much as lowly wild

nard yields to red rose gardens, so much does Amyntas yield to you in my judgment.” Servius points out

U4 Eel 1.2

148 Eel. 1.10
W8 Ecl. 1.29
W4T Ecl. 1.69
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simply: rusticis utitur comparationibus."*® Another example of such a bucolic mindset appears in
Eclogues 2, where an interesting note explains that VVergil comes back to the safety of pastoral
comparisons after nearly reaching too high a stylistic register. Here Corydon imagines that he sings to
Alexis, telling him that just as Pallas maintains the citadels she has founded (Pallas quas condidit arces /
ipsa colat), so too does he enjoy the woods above all else (nobis placeant ante omnia silvae).**** When
he immediately compares his own chase of Alexis to a lioness pursuing a wolf, a wolf pursuing a goat,
and a goat hunting down clover, Servius approves his shift back to the rural world after speaking a little
too loftily about the founding of citadels: et bene se revocat ad rusticas comparationes, paene enim fuerat
lapsus dicendo ‘Pallas quas condidit arces. ***° As with the opening verse to Eclogues 4, where Vergil
says he will raise his register a little (paulo maiora canamus), Servius notes that the break from the
expected humilitas is minor.

In addition to rustic approaches to the passing of time and the use of comparisons, Vergil also
maintains the humilis stilus in other ways. When Menalcas describes the beechwood cups that he has
offered up for his wager in the contest with Damoetas, he states that there are two figures, Conon and
some other man whose name he cannot remember: in medio duo signa, Conon et—quis fuit alter, /
descripsit radio totum qui gentibus orbem, / tempora quae messor, quae curvus arator haberet?**** That
he can remember the name of the famous Conon but not that of the second figure speaks of his rusticity:

<Conon> dux fuit,

cuius nomen dicit, quia in omnium ore versatur: nam philosophi tacet, quod non
facile potest ad rusticum pervenire. et bene ea dicit philosophi, quae ad rusticum pertinent, ut ‘tempora
guae messor, quae curvus arator haberet, “Conon was a leader whose name he says because it was

uttered in the mouths of all, for he is silent [on the name of] the philosopher, because it is not easy for it to

be able to arrive at [the ears of] a rustic man. And well does he say those things of the philosopher that

18 Ecl. 5.16; cf. Ecl. 2.18 (et rustice et amatorie ex floribus facit comparationem)
1149
Ecl. 2.61f.
10 Ecl. 2.63; I say that “Vergil” has come back from the cliff, though as often in scholia it is difficult to say for sure
whether the commentator means the internal speaker or the poet himself. In a sense the point is moot: Vergil is
ultimately to blame if his character is not within the expected bounds of the genre.
1151
Ecl. 3.40f.
11521t is possible that Servius has confused Conon of Samos with the Athenian; otherwise dux fuit is an odd choice.
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pertain to a rustic man, as ‘the times which the reaper and the curved ploughman have.”” A fascinating
comment at the end of Eclogues 7 similarly assumes that the rustic characters are a few apples short of a
bushel.**** Having heard an amoebic competition between Corydon and Thyrsis, Meliboeus declares at
the end that Corydon has won: haec memini, et victum frustra contendere Thyrsin. / ex illo Corydon
Corydon est tempore nobis. Servius completes the thought with a phrase that must be understood from
Meliboeus’ ellipsis (victor, nobilis supra omnes). Very interestingly, though, the reason for the ellipsis is
not the ars poetica or a literary device, but a simple inability on the part of this rustic man to complete his
thought: quam rem quasi rusticus implere non potuit.*>* One more example is instructive from the
opposite angle, for at Eclogues 2.65 Vergil is accused by critics of having gone beyond the bounds of the
bucolic genre: <trahit sua quemque voluptas> notatur a criticis, quod hanc sententiam dederit rustico
supra bucolici carminis legem aut possibilitatem, “Vergil is blamed by critics because he gave this
sententia to a rustic man beyond the law or possibility of bucolic song.” Recall that weighty sententiae
were rather the domain of the grandiloquus register found in the Aeneid, not in pastoral poems. A glance
back at a similar type of utterance from Aeneid 10.467 (stat sua cuique dies) may also help us understand
the reasoning behind this comment, for there Servius treated the proverbial statement as a philosophical
borrowing by Vergil, and one can see above that philosophical sentiments are out of bounds for bucolic
characters.

Two more passages will demonstrate again that general assumptions about genre shape the
commentator’s judgment about individual verses. A geographical problem arises at Eclogues 2.24 with
the phrase in Actaeo Aracyntho. Servius explains that Aracynthus is a Theban mountain, and that Actis
was in the territory of the Athenians, and so he prefers to read Actaeo not as a proper adjective, but a
common one meaning litorali. What other scholars offer, however, demonstrates just how far they expect
Vergil to take the rusticity of his characters: quamquam plerique ‘Actaeo Aracyntho’ Atheniensi

accipiant, non quod Aracynthus apud Athenas est, sed ut ostendatur rustici imperitia, “Although most

1153 male utitur iste dissertator rusticis comparationibus, quasi poeta bucolicus.

US4 Ee). 7.70
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take Actaeo Aracyntho as ‘Athenian,” not because Aracynthus is at Athens, but so that the ignorance of
the rustic man may be shown.” Servius then alerts his reader to a similar geographical problem already
seen earlier with the Oeax River at Eclogues 1.65. There it was simply stated that Cretae could not be a
proper noun, but meant rather “of chalk, chalky,” since this river was in Scythia. In the context of the
Aracynthus dilemma, however, Servius now reveals that it is possible to take Cretae as a proper noun for
the same reason as Actaeo, namely that the geographical error that results, while certainly inappropriate to
an educated poet, might be fitting for a herdsman who could not know better. For an additional example |
return to Eclogues 3, where a pair of riddles near the end of the poem sparks a relatively lengthy set of
possible explanations from Servius. The initial riddle by Damoetas asks in what lands the space of the
sky extends no more than a few feet: dic quibus in terris (et eris mihi magnus Apollo) / tris pateat caeli
spatium non amplius ulnas. One possibility is a punning reference to the tomb of a man named Caelius
(= caelum), and another is the “philosopher’s well” in Egypt, which was constructed so that someone at
the bottom could observe the direct rays of the sun on a particular day of the year. Servius does not like
either of these interpretations, though, since they would seem to violate the demands of the bucolic genre:
sed neutrum horum convenit rustico: unde simpliciter intellegendus est cuiuslibet loci puteus, in quem
cum quis descenderit, tantum caeli conspicit spatium, quantum putei latitudo permiserit, “But neither of
these fits a rustic man, from which we must understand simply a well in any location, in which when
anyone has descended, he sees only so much space of sky as the width of the well allows.” Assumptions
about genre have again determined Servius’ preference from among multiple interpretations of a
problematic passage.

The Georgics get very little treatment regarding their generic characteristics and will thus occupy
only a brief space here, but a few remarks are possible. It is stated in the prefaces to the Aeneid and
Eclogues (interestingly not in the preface to the Georgics) that this poetry is marked by the “middle”
style, though this gets hardly any treatment in the course of the commentaries. For one example, at
Georgics 1.391 Vergil has used the phrase testa cum ardente out of fear that his other options would be

too low or too high in stylistic register: <testa cum ardente> propter vilitatem lucernam noluit dicere, nec
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iterum lychnum, sicut in heroo carmine, ut ‘dependent lynchni’: medius enim in his libris est stilus, sicut
diximus supra.'™ Otherwise, the most salient characteristic of the genre of the Georgics is its didactic
nature, and this has a role to play in the formal qualities of the poetry, as was the case for the Aeneid and
Eclogues. Servius writes in the preface: et hi libri didascalici sunt, unde necesse est, ut ad aliqguem
scribantur; nam praeceptum et doctoris et discipuli personam requirit: unde ad Maecenatem scribit sicut
Hesiodus ad Persen, Lucretius ad Memmium, “And these books are didactic, from which it is necessary
that they be written to someone; for instruction requires the character both of the teacher and the student.
For this reason he writes to Maecenas, just as Hesiod wrote to Perses and Lucretius to Memmius.” There
is implicit in this comment a reference to the aforementioned division of characteres, not in the sense of
stylistic register, but as regards the nature of the poet’s voice, whether he speaks the entire poem, part of
the poem, or none of the poem. Even so, there is no explicit mention of this categorization, and in the
course of the explanatio one finds little evidence that the didactic nature of the genre has significantly

shaped the form of the poetry.™*®

Aesthetic Judgments

Having completed the survey of the role of genre in the commentaries, | proceed to an analytical
summary of the aesthetic principles by which Vergil is assessed. As is the case in other scholiastic
corpora, passages that relate to this theme are most often marked with an initial qualitative evaluation that

either praises (bene, perite, recte) or criticizes (male, vituperabiliter) the poetry. This type of

115 See above on the difference between lucerna and lychnus (Aen. 1.177, 1.726). For other examples of this
phenomenon in the Georgics, see 1.274 (DS), 3.135.

1581 point out here only two passages in which Servius notes that Vergil has shifted from one praeceptum to another
(G. 1.79, 1.94). These remarks are quite bare and offer no critical insight into the way Servius is approaching the
Georgics, and the discrepancy with the relatively expansive implementation of generic principles for the other works
is surprising. Perhaps this is simply the result of the “middle” style, which almost by its very nature is
unexceptional, though my first example showed that it was at least possible for Servius to point out lexical choices
that were neither base nor elevated.
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phenomenon has been readily observable in the preceding section, as commentators judged Vergil’s
ability to adhere to the demands of various poetic genres, but now | expand that discussion into other
areas of consideration, namely the principles of specificity, propriety, consistency, arrangement, and (in a
few cases) poetic style. Let me emphasize that, as was seen in the other scholiastic corpora, the
commentaries to Vergil are not a treatise on poetic style, and they should not be read as such. Rather, by
piecing together different comments to different passages, | will attempt to illuminate the aesthetic
principles of Servius and DS with the understanding that this picture will be incomplete and that the
artificial taxonomy | use for understanding those principles is just that—artificial. The boundaries of my
categorization will overlap, and not every comment fits neatly into my system, but overall the exercise
will be an effective way to examine the general approach to the praise and blame of Vergil’s poetry.

The frequent mention of words that are extraneous (vacans, superfluus, etc.), omitted
(subaudiendus), or ambiguous (rav péowv) shows that Servius and DS have a close eye on the level of
specificity in Vergil’s language. Even though there is some flexibility given within the context of the
poetic art, one sees throughout that Vergil is praised or blamed for adhering or not adhering to a desirable
level of lexical exactitude, and the following examples will give some idea of what this looks like.
Venus’ grand address to Jupiter in the first book of the Aeneid includes mention of his lightning: o qui res
hominumque deumque / aeternis regis imperiis et fulmine terres, “You who rule the affairs of men and
gods with your eternal commands and you who terrify with the thunderbolt.”™’ Servius, who tends to
look for meaning and purpose in every word possible, says that the mention of terror is intentional:

et fulmine terres’ non sine causa adiecit ‘terres.’ est enim fulmen quod terreat; est quod adflet,

ut fulminis adflavit ventis’; est quod puniat, ut ‘vel pater omnipotens adigat me fulmine ad

umbras’; peremptorii autem fulminis late patet significatio: est quod praesaget, ut ‘de caelo
tactas memini praedicere quercus.’

And it is not without reason that he added terres to fulmine terres. For there is a thunderbolt that

terrifies, one that blasts with wind (as in fulminis adflavit ventis), one that punishes (as in vel

pater omnipotens adigat me fulmine ad umbras—and the meaning of the destructive bolt is
patently obvious), and one that presages (as in de caelo tactas memini praedicere quercus).

57 pen. 1.229f.; cf. Vergil’s proper specification of nut at Eclogues 2.52.
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In other locations Vergil is explicitly praised for such specifications. It is “skillful” (perite) of Vergil, for
instance, to say that bronze sickles were used by Dido to reap grasses for her chthonic ritual in Aeneid 4,
because some types of grasses are cut, but others are plucked.”® Likewise in Book 8 when Aeneas
sacrifices the white sow and her offspring to maxima luno Servius explains: quaesitum est quae sit ‘luno
maxima’: nam, ut diximus, variae sunt eius potestates, ut Curitis, Lucina, Matrona, Regina. et dicunt
theologi ipsam esse matrem deum, quae terra dicitur; unde etiam porca ei sacrificatur. ergo perite elegit
epitheton, ut maximam diceret, “It has been asked which Juno is the ‘greatest,” for as we said she has
various powers under the names Curitis, Lucina, Matrona, and Regina. And scholars of the divine say
that she is the mother of the gods, who is called ‘Earth.” For this reason even a pig is sacrificed to her.
Thus, Vergil skillfully selected the adjective, so that he might call her ‘greatest.”” That is, Servius takes
the adjective not as vaguely aggrandizing, but as highly specific: Aeneas is sacrificing to a particular
instantiation of Juno, since that is the version to which pigs are sacrificed.***® In another passage Servius
praises Vergil for his system of naming the Trojans, which is specific to their behavior at the time of each
mention; thus, he calls them Phrygians when they are afraid, Dardanidae when they are noble,
Laomedontiadae when they are treacherous, Trojans when they are brave, and also men of Hector when
they are brave."'®

Not all things should be given in exact detail, however. Indeed, | have already given an example
in which Vergil is said to suppress the names of the mass of soldiers whom Euryalus kills because of their
relative insignificance. This sort of restraint is praised again at Aeneid 11.243-5, where Venulus describes
the Italian embassy to Diomedes: vidimus, o cives, Diomedem Argivaque castra, / atque iter emensi casus
superavimus omnis, / contigimusque manum qua concidit llia tellus. Servius applauds the phrase casus

superavimus omnes, which is fittingly unspecific: et bene vilitatem singularum rerum generalitate vitavit,

1158 nec omnes eodem modo: unde perite et ‘aenis falcibus’ dixit, quia aliae velluntur, aliae inciduntur (Aen. 4.513).

1159 Aen. 8.84: it is worth mentioning that the commentators seem to hold that Aeneas is extremely knowledgeable
about the divine, so this specificity is in accordance with his own knowledge of rituals (cf. Aen. 3.359 [DS]:
sciendum tamen, sicut veteres auctores adfirmant, peritissimos auguriorum et Aeneam et plurimos fuisse Troianos).
1180 Aen. 1.468; all the examples | have provided here are positive for Vergil, though rarely there is a criticism of his
level of specificity (Aen. 1.409).
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ne diceret flumina, latrones, et cetera, “And he did well to avoid the banality of the individual obstacles,
lest he should talk about streams, bandits, and so forth.” Such praise also comes for Vergil’s apt use of
ambiguous terminology in the speech of Diomedes that Venulus reports. When Diomedes says that
Mount Caphereus and the Euboean cliffs know the grim star of Minerva (triste Minervae sidus), Servius
explains that fabula has it that some returning Greeks were destroyed because of the sexual assault on
Cassandra during the sack of Troy, while fact has it that the Greeks suffered under the stormy vernal
equinox, during which time they were assaulted by lightning, the manubiae Minervales. Thus, Vergil’s
use of sidus is perfect, since it can mean “star” and “storm,” thus capturing allusively both the
meteorological and the mythological damage sustained by the Greek fleet."*®* These examples
demonstrate how, although specificity is a crucial feature of good poetry, ambiguity can be productive
through an allusive withholding of information.™® What is more, even when critical information is left
out, Servius and DS can resort to a term from the Greek scholia to describe what has happened “silently”:
kata 7o awwmdpevov. AS often in the Euripidean scholia, this phrase denotes something that must have
happened “offstage,” as it were, in order for the text to be coherent.***®

In addition to these specific instances of omitted information, the commentaries stress that poets
are not to provide all the details of a narrative in general, an idea that seems to relate to the examples
given above regarding the danger of a poet (e.g., Lucan) falling into historia by recording facts in an
unpoetic way. At Aeneid 1.223, Servius states that Vergil’s finis could refer to the end of storytelling or
the end of the day, for at a later point (1.305) he remarks that it is night. But Vergil, it is said, does not
tell his reader every time the sun rises or sets and instead leaves chronological changes to be understood
or indicates the shift in time through indirect means: et sciendum est Vergilium non semper dicere ortum

vel occasum diei, sed aut intellectui relinquere, ut hoc loco, aut negotiis tempora significare. Thus far

181 nde perite dicendo ‘sidus’ utrumque complexus est: nam sidus et tempestatem significat et re vera sidus (Aen.

11.259); cf. Aen. 3.24.

1162 See also the “useful” ambiguity in the encomium throughout Eclogues 4: is Vergil praising Augustus? Pollio?
Pollio’s son Saloninius? By not specifying which one, as Servius points out explicitly at Eclogues 4.15, he seems to
be praising them all.

1163 Aen. 3.82 (Anchises being called the friend of Anius without any background story), Aen. 6.456 (the death of
Dido being announced to Aeneas), Aen. 9.200 (DS, the age of Euryalus)



306

there is no true praise or blame, but the note continues: est autem poetica callopistia non omnia exprimere
. ... Homerus sane ista contemnens tempora universa describit, “And it is poetic embellishment
(kadwmoTia) NOt to express everything . ... Indeed Homer describes everything without any regard for
those [distinctions in] time.” The term kaAdwmoria itself puts a positive spin on these omissions, and the
appeal to Homer also reinforces the technique. Later Servius reveals that this practice is in fact part of the

ars poetica,''®

and in Book 2 he responds to critics of Vergil according to the same principle. When
Aeneas tells his Trojan companions to arm themselves against the Greek invaders, the critici complain
that Vergil is always saying that people are being armed without ever showing that they are unarmed in
the first place, to which Servius responds that they are simply ignorant of the poetic principle in question:
<arma, viri, ferte arma> notant hoc critici, quia saepius armari aliquos dicit, cum exarmatos nusquam
ostendat: qui nesciunt, non omnia a poeta ut supra diximus dici debere.’® Whatever reasons Servius has
for favoring xaAwmaria in different situations, it is clear that specificity has a limit in poetry.

The next principle of assessment in the commentaries may be labeled “propriety,” though this
term is rov péowv, so to speak, and needs specification. By “propriety” I mean that the commentators
expect Vergilian characters to act and be treated in a manner that is consistent with their identity,
specifically with respect to their position in a hierarchy of importance and authority. That is, lofty
characters should remain lofty, and base characters should remain base. Putting the definition of
propriety in this way makes it clear that the principle is much the same as that evident in the presentation
of the generic parameters above—heroic poems should be heroic, and lowly poems lowly. Servius and
DS do not have a highly taxonomized way of talking about this principle as pertains to characters, but
they both employ the term ro mpémov in a few places to signal that Vergil has maintained propriety. In
other cases this type of evaluation is attended by more general markers such as bene or perite, so the

nature of Servius’ praise must be judged at each occasion to see which aesthetic principles are at work.

1164 Aen. 1.683
1185 Aen. 2.668
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Having defined my use of propriety as pertains to characterization, | offer some examples here of
the principle in action. At the beginning of Aeneid 3, Vergil has Aeneas say that Anchises was in
command of the expedition to find a new home: et pater Anchises dare fatis vela iubebat.***®® Servius
remarks (and DS confirms) that Vergil has kept propriety by letting the father do the ordering.™*®’ Later
in this book DS is more explicit in his praise, again when Anchises gives the commands: <velis aptare
iubebat> et bene servat ro mpémov, Ut ubique Anchisen inducat iubentem navigationem, ut ‘et pater
Anchises dare fatis vela iubebat.”**® That is, not only is this hierarchy of authority “appropriate,” but it
is also “well done.” Propriety also entails the sort of distinction that was encountered above under the
term xar’ ééox7iv. When the storm rises against Aeneas’ fleet in Book 1, for instance, Vergil first
emphasizes the shouting of the men and the imminent death before their eyes before a sudden chill seizes
Aeneas (extemplo Aeneae solvuntur frigore membra).”*® Servius likes this, stating that it was appropriate
to make Aeneas the last to be afraid: servavit o mpémov, ut Aeneam ultimum territum dicat. Similarly,
Aeneas’ men set about the mundane tasks of setting up camp when they land on the Libyan shore, but he
himself goes exploring to find signs of his lost comrades. Servius adds:

merita personarum vilibus officiis interesse non debent: quod bene servat ubique Vergilius, ut

hoc loco, item in sexto cum diversis officiis Troianos diceret occupatos, ait ‘at pius Aeneas arces

quibus altus Apollo praesidet ’: nisi cum causa pietatis intervenit, ut ad sepeliendum socium

Misenum de Aenea dixit ‘paribusque accingitur armis.”**

Well-deserving characters should have nothing to do with base duties, which Vergil does well to

maintain everywhere, as in this place, and likewise in the sixth book when he says that the

Trojans are busy with various duties, “But pius Aeneas [seeks] the citadels where lofty Apollo

presides.” The exception is when he [Aeneas] intervenes for the sake of pietas, as when he said

that Aeneas “girds himself with equal implements [i.e., axes and saws for the pyre]” for the burial
of his comrade Misenus.

1166 Aen. 3.9

17 yt diximus servat ro mpémov, Ut pater iubeat. Or less likely: Aeneas has kept propriety. It is again impossible to
say for sure whom Servius means, though the distinction is not absolutely critical to our understanding of the note,
and indeed it is probable that Servius wants us to think of both author and character acting appropriately.

1168 Aen. 3.472 (DS)

1% Aen. 1.92; cf. Aen. 1.30

170 Aen. 1.180
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The same principle of propriety applies also for other prominent men, as when Vergil says that Mnestheus
and Serestus hear the slaughter of their men by Turnus and come running. Servius explains that this
inclusion is appropriately added so that it will not seem as if Turnus is allowed to wreck so much havoc
with Trojan leaders nearby.""* A final example shows the opposite, namely that base actions and
sentiments belong to base people. At Aeneid 11.351, the Italian Drances says that the Trojan army
“terrifies the sky with their weapons™ (caelum territat armis). Servius finds such a phrase incongruous
with the gravitas of Vergil, but he interestingly says that the words are to be taken rather as skillfully
attributed to the “swollen” oration of Drances: <caelum territat armis> dictum quidem Vergilii gravitati
non congruit, sed perite Dranci haec data sunt verba, qui tumida uti oratione inducitur.*’*> We can
conclude, then, that Servius and DS expect Vergil to maintain the nature of his characters much in the
same way as he is to stick to the stylistic parameters assigned to each of the genres in which he composes.
The next important principle of assessment to which Vergil is subjected is that of “consistency,”
another broad term that requires some clarification here. Vergil is expected to be what | call internally
and externally consistent, meaning that his work should cohere on all points with itself and that his poetry
should agree with factual knowledge outside the realm of the poem itself (with some allowances made for
poetica licentia). The former includes the avoidance of self-contradiction and the assurance that
characters’ words and actions are plausible in their given contexts. The latter concern deals with the
poem’s coherence with history, natural philosophy, cultural practice, etc.—in essence that Vergil alludes
subtly to knowledge from the “real world” through his poetry in an artistic weaving of fact and fiction.
That Servius favors internal consistency is visible at Aeneid 9.603, a passage in which the Italian
Numanus—about to be the inaugural victim of Ascanius—reminds his fellow soldiers that they have been
trained in demanding environmental conditions from their early youth and should therefore be able to

defeat the weakling Phrygian “women.” Servius points out that Vergil has been consistent here with his

" Aen. 9.775; cf. Aen. 12.443

1172 | ‘am still working on the full meaning of the note on propriety at Aeneid 1.738, but it may have the same basic
thrust as the Drances comment. [ also find confusing an additional “propriety” note at Aeneid 8.127 (DS), though it
clearly belongs in this discussion.
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previous comment that the Italians are trained in martial activities from an early age: sane poeta meminit
sui, nam ait superius [Aen. 7.162] ‘ante urbem pueri et primaevo flore iuventus exercentur equis.’
Similar statements occur also at Aeneid 4.322 (Dido speaking with great indigation of her lost pudor,
since she had previously promised not to violate it) and 7.551 (where spargam arma is a recollection of
sere crimina belli at 7.339). Within this category | also include comments pertaining to logical
consistency (and, rarely, inconsistency) in Vergil’s characters. Servius makes it clear at Aeneid 1.145 that
Vergil is characteristically good, for instance, at tailoring the speeches of his characters to their contexts:
et scire debemus prudenter poetam pro causis vel tendere vel corripere orationem, “And we should know
that the poet judiciously either lengthens or shortens a speech for [good] reasons.” In the present passage
this manifests as Neptune cutting short his speech because of Aeneas’ urgent need for help in the storm,
and Servius cites as well a one-verse statement in which Aeneas quickly asks Panthus for information
while Troy is being invaded—no time for pleasantries here.**”® The same note from Book 1 also gives a
contrary example from Book 5, where Neptune’s calming of the sea is done with greater leisure, since
there is no immediate danger: contra in quinto libro ubi nullum periculum est latius describit placantem
maria Neptunum. Vergil is also skillfully showing his attention to detail when his disjointed presentation
of Aeneas’ thoughts after the death of Pallas (Pallas, Evander, in ipsis / omnia sunt oculis, mensae quas
advena primas / tunc adiit, dextraeque datae) are an indication of Aeneas’ distraught condition: sed perite
scissa est narratio, per quam animus Aeneae perturbatus exprimitur.**™*

External consistency is a somewhat trickier issue, since as | described above the poet has a
significant amount of freedom in altering details from history, natural philosophy, or other areas, and in
fact he must alter some details lest he turn out to be writing historia and not poetry.**”> Even so, there are

limits to poetica licentia, for just as a poet cannot be too straightforward with the truth, so too he must not

178 pen. 2.322

1174 Aen. 10.515; for other examples: Aen. 10.92, 12.747.

75 Eurther, recall that even the genre of epic (heroicum carmen) demands a mixture of true and made-up things, as
stated in the Aeneid preface.
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stray too far from it: vituperabile enim est, poetam aliquid fingere, quod penitus a veritate discedat."*"®

Even so, Servius praises Vergil numerous times for his allusion to some external fact, a marker of the
overall realism and consistency of his poetry. There is a balance, though, and these nods to veritas come
subtly, noticeable only through a very close reading. The first such example mentioned by Servius is a
historical reference in the phrase urbs antiqua fuit, the beginning of the narration about Carthage at
Aeneid 1.12. The phrase seems neutral enough, but Servius lauds Vergil’s careful thinking here: et
‘antiqua’ autem et fuit’ bene dixit, namque et ante septuaginta annos urbis Romae condita erat, et eam
deleverat Scipio Aemilianus. quae autem nunc est postea a Romanis est condita: unde antiquam accipe et
ad conparationem istius quae nunc est, et Roma antiquiorem, “And he did well to say both antiqua and
fuit, because it had been founded 70 years before Rome, and Scipio Aemilianus had destroyed it. And
this city has now been settled after the fact by the Romans, from which you are to understand that
antiquam means both ‘in comparison to the city that now stands,” and ‘older than Rome.””**"" Further,
see Aeneid 4.166, where Tellus and Juno are said to preside over the wedding ceremony of Aeneas and
Dido—too bad, since according to the Etrusca disciplina there is scarcely anything less well-suited to a

marriage than Tellus, and Vergil thereby skillfully shows that things will end badly. Other examples of

1178 1179 1180

external consistency consist of nods to astronomy, ' religious rites,” "~ natural philosophy,™ and even a

reference to the size of a legion in the Roman army,™"

all passages in which Vergil slips in nuggets of
factual knowledge about the world in the framework of the ars poetica, to the sound of praise from his
commentators.

The scholia also put a significant focus on the arrangement of poetry. The term prooeconomia is

defined by Servius himself as dispositio carminis and is used (along with the more general term

1176 Aen. 3.46

Y77 The praise for fuit is harder to understand—probably that the city was old, but is now new, if one takes into
account the resettlement as a new founding. For another allusion to actual historical events, see Aeneid 7.682.
1178 pen. 1.336, 2.801 (DS), 4.482, 6.795

179 pen. 1.329 (DS), 4.510, 6.191

180 Aen, 11.186

18 Aen, 7.274
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1182

oeconomia ) to refer to the way the poet includes details in his work that pave the way for a later event.

In fact, in several cases the explicit purpose of prooeconomia is to give that future event

verisimilitude,*®

such that oeconomia may be said to pertain to the principles of realism and consistency
discussed above, but from a larger perspective that takes into account the entire movement of the poem.
We have already seen an example of this phenomenon from Book 5, where some navigationally sound
advice from Aeneas at the beginning of the book is taken as prooeconomia for when he will guide the
boat himself at its end (i.e., he shows that he is competent to do so). Other examples include a statement
at Aeneid 1.170 that only some of his fleet made it onto the Libyan shore with Aeneas, for if Aeneas had
arrived with everyone, the oeconomia of the book would have been ruined. Vergil is also praised (bene
transiit) for the way in which he uses the earthgazing of Jupiter as a transition between the Trojan
shipwreck victims on the Libyan shore and the intervention of Venus, where an abrupt transition would
have been culpable (vituperabile enim fuerat, si ex abrupto transitum faceret).''®* Elsewhere, Vergil is
praised for having bona oeconomia when he has Venus tell Aeneas that she will never be absent from him
in his trouble (nusquam abero)—and good thing, since we have already learned that the Greeks occupy
every place where there is not fire, and so escape will necessitate divine involvement."*** In another
example, it is bona prooeconomia that the Trojans and Italians come together for their truce dressed fully
for battle, since battle is what they will soon experience after the ceremonies are divinely thwarted:
<instructi ferro> bona prooeconomia et rei futurae praeparatio: ruptis enim foederibus in bella
descendent."'® The examples so far have been fairly “local,” meaning that Vergil’s provisions for the
fitting arrangement of his narrative span no longer than a book, but note the instance of prooeconomia at
Aeneid 3.491. Here Andromache tells Ascanius that Astyanax would be a young man of the same age as

he if he were still alive: et nunc aequali tecum pubesceret aevo. Servius zooms in on pubesceret, stating

1182 oeconomia refers to the entire process of making two separate narrative points align, while prooeconomia refers

specifically to the “foreground” half only. For its definition as dispositio carminis, see Aeneid 1.226.
1183 pen. 9.715, 9.761 (DS)

1184 Aen. 1.226; cf. the mention of the inferiority of abrupt transitions at Aeneid 4.1.

1185 Aen. 2.620; for the preceding passage about Greeks and fire, see Aeneid 2.505.

1% Aen. 12.124
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that this word makes Ascanius’ participation in war six books later seem plausible: <pubesceret> ut
etiam in secundo diximus, prooeconomia est, ut verisimile sit Ascanium in nono potuisse iam bella
tractare.

One of the other chief areas in which the theme of arrangement emerges is in the way Vergil is
said to make coherent, seamless transitions between the various books of the Aeneid—or not, depending
on which scholar one asks. The introduction to Book 4, for example, comes under fire from other
scholars for not being sufficiently joined to the third book, but Servius has a much different opinion:

stulte quidam dicant hunc tertio non esse coniunctum—in illo enim navigium, in hoc amores

exsequitur—non videntes optimam coniunctionem. cum enim tertium sic clauserit factoque hic
fine quievit, " intulit ‘at regina gravi iamdudum saucia cura, " item paulo post nec placidam
membris dat cura quietem’: nam cum Aeneam dormire dixerit, satis congrue subiunxit, ut somno
amans careret.

Some people stupidly proclaim that this book is not joined to the third—for in the latter Vergil

deals with a voyage, but in this one he deals with a love affair—not seeing that the join is of the

highest quality. For though the third book ends with “And with this end made, he rested,” he
introduces [in the fourth], “But the queen was now wounded with great worry.” Likewise a little
later: “Nor does worry give quiet rest to her limbs.” For although he said that Aeneas was
sleeping, he tacked on rather fittingly that the lover lacked sleep.
Book 9 faces similarly harsh scrutiny by those who deny that there is a suitable transition, but again they
are said to make this accusation out of ignorance: nescientes Vergilium prudenter iunxisse superioribus
negotiis sequentia per illam particulam ‘atque ea diversa penitus dum parte geruntur,’ “Not knowing that
Vergil judiciously joined what follows to the preceding affairs by that clause, ‘And while those things
were being carried out in a different area.””"®" These examples show clearly that seamless transitions are
an important part of how a poet is to arrange his work, and Vergil again comes through this test with
flying colors, despite the carping of certain uneducated fools.

I will close my discussion of the aesthetic judgments in the commentaries with a look at some

particular stylistic standards that can be gleaned from the notes. At Aeneid 2.418 Servius identifies a

187 Aen. 9.1; observe that Servius’ defense of the Book 9 transition is quite a bit more hesitant when it is first
mentioned at Aen. 1.226 (vituperabile . . . si ex abrupto transitum faceret, quod in nono fecit: quae res tamen
excusatur uno sermone, ‘atque ea diversa penitus dum parte geruntur’). For more on book transitions, see the
opening statements to Book 6.



313

short excursus poeticus (strident silvae saevitque tridenti / spumeus atque imo Nereus ciet aequora fundo)
and states that such things should not be more than three verses long (qui ultra tres versus fieri non
debet)—thankfully Vergil’s is just under two. The avoidance of homoeoteleuton is another common
stylistic feature in Vergil, a tendency that Servius seems to take for granted as a proper decision, for
example at Aeneid 11.464 (tu, Voluse, armari Volscorum edice maniplis, / duc, ait, et Rutulos. equitem
Messapus in armis . . .): Messapus autem ut diceret, vitavit opocorélevrov: Nnam vitiosum erat ‘Voluse’
‘edice’ ‘Messape.’ That is, the name “Messapus” might have been in the vocative had it not then created
a repetitive string of words ending in “e”—a worry that perhaps seems a bit odd to us, since the words
would not have been adjacent anyway.® Servius also isolates the famously disparaged Dorica castra
phenomenon—that is, a syllable at the end of a word repeated at the start of the next—though he does not
call it that. At™® Aeneid 5.467 Vergil opts for a pleonastic —que in the phrase dixitque et to avoid the
similarity in consecutive syllables, which Servius says is censurable when it is frequent.**

Other remarks indicate praise for ornatus (stylistic embellishment), though without any general
guiding principles as to how this is achieved. This category includes repetition with polyptoton: et bonum
ornatum a sermonis fecit similitudine ‘magnis magna para’ dicendo.”* Servius also likes the
embellishment that comes from certain kinds of variation, as when Vergil gives the names Imbrasides and
Hicetaonius in the same line with different patronymic endings: et bene ex varietate syllabarum quaesivit
ornatum: nam patronymica aut in ‘des’ aut in ‘ius’ exeunt."®* Additionally, the verse Alcandrumque
Haliumgue Noemonaque Prytanimque is identified as a verse of Homer with only the conjunction

changed, so that it seems not to be historical, but rather to be there for embellishment.**** Of course,

other passages also refer to embellishment without using exactly the same terminology, as when Vergil is

1188 of 12.781; for examples from DS, see Aeneid 1.220, 8.545, 11.112.

1189 maxime vituperabilis est iste quasi iocus.

1% This makes little sense to me given that the elision would seem to produce about the same effect. Note also that
for the phrase Dorica castra itself Vergil has not avoided the harsh sound of the line, and Servius has no excuse
ready for him: it is simply poor composition (Aen. 2.27).

191 Aen. 3.159

1192 Aen. 10.123; this variation likely has some opposite relation to homoeoteleuton. Note also the ornate diversity
of colors in the floral description at Eclogues 2.50.

1% Aen. 9.764
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said to have skillfully expanded his material in Book 4 of the Georgics by introducing extended
metaphors, since he knew that the task of writing about bees was a short one that could be dealt with in a
few verses, hence the need for extending his material: sane perite, quoniam scit breve esse opus hoc de
apibus et intra paucos versus posse consumi, usus est translationibus ad dilatandam materiam, dicens
apes habere reges, praetoria, urbes et populos.'*** A few other passages also smack of ornatus without
using the term itself. Here the commentator mentions that Vergil’s diction is more powerful than it could
have been otherwise, such as when Meliboeus states nos patriam fugimus instead of a more bland

119 or when Vergil uses the word amici instead of a less moving Hectoris.***® In the same

relinquimus,
manner, when Corydon says that his love for Alexis has caused him to be slack in his chores so that his
vines are semiputata, Servius points out that this is stronger than if he had said inputata, since it is worse

to start something and not finish it than never to start at all.***’

Vergil

The discussion of various categories above have provided a fair amount of indirect information
already concerning Vergil as a poet, but | wish to fill that out here with some additional evidence for how
Servius and DS view the author. The (pseudo-)biographical information on Vergil is neither extensive
nor entirely reliable, but it is extremely important for understanding the commentators’ approach to his
poetry. First, as was shown near the beginning of this chapter, one of Vergil’s primary intentions for his
work is encomium—of Augustus primarily, but also of Pollio, Varus, and others. The prefaces also
related how Vergil was deprived of his land in Mantua before receiving it back from Augustus, a feature

that recurs especially in the Eclogues, particularly in the idea that Tityrus is a stand-in for Vergil when he

UG 14

S Ecl 1.4

1% Aen. 1.486

197 Ecl. 2.70; recall Donatus’ note to Eunuchus 49, where the formula employed is similar to what is used in most of
the Vergilian examples.
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talks about getting his property back.***® More references to the lost fields appear in Eclogues 3.93,
where the “snake hiding in the grass” is taken as Roman soldiers occupying the countryside, since like
snakes they can produce death. The following verse adds a supposed allegorical reference to the near-
death experience of Vergil at the hands of the centurion Arrius, when he jumped into a river to save his
life—hence, Servius says, the “ram” (aries) still drying its fleece from its dip in the stream. Other
factoids include Vergil’s desire to go to Actium with Octavian in his campaign against Antony: dicitur
enim Vergilius sequi voluisse Augustum contra Antonium ad Actiaca bella properantem.™*° Eclogues 2
adds that Vergil had a thing for boys, and that the homosexual love found in this poem is taken as
representative of one of these relationships.”?® Thus, the vita of Vergil plays a significant role in the
interpretation of the poems—and vice versa.

Various other comments about Vergil state explicitly what has been communicated indirectly
through some of the aforementioned notes. For one, he is a lover of antiquarianism (amator

1201 and exceedingly skilled (peritissimus) in this field.**® A Servian note at Aeneid 1.246

antiquitatis
also adds that he loves to weave a bit of historia into his poetry, a characteristic clearly demonstrated in
the above section on external consistency. Compare too the statement that no matter what he does he
always makes some nod to veritas: apparet divinum poetam aliud agentem verum semper attingere.**®
Just a few verses later DS again states that this “divine poet” always shows off his skillful knowledge
whenever an opportunity is afforded: poeta divinus peritiam suam inventa occasione semper ostendit,
followed by an explanation of how Vergil has deliberately used the language of augury when he could

have expressed himself more as a layman would.** On the other hand, when Vergil is not certain about

a claim, he is careful to attribute it to common report to take the burden of responsibility from himself (et

U8 E g, Ecl. 1.1, 1.12, 1.27, et al.
19 Ec, 3.74 (where Menalcas complains that he is forced to tend the nets while Amyntas goes boar hunting)
1200
Ecl. 2.1, 2.15
1201 pen. 1.632 (DS)
1202 pen. 11.532 (DS); Ecl. 8.68 (DS)
1203 pen, 3.349 (DS); cf. 1.243
1204 pen. 3.463 (DS); cf. 8.552 (DS)
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haec consuetudo poetae est, ut ubi de incertis dubitat, famam faciat auctorem**

), a claim that is evinced
in part by the statement at Aeneid 1.15 that Vergil cites public opinion (fertur) when discussing Juno, so
that he does not seem to be flaunting his poetica licentia in far-fetched stories: et ingenti arte Vergilius,
ne in rebus fabulosis aperte utatur poetarum licentia, quasi opinionem sequitur et per transitum poetico
utitur more. As often with Servius’ Vergil, there is allowance taken for bending some rules, but it is
always done with a sense of moderation, with any small “violation” inserted subtly and not brazenly.

As for Vergil’s other poetic tendencies, we may form a short list here. He uses words very
artfully, as when he pays special attention to verb tense when describing the panels on the temple at
Carthage, a transfer of medium from portrait to poetry that requires particular care when trying to
communicate the chronological aspects of the depiction.”®® He always uses flood and fire imagery to
describe war.®®" When he comes across names that are rough or do not fit the meter, he either changes or
altogether hacks up the word for his own purposes.’*®® He employs the ars poetica to ensure that in all his
transitions there is some hinge to connect one book to the next.***® He also loves to take what he reads
and present it in a differrent form in his own work: sane adamat poeta ea quae legit diverso modo
proferre (with some examples from Naevius)."** He mostly treats divum and deorum as equivalent
terms, though there is a difference between them.*** Finally, whenever new enemies are introduced
against the Trojans, Vergil loves to cite the conquered Trojan penates as the cause—that is, they rise
against the Trojans because they feel that a defeated people should stay defeated, as if marching around

with subdued penates were a sign of arrogance that needed to be quashed.'?*2

1205 pen, 3.551 (DS)

1205 Aen. 1.484

1207 Aen. 1.566

1208 Agn. 1.343; cf. Aen. 7.47

1209 Aen. 1.748; cf. Aen. 3.717, but note that Aen. 11.532 states that his abrupt transitions are censurable in several
places.

1210 pen. 2.797 (DS); cf. Aen. 3.10 (DS).

21 Aen, 5.45

1212 pen. 8.12 (DS)
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Idiots and Idonei

By this point it has become clear that Vergil is not the only one who is subject to the critique of
Servius and, to a lesser extent, DS. The Vergilian commentaries have the same generic formulae for
expressing variant opinions (“some . . . others . . .””) and can do so without taking a firm position, but a
few examples have shown how vitriolic the notes. It is not just that certain scholars are wrong in making
various assertions, but that they are stupid, ignorant, or uneducated. This technique of accusation makes
up one of the unique features in the Servian commentaries, since with Servius the vituperation is of
greater frequency and magnitude than that of the others (including DS).

For those who think differently from Servius, the language of stupidity recurs. The passage from
the opening to Aeneid 4 cited above provided one example, as certain would-be scholars stupidly
suggested that the fourth book was not sufficiently linked to the third. In other instances, as Troy is
sacked and the women start shrieking, the noise strikes the aurea sidera, which some take as a reference
to ceiling tiles, “which is stupid.”**** An etymology from Donatus is also in danger of falling from the
plane of intelligence, for if Parrhasio comes from parra avi as Donatus says, and if parra is a Latin word,
Donatus was being a dolt, for a Greek word does not admit a Latin etymology.'* When Vergil is giving
the days of the month that are good for flight and bad for thieves, he is not (as it seems to the
intellectually disadvantaged) suggesting that slaves should try to run away on a certain day or that thieves
should wait for a more auspicious day to get what they want."?> As the new ship-become-nymph
Cymodocea speaks to Aeneas, it is wondered why she is called doctissima. Servius states flatly that this
is poetic, just like the metamorphosis itself; that some refer this adjective to the fact that she was the ship
of llioneus is superlatively moronic: nam stultissimum est, quod ait quidam: ideo ‘doctissima,’ quia

[lionei navis fuit."®® And it is not only literary critics who get lambasted, for Epicurean philosophers

1213 pen. 2.488

1214 pen. 11.31

1215, 1.286

1216 Aen. 10.225; cf. Aen. 1.458
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stupidly say that the sun consists of atoms, and that it is born with the day and dies with the night.*?” On
the other hand, Servius shows a more moderate side as well when he speaks of the great uncertainty
surrounding the original foundation of Italian cities, including Rome itself, such that commentators and
writers of histories should not be condemned for their varying stories, since it is the great antiquity of the
topic that makes it difficult to ascertain.’*® Yet, perhaps this cool-headed note makes the vituperation of
dullards even more powerful, since we know that Servius is perfectly capable of civilized rebuttal,
provided his opponents in the debate show some decent sense.

These incompetents are contrasted with the authority of the idonei, the “suitable” authors and
commentators.*?*®* Nowhere does Servius formally specify who the idonei are, though we can tell from
several passages that they are regarded as authoritative sources for lexical, mythological, and other types
of knowledge, and they are singled out from “most” or “other” writers. The idonei can be auctores,??
but also commentatores, such as the ones who disagree with the commonly accepted report that according
to history Turnus died in the first battle, but that Vergil kept him alive for the sake of oeconomia to keep
the glory for Aeneas, a proposition which Servius rejects (quod falsum est) and then supplants with a
correct account from Livy and the Origines of Cato.'”* Other reliable sources include Euripides, Ennius,
Cicero, Sallust, and of course Homer."?? Nowhere does Servius or DS call them idonei specifically, but
it is clear that they have poetic and historical authority, just as Vergil himself does. And to be sure, that
Servius and DS can identify who the idonei are puts the commentators themselves in the correct camp. It
is a strategy that Servius uses in a most salient fashion with his vituperation of rival “scholars,” and it is
one to which I will return later as | address the topic of didacticism in the Vergilian commentaries.

It is further to be observed, and no doubt has been already by my idonei lectores, that the majority

of these scholarly tussles are not over neutral issues, but rather concern the reputation of Vergil himself: is

1217 pen. 4.584

1218 pen. 7.678

1219 Kaster (1978, 184ff.)

1220 Aen. 6.154; cf. Aen. 10.164 (DS)

1221 nen. 9.742

1222 Respectively: Aen. 3.46, G. 2.449, Ecl. 5.36, Aen. 10.539, G. 3.306
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he or is he not a good poet? Servius in any case is clear: Vergil is to be defended from academic
assailants at every turn, with very rare acknowledgment of a mistake that Vergil has let by. This defense
of the poet happens ubiquitously and for all sorts of accusation—philosophical, historical, religious,
grammatical, lexicographical, or literary. Certain scholars think, for instance, that only Books 1 and 2 of
the Georgics really belong in a work pertaining to y4s épyov, but Servius calls out their ignorance:
nescientes tertium et quartum, licet georgiam non habeant, tamen ad utilitatem rusticam
pertinere; nam et pecora et apes habere studii est rustici. licet possimus agriculturam etiam in
his duobus sequentibus invenire: nam et farrago sine cultura non nascitur, et in hortis colendis
non minorem circa terras constat inpendi laborem.**?
[They say this] not knowing that the third and fourth books, although they do not have the
working of the land, nevertheless pertain to what is useful for the rustic man, for keeping both
herds and bees is a rustic concern—though we are also able to discover [the topic of] agriculture
in these two subsequent books, for fodder does not come about without cultivation [of the land],
and in tending gardens it is agreed that no lesser effort is expended concerning plots of land.
Another assault on Vergil fully deserves the criticism Servius returns upon the carping commentator. At
Eclogues 2.23 the Vergiliomastix (“Whipper of Vergil”) attacks Vergil’s lac mihi non aestate novum, non
frigore defit (“New milk is not wanting either in summer or winter for me”) by a subversive punctuation
suggestion: sane hunc versum male distinguens Vergiliomastix vituperat ‘lac mihi non aestate novum,
non frigore: defit, " id est semper mihi deest, “Indeed, it is by badly punctuating this verse that the
Vergiliomastix carps at it, ‘I have no new milk either in summer or winter; it’s gone,” that is, | never have
any.” Elsewhere Servius makes clear that a departure from historia at Aeneid 1.267 is not from the poet’s
ignorance, but is due to the ars poetica. Finally, two examples will show the extent to which Servius
minimizes Vergil’s (extremely rare) faults. When he addresses meteors at Georgics 1.366, Vergil is said
to have followed public opinion, that is, instead of his normal precision in the area of external factual
consistency. Well, Servius says, the poet does not have to say everything judiciously: <praecipites caelo
labi> sequitur vulgi opinionem: non enim omnia prudenter a poeta dicenda sunt. Later in this same book

Servius says that it is a little hasty for Dido to be calling her visitors Aeneadae, despite the fact that

Ilioneus told her that Aeneas was their king—but after all, we should not marvel that such things show up

1283 G, praef. 21-6
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in an unedited work: satis propere dixit Aeneadas, quamquam ab llioneo audierit ‘rex erat Aeneas nobis,’
nec haec in opera inemendato miranda sunt.*** This remarkable justification returns us to the preface of
the Aeneid commentary, where Servius had explained that the text was not completely finished, and here
he calls upon that fact as a last-ditch effort to save Vergil from criticism.

Before passing on to exegetical methodology, | want to confirm briefly that the ubiquitous
evidence for the {nrjuara tradition from the other scholiastic corpora is also prevalent in the Vergilian
commentaries, usually in some sort of justification for Vergil. Given that Zephyrus had been helping the
Trojans get to Italy, for example, why does Neptune castigate that wind along with the others during the
storm in Aeneid 1? Because Neptunes’ anger was so great that he upbraids even a wind that was not
present: ira in hoc Neptuni exprimitur, si etiam eum obiurgat, qui non adfuerit.'?® Later in this book
Servius says that Vergil himself answers the mpsBAnpa, “Why are the deeds of Trojans and Greeks
portrayed on the temple of Juno and not the deeds of the Phoenicians?” The reason is that they did have a
pictoral record of their own ancestors, but in more valuable materials on the inside of the palace.® See
also the note by DS at Aeneid 9.74: quaeritur, quid ibi faciant foci. sed in carminibus quaedam nec ad
subtilitatem nec ad veritatem exigenda sunt, “It is asked what the hearths are doing there. But in poems
certain things should not be expected to partake in subtlety or truth.” Finally, it is asked how Corydon
complains of Alexis’ departure at Eclogues 2.58 when it is clear from the beginning of the poem that he
was already alone in the woods. There is a solution, though:

ratione non caret. Epicurei enim dicunt, quod etiam Cicero tractat, geminam esse voluptatem,

unam quae percipitur, et alteram imaginariam, scilicet eam quae nascitur ex cogitatione. unde ita

debemus accipere, hunc usum per cogitationem illa imaginaria voluptate, qua et cernere et
adloqui videbatur absentem. sed postquam obiurgatione sua in naturalem prudentiam est
reversus, caruit utique illa imaginaria voluptate.

[The issue] does not lack a rationale, for the Epicureans say (a thing Cicero also treats) that

pleasure has two parts, one which is perceived [by the senses] and another that is imaginary, the

one that is born from the cognitive faculty. On the basis of this fact we should understand the
passage thus, that Corydon accessed this imaginary pleasure in his mind, which he seemed to

1224 pen. 1.565

1225 pen. 1.131 (DS)

1226 pen. 1.641; note that the formula Servius uses (hic resolvit poeta illud quod reprehenditur) bears some
resemblance to the formula in the scholia to Aeschines, Avet 16 davrimiarov.



321

perceive and address though it was absent, but after he returned to his natural state of mind by
reprimanding himself, he certainly lost his imaginary pleasure.

Exegetical Methodology

In essence the Vergilian commentators employ the same methodological approaches to the text as
the other scholiasts were shown to have used—e.g., analogical reasoning, appeals to chronological
differences, the assumption of alternate modes of speaking, appeals to general truth, or allegorical
interpretation—and in most cases | will simply demonstrate with a few examples that Servius and DS
partake of the same techniques. On the other hand, there are a couple of crucial differences in the way the
commentators approach Vergil in terms of allegory and his relationship with other authors, Greek and
Roman, and these have to do with some of the foundational assumptions about what Vergil is doing in
and through his poetry.

First of all, there is evident a realization that words are not always to be taken in a literal sense,
but are often metaphorical, ironic, adapted to the traits of a specific character, and so on. That is, there
are different modes of speaking that are appropriate at different times and that must be interpreted in
different ways. The word Servius uses to track metaphors is translatio, though his formula for such
statements is structurally the same as in the Greek scholia, namely “This is a metaphor from . . ..” The
mention of “perked up ears” (arrectis auribus) is metaphorical language when it is applied to humans,
since it is taken from animals that have moveable ears.®*" Other translationes are “reciprocal,” meaning
that the first image can be used metaphorically for the second, and vice versa. Such are the pairs timor
and frigus, navis and avis, magister and pastor, and homines and herbae.'*® Semantic transference of
other kinds occurs through changes in the mode of speaking, as we saw so frequently in the other

scholiastic corpora. Characters may speak ironically, as when Deiphobus refers to the traitorous actions

1227 pen. 1.149, 1.152 (DS)
1228 Respectively: Aen. 1.92, 1.224, 12.717, 4.513 (cf. 12.413); for the latter example, men are said to be in the
“flower of youth,” while grass is said to “mature” (pubescere).



322

of Helen, his egregia coniunx.’® There is even a definition of this term when it first appears: <egregiam
vero laudem> ironia est, inter quam et confessionem sola interest pronuntiatio: et ironia est cum aliud
verba, aliud continet sensus.*?*°

This categorization of speaking modes also includes speech that is tailored specifically to
individual characters. As in the case of metaphor, the reader must be aware of the degree of literalness he
or she is bringing to a specific passage, and often the commentator signals that some sort of adjustment
should be made to ensure the correct interpretation. Such is the case for the rumor at Aeneid 11.898 that
the Volsci are completely destroyed; this is false, says Servius, because they had fled but had not been
annihilated, but instead of blaming Vergil for inconsistency, he instead tells his reader to understand the
discrepancy as a marker of a message’s tendency to include more than just the truth that lies at its core:
sed vim exprimit nuntii, cuius mos est plus quam habet veritas nuntiare.***! There are also numerous
comments that refer to speeches as coming ex persona, that is, from the viewpoint of a specific character
in the poem or of the poet himself, and understanding this focalization is crucial for a proper grasp of the
text. Vergil even takes steps to safeguard himself as the poet in this respect. At Aeneid 1.8 Servius states
that invocations in general are used to explain why a poet might have knowledge about things that he
could not otherwise know as a human being, adding that Vergil correctly invokes the Muse to tell him
why Juno was angry, there is no way he could know otherwise:

sane observandum est, ut non in omnibus carminibus numen aliquod invocetur, nisi cum aliquid

ultra humanam possibilitatem requirimus . . . bene ergo invocat Vergilius, non enim poterat per

se iram numinis nosse. item in nono libro nisi adderet ‘luno vires animumque ministrat,” quis
crederet Turnum evasisse de castris?*?*

1229 Aen. 6.520; note that irony is quite sparse in these commentaries, which is quite surprising given the amount of
material that is covered in them. This absence is perhaps indicative of Vergil’s style, though it must also be said that
Servius and DS do not put much emphasis on this term, which mostly appears only for the ironic use of egregius (cf.
Aen. 4.93, 7.556).

1230 Aen. 4.93; observe also how close this note is to the discussion of pronunciation by Donatus at Eunuchus 89.

1231 Compare the similar language in the description of Neptune’s slip in accusing Zephyr along with the other
winds.

1232 Cf. Aen. 1.535; it will be noted that invocations have nothing to do with genre in Servius’ mind, but rather the
plausibility of the poet’s knowledge. It will also be noted that the example from Book 9 does not demonstrate the
same epistemological query, but rather the necessity of a general reliance on the divine for explaining events that are
otherwise impossible (cf. Aen. 2.620, pertaining to Venus’ help of Aeneas when the whole city is covered by either
Greeks or fire).
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Indeed it must be observed that it is not in every poem that some divinity must be invoked, unless
when we need something impossible for humans . . . Correctly therefore does Vergil make an
invocation, for he could not have known on his own the anger of a divinity. Likewise in the ninth
book: if he had not added “Juno administers strength and spirit [to Turnus amidst the Trojan
army|,” who would believe that Turnus would have escaped from the camp?
Other examples of focalization include a reference to Evander’s parting words to Pallas at their final
farewell, where digressu supremo is said to be ex persona poetae, since only he knew that Pallas was
about to die.”™® Likewise at Aeneid 4.412 an exclamation of improbe Amor is said to be the poet’s own.
Finally, not all such ex persona claims are without dispute, as when Vergil describes the sad fate of Nisus
and Euryalus: quin ipsa arrectis (visu miserabile) in hastis / praefigunt capita et multo clamore sequuntur
/ Euryali et Nisi, “But [the Rutulians] fix on raised spears (a terrible sight) the very heads of Euryalus and
Nisus and follow with great shouting.” Interestingly, a number of commentators had understood the
proper names not as possessive genitives for the ipsa capita, but rather as the clamor of the Rutulians—
that is, they followed the spears while shouting the names of their vanquished enemies—and Servius
makes the necessary correction:
<Euryali et Nisi> volunt non nulli clamorem esse militum; sed melius hoc a poeta dictum
accipimus—nam Rutuli eorum non noverant nomina—ut sit ‘quin etiam capita Euryali et Nisi
praefigunt in arrectis hastis et cum magno clamore comitantur’.
Not a few want Euryali et Nisi to be the shout of the soldiers, but it is better for us to read it as
said by the poet, for the Rutulians did not know their names, so that [the sense] is “But they also
fix the heads of Euryalus and Nisus on uplifted spears and accompany them with a great
shouting.”
As here, a reader must carefully distinguish which words are to be attributed to whom, lest an incorrect
assumption lead one to think that Vergil has made an error in consistency. For those passages in which

this distinction is difficult, the commentator is an ever-present help.'?**

1233 pen. 8.583

1234 Eurther, there is a sort of focalization present in the depiction of the temple friezes in Carthage, where action
normally depicted easily via language is suddenly limited through a more tactile artistic medium (e.g., repetitive
action is easy for a poet with access to imperfect tense verbs, but difficult for a sculptor). Servius acknowledges this
limitation in medium at Aeneid 1.483 (and see the expansion by DS here); cf. Russell (1981, 25).
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Much has been said already concerning the role of general truth in the interpretation of Vergil’s
work. That his poems bear some relation to “the way things really are” is clear already from my
discussion of Vergil’s external consistency, but let me here introduce a few more examples that show a
formula common in the Greek scholia. In order to interpret some of Vergil’s comments, Servius makes
an appeal to what “customarily” happens in real life through the phrase solent enim and other closely
related formulations. One recalls the €fos yap Statements that were so popular in other scholiastic corpora,
particularly that of Euripides. When Cassandra is captured by the Greeks and lifts her burning eyes to
heaven—eyes, because her hands are bound—DS clarifies that this is because people are accustomed to
stretch out their hands to heaven in great turmoil: solent enim homines in magnis motibus manus ad
caelum tendere."” Dido’s dream in which she is left all alone and seeks her lost countrymen in a
deserted land is also said to be based on what is customary: bonus adfectus: solent enim qui deficiunt suos
desiderare, ut Alcestis moriens, “This is a good show of emotion, for those who do not have their loved
ones by their side are accustomed to pine after them, as the dying Alcestis does.”*?** In other places

Servius appeals to the fact that herdsmen regularly lay claim to certain places for a defense against the

1237 12
d 3 38

col and that statues are frequently made of the head and torso only.
Chronology is again taken to be a highly significant factor in the way language and cultural
practices are interpreted within a poetic context. As in the scholia to Terence, frequent mention of the
maiores/ prisci/ veteres/ antiqui appears for an explanation of why many of Vergil’s passages do not
cohere with contemporary (to Servius) expectation. Glossing confidentissime as audacissme, for
example, is justified by the fact that the veteres understood confidentia to be audacia.’”®® Servius remarks
that Vergil’s verb form populat is explained by the fact that the men of old used both populo and populor,

though only the latter was still allowed in Servius’ day, since the other had fallen from common usage."**

1235 Aen. 2.405 (DS)
1236 Aen. 4.468 (DS)
1231 Ecl. 7.6

1238 Ecl, 7.31

129G, 4.444 (DS)
1240 pen. 12.263
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Chronological appeals do not have to be lexical or grammatical in nature, though, as the tendency to give
the title of a poetic work in the first line was also a feature of ancient authors.”** So too it is stated that
the “our forebears” pranced about in their religious rites so that no part of their body would not be
involved—song for the mind, and prancing about for the body: sane ut in religionibus saltaretur, haec
raito est, quod nullam maiores nostri partem corporis esse voluerunt, quae non sentiret religionem: nam
cantus ad animum, saltatio ad mobilitatem pertinet corporis.***> Understanding such differences between
time periods becomes quite important for Servius and DS, and this chronological technique shows its fruit
in how it can be used to solve problematic passages, as when the reference to saeva luno at Aeneid 1.4 is
guestioned: why is she saeva if the etymology of her name is from iuvare, “to help”? The issue is

resolved once we realize that the ancients used saevus to mean magnus.***?

Allusion and Allegory

I come now to the exegetical methods of Servius and DS that deserve special attention:
allegorical interpretation and analogical reasoning (including the crucial topic of Vergil’s use of Greek
literature). The first is not entirely new, as the scholarship on each of the other three authors has been
shown to discuss matters “beneath the surface,” where a narrative, character, or statement in the original
text is taken to have far greater meaning than it appears to have. With Vergil, however, the assumption
that the poet is operating on different levels of meaning is greatly expanded. Not only are the
commentators demonstrably more interested in hidden meaning of various kinds, but Servius’ starting
assumption as stated in his prefaces is that one of the two pillars of Vergil’s intentio is the praise of

Augustus, and for the Aeneid and Eclogues, at least, this praise is communicated allusively.

1241 pen. praef. 89
122 pen. 5.73
1243 The other commentators are actually the correct ones here: saeva indicates that Juno is cruel to the Trojans.
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There are very many notes that speak of what Vergil (or one of his characters) has done subtly
(subtiliter), in secret (latenter), or through allusion (adludere). Such allusive language can be manifested
in several areas, including in the rhetorical refinements in the speeches of the characters, the poet’s

occasional hinting at his own poetic style,***

and the category of “external consistency” that | isolated
above, where Vergil slips in references to historical, scientific, or cultural knowledge through his poetic
narrative. As Aeneas sees a raving Penthesilea depicted on the temple of Juno at Carthage, for instance,
Vergil makes a special nod to a background myth: <Penthesilea furens> furentem ideo dixit, quia
sororem suam in venatione confixit simulans se cervam ferire. sed hoc per transitum tangit, nam furor
bellicus intelligitur, “He said that she was raving mad because she shot her sister while hunting,
pretending that she was striking a deer. But Vergil touches on this through transference, for the madness
is understood to be the warlike kind.”***® For a geographical example, see Aeneid 3.104:
<medio ponto> potest quidem intellegi secundum Sallustium, longe a continenti. sed altior est
hoc loco poetae intuitus: nam apud chorographos legimus, quae insula in quo sit mari, ut
Sardinia in Africo, Delos in Aegeo, et de aliis. de Creta omnes dubitant in quo sit mari; nam
parte Libycum, parte Aegyptium, parte Achaicum, parte lonium respicit. ergo ‘medio ponto’, ac
si dici possit ‘medio pontorum’, quod Latinitas non recipit.
“In the middle of the sea” can indeed be understood, in accordance with Sallust, as “far from the
mainland.” But in this passage the poet’s viewpoint is deeper, for in the works of the geographers
we read which island is in which sea, as Sardinia in the African Sea, Delos in the Aegean, and
others. Concerning Crete everyone is in doubt about which sea it is in, for in one direction it
looks to the Libyan, in another to the Egyptian, in another to the Achaean, in another to the
lonian. Thus, medio ponto is as if he could say medio pontorum, which Latinity does not allow.
Servius also sees subtle historical allusions in the ship race in Aeneid 5 during the funeral games of
Anchises, where these prima certamina are an allusion to the tradition of Roman naval contests among
the different gentes that began after the Romans first made use of a navy in the Punic War: Punico bello
primum naumachiam ad exercitium instituere Romani coeperunt, postquam probarunt gentes etiam

navali certamine plurimum posse: ad quam rem in hoc certamine plurimum adludit poeta.'**®

1244 Recall the case of tenui avena from Eclogues 1.2, which “secretly” (latenter) denotes the genus humilis.
1245

Aen. 1.491
1248 pen. 5.114
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Other Vergilian subtleties are astronomical, for which see the poet’s care in selecting the name Saturnia
for Juno when she is about to do harm, since he knows that the star of Saturn is associated with
damage.’*” Vergil also nods to physical phenomena when Aeolus says that Juno has given him his
authority over the winds (tu mihi quodcumque hoc regni, tu sceptra lovemque / concilias, tu das epulis
accumbere divum / nimborumque facis tempestatumque potentem), for the motion of the air—equated
with Juno much as Neptune was equated with the sea—creates winds, over which Aeolus presides.***® It
is also possible that Vergil has slipped in a subtle joke here: dicendo autem ‘quodcumque’ aut verecunde
ait, ne videatur adrogans, aut latenter paene iocatur poeta; quis enim potest ventos, id est rem inanem
tenere? “By saying ‘whatever [of a kingdom this is]’ either he speaks with reverence so as not to seem
arrogant, or the poet secretly makes somewhat of a joke, for who is able to keep control over winds, that
is, an empty thing?” It is also “secretly” that Vergil alludes to other fields of knowledge, such as

1249

philosophy***® and religious rite."*®° Again, as | have shown, this sort of deeper meaning is a

characteristic of Vergil, who is always pointing to something while dealing with something else, as the
commentators put it.""

Vergil’s subtle nods are therefore quite broad in scope, but for the scholiasts the cornerstone of
his allusive program is clearly the second part of his poetic intentio as stated in the preface: the praise of
Augustus. The treatment of Augustus in the commentaries to the Aeneid is expansive and deserves
special treatment, which | will not provide here, but what is clear is that many aspects of Vergil’s poem
are to be read as the glorification of the imperator. Some of the laudatory allusions are somewhat direct,
as when a prophecy of Rome’s future greatness involves the praise of Julius Caesar, a passage where

Servius reminds his reader that Vergil’s entire aim with this poem is to praise Augustus, just as he does in

the catalog in the sixth book and again with the shield of Aeneas: et omnis poetae intentio, ut in qualitate

1247 pen. 4.92; recall here Vergil’s subtle use of names for the Trojans to describe their nature (cowardly, noble, etc.)
in different situations.

1248 pen, 1.78

1249 Aen. 4.210 (DS)

1250 pen. 3.607 (DS)

51 E g., Aen. 10.419 (DS); G. 1.269
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carminis diximus, ad laudem tendit Augusti, sicut et in sexti catalogo et in clipei descriptione.'?*

Vergil’s allusions can also be more secretive, such as when he elevates Augustus by praising Aeneas,
since as the preface states the poet aims to laud Augustus a patribus—a principle that is validated by
Servius explicitly at Aeneid 4.234, where he states that Aeneas’ concern for Ascanius’ imperium is put
there for the praise of Julius Caesar. Thus, for example, the double agenda of the second book is
indirectly in favor of the princeps: in hoc libro duplex intentio est: ne vel Troiae quod victa est, vel
Aeneae turpe videatur esse quod fugit, “In this book the goal is twofold: that it not seem disgraceful that
Troy was conquered, and that it not seem disgraceful for Aeneas to flee.’®® And that Vergil aims to
praise Aeneas is clear even at the end of the poem: omnis intentio ad Aeneae pertinet gloriam: nam et ex
eo quod hosti cogitat parcere, pius ostenditur, et ex eo quod eum interimit, pietatis gestat insigne: nam
Evandri intuitu Pallantis ulciscitur mortem, “[Vergil’s] entire aim is for the glory of Aeneas, for he is
shown pius by the fact that he considers sparing his enemy, and the fact that he kills him also bears a
mark of pietas, for it is out of regard for Evander that he avenges the death of Pallas.”**** That such
praise of Augustus is “hidden” is confirmed elsewhere through comments that show glory being given
secretly or through allusion."*®

The Eclogues too are said to be composed with the goal of encomium, but the discussion of these
passages in the commentaries is executed in different terms. In his preface, Servius states that the intentio
of the Eclogues is not only to imitate Theocritus—a topic | shall address below—but also to praise
Augustus (or other noble men in certain places) through allegory in return for his previously lost property:
intentio poetae haec est, ut . . . aliquibus locis per allegoriam agat gratias Augusto vel nobilibus, quorum

favore amissum agrum recepit."**® The term allegoria is not found in the notes to the Aeneid, but it is a

1252 pen. 1.286; cf. the reinforcement of Vergil’s aim in the shield description at Aen. 8.672 (DS), followed shortly
by Servius’ assertion that Vergil took great pains to make Actium seem like less of a civil war (which was
considered shameful) since Augustus brought the gods of the fatherland with him, while Antony had the monstrous
divinities of Egypt.

1253 pen. 2.13

124 Aen. 12.940

12 pen. 1.4, 3.105, 11.169.

1256 Ecl. praef. 33-5; note that allegory is not confined to encomium, and that as in the Aeneid Vergil does many
things through allusive means (see Ecl. 1.1).



329

widespread indicator of allusive praise in the Eclogues.’”” This is especially true in the first poem, in
which Tityrus is read as Vergil, who had his land returned by Augustus.”®® Corydon is likewise taken as
a figure for Vergil in the second poem, for Vergil was said to be in love with a young boy (or three) as
well. Here too there is an allegorical interpretation regarding Augusts, because when Corydon calls the
unresponsive Alexis crudelis, the reader is allowed the possibility of reading Vergil speaking to Augustus
in these verses: crudelis Caesar, qui non flecteris meis scriptis et non das ereptos agros.’®® This “lovers’
quarrel” surfaces again at the end of the poem: when Corydon consoles himself with the hope of finding
another Alexis who will be more cooperative, Servius says that many—and he does not discount this
interpretation—wish to read this allegorically, as if Vergil should say: invenies alium imperatorem, si te
Augustus contemnit pro agris rogantem, “You will find another emperor if Augustus despises you as you
ask for your fields.”*?*

Not every passage that could conceivably hold hidden meaning should be taken allegorically,
though, as Servius makes clear from the very first verse of the bucolic poems: et hoc loco Tityri sub
persona Vergilium debemus accipere; non tamen ubique, sed tantum ubi exigit ratio. What he means by
ratio is partly revealed in the third poem, where he fights off two incorrect allegorical readings from other
commentators. In the first passage, Menalcas accuses Damoetas of stealing a goat from Damon, and
Servius says that some readers take this as an allegory for a biographical tale that he himself had never
read elsewhere: Vergil had been in the practice of indulging in an occasional extra-marital rendezvous
with the wife of Varus, the writer of tragedies, and one day Vergil gave this woman a tragedy he had
written. This woman was herself very well educated and gave the play to Varus, saying she had written it

herself. Varus then recited the piece as if it were his own work, and since a goat was the prize for a

contest in tragedy, Damoetas’ goat-theft was taken as an allegory for Varus’ theft of the tragic prize.

1257 Humorously, the fourth poem is only one of two in the corpus to receive no mention of allegory in either Servius
or DS, despite the strong tradition of allegorical reading (i.e., the “Savior” theme). For a brief summary of the
Christian interpretation, see Tarrant (1997, 70).

128 Eql, 1.29; cf. 1.1, 1.17, 1.27,1.38

29 Ecl, 2.6

20 Ecl, 2.73
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Servius responds that this is superfluous and that it is better not to make allegorical connections in the
Eclogues unless they pertain to the lost fields: sed melius simpliciter accipimus: refutandae enim sunt
allegoriae in bucolico carmine, nisi cum, ut supra diximus, ex aliqua agrorum perditorum necessitate
descendunt.*®®! Servius comes against another allegorical reading later in the poem, where the ten apples
that Menalcas says he has sent “his boy” are supposed to be the ten bucolic poems; again Servius finds
fault with this interpretation on the grounds that there is no necessity (i.e., no reference to the lost
fields)."*

The notes on the Georgics stand apart for their relative lack of allegorical interpretation, and the
key words for signaling that Vergil has done something “secretly” or “subtly” are very few. In fact,
Servius states explicitly that this poem does not have the same obscure problems as the Aeneid does
except for just a few places, and that the only difficulty is understanding the (agricultural) contents: illud
guoque sciendum est, in his libris non esse obscuritatem in quaestionibus sicut in Aeneide, nisi in paucis
admodum locis; sed in hoc tantum esse difficultatem, ut res positas intellegamus, id est 7o Keip,evov.nGS It
must be said even so that the commentators do recognize encomium in the Georgics, as when Servius
acknowledges that Vergil lauds Augustus, whom he invokes as a god to whom he gives praise early in the
poem.?® Servius also reveals that Vergil altered the end of the fourth book, previously about Gallus,
after Augustus ordered his execution: sane sciendum ut supra diximus, ultimam partem huius libri esse
mutatam: nam laudes Galli habuit locus ille, qui nunc Orphei continent fabulam, quae inserta est,
postquam irato Augusto Gallus occisus est.**®® Clearly the Georgics, like the other works of Vergil, are

considered in light of Augustus, but here there is no such system for discussing allusion and allegory.

21 Ecl. 3.20

292 Eel 3,71

1263 ., 1.43: this stance is not an irrational one given the fact that Servius takes the poem a priori as didactic, for if
the purpose is to teach, then it could be considered counterproductive to introduce subtle truths that could be gleaned
only with great difficulty—and the help of a Servius-like figure.

120G, 1.24; cf. G. 3.29

2G4
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Analogical Reasoning and the Greeks

On the surface, the Vergilian commentators employ analogical reasoning in much the same ways
as scholiasts to other authors. Analogy is an important aspect of grammatical theory throughout ancient
scholia as we have seen all along, and the method has also been seen to include the pervasive
incorporation of internal and external citations from other authors for the purpose of buttressing or
discrediting grammatical, lexicographical, historical, philosophical, and literary phenomena found in the
original text. In the same way Servius and DS appeal to grammatical analogy often, and the citation and
guotation of other passages is ubiquitous, particularly in DS, who seems to have accessed a wider range
of material than Servius. The way that the commentators view Vergil’s appropriation of other authors,
however, substantially influences the way in which they develop a theory of Vergilian intertextuality.

For the previously discussed authors, intertextuality is a recognized feature—and if not a
predominant one, then at least a clear one. Euripides is said to have responded in particular to Aeschylus’
Seven Against Thebes and to have modeled several characters and scenes on Homeric precedents, and his
own dramas were an important part of the intertextuality of Athenian Old Comedy, as the scholiasts show.
Aeschines is not proven to have engaged in any sort of “literary” or artistic allusion, though it is
emphasized even so that his speeches cannot be understood properly apart from a close examination of
other orations, historical documents, and even poetry—and of course the most important of these would
be the speeches of Demosthenes, to which Aeschines’ own statements are frequently compared, not least
because such “intertextuality” is a necessary feature of the genre, as each orator has to advance his own
claims while attacking those of his opponent. Terence too, it is assumed, can be understood only in light
of other authors, and this is especially true for Menander, from whom both individual verses and larger
narrative sequences are borrowed. Terence, after all, is forthcoming regarding the dependence of his own
work on previous dramas and nods to the general translatio of the Greek theater to the Roman stage, a

process into which he explicitly inserts himself.
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The commentators to Vergil show that he too can be understood only in light of other literature,
and an especially broad range of literature at that. Between Servius and DS together, nearly every Latin
author that one can think of has been cited multiple times, and very many Greek authors as well from
poets to philosophers and scholars, not to mention occasional references to sources on Phoenician history
and the religious rites of Etruscans, Egyptians, and others. There are also plenty of passages for which
Vergil himself is said to have done something intertextual, be it a borrowing of a verse, a divergence from
the standard version of a myth, a general allusion, or the like. One example is reminiscent of the claim
seen in Chapter 2 that Euripides had omitted the names of generals so as to avoid tedium, since Aeschylus
had named them already in his Seven Against Thebes, or that Hecuba was to be blamed for thinking
Menelaus would punish Helen, as if she should have read up on Eurpides’ other dramas to figure it out.
Vergil writes of Juno’s worry early in the Aeneid: progeniem sed enim Troiano a sanguine duci / audierat
Tyrias olim quae verteret arces, “For she had heard that a progeny was come from Trojan blood that
would overturn Tyrian citadels.”*?*® Servius likes the pluperfect verb in the last verse: et perite
‘audierat’; in Ennio enim inducitur luppiter promittens Romanis excidium Carthaginis, “And skillfully he
said ‘she had heard,” for in Ennius Jupiter is introduced promising the Romans the destruction of
Carthage.” Without taking Ennius into account, the reader might assume that Vergil had used the
pluperfect simply because it fit the meter or that he was being too unspecific as to how Juno acquired this
information, and it is only by searching for intertextual relationships that one could, in Servius’ mind,
completely understand Vergil’s art here. The same is true for other examples in which Vergil is said to
have tailored his poetry to what he read in Greek authors. Just as Terence brought Menander onto the
Roman stage, so too does Vergil take phrases, episodes, or sentiments from authors such as Homer,?*’

Apollonius,*?® Theocritus,***® Hesiod,?”* and others. After all, the prefaces to each Vergilian work state

1266 Aen. 1.20

1267 pen. 5.1, 5.85, 6.1, 6.532, 6.893, 8.274, 9.1, 11.483ff., 11.860, and scores upon scores of others. Note in
particular the example at Aen. 8.183, where Servius is clear about the need for analogical argumentation: secundum
Homerum intellegendum, “This must be understood according to Homer.”

1268 £ 9., Aen. 2.81, 4.1, 5.426, 12.754

129 g., Ecl. 1.27, 2.24,2.63,5.32, 6.1, 7.1, 8.1, 9.23
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that one of Vergil’s chief aims is to imitate certain other authors, so it would surely be silly to assume that
one could interpret Vergil without methodically investigating his relationship to his sources.

There is also an added element to Vergil’s intertextuality, however, namely an emphasis on the
poet’s critical treatment of the sources that he has used. The other authors we have examined are said to
bring in external material just the same as Vergil, but the way commentators talk about Vergil’s adoption
and adaption stresses a sophistication in the poet’s method that is not seen in the other scholiastic corpora.
This very principle (that Vergil is a sophisticated and careful handler of other literary works) is evident in
a comment of DS mentioned above that Vergil likes to manipulate what he gets from other authors: sane
adamat poeta ea quae legit diverso modo proferre, “To be sure, the poet loves to set forth in a different
manner those things which he has read.”*?"* This is also emphasized in the prefaces, particularly that of
the Georgics, where the ingens ars of Vergil is on full display in his reworking of Hesiod, for while
imitating Homer and Theocritus meant selection and narrowing, in the Georgics Vergil has turned a
single book of Hesiod into four of his own by compacting broad things and expanding upon narrow
things: ingenti autem egit arte, ut potentiam nobis sui indicaret ingenii coartando lata et angustiora
dilatando, nam cum Homeri et Theocriti in brevitatem scripta collegerit, unum Hesiodi librum divisit in
quattuor.'?"

A few examples will demonstrate the point that Servius and DS are making. The first set
concerns passages in which Vergil has improved upon his sources in the sense that he has elevated their
dignity. Recalling that it is one of the commentators’ primary demands that Vergil remain faithful to the
heroicus stilus, let us examine a note at Aeneid 9.801. When Jupiter sends Iris down from the sky with

weighty threats to keep Juno from helping Turnus while he fights within the Trojan camp, the threats

themselves are omitted by Vergil where they were not by Homer: <haud mollia iussa ferentem> melius

210E g., G. 1.175, 1.245, 3.280; it will be noted that the sum total of references to Hesiod in the Georgics
commentaries is surprisingly small given that in the preface Vergil is said to have followed his lead.

1271 pen. 2.797 (DS); of course, Vergil also loves to keep some of those things unchanged (Aen. 3.10 [DS]), so the
point cannot be taken too far, as if Vergil modified everything he received from other authors.

1272 G, praef. 11-14; cf. the opening comments to Eclogues 7 and 9, where Vergil is said to have stiched together
various bucolic poems from Theocritus into single pieces.
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guam Homerus hunc locum exsecutus est: salvo enim sensu vitavit et fabulosa et vilia; nam ille ipsas
minas exsequitur, “Vergil executed this passage better than Homer did. For, since the meaning [of the
passage] was secure, he [Vergil] avoided things that would have been base and too full of fabula, for he
[Homer] expresses the threats themselves.” 2" It is also in the interest of elevation that Vergil carefully
adjusts the arrangement of the spy mission in Book 9, a recollection of the Doloneia from Homer. Both
Nisus and Dolon go out with the promise of a prize: the chariot of Turnus for the former, the chariot of
Achilles for the latter. In a crucial change, however, Vergil has Nisus volunteer for the mission for
honor’s sake, and it is only after this that Ascanius joyfully offers prizes as a payment for, not an
inducement of, his courage; Dolon, on the other hand, had agreed only because of the promise of
compensation: <vidisti quo Turnus equo> melior oeconomia: Nisum noluit inducere postulantem equum
Turni praemii loco, sed honestius facit ultro offeri, cum Homerus fecerit Dolonem Achillis currus inprobe
postulantem.®”* Whatever Homer’s goal is in the characterization of Dolon as a greedy and reluctant
warrior, the Vergilian commentator makes his point clearly: Vergil has carefully guarded the heroic
quality of his poem by weeding out a minor detail that would have compromised it.**”®

The second set of passage demonstrates Vergil’s ability to put a Roman spin on material he gets
from Greek authors. A simple example appears at Aeneid 8.670, where Vergil has “superseded” Homer’s
arrangement of offices in the Underworld: if Homer can place Minos, Rhadamanthys, and Aeacus as the
judges of the evil dead, well, Vergil will inaugurate a Roman leader to give laws to the innocent: et
supergressus est hoc loco Homeri dispositionem, siquidem ille Minoem, Rhadamanthyn, Aeacum de
impiis iudicare dicit, hic Romanum ducem innocentibus dare iura commemorat. The other passage,

crucial for understanding Servius’ notion of Vergilian allegory, appears in the preface to the Eclogues

1273 pen. 9.801; cf. G. 3.135, where material drawn from Lucretius is similarly purged of its baseness through
metaphorical language.

1274 pen. 9.267 (DS); cf. Servius’ similar mention of altered oeconomia at Aeneid 12.266.

1275 Compare two passages in the Eclogues where Servius says that Vergil has avoided the open mention of
something dishonorable in order to maintain modesty (verecunde). One is an omission of sexually explicit language
at Eclogues 3.8. The other is a very oblique allusion that would have been improper in more direct form. Corydon
says that he will go collect apples for Amaryllis if Alexis does not want them, and Servius says that by mala he
really means quinces, Cydonea mala (Ecl. 2.51). The allusion? Cydonian mala come from Crete, where it is
disgraceful for boys to be without a lover. Thus, direct mention of this fruit would be a dishonorable jab at Alexis
(not to mention a rhetorically disadvantageous one).
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immediately after the exposition of Vergil’s intentio regarding the allusive praise of Augustus and other
noble men: in qua re tantum dissentit a Theocrito: ille enim ubique simplex est, hic necessitate compulsus
aliquibus locis miscet figuras, quas perite plerumque etiam ex Theocriti versibus facit, quos ab illo dictos
constat esse simpliciter, “In this matter only Vergil differs from Theocritus: for the latter never uses
allegory, but in various places Vergil, compelled by necessity [i.e., of the lost fields], mixes in figurae
[e.g., allegorical readings, metaphors] that he very often creates skillfully even from verses of Theocritus
which are agreed to have been written by him in unallegorical fashion.”**”® Thus, Vergil has taken a piece
of bucolic poetry with no hidden meaning and endowed it with a deeper signification, and a very Roman
one at that. Servius continues in his preface by saying that this type of manipulation comes about through
poetica urbanitas, and he provides an example of Juvenal’s reworking of Vergil’s Actoris Aurunci

spolium.®®”" It is this urbanitas that the Vergilian commentators see throughout his works.

Conclusions and Inconclusions

I will make a few closing comments about the Vergilian commentaries before concluding with a
panoptic summary of my findings for this entire investigation. First, let it be said that the commentaries
of Servius afford ample opportunity for exploring the exegetical program of a single scholar across
multiple genres, for which there were a number of formal distinctions, ranging from stylistic register to
the level of allusivity and poetic intentio. Many principles of genre remain untouched, such as the
guestion of meter and its role in different types of poetry, nor do we get any sense that Servius has any

consideration for how Vergil’s poetics may have changed over time, since his three works spanning

1278 Ecl. praef. 35-8; for this principle in action, see the allusion to Arrius made through Theocritean language at
Eclogues 9.23.
1277 Satires 2.100, Aen. 12.94
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decades of his life are treated in some ways as if they were part of a single program,*?”® but even so the
Vergilian commentaries provide a much more expansive discussion of genre than in previous scholiastic
corpora.

What then of the use of Greek scholarship in the Vergilian commentaries? It should be clear
from even a cursory reading that the influence is strong, not only in terminology for linguistic and
rhetorical figures, but also in quotations of Greek passages, detailed comments on the overlap of Greek
and Latin lexicography, and inclusion of some formulae that serve as the sinews and tendons for an
ancient Greek literary commentary. It is instructive to see, for example, that Vergil’s raucae at Eclogues
1.57 is glossed not bilingually, but with a Greek word only (Bpayxadecs). It is clear from such examples
that Servius and DS not only “think in Greek,” but also expect their readers to be able to follow along.

What of his readership? Here it is perhaps possible to speak with more authority than in the case
of other scholiastic corpora, since with Servius we have a body of notes that are at least to some extent
shaped and designed by a single scholar, whereas for other authors our commentaries are more of a (at
times) haphazard collection of several sources, where we must admit the possibility that these sources
could easily have had different target audiences. In any case, Servius’ work is fairly homogenous and is
tailored to the student, probably an intermediate one given the occurrence but not superabundance of
simple grammatical aids, the relative absence of plain paraphrasing compared to other scholia, and the
occasionally complex presentations of literary, historical, or philosophical concepts, along with a basic
assumption that most rhetorical terms will already be familiar to the reader—indeed, Servius was famous
as a grammaticus, a teacher for intermediate students. If nothing else, the sheer size of the commentaries
would seem daunting for a beginning student, and it should probably be assumed that Servius has
collected his notes for serious pupils, though perhaps even as an aid to other teachers, as Donatus had
done. Whatever the age and ability of his target readership, it remains clear that Servius fashions himself

as a teacher in his commentaries and takes his own advice in the preface to the Georgics, where it is

1278 Contrast with the fact that Euripides was pardoned for at least one of his supposed slips in the Rhesus on the
grounds that he wrote it in his youth, an implication that he became a better, more knowledgeable poet in his later
years.
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stated that didactic works need first- and second-person participants, both of which are explicitly
recognized in the commentaries. The idonei auctores, as the name suggests, possess the auctoritas to
define what is correct and incorrect, and Servius is there as a mediator of their authority—and therefore a
partaker in it—whether it is to teach a grammar lesson, elucidate the theory of the ars poetica, or uncover
hidden meaning that Vergil has encoded for the careful reader.**”® As the careful reader par excellence—
sophisticated poets need sophisticated expositors—Servius sides with Vergil by defending him against
bad critics and by truly understanding his poetry, and Servius’ readers are implicitly encouraged to do the
same, to the exclusion of straw-men and stulti.

Lest all this seem too germane to the work of modern commentators, | close with a few passages
that remind us just how different Servius’ mindset is from ours and just how much information has been
lost to us regarding ancient scholarship. At times the ancient commentator can become obsessed with
what to us is a trivial matter, say, the position of the non at Eclogues 3.108. There are also times at which
the ancient hatred for extraneous words goes out of bounds, as when the vocative phrase perverse
Menalca is thought to be given in order to differentiate the character in this poem from some other “noble
Menalcas.”?* Our understanding of even the most commonly known dates from antiquity is shaken to
the core when we learn that Julius Caesar was assassinated on May 17th (1).*® In other passages we are
amazed at the obviousness of the note: when Corydon invites Alexis over with an appeal to cervos, it is
stated that this polyvalent term must here refer to actual deer and not the props to a house—the lover

11282 \We also learn that

would invite the beloved over for the pleasure of hunting, not household chore
Vergil allegorizes Augustus as a young man (iuvenem) because the senate passed a decree forbidding
anyone from calling him a boy, lest his maiestas be impugned.’® There is also a healthy dose of odd

mythology, as in the suggestion that the reason Gorgons were said to turn their spectators into stone is

that, as Serenus the poet says, they were originally very beautiful girls whose appearance caused young

129 Bor Servius’ own auctoritas, see Kaster (1988).
1280 Ecl. 3.13

1281 Ecl. praef. 41f.

1282 el 2.29

B Ecl. 1.42
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men to gawk.’®* DS apparently felt this way about some mythological variants as well: when he tells
Nicander’s version of Pan dressing up in white fleeces so he could appear beautiful to the Moon and
crawl into bed with her, he adds snidely that only a Greek could have come up with this (huius opinionis
auctor est Nicander: nec poterat esse nisi Graecus).”®® And yet, despite many examples of what we
would call silly or inaccurate scholarship, the attention to detail is remarkable and allows for
interpretations that most of us modern readers would probably never consider, as in Eclogues 2.47 when
Corydon’s enumeration of flowers, meant as an enticement for Alexis to join him, comes with a bite: the
specimens he mentions used to be beautiful young boys who suffered floral metamorphosis because of a
misadventure in love—so watch out, Alexis! One also does not expect the sort of drama coaching that
appears in this same poem for Corydon’s o formose puer, which Donatus says must be pronounced with a
suspended “Oh” and a delayed formose, since Corydon was about to say something harsh and then
thought better of it, something to the effect of, “Oooooh .. .you...you... [sigh of resignation]
beautiful boy . . ..” However odd they may be, such perspectives not only provide an important window
into the mind of the ancient scholar, but they also help us question our own perspectives by providing a

different exegetical paradigm for us to consider.

1284 pen. 6.289
1285 G, 3.391 (DS)
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CONCLUSION

An Introduction to the Road Ahead

A few things may be said in summary on the basis of my investigation. First, the extant scholia
to Euripides, Aeschines, Terence, and Vergil are multitudinous and variegated. All of the scholiastic
corpora partake of the variorum style to some extent, but the degree to which the corpus is streamlined
differs considerably for each author. The Euripidean scholia in their extant form constitute the best
example of a disheveled conglomeration of facts and opinions, replete with repetitions and contradictions,
especially when a modern editor like Schwartz attempts to bring numerous manuscripts into one
“collective text.” The scholia to Aeschines are somewhat more streamlined, with less repetition and more
internal markers (“as we said/ as we have observed”) that show a more unified whole—especially for
those passages for which we actually do find corresponding notes to answer the internal cross-references.
The Bembine scholia to Terence provide an exercise in deciphering notes for which there is not a large
corpus of manuscripts from which one can assemble readings and choose the best “collective text.” The
work of Eugraphius, in contrast to the open epistemological approach of the variorum commentary of
Donatus, shows what is possible when a scholar adopts a particular focus (in this case rhetorical) and
pursues that end to the exclusion of other types of exegesis. Servius represents the other end of the
spectrum opposite Euripides: a single, authoritative commentator whose work is clearly a unity with
copious internal references and continuous threads of discussion that are woven throughout the work.

The intended readership of the scholia also seems quite varied. With Servius one may be more
certain that the text reflects a distinct teacher-pupil relationship in a school setting, though the depth of
some of his comments might suggest a more mature audience as well, perhaps junior grammatici in

training under the master. The other corpora do not betray such leanings with anywhere near the same
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degree of clarity. Euripidean scholarship is again the most difficult to define, as one finds a juxtaposition
of sophisticated notes on literary criticism with basic glosses and mythographic information that seem to
be for the uninitiated, a combination that seems to reflect what Dickey sees as the varying traditions of
ancient exegesis ranging from the high-quality scholarship of Alexandria to the popularizing texts of the
following centuries. Rhetoric is another interesting window through which to view the supposed
readership of scholiastic corpora, most notably with Terence and Vergil, for here one can see the extent to
which technical aspects of the art are defined or assumed to be understood, and though at times there are
definitions of rhetorical figures and terminology pertaining to methods of argumentation, often the
beginner would be lost (or would at least need a teacher nearby to offer explanations). However that may
be, what is clear is that the scholia are hardly all the same, but consist of a variety of comments that suit a
variety of purposes for a variety of readers.

One of the more promising areas of research in the scholia would seem to be for ancient
conceptions of genre. In most cases the scholia do not provide anywhere near a comprehensive definition
for the type of literature under which the original text should be classified, but in each case there are hints
as to how the reader is to understand the peculiarities of the work at hand. This was less the case with
Aeschines, though even there we find evidence of ancient scholars making arguments on the basis of
certain assumptions about Athenian oratory—including some of its more intriguing points of overlap with
dramatic productions from the theater. For Terence and Euripides there is a continued concern for what is
“comic” or “tragic,” and though definitions are not always clear or consistently upheld, again the
commentators show a basic sensitivity to the different modes in which literature can partake. For Servius,
the definition of various genres reaches its most refined point with his tripartite association of Vergil’s

three genera dicendi, to which many individual scholia correspond in the course of the commentaries.*?*

1286 For Greek literature, Niinlist (2009, 94) suggests that one should read individual ancient literary treatises rather
than the scholia to get a complete picture of ancient generic categorization. No doubt this is true, especially as
regards theoretical conceptions of genre, but it is nonetheless crucial to see how genre theory is played out in the
trenches, so to speak, of running commentaries.
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In terms of literary criticism (insofar as can be judged on the basis of these case studies), at least
some ancient scholars seem to have put a premium on realism and believability. For Aeschines the
standard seems clear: “This is true, this is false.” And, if an orator is going to lie as Aeschines and
Demosthenes are both said to do, then at bare minimum he needs to cover his tracks skillfully, or his
house of cards will come falling down. For the poets, however, realism was no less important as a
consideration, if a less rigorously demanded one. True, poetry is assigned a license to manipulate facts
and language, but there are certain limits within which the poet must stay. For some scholiasts, at least,
this seems to have been part of a larger poetic program of “art concealing art,” in which the poet can get
away with more or less anything provided he do so with a sufficient amount of allusion—and indeed,
such concealment was considered an aspect of the poet’s skillful achievement. Other aesthetic judgments
included the reasonable use of language and a proper level of specificity—not so terse as to be obscure,
but not so precise that the audience becomes bored and runs off to watch the tight-rope walkers next door.
In this area specifically one sees the delicate balance that had to be maintained by the poet—qua tight-
rope walker—with carping obtrectatores ready to accuse even a slight misstep. Finally, the stylistic
register of a poetic work was also crucial, an aspect of literary criticism tied inextricably in some cases to
the idea of genre. Grand literature needs to remain grand, and lowly works should not stick their head out
too high. And if there is a violation of such principles, the poet will need to have some excuse, such as an
extremely distressing situation that might cause a character to speak in irregular (and otherwise
blameworthy) ways. It is this fascinating dissociation of the author and his character that enables the
fomer to maintain propriety, even if the latter cannot.

Finally, we witnessed how all four corpora embraced the same essential range of methods for
going about the work of interpretation. The most dominant of these is analogy, a principle that is evoked
on every page with numerous citations to other literary passages that are assumed to have some
relationship to the original text—and in some cases that relationship constituted a type of intertextuality
that was extremely particular, requiring a keen eye and a bear-trap of a memory. In their exegesis, all the

schlolia also shared in various other appeals: to differences in chronology, to changes in language and
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culture, etc. If something odd appeared in the original text, then it was possible that calling upon a range
of knowledge and experience could provide a solution that would allow the author to escape undue
criticism. These methods, largely consistent across the four case studies, also remind us of the exegetical
techniques we witnessed from Classical and Hellenistic sources.

In view of the vast amount of scholiastic material available, what | have done is by no means
conclusive in terms of establishing a rubric for how ancient literary commentaries work. | still have not
addressed the behemoth of Homeric scholarship, nor have | exhaustively accessed the scholia to
Demosthenes as a litmus test for the Aeschinean scholia, nor indeed the scholia to Cicero to test the
overlap of Greek and Roman commentaries on oratory. There remain also the scholia to Hesiod and
Theocritus for a comparison with Servius® Georgics and Eclogues, and | have not yet explored the
overlap in technique between the rhetorical commentaries of Eugraphius on Terence and Tiberius
Claudius Donatus on Vergil. Further, there could be fruitful investigations of “non-literary”
commentaries on religious, medical, philosophical, and other texts (e.g., Galen on Hippocrates, the
tradition of Biblical exegesis, and others). Thus, the work is hardly done. What | have accomplished is
the construction of a prototype model for understanding the content and form of ancient commentaries,
and I have found that over four relatively diverse case studies my typology is able to account for most of
the notes, even if | am not able to treat them all in such a space as this.”®®" And so this is hardly a
“conclusion,” but rather a transition into other types of commentaries to see if the principles of
interpretation and the concerns for various subsets of knowledge are consistent in other scholiastic
corpora. For now, let me hypothesize that my project has hit upon some crucial elements of ancient
scholarship that contribute to our understanding of the original texts and the environments in which they

evolved.

1287 And let me stress again that | have not aimed at making chronological claims (largely impossible) or assertions
that all of the scholia are somehow indicative of “ancient thought,” or that they should be read as a unified
“commentary,” except perhaps in a few cases. I have pointed out simply some features that can be observed in the
scholia, with some consideration for how those features change or do not change from commentary to commentary
across different genres and different cultures.
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