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PREFACE

When I first began in 2009 to work in earnest on editing the scholia to Euripides
as a digital open-access project (EuripidesScholia.org), I believed I could work
on discrete chunks in sequence and I chose to concentrate at first on Orestes 1-
500. The studies presented in this volume are intended to appear shortly before a
much expanded sample of scholia on those 500 lines is to be released online.
This sample will replace the initial one, available since 2010, which covered only
50 or so lines and was based on fewer witnesses. The intervening years have
taught me, however, that it is not practical to limit my purview to such a discrete
chunk. The process of collating and the process of interpreting scholia and de-
termining how best to present them have necessitated forays into other areas of
the triad. The prospect of new information about the scholia in the Jerusalem
palimpsest (H) from the Palamedes Project caused me to collate the other main
witnesses for old scholia for the lines of the triad plays covered by scholia in H.
When I eventually realized that I would never get adequately accurate collations
from the reproductions I had of Marcianus graecus 471 (M) and Vaticanus grae-
cus 909 (V), I obtained new color digital images of M, and the Vatican Library
and the Polonsky Foundation kindly acceded to my request that V be digitized
and made available online, and it soon became both a priority and a matter of
efficiency to collate all the scholia in these witnesses, including those for non-
triad plays. A trip to Madrid for the oral defence of a dissertation allowed me to
visit Salamanca and see Salamanticensis 31 (S) in person, which set off my inter-
est in the odd collection of annotations published in Chapter 3 of this book.
Consequently, in order to understand those annotations, larger samples of scho-
lia on Hecuba had to be collated. It has also been a priority to take trips to
conduct autopsy examination of problematic manuscripts while I have research
funding remaining after retirement and while I am still lucky enough to be able
to endure the long flights from California to Europe. Thus my work has pro-
ceeded in several directions simultaneously, and it seemed best to push myself,
for some topics, to come to conclusions definitive enough to be presented to
fellow scholars now, while continuing to work toward a more complete invento-
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viii PREFACE

ry of the scholia, for my online project at EuripidesScholia.org is at this stage
primarily an inventory.

I have advisedly included the word “preliminary” in the title for several rea-
sons. First, nobody ever collates with 100 percent accuracy, and in any case
collating additional witnesses over time tends to send one back to a manuscript
previously collated either to discover an omission or mistake or to solve a puzzle
about a damaged or ambiguous reading. Apart from the issue of accuracy, there
are many more manuscripts to collate more completely, which will provide fuller
context for confirming or questioning hypotheses reached so far. Second, one
must work with images of various kinds and various qualities, but the situation
is constantly improving. The ideal is to have color digital images of sufficient
resolution so that they can be enlarged to make the tiny script of many scholia as
legible as possible and the identification of changes of ink clearer. Good-
resolution grayscale scans are the second-best option, for those cases in which
libraries refuse to provide color (a restrictive holdover that scarcely makes sense
in the modern world of digital photography and cheap mass storage) or continue
to price color images at an outrageous level (again, in digital imaging the differ-
ence between the price of grayscale and color no longer has much justification).
Less desirable is digitization from black and white microfilm, but even this can
sometimes be adequate when the ink is uniformly dark against a light back-
ground of unstained paper. Microfilms themselves are often inadequate for
accurate collation of scholia, being impossible to magnify sufficiently and often
unable to show clearly inks that are faint. By acquiring better images or because
of new online access I have gradually eliminated my need to use the microfilms
that I had accumulated. As more years pass, even more manuscripts of Euripides
will become accessible in online images. Third, a lot of what interests me de-
pends on a fuller knowledge of other scholia corpora and of Byzantine works
that tell us about philological study and teaching in the 11th to the 14th centu-
ries, but much of that material is only partially covered in the published sources
and the TLG data. Thus, conclusions I reach here will undoubtedly need revision
when others finally provide fuller inventories of the scholia on Sophocles and
Aeschylus, or a modern edition of the scholia on Oppian, or authoritative edi-
tions of more of the works of Tzetzes, Planudes, Moschopulus, and Thomas
Magister.

Despite these imperfections in access to the manuscript source material and
in knowledge of the context of the manuscripts, it is an opportune moment for
studies of this kind, even for one located so far from the European libraries. As
already mentioned, great improvements have been made possible by using digi-
tal images. There are many more manuscripts now available online in good
images than when I began, and the number will only increase as time goes by.
Furthermore, in the past few decades significant advances have been made in
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medieval Greek palacography and codicology and in the study of Byzantine, and
particularly Palaeologan, scholars and their contexts. Ole L. Smith’s edition of
the scholia on Aeschylus’ Septem set a new standard for proper attention to the
annotations and glosses in the recentiores of tragedy. Hans-Christian Giinther’s
study of the circulation of Palacologan annotations in a large number of 14th-
century witnesses of Euripides provided essential groundwork for even more
extensive study. Palaeologan intellectual pursuits have been illuminated in many
studies, two notable examples being Daniele Bianconi’s Tessalonica nell’etd dei
paleologi. Le pratiche intellettuali nel riflesso della cultura civica (2005) and Niels
Gaul's Thomas Magistros und die spéitbyzantinische Sophistik. Studien zum Hu-
manismus urbaner Eliten in der friihen Palaiologenzeit (2011). The maturation of
projects like the Lexikon zur byzantinischen Grizitit and Prosopographisches
Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit, the publication of new catalogues, and the develop-
ment of sites like Pinakes (pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr) have made research more
effective. The study of ancient scholarship and of the phenomenon of scholia in
general has been a major focus of research in several countries, particularly in
Italy, and the Lexicon of Greek Grammarians of Antiquity and the surveys and
special studies in Brill’s Companion to Ancient Greek Scholarship are now im-
portant points of reference.

My pursuit of the project of an open-ended online edition of scholia reflects
the fact that I am interested in the entire history of intellectual and readerly re-
ception of Euripides. Much of what I have written in these chapters may be of
more interest to Byzantinists than to those classicists who believe the only scho-
lia worth editing are those with some chance of being annotations transmitted
from a time before the invention of minuscule or, even more strictly, from be-
fore 200 CE (or even earlier).

The first chapter reviews the achievements and shortcomings of previous edi-
tions of Euripidean scholia and argues for the need for more comprehensive
treatment of this and similar corpora of scholia. It also shows the disadvantages
of stratifying scholia on a chronological basis and argues for the importance of
understanding glosses, which have been impossible to assess properly because of
the incomplete and misleading information provided by previous editions. The
second chapter argues that the term teachers’ scholia may be usefully applied to
many of the so-called scholia recentiora. It demonstrates key features of manu-
scripts meant for less ambitious levels of teaching and some characteristic types
of teachers’ notes. The evidence for the teaching of Ioannes Tzetzes related to
Euripides is gathered more completely than previously, as is that for Maximus
Planudes. The third chapter analyzes the oddly jumbled (older) prefatory mate-
rial (including the Life of Euripides and scattered teachers’ notes on Hecuba)
transmitted in two recentiores and then offers the first edition of, and commen-
tary on, a miscellany of teachers’ notes on Hecuba found in a manuscript dated
1287 but clearly copied there from an older source. The connection of some of
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these notes with the teaching of Tzetzes and Eustathius and other middle Byzan-
tine sources is assessed. A third section presents a brief list of notes on
vocabulary, which I noticed by chance when looking at Barberinianus graecus 4
for another reason in May 2017 and which I realized was compiled in connec-
tion with reading Euripides’ Hecuba. The fourth chapter marshals the evidence
for the dating of the manuscript M, still claimed by some to be from the 12th
century rather than the 11th, and provides some palaeographic and codicological
details beyond what is in the relevant recent catalogue. The fifth chapter briefly
challenges the claim that the original production of the manuscript V and some
of the scholia surviving only in V should be connected to new interests that
arose only in the period of Planudes. It argues that Planudean elements are veri-
fiable only in the additions made in cursive more than a generation after the
original production. It supports the earlier dating (1250-1280) proposed by Ni-
gel Wilson, and then proceeds to a detailed description of the hands in V that are
most important for the scholia and a full listing of the respective work of the two
partner scribes who produced the original codex.

Something should be said of my decision not to include images of manu-
scripts in this publication. My reasons are partly practical and partly ideological.
In the format of this book, black and white images of whole manuscript pages
would not be very satisfactory, especially since my interest is largely in the scho-
lia, and antiquated permissions rules often do not accommodate open-access
publication. I applaud the libraries that have made significant numbers of their
medieval Greek manuscripts freely visible in good images online and I believe
that this is the proper treatment of the patrimony that they protect. No picture I
could publish of Vaticanus graecus 909 would be as useful as seeing the images
created by the Polonsky Foundation now available at digi.vatlib.it. I hope that
the Biblioteca Marciana will someday soon offer images of its treasures, includ-
ing Marcianus graecus 471. I also intend to request permission to show online
some sample pages of certain manuscripts at EuripidesScholia.org. In the fuller
descriptions of the manuscripts being used that I present on that site, I provide
links to the online images that I know of, and this aspect of the site will be up-
graded in 2018; and at some point the site may be able to reference images under
the new standard known as IIIF (International Image Interoperability Frame-
work, iiif.io).

Finally, many of the scholia cited from particular manuscripts in this study
are presented without iota subscript because the iota is lacking in the source(s);
likewise, the accentuation is in places not made to conform with modern con-
ventions. I do not, however, make any attempt to retain the punctuation of the
manuscripts.
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Bibliographic Abbreviations

Most items are referred to by author’s name and date as they appear in the Bibli-
ography at the end of the book. But a few key works are referred to by name
only, as indicated here together with other standard abbreviations.

BCAGS Montanari, F., Matthaios, S., and Rengakos, A., eds. 2015. Brill’s
Companion to Ancient Greek Scholarship. Leiden and Boston.

CAG Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca.

Diggle Diggle, J., ed. 1981-1994. Euripidis Fabulae. 3 vols. Oxford Classi-
cal Texts. Oxford.

Dindorf Dindorf, Guilielmus [Wilhelm], ed. 1863. Scholia graeca in Eu-
ripidis tragoedias ex codicibus aucta et emendata. 4 vols. Oxford.

DGE Diccionario Griego-Espafiol, redactado bajo la direccién de F. R.
Adrados. 1980-. Vols. 1-. Madrid [also available at
http://dge.cchs.csic.es/xdge/].

FGrHist F. Jacoby. 1923-. Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker. Lei-
den.

Glasgow ed. [Duncan, A., and Duncan, J. M., eds.] 1821. Euripidis opera omnia;
ex editionibus praestantissimis fideliter recusa; latina interpreta-
tione, scholiis antiquis, et eruditorum observationibus, illustrata:
necnon indicibus omnigenis instructa. 9 vols. Glasgow.

GrammGr  Grammatici Graeci recogniti et apparatu critico instructi. 1883—
1901. 4 vols. Leipzig.

Kovacs Kovacs, D., ed. 1994-2002. Euripides. 6 vols. Loeb Classical Libra-
ry. Cambridge, Mass.
Lake Lake, K. and S. 1934-1939. Dated Greek Minuscule Manuscripts to

the Year 1200. 10 vols. Boston [text and images online at
http://pyle.it/facsmiles/lake-online/].

LBG Trapp, E., ed. 1994-2017. Lexikon zur byzantinischen Grizitdt be-
sonders des 9.-12. Jahrhunderts. 8 vols. Vienna [also available at
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LGGA

Matthiae

Paroem. Gr.
PG

PLP

P-W

RE

RGK

SchArist

Schwartz
SuppHell

TLG

TrGF

http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/Ibg/].

Montanari, F., ed. 2015-. Lexicon of Greek Grammarians of Antiq-
uity. BrillOnline Reference Works. Available to subscribers at
http://referenceworks.brillonline.com/browse/lexicon-of-greek-
grammarians-of-antiquity.

Matthiae, A., ed. 1813-1837. Euripidis Tragoediae et Fragmenta,
recensuit interpretationem Latinam correxit, scholia graeca e codici-
bus manuscriptis partim supplevit partim emendavit Augustus
Matthiae. 10 vols. Leipzig.

Leutsch, E. v., and Schneidewin, F. G., eds. 1839-1851. Corpus
Paroemiographorum Graecorum. 2 vols. Gottingen.

Patrologia Graeca.

Trapp, E., et al., eds. 1976-1996. Prosopographisches Lexikon der
Palaiologenzeit. 12 fascicles. Veroffentlichungen der Kommission
fur Byzantinistik, Bd. 1. Vienna.

Prinz, R., and Wecklein, N. 1872-1902. Euripidis Fabulae. 3 vols.
Leipzig.

Pauly, A., and Wissowa, G., eds. 1884-1978. Realenzyklopddie der
classischen Altertumswissenschaft. Leipzig.

Repertorium der griechischen Kopisten 800-1600. 1981-1997. 3
vols. in 9. Veroffentlichungen der Kommission fiir Byzantinistik,
Bd. 3. Vienna.

Koster, W.J. W., Holwerda, D., et al., eds. 1960-2007. Scholia in
Aristophanem. 4 vols. in 18. Groningen.

Schwartz, E., ed. 1887-1891. Scholia in Euripidem. 2 vols. Berlin.
Lloyd-Jones, H., and Parsons, P. J., eds. 1983. Supplementum Hel-
lenisticum. Berlin.

Thesaurus Linguae Graecae. Available to subscribers at
http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/index.php.

Snell, B., Kannicht, R, and Radt, S., eds. 1971-2005. Tragicorum
Graecorum Fragmenta. 5 vols. in 6. Berlin.

Abbreviations for Scholia References

Abbreviations of ancient authors’ names and works are in standard forms. Note
that references to particular scholia are made in the format Sch. Hec. 371 (Eur. is
not included) or Sch. Arist. Nubes 987 or Sch. T Od. 6.114, all without italics.
When Eustathius’ commentary on Iliad is referred to, it is by relevant book and

line number of the epic followed by, in parentheses, the volume number, page,
and line numbers in Van der Valk’s edition (as in the TLG; the reference by the

page and line numbers of the Roman edition is not given).
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Abbreviations for Sigla and Apparatus Criticus

The manuscripts to which sigla refer can be identified from the lists in the fol-
lowing section.

In this book a siglum occasionally has a superscript added, according to the
following usage (with A used as an arbitrary siglum):

AS
A% AP

A?, AP

the item is above the line, not in the margins of the codex.

hand (or a stage of adding to a manuscript) distinguished from the
main hand of the text and scholia (or the stage at which the text
and scholia were first written out).

different instances of the same note written by the same scribe.

When variants are provided in an apparatus, the following abbreviations may

appear:

a.C.

add.

p.c.
prep.
om.
scr.
s.l.
KTA

0

(ov)

before correction

adds, has in addition

after correction

preposes, has added at the beginning

omits, does not attest

writes, written

above the line

and the remaining (words to the end of the passage)

at end of a Greek word indicates that the scribe has truncated
the word and not provided any explicit information about the
intended ending

indicates the spelling out of an abbreviation






SIGLA FOR MANUSCRIPTS OF EURIPIDES

In the Euripidean scholia project, I am adopting so far as possible the sigla that
have been established over several decades in the discussions of the textual tradi-
tion or of the scholia by Turyn 1957, Matthiessen 1974, Mastronarde and
Bremer 1982, Diggle 1991, Giinther 1995, Merro 2008, Cavarzeran 2016, or in
some cases used in the OCT of Diggle. Since Giinther’s book is such an extensive
discussion of the scholia, in several cases I give priority to his sigla over Diggle’s
for the convenience of those discussing the Palaeologan scholia. In other cases, it
has been impossible to maintain consistency with Diggle because he sometimes
used the same siglum for different witnesses for different plays.

This is not a complete list of manuscripts of Euripides, but instead includes
only those that have been assigned a siglum. The following compilation of the
sigla (136 in all) also includes a few new ones created to refer to witnesses not
previously designated. For fuller descriptions of manuscripts and the hands and
annotations in them, as well as bibliography, see the listing at EuripidesScho-
lia.org, which will be updated as necessary. Note that some of these manuscripts
contain only the text of some plays or the plays plus argumenta, but no scholia.

An asterisk after the shelfmark indicates that the manuscript (or edition) can
be viewed online (as far as I could determine in summer and fall 2017), and a list
of general URLs is appended. (Some of the Vatican images posted in lieu of
eventual new high-quality images are old digitizations of microfilm and a few,
such as for P, are more or less useless for reading annotations.) Note that for the
Laurentian plutei I use numeration in the form 31.10 or 32.09 (as recognized by
the online site’s search function) rather than the traditional form (31,10 or 32,9).
The “numéro Diktyon” is the reference number of the manuscript database at
Pinakes (pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr), which provides the quickest way to locate a par-
ticular record there.
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SIGLA FOR MANUSCRIPTS OF EURIPIDES

List 1: by city

siglum location, library shelfmark, date | other sigla, or other numéro
uses of a siglum Diktyon
Ja Athens, Ethn. Bibl. 1057, late 3353
15th c.
Ad Athos, Dionysiou 334, 15th c. 20302
w Athos, Iviron (Iberorum) 161 E Diggle; used by P-W 23758
(Lambros) (Monastery shelf no. for TT? of Rhesus
209), ca. 1300
Si Athos, Iviron (Iberorum) 185 23782
(Lambros = Monastery shelf no.
438), 15th c.
4% Athos, Vatopediou 36 (Lamberz), | Ga Matthiessen 18183
(early?) 12th c.
At Athos, Vatopediou 671 (Arkadi- 18815
os-Eustratiades), 1420-1443
Pk Cambridge, Corpus Christi Col- Xc Diggle; C.C.C. Mat- 11831
lege 403*, 15th c. (end) thiae, C Porson
Co Cambridge, Univ. Libr. Dd.11.70, 12149
16th c.
7x Cambridge, Univ. Libr. Mm.1.11, | Cant. Porson, Matthiae; 12225
ca. 1330-1340 Mm Mastronarde and
Bremer, Diggle
] Cambridge, Univ. Libr. Nn.3.13, 12243
ca. 1480
V4 Cambridge, Univ. Libr. Nn.3.14, fol. 1-121 only 12244
1320-1330
Zd Cambridge, Univ. Libr. Nn.3.14, fol. 122-207 only 12244
1450-1500
Hn Copenhagen, GKS 417, ca. 1475 Haun Diggle, C P-W 37158
Zc Copenhagen, GKS 3549, early H Schwartz (vita) 37215
14th c.
Cr Cremona, Bibl. Gov. 130, ca. 1350 13187
(or 1330-1340)
gE El Escorial, X.I.13, early 14th c. Ge Matthiessen 14971
Ae El Escorial, (1).1.9, 16th c. 15059
Xc Florence, Laur. conv. sopp. 11, Flor. 56 Matthiae, Din- 15785
1320-1330 dorf
K Florence, Laur. conv. sopp. 66, ca. | used by P-W and Diggle 15814
1291 Hipp. for codex P. Berol.
5005
Xb Florence, Laur. conv. sopp. 71, Flor. 76 Matthiae, Din- 15817
early 14th c. (perhaps 1310-1320) | dorf
Yf Florence, Laur. conv. sopp. 98, Flor. 59 Matthiae, Din- 15830
14th c. dorf
P Florence, Laur. conv. sopp. 172, GP-W 15874

1320-1325
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Xix

Sb Florence, Laur. plut. 31.03*, 1287 16234
Lb Florence, Laur. plut. 31.06*, 15th Fl. 6 Matthiae, Dindorf 16237
c. (end) (who use same for La)

(e] Florence, Laur. plut. 31.10%, ca. Flor. 10 Matthiae, Din- 16241

1175 (or earlier?) dorf; c P-W
D Florence, Laur. plut. 31.15%, 14thc. | d P-W 16245
Lr Florence, Laur. plut. 31.17*, 1431 Flor. 17 Matthiae, Din- 16247
dorf
Lp Florence, Laur. plut. 31.21%, Flor. 21 Matthiae, Din- 16251
1450-1475 dorf
L Florence, Laur. plut. 32.02%, 16268
1300-1320
Rf Florence, Laur. plut. 32.33*, ca. Flor. 33 Matthiae, Din- 16297
1290-1300 dorf
La Florence, Laur. plut. 91sup.6*, ca. | Fl. 6 Matthiae, Dindorf 16866
1495 (who use same for Lb)
Pl Heidelberg, Palat. gr. 18*, 14th c. 32452
H Jerusalem, Patriarchal Libr. h P-W 35273
Taoeou 36, ca. 1000
Lv Leeuwarden, Provinciale Biblio- 37614
theek van Friesland 34, 16th c.
Le Leiden, Vossianus gr. Q 33, 38140
1475-1500
71 London, Additional 10057%, 38827
1340-1350
Za London, Arundel 540%, 1450- 39291
1475
9] London, Harley 5725%, ca. 1500 used by Diggle Andr. for 39653
Lw
Q London, Harley 5743*, ca. 1475 Q first half Tro., q second 39671
half Diggle; H P-W
HI London, Harley 6300*, 1500- ] Porson 39695
1525
Lw Louvain, Louaniensis deperditus, | U Diggle Andr.
6th-7th c.(?)
Mt Madrid, Bibl. Nacional 4677, ca. 40164
1300
Ry Manchester, Rylands 1689, 14th
c. (end)
Xm Milan, Ambros. B 97 sup., 1320- 42342
1330
Aa Milan, Ambros. C 44 sup., 14th c. 42409
Ab Milan, Ambros. F 74 sup., 42757
ca.1300
Xn Milan, Ambros. G 43 sup., 1310- 42809
1320
Zm Milan, Ambros. 147 sup., early 42903
14th c. (perhaps 1310-1320)
G Milan, Ambros. L 39 sup., ca. Q Schwartz (vita, hyp. 42949

1320

Hec.)
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Ao Milan, Ambros. O 123 sup., 16thc. | Mb Merro 43074

Af Milan, Ambros. S.P. 10/26c, Af Diggle Rhesus, W 42792
(formerly Ambros. F 205 inf.), Diggle Andr.; D P-W
13th c.

Me Modena, Bibl. Estense a.Q.5.19, 43381
15th c.

Xe Modena, Bibl. Estense a.U.9.19, 43486
1310-1320

Mo Modena, Bibl. Estense a.U.9.22, used by Diggle Hec. for 43489
1450-1475 Mg; used by Diggle Or.

for Munich 510

Es Modena, Bibl. Estense y.L.11.23, 43557
15c.

Ms Moscow, Gos. Istor. Muzei, Syn- 43897
od. Bibl. gr. 272 (Vlad. 508), 15th c.

Mq Moscow, Gos. Istor. Muzei, Syn- | Mo Diggle Hec. 44126
od. Bibl. gr. 501 (Vlad. 480),
16032

Dr Moscow (formerly Dresden), 44398
Rossijskij Gosudarstvennyj Ar-
chiv Drevnich Aktov (RGADA),
®.1607, Dresden Da 22, 15th c.

Zs Mt. Sinai, Sinaiticus gr. 1196, ca. 59571
1330

Mc Munich, Cod. gr. 258, 1504-1525 44705

Mn Munich, Cod. gr. 560%, 14th c. C Matthiae, Dindorf 45008
(early?)

Y Naples, II.F.9, ca. 1320-1330 a Schwartz, N Cobet and 46177

P-W, Neap. Diggle

Yn Naples, I1.F.37, ca. 1300 46206

N Naples, I1.F.41, 1504-1525 46210

Ne Naples, Vindob. Gr. 17 (former 45973
Vienna Suppl. gr. 19), 1450-1500

X Oxford, Auct. F.3.25, ca. 1330- 47085
1340

Ox Oxford, Auct. T.4.10, 1326 / late 47196
15th c.

Xa Oxford, Barocci 120%, ca. 1320- 47407
1330

Do Oxford, D’Orville 72, 1450/51 47835

Jo Oxford, D’Orville 73, 15th c. (end) 47836

Xo Oxford, Laud gr. 54, 14th c. (per- 48275
haps ca. 1330)

Pg Paris, Bibliotheque Sainte- G Schwartz (vita), old 54060
Geneviéve 3400, 14th c. (early) shelfmark S. Gen. 36

Pc Paris, grec 1087%, ca.1300 50683

Ua Paris, grec 2598%, 1467 52233

A Paris, grec 2712*, ca. 1300 Par. A Matthiae, E P-W 52347

B Paris, grec 2713*, 11th c. (early) Par. B Matthiae, b P-W 52348
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Xg Paris, grec 2794 + 2800%, ca. 1340 52431,
52437
Xd Paris, grec 2795*, ca. 1340 Xe Diggle Or.; used by 52432
Diggle Or. for Paris
Coislin 169
Pa Paris, grec 2801*, 1350-1400 Xf Diggle Or. 52438
Xy Paris, grec 2802%, ca. 1320 Xg Diggle Or. 52439
Xh Paris, grec 2803*, ca. 1450 52440
Ub Paris, grec 2806*, ca. 1500 52443
Pb Paris, grec 2810%, 15th c. (end) 52447
Pp Paris, grec 2815%, 1400-1450 52453
Ph Paris, grec 2818, ca. 1500 Pr Cavarzeran 52456
Xf Paris, grec 2820%, 1320-1330 52458
Jp Paris, grec 2823*, ca. 1500 52461
Uc Paris, Suppl. gr. 97%, ca. 1475 52867
Am Paris, Suppl. gr. 212%, 15th c. (end) 52982
An Paris, Suppl. gr. 393%, 15th c. 53141
Fp Parma, Parmensis 154, 1350— Tp Mastronarde and 54164
1375 Bremer, Diggle
Pr Reims, Bibl. Municipale 1306 (] 55784
733)*, ca. 1290-1300
T Rome, Bibl. Angelica, gr. 14, 55921
1300-1325
S Salamanca, Bibl. Univ. 31, 1326 56451
Th Thessalonica, Nuuvdéoiov, un- tP-W
numbered (lost in fire 1890), 16th c.
C Turin, Bibl. Naz., B.IV.13, 1300- T Matthiae, Dindorf, 63719
1350 Schwartz
Zu Uppsala, Univ. Libr. gr. 15%, 64428
1300-1350
gB Vatican, Barberin. gr. 4%, ca. 1300 | Gb Matthiessen 64552
Vo Vatican, Ottobon. gr. 339%,16thc. | O Schwartz; Y Diggle 65582
Andr.
Zo Vatican, Ottobon. gr. 346*, 1475- 65589
1500
Va Vatican, Palat. gr. 98, 14th c. Rom. B Matthiae 65831
Jb Vatican, Palat. gr. 151, 1475-1500 65883
P Vatican, Palat. gr. 287%, 1320- Rom. C Matthiae 66019
1325
Vq Vatican, Palat. gr. 319*%, 15th c. 66051
(end)
Vr Vatican, Palat. gr. 343*, ca. 1500 Pv Diggle Hipp. 66075
Xu Vatican, Urbinas gr. 140%, ca. 66607
1320-1330
Ta Vatican, Urbinas gr. 142%, 1325~ 66609
1350 (perhaps 1340-1350)
Xr Vatican, Vatic. gr. 50, ca. 1350 66681
Zb Vatican, Vatic. gr. 51, 1320-1330 66682
Vb Vatican, Vatic. gr. 53, 15th c. 66684
Xs Vatican, Vatic. gr. 56, 1300-1350 66687




xxii SIGLA FOR MANUSCRIPTS OF EURIPIDES

\% Vatican, Vatic. gr. 909%, 1250- A Dindorf, Schwartz, 67540

1280 Rom. A Matthiae; R
Cobet; BP-W

Vn Vatican, Vatic. gr. 910%, 14th c. C Diggle Med. Hipp. 67541

R Vatican, Vatic. gr. 1135*, late 67766
13thc.

Ra Vatican, Vatic. gr. 1325, 15th c. 67956

Rv Vatican, Vatic. gr. 1332, 14th c. 67963

Sa Vatican, Vatic. gr. 1345%, ca. 1300 | V Schwartz vita, hyp. 67976

Hec.

Xp Vatican, Vatic. gr. 1363, ca. 1340 67995

vd Vatican, Vatic. gr. 1824* (81r- Zv Diggle 68453
87v Or.), 15th c.

Zv Vatican, Vatic. gr. 1824* (31-37v | used by Diggle for Vd 68453
Phoen.), early 14th c. (perhaps ca.
1315)

F Venice, Marc. gr. 468 (coll. 653), | Y Schwartz (hyp. Hec.) 69939
late 13th c.

Yv Venice, Marc. gr. 469 (coll. 799), 69940
1413

Mp Venice, Marc. gr. 470 (coll.824), 69941
ca. 1465

M Venice, Marc. gr. 471 (coll. 765), V Cobet; A P-W 69942
1000-1050

Xv Venice, Marc. gr. 515 (coll. 772), 69986
ca. 1320-1330

Mb Venice, Marc. gr. 620 (coll. 890), | used by Merro for Ao 70091
1420-1430

Mu Venice, Marc. gr. IX 10 (coll. 70462
1160), 1494-1500

Jv Venice, Marc. gr. IX 15 (coll. 70467
1372), 15th c. (end)

Ml Venice, Marc. lat. XIV 232 (coll. 70696
4257), 1325-1350

Rw Vienna, phil. gr. 119, ca. 1300 W Schwartz (vita) 71233

Vp Vienna, phil. gr. 161, 1412 71275

Wp Vienna, phil. gr. 197, 1400-1450 71311

Gr Wolfenbiittel, Gud. gr. 15 (first 72059
hand), 1320-1330

Gu Wolfenbiittel, Gud. gr. 15 (se- 72059
cond hand), 1320-1330 (or later?)

Arsenius | ed. princeps, 1534* 1 Matthiae, Dindorf

Al editio Aldina, 1503* so Matthiessen
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List 2: by siglum
siglum location, library shelfmark, date | other sigla, or other numéro
uses of a siglum Diktyon
A Paris, grec 2712*, ca. 1300 Par. A Matthiae, E P-W 52347
Aa Milan, Ambros. C 44 sup., 14th c. 42409
Ab Milan, Ambros. F 74 sup., 42757
ca.1300
Ad Athos, Dionysiou 334, 15th c. 20302
Ae El Escorial, Q.1.9, 16th c. 15059
Af Milan, Ambros. S.P. 10/26c, Af Diggle Rhesus, W 42792
(formerly Ambros. F 205 inf.), Diggle Andr.; D P-W
13th c.
Al editio Aldina, 1503* so Matthiessen
Am Paris, Suppl. gr. 212%, 15th c. (end) 52982
An Paris, Suppl. gr. 393%, 15th c. 53141
Ao Milan, Ambros. O 123 sup., 16thc. | Mb Merro 43074
Arsenius | ed. princeps, 1534* I Matthiae, Dindorf
At Athos, Vatopediou 671 (Arkadi- 18815
os-Eustratiades), 1420-1443
B Paris, grec 2713*, 11th c. (early) Par. B Matthiae; b P-W 52348
C Turin, Bibl. Naz., B.IV.13, 1300- T Matthiae, Dindorf, 63719
1350 Schwartz
Co Cambridge, Univ. Libr. Dd.11.70, 12149
16th c.
Cr Cremona, Bibl. Gov. 130, ca. 13187
1350 (or 1330-1340)
D Florence, Laur. plut. 31.15%, 14thc. | d P-W 16245
Do Oxford, D’Orville 72, 1450/51 47835
Dr Moscow (formerly Dresden), 44398
Rossijskij Gosudarstvennyj Ar-
chiv Drevnich Aktov (RGADA),
®.1607, Dresden Da 22, 15th c.
Es Modena, Bibl. Estense y.L.11.23, 43557
15c.
F Venice, Marc. gr. 468 (coll. 653), Y Schwartz (hyp. Hec.) 69939
late 13th c.
Fp Parma, Parmensis 154, 1350— Tp Mastronarde and 54164
1375 Bremer, Diggle
G Milan, Ambros. L 39 sup., ca. Q Schwartz (vita, hyp. 42949
1320 Hec.)
¢B Vatican, Barberin. gr. 4%, ca. 1300 | Gb Matthiessen 64552
gE El Escorial, X.I.13, early 14th c. Ge Matthiessen 14971
Gr Wolfenbiittel, Gud. gr. 15 (first 72059
hand), 1320-1330
Gu Wolfenbiittel, Gud. gr. 15 (se- 72059
cond hand), 1320-1330 (or
later?)
4% Athos, Vatopediou 36 (Lamberz), | Ga Matthiessen 18183
(early?) 12th c.
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H Jerusalem, Patriarchal Libr. h P-W 35273
Taoeou 36, ca. 1000

HI London, Harley 6300*, 1500- ] Porson 39695
1525

Hn Copenhagen, GKS 417, ca. 1475 Haun Diggle; C P-W 37158

] Cambridge, Univ. Libr. Nn.3.13, 12243
ca. 1480

Ja Athens, Ethn. Bibl. 1057, late 3353
15th c.

Jb Vatican, Palat. gr. 151, 1475- 65883
1500

Jo Oxford, D’Orville 73, 15th c. (end) 47836

Jp Paris, grec 2823%, ca. 1500 52461

Jv Venice, Marc. gr. IX 15 (coll. 70467
1372), 15th c. (end)

K Florence, Laur. conv. sopp. 66, ca. | used by P-W, Diggle 15814
1291 Hipp. for codex P. Berol.

5005

L Florence, Laur. plut. 32.02%, 16268
1300-1320

La Florence, Laur. plut. 91sup.6*, ca. | Fl. 6 Matthiae, Dindorf 16866
1495 (who use same for Lb)

Lb Florence, Laur. plut. 31.06*, 15th Fl. 6 Matthiae, Dindorf 16237
c. (end) (who use same for La)

Le Leiden, Vossianus gr. Q 33, 38140
1475-1500

Lp Florence, Laur. plut. 31.21%, Flor. 21 Matthiae, Din- 16251
1450-1475 dorf

Lr Florence, Laur. plut. 31.17*, 1431 16247

Lv Leeuwarden, Provinciale Biblio- 37614
theek van Friesland 34, 16th c.

Lw Louvain, Louaniensis deperditus, | U Diggle Andr.
6th-7th c.(?)

M Venice, Marc. gr. 471 (coll. 765), V Cobet, A P-W 69942
1000-1050

Mb Venice, Marc. gr. 620 (coll. 890), used by Merro for Ao 70091
1420-1430

Mc Munich, Cod. gr. 258, 1504-1525 44705

Me Modena, Bibl. Estense a.Q.5.19, 43381
15th c.

Ml Venice, Marc. lat. XIV 232 (coll. 70696
4257), 1325-1350

Mn Munich, Cod. gr. 560%, 14th c. C Matthiae, Dindorf 45008
(early?)

Mo Modena, Bibl. Estense a.U.9.22, used by Diggle Hec. for 43489
1450-1475 Mg; used by Diggle Or.

for Munich 510
Mp Venice, Marc. gr. 470 (coll.824), 69941

ca. 1465
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Mq Moscow, Gos. Istor. Muzei, Syn- | Mo Diggle Hec. 44126
od. Bibl. gr. 501 (Vlad. 480),
16032

Ms Moscow, Gos. Istor. Muzei, Syn- 43897
od. Bibl. gr. 272 (Vlad. 508), 15th c.

Mt Madrid, Bibl. Nacional 4677, ca. 40164
1300

Mu Venice, Marc. gr. IX 10 (coll. 70462
1160), 1494-1500

N Naples, I1.F.41, 1504-1525 46210

Ne Naples, Vindob. Gr. 17 (former 45973
Vienna Suppl. gr. 19), 1450-1500

(e] Florence, Laur. plut. 31.10%, ca. Flor. 10 Matthiae, Din- 16241
1175 (or earlier?) dorf, c P-W

Ox Oxford, Auct. T.4.10, 1326 / late 47196
15th c.

P Florence, Laur. conv. sopp. 172, GP-W 15874
1320-1325

P Vatican, Palat. gr. 287%, 1320- Rom. C Matthiae 66019
1325

Pa Paris, grec 2801*, 1350-1400 Xf Diggle Or. 52438

Pb Paris, grec 2810%, 15th c. (end) 52447

Pc Paris, grec 1087%, ca.1300 50683

Pg Paris, Bibliotheque Sainte- G Schwartz (vita), old 54060
Genevieve 3400, 14th c. (early) shelfmark S. Gen. 36

Ph Paris, grec 2818, ca. 1500 Pr Cavarzeran 52456

Pk Cambridge, Corpus Christi Col- | Xc Diggle; C.C.C. Mat- 11831
lege 403, 15th c. (end) thiae, C Porson

Pl Heidelberg, Palat. gr. 18%, 14th c. 32452

Pp Paris, grec 2815%, 1400-1450 52453

Pr Reims, Bibl. Municipale 1306 (] 55784
733)*, ca. 1290-1300

Q London, Harley 5743*, ca. 1475 Q first half Tro., q second 39671

half Diggle; H P=W

R Vatican, Vatic. gr. 1135*, late 67766
13th c.

Ra Vatican, Vatic. gr. 1325, 15th c. 67956

Rf Florence, Laur. plut. 32.33%, ca. Flor. 33 Matthiae, Din- 16297
1290-1300 dorf

Rv Vatican, Vatic. gr. 1332, 14th c. 67963

Rw Vienna, phil. gr. 119, ca. 1300 W Schwartz (vita) 71233

Ry Manchester, Rylands 1689, 14th
c. (end)

S Salamanca, Bibl. Univ. 31, 1326 56451

Sa Vatican, Vatic. gr. 1345%, ca. 1300 | V Schwartz vita, hyp. 67976

Hec.

Sb Florence, Laur. plut. 31.03%, 1287 16234

Si Athos, Iviron (Iberorum) 185 23782
(Lambros = Monastery shelf no.
438), 15th c.
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T Rome, Bibl. Angelica, gr. 14, 55921
1300-1325
Ta Vatican, Urbinas gr. 142*, 1325- 66609
1350 (perhaps 1340-1350)
Th Thessalonica, Nuuvé&oiov, un- tP-W
numbered (lost in fire 1890), 16th
c.
8] London, Harley 5725*, ca. 1500 used by Diggle Andr. for 39653
Lw
Ua Paris, grec 2598, 1467 52233
Ub Paris, grec 2806%, ca. 1500 52443
Uc Paris, Suppl. gr. 97%, ca. 1475 52867
\% Vatican, Vatic. gr. 909%, 1250- A Dindorf, Schwartz, 67540
1280 Rom. A Matthiae; R
Cobet; BP-W
Va Vatican, Palat. gr. 98, 14th c. Rom. B Matthiae 65831
Vb Vatican, Vatic. gr. 53, 15th c. 66684
vd Vatican, Vatic. gr. 1824* (81r- Zv Diggle 68453
87v Or.), 15th c.
Vn Vatican, Vatic. gr. 910%, 14th c. C Diggle Med. Hipp. 67541
Vo Vatican, Ottobon. gr. 339%,16thc. | O Schwartz; Y Diggle 65582
Andr.
Vp Vienna, phil. gr. 161, 1412 71275
Vq Vatican, Palat. gr. 319*%, 15th c. 66051
(end)
Vr Vatican, Palat. gr. 343*, ca. 1500 Pv Diggle Hipp. 66075
w Athos, Iviron (Iberorum) 161 E Diggle; used by P-W 23758
(Lambros = Monastery shelf no. for TT? of Rhesus
209), ca. 1300
Wp Vienna, phil. gr. 197, 1400-1450 71311
X Oxford, Auct. F.3.25, ca. 1330- 47085
1340
Xa Oxford, Barocci 120%, ca. 1320- 47407
1330
Xb Florence, Laur. conv. sopp. 71, Flor. 76 Matthiae, Din- 15817
early 14th c. (perhaps 1310-1320) | dorf
Xc Florence, Laur. conv. sopp. 11, Flor. 56 Matthiae, Din- 15785
1320-1330 dorf
Xd Paris, grec 2795%, ca. 1340 Xe Diggle Or.; used by 52432
Diggle Or. for Paris
Coislin 169
Xe Modena, Bibl. Estense a.U.9.19, 43486
1310-1320
Xf Paris, grec 2820%, 1320-1330 52458
Xg Paris, grec 2794 + 2800%, ca. 1340 52431,
52437
Xh Paris, grec 2803%, ca. 1450 52440
Xm Milan, Ambros. B 97 sup., 1320- 42342

1330
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Xn Milan, Ambros. G 43 sup., 1310- 42809
1320

Xo Oxford, Laud gr. 54, 14th c. (per- 48275
haps ca. 1330)

Xp Vatican, Vatic. gr. 1363, ca. 1340 67995

Xr Vatican, Vatic. gr. 50, ca. 1350 66681

Xs Vatican, Vatic. gr. 56, 1300-1350 66687

Xu Vatican, Urbinas gr. 140%, ca. 66607
1320-1330

Xv Venice, Marc. gr. 515 (coll. 772), 69986
ca. 1320-1330

Xy Paris, grec 2802%, ca. 1320 Xg Diggle Or. 52439

Y Naples, II.F.9, ca. 1320-1330 a Schwartz, N Cobet and 46177

P-W, Neap. Diggle

Yf Florence, Laur. conv. sopp. 98, Flor. 59 Matthiae, Din- 15830
14th c. dorf

Yn Naples, I1.F.37, ca. 1300 46206

Yv Venice, Marc. gr. 469 (coll. 799), 69940
1413

Z Cambridge, Univ. Libr. Nn.3.14, | fol. 1-121 only 12244
1320-1330

Za London, Arundel 540%, 1450- 39291
1475

Zb Vatican, Vatic. gr. 51, 1320-1330 66682

Zc Copenhagen, GKS 3549, early H Schwartz (vita) 37215
14th c.

Zd Cambridge, Univ. Libr. Nn.3.14, | fol. 122-207 only 12244
1450-1500

Z1 London, Additional 10057%, 38827
1340-1350

Zm Milan, Ambros. 147 sup., early 42903
14th c. (perhaps 1310-1320)

Zo Vatican, Ottobon. gr. 346*, 1475- 65589
1500

Zs MLt. Sinai, Sinaiticus gr. 1196, ca. 59571
1330

Zu Uppsala, Univ. Libr. gr. 15%, 64428
1300-1350

Zv Vatican, Vatic. gr. 1824* (31-37v 68453
Phoen.), early 14th c. (perhaps ca.
1315)

7x Cambridge, Univ. Libr. Mm.1.11, | Cant. Porson, Matthiae; 12225
ca. 1330-1340 Mm Mastronarde and

Bremer, Diggle




xxviii SIGLA FOR MANUSCRIPTS OF EURIPIDES

Other manuscripts with previous sigla, not adopted:

Florence Laur. plut. 31.01* apogr. Flor. Diggle Hel. (copy of L)
Florence Riccardianus 77 apogr. Flor. Diggle, vol. 2 (copy of L)
London Additional 4952* L Porson

London Arundel 522* K Porson

Munich graecus 510 Mo Diggle Or.

Paris Coislon 169 Xd Diggle Or.

Paris grec 2813* Z Schwartz, hyp. Hec.

Paris grec 2817% apogr. Par. Diggle (copy of L)

Paris grec 2887* apogr. Par. Diggle (copy of L)

URLSs for online images in the relevant collections:

Cambridge, Corpus Christi College: parker.stanford.edu/parker/ (by subscrip-
tion)

Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana: teca.bmlonline.it (new version at
mss.bmlonline.it, but inoperable as of late 2017)

Heidelberg: digi.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/diglit/cpgraec18/

London: www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Default.aspx

Munich: www.digitale-sammlungen.de/index.html (for Mn search “cod.graec.
560”)

Oxford: digital.bodleian.ox.ac.uk

Paris: gallica.bnf.fr

Reims: (interim access) bvmm.irht.cnrs.fr/resultRecherche/
resultRecherche.php? COMPOSITION_ID=16215 (new presentation at
www.bm-reims.fr is planned for 2018)

Vatican: digi.vatlib.it

Arsenius: books.google.com (https://books.google.com/books?id
=6VIPAAAACAA])

Aldine edition: hathitrust.org (https://hdLhandle.net/2027/ucm.5316862907)
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Preliminary Studies on the Scholia
to Euripides






CHAPTER 1

The Scholia and the Ancient and
Medieval Tradition of Commenting on
Euripides

1. EDITING THE SCHOLIA

Scholia have survived in the medieval tradition of a selection of nine plays of
Euripides.! As with Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Aristophanes, a triad of his plays
received the most attention from readers, teachers, scholars, and copyists during
the middle and late Byzantine periods: Hecuba, Orestes, and Phoenissae (to
which I will frequently refer as “the triad” or “the triad plays”). The other select
plays (which may be termed “non-triad”) that have annotations are Hippolytus,
Medea, Andromache, Alcestis, Rhesus, Troades: the first two have substantial
corpora of notes, the second pair somewhat less, and the annotation that sur-
vives on Rhesus and Troades is rather sparse.?

A large collection of scholia on seven of the plays of Euripides (Rhesus and
Troades were not yet included) was first compiled for publication in the 16th
century by Aristobulus Apostolis (or Apostolius), an emigré scholar from Crete
who often worked in Venice. Aristobulus is also known as Arsenius of Mo-
nemvasia (a small island just off the coast of southeastern Laconia), where he
was archbishop for a time, and the latter is the name used on the title page of his

! The origin of the selection is uncertain. Before the accumulation of the evidence of ancient
bookrolls and codices provided by papyri (and parchments) from Egypt, it was held to have come
about by a deliberate process as early as the 2nd century CE. If the selection was deliberate, it proba-
bly arose at least two or three centuries later than that. It cannot be excluded, however, that there
were multiple smaller collections that eventually fed into what we find in the Byzantine manuscripts.
See Mastronarde 2017a for further discussion and references.

? Bacchae was the tenth play in the selection, and has barely survived in the manuscript tradition as
the text only, without annotation.



2 PRELIMINARY STUDIES ON THE SCHOLIA TO EURIPIDES

edition, which was published in Venice in 1534, the year before his death.? This
collection of scholia was reprinted frequently into the 17th and 18th centuries,
with minor changes in the wording and in the order of the notes.* Even in the
19th century, in the edition of August Matthiae the scholia that are not followed
by a manuscript siglum are carried over from the Arsenian tradition, while in
the edition of Wilhelm Dindorf the items from Arsenius are given the siglum I,
on a par with the sigla for the manuscripts he used. Arsenius drew upon more
than one source for his collection, and it is likely that he sometimes produced his
own combinations of pre-existing material or added phrases of his own to them.
Many scholia have variants proving dependency on B and/or its apographs.®
Some of the long continuous paraphrasing scholia for Hecuba and Orestes attest-
ed only in Arsenius were evidently created by minor modifications (mostly by
subtraction of the words that already appear in the poetic text) of the para-
phrases that survive in the manuscript Yv. On the other hand, the long
paraphrases for Phoenissae, as well as many of the Arsenian paraphrases of single
lines or of couplets for all the triad plays, differ considerably from the para-
phrases in Yv on the same passages. For such divergent paraphrases, no source
has yet been identified in extant copies, and they may have been created by Ar-
senius himself by a process of stitching together glosses he found in the
manuscripts.®

Serious attention to the manuscript sources and to the emendation of the
scholia began with Valckenaer’s Phoenissae in 1755.7 In a separately paginated
appendix, he edited the scholia on Phoenissae only, distinguishing between those
from the vulgate printed tradition (Arsenius), those added by Barnes, Piers, and
King from copies in Oxford and Cambridge, those he transcribed himself from a
Leiden codex, and those transcribed from Mn a few generations earlier by G. F.

3 Arsenius 1534. For a discussion of Arsenius’ life and activities see Geanakoplos 1962: 167-200;
Bietenholz and Deutscher 1985: 68-69; Flamand 2017 (with further references).

* Thus wherever there is a need to be certain what Arsenius himself printed, it is necessary to check
the original printing rather than rely on any of the reprints. The first reprint with some corrections
was that of Hervagius in Basel: Arsenius 1544. Among the later complete editions of Euripides that
included the Arsenian collection are those of Paulus Stephanus 1602 and of Joshua Barnes 1694.

* See Cavarzeran 2016: 57-63 for discussion and examples from Sch. Hipp. For a detailed demonstra-
tion of how Arsenius drew on multiple sources, surviving and lost, when he gathered and “edited”
scholia on the Odyssey (also making changes of phrasing and apparently correcting some corrupt
passages by conjecture) see Pontani 2011: 486-502.

¢ For some examples showing the similarities and differences between Yv and the Arsenian notes, see
the Appendix to this chapter. I defer a fuller analysis of Arsenius’ sources to a later date, when I will
have a much more complete inventory of scholia on Hecuba, Orestes, and Phoenissae.

7 See also Cavarzeran 2016: 66-69 for a commented bibliography of the editions of scholia to Hippo-
Iytus from Arsenius to Schwartz.
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Tryllitsch.® Compilation of this kind was extended further by the work of August
Matthiae, who edited the scholia on the usual seven plays in 1817-1818 as part
of his multi-volume edition of Euripides.” The scholia on Rhesus and Troades, as
transcribed imperfectly (because of the poor condition of the codex at that time)
from V (Vat. gr. 909) by Hieronymus Amatius (Girolamo Amati, 1768-1834),
were first printed in 1821,' and improved in 1837 by the editorial attention of
two scholars, C. F. Kampmann and (Rhesus only) F. Vater.!! In the middle of the
19th century, when Adolf Kirchhoff and August Nauck produced the first edi-
tions of Euripides’ plays based on the older manuscripts, eschewing the
“Byzantine” (that is, Palacologan) witnesses, Wilhelm Dindorf’s scholia edition
of 1863'* was able to include a larger proportion of the scholia in the older man-
uscripts than previously, but he still incorporated many from younger witnesses,
and his work can be thought of as the last flowering of the polymathic textual
scholarship that antedated modern editorial method. One can get some idea of
the work of the Palaeologan scholars Moschopulus, Thomas, and Triclinius from
Dindorf, but his sources were almost always at several removes from the earliest
available evidence, and the material that he did include is distorted by omissions
and additions.”® In contrast, the edition of the old scholia by Eduard Schwartz

® Valckenaer 1755. For Tryllitsch (1688-1715), see pp. vi-vii of Valckenaer’s preface. The Oxford
manuscript is Bodleian Library, Barocci 74, early 16th century, a transcription of most of the annota-
tion, but no text, from a Triclinian witness (Turyn 1957: 197). The Cambridge manuscript is Corpus
Christi College 403 (Pk), 15th century, with Moschopulean and other scholia (Turyn 1957: 123). The
Leiden codex is Bibliothek der Rijks-Universiteit, Vossianus graecus Q 33, ca. 1500, with various
scholia from a Triclinian source and from elsewhere (Turyn 1957: 339).

° Matthiae 1813-1837. His vol. 4 (1817) contains scholia on Hecuba and Orestes; vol. 5 (1818) con-
tains scholia on Phoenissae, Hippolytus, Medea, Alcestis, Andromache, and a few scholia (Triclinius’)
on the alphabetic plays from L.

' In the Glasgow ed. 5:581-610. Amati’s transcription also appeared, with a few notes supplying
emendations, in (Ludwig) Dindorf 1825: 445-483.

"' Kampmann in Matthiae, vol. 10: 119-162; Vater 1837. Using M as well as V, C. G. Cobet edited a
small selection of emended or previously unpublished scholia on all nine plays in Geel 1846: 249-
310.

12 Dindorf vol. 1 contains preface, versions of the Life of Euripides, scholia on Rhesus, Troades, Hip-
polytus, Hecuba; vol. 2 contains scholia on Orestes; vol. 3 contains scholia on Phoenissae; vol. 4
contains scholia on Medea, Alcestis, Andromache, addenda and index.

* A full assessment of the gains for knowledge of the Palaeologan scholars” scholia must await the
completion of fuller collations of the whole triad in at least a dozen manuscripts. From current sam-
ples (very complete for Orestes 1-500, sporadic for scattered passages elsewhere in the triad), it is
clear that the main defects in Dindorf are the use of an incomplete and sometimes corrupt source for
the Triclinian material and the unreliability of the distinction between Gr and Gu (Gr is usually
writing Mochopulean notes, but sometimes Thoman ones, and Gu is usually writing Thoman notes,
but sometimes Moschopulean ones); moreover, Gu at times alters wording, or adds notes from other
sources or his own composition.
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(1887-1891)™ may be regarded, so far as I know, as the first scientifically rigor-
ous edition of scholia on Greek poetry.*®

In a way that is often typical of the 19th-century approach to manuscript
sources, Schwartz exercised a degree of selectivity that sometimes creates a mis-
leading impression or that suppresses material that other scholars would
consider important. This is most apparent in the scholia on the triad, since the
paucity of sources for the other plays somewhat reduced any tendency to be se-
lective, but has recently been made clear for Hippolytus as well in Cavarzeran’s
new edition. Schwartz believed that his edition could present an assumed single
and uniform recension of the scholia that existed in manuscripts earlier than the
11th century.'® It seems to me far more likely that there were always variant col-
lections of annotation, with different notes included, with shorter and longer
versions of what were essentially the same note, and with more or less polished
versions of the same note. Editors of Euripides have observed that Schwartz did
not have a sound principle for informing his readers about the lemmata: in vol. I
he simply gives the lemma in M, if it has one, and elsewhere he occasionally
identifies the source of a lemma he prints, but without indication of variant
lemma readings in other witnesses. He inspected a number of manuscripts of the
Palaeologan period or later (some of those now called recentiores for the text of
the triad), but cited them only when he judged that they correctly filled a lacuna
in his main manuscripts or offered correct names in mythological or genealogi-
cal notes. His collations of M, B, and V were extremely detailed and of admirable
accuracy in view of the fact that he did not have access to an ultraviolet lamp or
digital images to enlarge. But even for these three manuscripts, he did not report
everything. Some of the M-scholia for Hippolytus are shorter versions of scholia
found in the other witnesses, and Schwartz did not always record these (some,
but not all, of these neglected scholia are very damaged and can now be partially
read only under ultraviolet light). Schwartz believed that B was of the 13th cen-
tury, whereas experts now place it in the 11th, and thus as old as or older than

" Vol. I contains the scholia on the triad plays, vol. II those on the other select plays, along with a
detailed index.

15 See Wilamowitz 1887, a review of volume I, for the approval of reducing the mass of scholia on the
triad to one third of the length in Dindorf, and for the hope that when a new edition is prepared in a
few generations the future editor will exclude even more scholia than Schwartz. On the difficulties
and history of editing scholiastic corpora see Pontani 2016: 313-318; at 315 n. 10 he cites Schwartz’s
edition along with the Pindar scholia of Drachmann 1903-1927 as exceptional examples earlier than
the massive edition of the Aristophanes scholia (Koster, Holwerda et al. 1960-2007) and the ac-
claimed edition of some important Iliad scholia, Erbse 1969-1988.

' Schwartz Lix: eam igitur philologis praebuisse recensionem mihi videor quae cum codicibus saeculo
XI antiquioribus tradita esset, per quattuor illos supra indicatos [scil. our MBCV] quamvis mutata et
varia tamen si omnia spectaveris una eademque conservata est.
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M. This misdating may have contributed to his policy of reporting some of B’s
unique versions of scholia only in his apparatus'® as well as to his decision not to
report B for Andromache.” Schwartz’s collation of the Turin manuscript C was,
as he himself noted, much more hurried and suffers from omissions and from
more frequent inaccuracies than for MBV.

The unfortunate effects of Schwartz’s selectivity are most severe if one is pur-
suing the goal of understanding the circulation and reuse of annotations on
Euripides throughout the Byzantine period, rather than the supposedly original
9th- or 10th-century version of a corpus of scholia. Every annotated manuscript
of Euripides (as of other classical authors) has something to tell us about the
resources, the interests, and the skill-level of a particular scribe or scriptorium at
a particular time. This is as true of the older surviving manuscripts as it is of the
more recent ones. But Schwartz’s edition is not complete even in the treatment
of the glosses in M, and is far more selective for BV, and especially incomplete in
regard to C.* Thus it is impossible to make a sound judgment of what the col-
laborating (early Palaeologan, or even Nicaean?) scribes of V?! were doing when
they transcribed a generous set of discursive scholia from an older and partially
damaged exemplar and also entered supralinear notes of various types, unless
one obtains a complete picture of what is present in the extant earlier witnesses,
M, B, O (where annotated), and H (where extant and legible). The same is true
of the annotations of the famous Palacologan scholars Manuel Moschopulus,
Thomas Magister, and Demetrius Triclinius. With the guidance provided by
Triclinjus™ autograph annotations in T and with the evidence of a number of
manuscripts (identified by Turyn and Giinther)* containing fairly uniform sets
of the annotations, it is indeed possible to identify most of the Palaeologan scho-
lia compiled by these named scholars. But in order to understand how these

'7 The 11th-century date of B was favored by Omont, Vitelli, and T. W. Allen (as noted by Turyn
1957: 87 n. 140), has been accepted by most editors of Euripides for a couple of generations, and is
endorsed in the recent online description at gallica.fr. A 12-century date of B was accepted in an
earlier work by Omont and by Turyn in 1957, and has been revived without adequate justification by
Tuilier 2010. Schwartz assumed M was of the 12th century, but it should be dated to the 11th: see
Chapter 4.

'8 With the consequence that they are not present in the corpus digitized by the TLG.

' Schwartz ILiv: codicem Parisinum 2713 in Andromachae scholiis prorsus abiciendum esse intellexi
postquam eum totum contuli; adeo brevem et in peius mutatum recensionem praebet. Moreover, for
Andromache V contains, entered above many lines by the original hand, a number of sentence-
length paraphrasing scholia not reported by Schwartz (and usually not in Dindorf either), omitted
apparently on the same principle by which he omitted a large number of V’s glosses.

*0 Schwartz Lviii: in codice Taurinensi haec genera [scil. supralinear glosses, intermarginal notes,
marked distinctively in reporting MBV] non distinxi quoniam temporis inopia pressus scholia inter-
marginalia et glossas non omnes contuli.

*! For fuller discussion of V and its two scribes see Chapter 5.

*? Giinther 1995.
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scholars worked, one needs the full context of previous annotations, especially of
the glosses and shorter versions that were important in the earlier teaching tradi-
tion. That context includes not only HMBOV (and C), but several recentiores
(e.g., MnPrRRfRwRvSSa). As Kjeld Matthiessen pointed out,” some conclusions
reached in Hans-Christian Giinther’s important study of the circulation of scho-
lia in the Moschopulean and Thoman traditions are insecure and subject to
revision upon adequate treatment of the annotations in the recentiores. Fur-
thermore, even if we gain a thorough coverage of Euripidean annotation, many
questions about sources and circulation of knowledge will remain open until the
corpora of scholia on other authors read and annotated in the 11th to 14th cen-
turies have become equally accessible and until more Byzantine grammatial
treatises and teaching materials are published according to modern standards.

What is needed, then, is a more comprehensive approach to the annotations
in medieval manuscripts of classical texts. There are of course several reasons
why comprehensiveness has not usually been a goal in the past. In a printed edi-
tion there is usually some limit on coverage or detail conditioned by economic
concerns, such as the cost of production and the cost to the potential purchasers,
or by concerns about the physical format. The print format is not really well
suited to editions of scholia. A digital edition or digital corpus suffers from no
such constraints, and is in fact superior to a printed edition if there is useful
searching and also a way to filter the information so that those with particular
interests need not be overwhelmed by the sheer volume of disparate material.
Another obstacle to comprehensiveness in the past, however, lay in traditional
biases of classical studies. When you can study Aeschylus and Pindar and other
brilliant authors, why spend time on jejune and belated ancillary material like
scholiastic commentary? Or if scholia are to be edited and studied, it has usually
been assumed that only “old scholia,” in which there are some potential traces of
Alexandrian scholarship, are worthy of serious effort, while younger scholia may
be ignored, and that those interested in them may be left to consult old and defi-
cient editions or to look at the manuscripts themselves. Nowadays, when there is
a greater interest in the postclassical, the non-canonical, and the paraliterary,
this prejudice has decreased, but is far from absent.

In addition, there should now also be a more realistic view of what most of
our collections of tragic scholia actually represent. In the old scholia on Euripi-
des as defined by Eduard Schwartz, only a very small proportion reflects
identifiable views of Alexandrian scholars or refers to variant readings; most of
the annotations reflect the interests and needs of the educational system of the
Roman period and late antiquity (or even the middle Byzantine period). There-
fore, the scholia have a great deal to tell us about reception, about the changing

2 Matthiessen 2001.
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society of the recipients, about their interests in and assumptions about rhetori-
cal and literary theory, about the fashion for mythography exhibited throughout
antiquity and the Byzantine period, about educational practices and levels of
cultural literacy, and about the development of the Greek language. And in some
of these respects, the value of younger scholia may not be so sharply different
from that of many of the older scholia. In addition, we must be aware that better
and more comprehensive editions of such material are a great benefit to the ad-
vance of Byzantine studies.

A second aspect of comprehensiveness in connection with a digital format is
also important. Much of classical scholarship is built from the amassing of data:
each datum may be by itself rather banal or uninteresting, but the accumulation
of many such pieces is essential and those who collect the pieces never know
what new and useful things will be done with them later. One of the great poten-
tials of our digital age is to test new questions and new answers, by more efficient
querying and manipulation of data collections in digital form. This notion is well
recognized in connection with papyri and inscriptions and archaeological data,
but scholia as well surely offer a type of data that are likely to be more effectively
queried and analyzed when we have accurate and large-scale knowledge of more
corpora without severe prefiltering by the scholars who are reading the manu-
scripts, and without the inconvenience of a myriad of separate printed volumes
or the obstacles to research posed by traditional copyright.?

2. THE DEVELOPMENT OF ANNOTATION ON
EURIPIDES IN ANTIQUITY

It is not the purpose of this section to review in detail the development of an-
cient scholarship on Euripides or on tragedy in general,” but to indicate briefly
how much (or how little, in most cases) we know for certain about the streams of
scholarship that fed into the corpus of scholia we now have. The works of the
great tragedians were read and analyzed by the sophists, Aristotle and his Peri-
patetic followers, and by scholars of many kinds in Hellenistic and Roman
Alexandria and other centers of learning. Aristotelian research into the history

** It should be clear that my project is quite different from that of, e.g., G. Xenis, who is interested in
presenting “the oldest recoverable version and corpus” (his italics) of Sophoclean scholia (Xenis
2010a: 19, 21, 97). One might well attempt to do that for the Euripidean corpus, but in my view such
a project should follow after the full medieval tradition is explored and made known (rather than
suppressed). There is of course room for both approaches, as the inclusion of Cavarzeran 2016 in the
same series as Xenis 2010a and Xenis 2010b makes clear.

% For overviews and detailed discussions, see Wilamowitz 1895, Pfeiffer 1968, Dickey 2007, Novo-
khatko 2015, Montana 2015, Matthaios 2015. For a collection of texts see Bagordo 1998.
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of dramatic competitons in the main Attic festivals helped to establish a chro-
nology and list of plays, which fed not only into Aristotle’s own works on poets
and poetics, but also into the inscriptional records, the cataloguing done by Cal-
limachus in the Alexandrian library, the didaskalic notices apparently included
in Aristophanes of Byzantium’s short factual hypotheses to the plays he edited,
and the few surviving scholia that show a scholar deploying chronological data
to solve a problem.?*® Antiquarian scholars, local historians, biographers, and
scholars dealing with variations of mythic stories, gods and their epithets or
cults, or amazing phenomena (paradoxa) sifted through the plays for material.
Philological scholars could address problems in the tragedies in treatises (sun-
grammata) on particular topics and in lexical studies as well as (from the 2nd
century BCE on) in commentaries devoted to a particular play (hypomnémata).
Although papyri from Egypt have given us scraps of commentaries on
Homer, Pindar, comedy, and lyric poets and some prose authors, the discoveries
so far have been less generous for tragedy.?”” Perhaps the explanation is that the
well-educated persons located in the areas from which our papyri usually come
acquired and used commentaries especially for the texts that had the densest
incidence of puzzling words and expressions. The language and customs in
Homer, the high-style vocabulary, dialects, intricate syntax, and allusive narra-
tive technique of lyric, and the many persons and references to historical events
and realia in comedy may well have inspired a more frequent need to consult
erudite references for help, whereas at least the iambics of tragedy, especially in
the case of Euripides, could more easily be handled by an experienced reader.
Another potential problem with our evidence for ancient commentaries is the
possibility that the dominance of Homeric scholarship is misleading, in as much
as the special linguistic problems and the extraordinary cultural prestige of the
Homeric epics attracted enormous and variegated scholarly effort over almost
two millenia,”® and so it may be unsafe to infer that other commentaries neces-
sarily followed the same model. How, in fact, are we to imagine the contours and

26 References to relative chronology or archon-year chronology are more common in the scholia on
Aristophanes because of the topical references (but Sch. Arist. Ran. 53 deals with allusion to a recent
tragedy); for an example from tragedy see Sch. Or. 371, which interprets the portrayal of Menelaus as
a hostile allusion to contemporary Spartans as untrustworthy in the eyes of the Athenians.

*” For an overview of the variety of formats and contents of hypomnémata, see Del Fabbro 1979; for
some updates to her inventory and consideration of how material from commentaries entered the
margins of papyrus rolls and early codices of literary texts, see Messeri Savorelli and Pintaudi 2002;
for commented editions see the ongoing publications in the series Commentaria et Lexica Graeca in
Papyris Reperta (2004-). For a Homer commentary of great interest published in 2012, see P.Oxy
76.5095 (ed. F. Montanari) and Montana 2013. The marginalia are mostly available for study in the
invaluable collection by McNamee 2007.

* For an overview of this tradition of scholarship in regard to the Odyssey, see Pontani 2011.
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density of an ancient commentary on a tragedy by a high-level scholar like Cal-
listratus® or Didymus?*® Did such a commentary try to address the whole play
virtually line by line, or work through selected problems associated with passag-
es at irregular intervals and address the textual problems denoted by critical
signs? Were all commentaries discursive, like the Derveni Papyrus commentary
on an Orphic Theogony, Hipparchus on Aratus’ Phaenomena, or philosophical
commentaries (e.g., Alexander of Aphrodisias on Aristotle)? Or were some a
series of lemmata followed by notes of a telegraphic brevity, the sort of notes we
find in the margins of literary papyri and in some surviving fragments of com-
mentaries? Or were they generally a mixture of the two styles? Given that there
were more than 200 plays of the three great tragedians extant in the Alexandrian
Library and thus presumably edited by Aristophanes of Byzantium, did Cal-
listratus or Didymus write hypomnémata for all of them, and on the same scale
for all that they did treat? For Didymus we have an extensive papyrus with
commentary on some speeches of Demosthenes,* but it is debated whether the
papyrus provides us only with excerpts from a longer work or is evidence that
Didymus could indeed be very selective. In any case, the nature of the prose ora-
tions is so different from the nature of a dramatic text that one should not
assume that this commentary and one on a play of Euripides were very similar.
On the other hand, Didymus’ fondness for quotation of erudite historical and
antiquarian sources and passages of poetry and for expressing disagreement with
earlier commentators is confirmed by many of the passages in the Pindaric scho-
lia that can be considered fragments of Didymus.** Much more is known, of
course, of Didymus’ comments on Homer,* but even there his work has been
sliced up and excerpted in the scholiastic tradition, and, as just mentioned, Ho-
meric scholarship was in some ways sui generis and does not necessarily offer a
reliable parallel for commentating on other authors.

We do not yet have any fragment of a hypomnéma on a play of Euripides.
Papyri of Euripides’ plays have given us occasional glosses, some of which are
comparable to those in the medieval tradition.* Two more extensive fragments
of annotations written separately from a text of a play (both probably from the
6th century CE) are of different kinds. P. Wiirzburg 1* provides on both sides of

? On Callistratus, see below at note 78.

* On Didymus of Alexandria, active in the age of Augustus, see Pfeiffer 1968: 274-279; Montana
2015: 172-178 (with additional references).

*! See the edition of Pearson and Stephens 1983 and the discussions of Gibson 2002 and Harding
2006.

*2 See the brief assessment of selected examples in Braswell 2011.

3 For an assessment of Didymus’ sources and working methods in his commentaries on Homer, see
West 2001: 46-85.

** These are gathered in McNamee 2007: 253-257.

% See Essler et al. 2013, and McNamee forthcoming.
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a single preserved sheet a collection of miscellaneous scholia on Phoenissae:
these were probably recorded for private use by a mid-level schoolteacher or a
student aiming to become a teacher. The wording in some cases is similar to that
in the old scholia, but never shows an exact match for a long stretch of words. P.
Oslo inv. 1662% appears to be a fuller and more scholarly version of our present
Sch. Tro. 9 (Schwartz 11.347, 7-15). The first overlap, concerning sacred wars
over Delphi, is between line 1 of the papyrus note and lines 13-15 of the
scholion, but the papyrus then quotes Thucydides at length while the scholion
has only cos @oukudidns enoi. After that quotation, line 8 of the papyrus pro-
ceeds to a different issue (Epeius termed a Parnassian), which occurs at the
beginning of the scholion (line 9). We can see, then, that the different remarks
have ended up in the opposite order in the papyrus and in the scholion. But the
original extent and context of the annotation in the papyrus is quite uncertain,
and it may be a note written for some reason on a loose sheet of papyrus (the
back is blank). The material is presumably drawn from a commentary, but in its
present state shows the continuity of our tradition rather than the contours of
the larger commentary.

In the high-level commentaries of Alexandrian scholars, it was customary to
cite other scholars by name and, at least by the time of Didymus, to include quo-
tations (sometimes extensive ones) from poetry and prose texts that were cited
for comparison or to establish historical context or allusions (or to make criti-
cisms of the scholarship of others). Little of such quotation survives in the
Euripidean scholia. Because the original scholarship was repurposed over time
for the broader audience of educated readers and for school learners (from the
elementary schoolroom up to the rhetorician’s class), such scholarly detail could
often be considered unnecessary or pedantic. Thus the vast majority of extant
notes became anonymous, the names of specific scholars were replaced with
Twés (“some”) or &AAot (Cothers”) or oi UropvnuaTicduevor (“those who have
commented” or “the commentators”),” and verbatim quotations of sources and
comparanda were shortened or completely omitted. This process of adaptation

% See the discussion of McNamee forthcoming; also Stroppa 2008: 60-61, Stroppa 2009: 302. The
first edition is Eitrem and Amundsen 1957. This piece is dated to the 5th century by Eitrem and
Amundsen, but to the 6th by Stroppa 2008 and by McNamee.

* The TLG offers 240 hits for UmouvnuaTiCopat, but that total is inflated by double entries (both in
editions of fragments and in the source texts). In scholia on various authors, the plural oi
UtropvnuaTic&uevor occurs only 14 times (one of these is Sch. Andr. 32), and the singular once (Sch.
Or. 1384). The plural may be conventional and thus conceal a reference to a single scholar: e.g.,
Wilamowitz 1895: 160 n. 179 understood oi pavAws UmouvnuaTioduevol in Sch. Andr. 32 as refer-
ring to Didymus. Since later teachers and commentators knew that one commentary had routinely
borrowed from another, they could consider a view to have been held by the transmitters as well as
the original exponent, and thus the plural was natural.
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(which we as professional scholars might consider “dumbing down”) affected
more severely the plays that were popular among teachers and readers. Thus
although the extant scholia on Troades and Rhesus (the last plays in the com-
mentated selection) are sparse, they include some items full of quotations of
scholars, historians, and poets. For the triad plays and some other select plays
there is a much larger accretion of simple glosses and paraphrases and short
identifications of places and persons, as well as short mythological summaries,
and proportionally not so many named sources or quotations.

Whenever we do find a note that cites, or even quotes verbatim, authors of
Tpaywdoupeva3® (principally concerned with comparing versions of myth in
tragedy to those in Homer and other sources), general mythographers, chroni-
clers of local history, monuments, and rituals, it has reasonably been inferred (at
least so far as concerns the sources going back to the 1st century BCE and earli-
er) that the content has been handed down from Didymus, since he is known to
have consulted countless books now lost and to have quoted them extensively.
Didymus himself may have had the practice of recycling material from his philo-
logical predecessors, like Aristophanes and Callistratus, without naming them.*
And he himself apparently suffered the same fate at the hands of his successors:
although his name appears more often than any other scholar in the Euripides
scholia (19 times: 8 on the triad plays, 10 on Medea and Andromache, and 1 on
Troades), this is a small number of attestations relative to the total of many thou-
sands of notes and relative to the number that modern scholars have been
inclined to attribute to his commentaries.*’

Didymus is named in one of the two subscriptions to the Euripides scholia

* Among such authors and works, Asclepiades of Tragilus is one of those named most frequently.
The title is present only in Sch. Alc. 1 (FGrHist 12 F 9, on Apollo’s servitude in Admetus’ house); but
it is given by Athenaeus 456B in a passage verbally close to Sch. Phoen. 50 (FGrHist 12 F 7a, riddle of
the Sphinx), whence the mention in Sch. Phoen. 45 (FGrHist 12 F 7b, about the Thebans trying to
answer the Sphinx) is similarly secured; the damaged Sch. Rh. 916a Merro (FGrHist 12 F 10, on
Thamyris and the Muses) appears to have a reference to Book 2 of the work. No title or book number
is present in Sch. Or. 1645 (FGrHist 12 F 26, on the death of Orestes—location, manner, and age),
but the ascription seems inevitable. Two other mentions of an Asclepiades are more likely to refer to
the Samian poet, as Schwartz suggested, and are included but termed doubtful by Jacoby: Sch. BPr
Hec. 1273 (FGrHist 12 F 24, mepl ToU kuvds ofjuaTos kai AckAnmdadns enoiv 811 kuvds kahobol
Suoudpou ofjua [similar phrase also in Sch. V Hec. 1271]), Sch. Andr. 32 (FGrHist 12 F 23,
Zwo1pdvns 8¢ kai AckAnmddns eaciv ¢€ auths NeomrtoAéue Ayxialov yevéoBal). In general
see FGrHist 12 Jacoby and Pagani 2004; the article of Wentzel 1896 is outdated.

¥ As remarked, e.g., by Gudeman 1919: 1743.

0 For a selection of these, see for example Wilamowitz 1895: 160-162 nn. 79-83; Elsperger 1907:
108-122 with the table on 158-166. At some later stage in my work on the scholia I hope to assess
the various claims of Didymean origin for notes that are now anonymous, but in the present context
that problem would take us too far afield.
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that have survived.* These subscriptions appear at the end of Orestes in several
manuscripts and at the end of Medea in one. The Orestes subscription exists in
both B and M (both of the 11th century), our two oldest witnesses with substan-
tial corpora of scholia. It is to be noted that the corpora in B and M represent
slightly different recensions, so the subscription apparently derives from a
source earlier than these two. This subscription has also been transmitted in
some copies of Orestes that do not in fact contain the old scholia, because it had
become attached to a note about tragedy and comedy and the “happy ending” of
Orestes, a note which was sometimes part of the prefatory items before Orestes
and sometimes placed after the last scholion. These circumstances of survival
should make us pause to wonder how accurately the subscription actually ap-
plies to our corpus of old scholia, since it could have been handed on even as the
corpus itself was modified in large or small ways. One would suspect that the
subscriptions and the compilation they reflect occurred either in the early Byz-
antine period (4th to 7th centuries CE) or else in the 10th century (possibly even
the 9th, but it appears that most of the revived scholarly attention to pagan liter-
ature at that time was directed to prose authors).* The choice between these two
periods cannot be resolved on current evidence concerning the tradition of Eu-
ripides, and this is not the place to go over again the evidence for the broader
debate about the origins of large corpora of marginal annotation in codices (as
opposed to the occasional, brief notes that are already found in papyrus rolls as
well as in early codices).* The issue was studied with great subtlety by Giinther

“! Subscriptions referring to the sources of annotations also exist for 22 books of the Iliad in Marci-
anus graecus 454 (A of Homer), for three plays of Aristophanes in Marcianus graecus 474 (V of
Aristophanes), and for the scholia on Apollonius Rhodius in Laurentianus plut. 32.09. See Cavallo
1992: 99-104; Montana 2014b: 35; and the study of the Homeric ones in Pagani 2014.

> Wilamowitz 1895: 200 tried to be more precise about the date of compilation, judging the compiler
to be a man of the same stamp, and more or less of the same time period, as Niketas (or Niketes) of
Serrha (“ein Mann vom Schlage und ziemlich auch der Zeit des Niketes von Serrha”: a scribe who
copied Marcianus gr. 476 of Lycophron in the 11th cent.; note that the identification of this scribe
Niketes with Niketes of Serrha is rejected by Cavallo 1992: 107 n. 32). Wilamowitz conceded, howev-
er, that the Euripidean compiler might have found a notice in similar language already present in
some manucripts he drew on; and the current estimate of the dates of M and B make the 11th centu-
ry too late for the compilation referred to in the subscription.

* Two minor points I would nevertheless like to make: (1) the transition of commentaries to the
margin need not have been the same for all authors (Homer exegesis, being so massive, might have
been more of a challenge and happened later than others); (2) the argument that only minuscule
script allows the marginal space to be adequate is dubious, since majuscule (and cursive) of very
small format existed in antiquity, as did abbreviation by signs and truncation, and small majuscule
script was in fact used for some dense marginal commentaries in minuscule manuscripts of the 10th
century and later: on size of writing see McNamee 2007: 86-90, and on small majuscule see below
Chapter 4 at note 47.
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Zuntz,* who argued that composite commentaries incorporating learned mate-
rial from Didymus and others, along with different kinds of information and
help developed in and important to the teaching tradition, reached by late antiq-
uity a form that contained most of what we have in most scholia corpora, but
that such complete composite commentaries continued to be transmitted sepa-
rately from the commented texts until the adoption, in the 9th century, of a new
format in which the extensive commentary is written in substantial marginal
regions on three (or sometimes four) sides of the text. Subsequently, some schol-
ars, in particular Wilson and McNamee, have given arguments in favor of the
format having begun already in late antiquity, and in recent years Montana has
reasserted the arguments for the later period.*
Here are the Euripidean subscriptions:

Sch. Or. subscription: Tpds Sidgpopa avtiypaga Tapayéypatntal ék ToU Alo-
vuoiou UmopvrjpaTtos 6Aooxepdds kal TGV upiktév. MBCNeRRw, CrGuLbPk
XaZc*®

By reference to various copies, <these annotations> have been written in the mar-

gin [or cited or extracted?] from the commentary of Dionysius entirely [or in
general?] and from the mixed commentaries.

Sch. Med. subscription: mpds Sidpopa avtiypapa Alovuciou 6Aooxepts kai
Tva TV AidUuou. B

By reference to various copies <of annotations> of Dionysius entirely [or in gen-
eral?] and some of those of Didymus.

The translations are not certain. SAooxepcds/SAooxepts can have either mean-
ing indicated above, but the contrast in the Medea subscription between
SAooxepts and Twa seems to me to favor “entirely.”” There is also a current
debate whether in subscriptions like this mapayéypamtal (used also in the
Aristophanes scholia) or mapékeirtat (used in subscriptions to the Iliad and to
the scholia on Apollonius Rhodius) originally meant “are written in the margin”
or should rather be rendered as “are cited” or “are extracted.”*I need not pursue
that issue here. The essential point for my purposes is the fact of compilation
from multiple sources, including from previous compilations (T& ukT&), rather

4 7untz 1939; cf. Zuntz 1965: 272-275.

* Wilson 1967, 1983b; McNamee 2007: 79-92; Montana 2011, 2014b (with additional references).

“ The manuscripts of the first group carry the old scholia (but each in somewhat different form and
extent), while none of the second group contains a large set of old scholia.

“ In the second subscription, now truncated but presumably originally a fuller sentence, Twa is
better taken as “some annotations” (that is, not the whole commentary) rather than “some copies”
(qvtiypaga). In the subscriptions in Venetus A of Homer (Tapdkeital T& ApioTovikou onueia
kai & AdUpou Tepl Tiis Aplotapxeiou SiopBooecds, Tvd 8¢ kal ék Tiis TAiakfs Tpoodiag
‘Hpwdiavou kai ék Tév Nikdvopos TTept oTiyuis), Tiva means “some annotations.”

“ In favor of the latter see the recent discussions of Montana 2014a and 2014b and Pagani 2014.
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than at what date the compilation was written in the margin.

After Didymus, various unknown scholars will have pillaged his commentary
while adding their own material, others may have copied only selections from
Didymus and still entitled it as Didymus’ hypomnéma, and some commentaries
(T& wikt&) will have been formed by combining notes from multiple sources,
including no doubt notes descended from Didymus. We cannot identify or date
with any certainty the Dionysius referred to in the subscriptions. Cohn noted
that this Dionysius may be the same as the Dionysius always named in conjunc-
tion with a Crates and a Eucleides as a trio of sources by Tzetzes in various
connections with drama. Although some scholars find this not improbable, it
remains just a possibility, since the reliability of this kind of source claim in
Tzetzes is itself uncertain.*” Likewise, we cannot know whether Dionysius wrote
a high-level commentary or compiled learned notes with the paraphrases and
other material of more interest in the teaching tradition of the Roman period
and early Byzantium.*

Given the processes of filtering, reuse, and repurposing of notes for educa-
tional needs or for those of the cultured reader who was not a philological
scholar, one should not expect the surviving corpus to give us good access to
ancient hypomnémata and other scholarly works from the Hellenistic and early
Roman period. It is indeed sobering to see how rarely the names of the philolog-
ical experts earlier than Didymus appear in the extant scholia. The following
rapid survey is not intended to be a presentation of the nature and extent of an-
cient studies on tragedy, but is offered simply to indicate how little secure
information is attached to the names that do survive in the scholia.**

Aristotle is never named in connection with any literary-critical observation
about a passage, though one can frequently see the influence of his theories and

* Cohn 1903; Matthaios 2015: 248-249; Tuilier 1968: 215-223; Pagani 2013 (with further references,
and mention of the problem of how reliable Tzetzes citation is, on which see also Broggiato 2001:
xxv-xxvii). In Sch. Arist. Plut. [rec. 2] 253a and in a scholion on his own work, Tzetzes says his Dio-
nysius is from Halicarnassus, and this led Tuilier to identify the Dionysius of the subscription with
the grammarian Aelius Dionysius of Halicarnassus of the 2nd century CE; but again it is doubtful
whether we can trust that Tzetzes was justified in locating his Dionysius in this way.

> Wilamowitz 1895: 201 conjectured that Dionysius was the source of the “trivial exegesis very close
to paraphrase” in our scholia, while the learned material came from Didymus and other sources, but
did not believe the date of Dionysius could be fixed any more precisely than the period from the 2nd
century CE (the too-early date at which Wilamowitz placed the tragic selections in which he be-
lieved) to the 5th century (terminus ante quem because of a relation he suspected between elements
of the glossary of Cyrillus and the “trivial paraphrases” of the ten select plays).

*! See the surveys cited in note 25 above and the collection of texts in Bagordo 1998. Thus I do not
mention scholars reported to have commented on Euripides whose names do not survive in the
extant scholia (e.g., Soteridas of Epidaurus: Matthaios 2015: 227; Bagordo 1998: 65, 165-166).
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terminology.® A work called Hypomnemata of Aristotle (but elsewhere ascribed
to “Aristotle or Theophrastus” and probably a Peripatetic collection of items of
mixed origin) is cited in the hypothesis to Medea for the assertion that Euripides
borrowed from a Medea by Neophron.”® The two remaining mentions in the
scholia are quite late.>

Aristotle’s student Dicaearchus® likewise appears in two hypotheses for mat-
ters of literary history: Euripides’ borrowing from Neophron in Medea (fr. 53
Wehrli = fr. 62 Mirhady, citing the work Life of Greece), and citation of a first
iambic trimeter of Rhesus (fr. 81 Wehrli = fr. 114 Mirhady). Dicaearchus’ name
is also associated in antiquity with summaries (hypotheses) of dramatic plots of
Sophocles and Euripides (fr. 78 Wehrli = fr. 112 Mirhady), and Demetrius Tri-
clinius added the narrative hypothesis of Alcestis on fol. 176v of L and (uniquely
among the medieval witnesses of this or any other hypothesis) entitled it
Umdbeors AAkrjoTidos Aikatdpxou, “Dicaearchus’ hypothesis of Alcestis.” Thus
in modern times some have believed the narrative hypotheses or epitomes found
before most plays in our medieval witnesses derive from Dicaearchus, and with
the discovery of alphabetic collections of similar hypotheses in papyri from the
Ist century CE onward, some ascribe that collection to him. The vocabulary and
prose style and other factors (such as alphabetization) suggest, however, that
these narratives were written later than Dicaearchus. Dicaearchus presumably
did write about the versions of myths used by the tragedians, but it is probable
that the ascription of these hypotheses to him is false, similar to the misascrip-
tion of later iambic hypotheses of Sophocles and Menander to Aristophanes of
Byzantium.*® Outside of the hypotheses, there is just one citation of Dicaearchus

*2 See especially Meijering 1987 and Niinlist 2009.

53 Aristotle, fr. 635 Rose. For the basic issues about this claim, see Mastronarde 2002: 57-64; for more
recent bibliography see the discussion of Lucarini 2013.

** Sch. Hipp. 191 cites Aristotle in an irrelevant discussion of whether the sun’s light is material or
not, but the language of the note (e.g., TNV peoTIoTIKN Y avuTol SYvauw) is late antique or Byzantine
and the reference may be to a commentary; Schwartz noted caveas ne hoc in ipsis Aristotelis libris
quaeras, but for pcds mentioned in connection with odua see Top. 146a13-20; and see now Cavar-
zeran at Sch. Hipp. 196a. Sch. Hipp. 656 (656b Cavarzeran) is first attested around 1300 (the hand I
call V?) and at least part of it is related to oannes Tzetzes (see Chapter 2 at note 55).

*> See Novokhatko 2015: 57 and the edition of fragments by Mirhady 2001.

* On the narrative hypotheses in general see Meccariello 2014 and van Rossum-Steenbeck 1988. On
the problem of the ascription to Dicaearchus see Meccariello 2014: 67-82, who suggests (80-82) as
an alternative to a false attribution (argued by Rusten 1982) that the name may be correct, but refer
to a later Dicaearchus, perhaps the one mentioned in Suda & 1063 as from Sparta and a student of
Aristarchus. On the misascribed metrical hypotheses see Meccariello 2014: 11-12. After Meccariello
the evidence has also been examined in detail by Verhasselt 2015, who comes to the same conclusion
that the summaries have been incorrectly attributed to the Messenian Dicaearchus, and does not
exclude entirely the idea that there was a homonymous Dicaearchus, noting the suggestion of Fuhr
1841: 70 n. 59 that one might emend Akaidpxou Tivas UtroBéoels in Sextus Empiricus’ testimony to
Aikaiapyxou Tivodg Utrobéoels.
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in the scholia (Sch. Andr. 1) for a mythographic/historical detail (fr. 53 Wehrli =
fr. 66 Mirhady).

Zenodotus’ name survives once, amidst the mass of citations for the parent-
age of Europa in Sch. Rh. 29.5 We cannot be sure where he addressed the issue.

Fragments of Callimachus’ poetry are cited about a dozen times, but the only
certain scholarly reference is in Sch. Andr. 445 (on that play’s having the name
Democrates attached, scil. in the production records?).® The opinion about Eu-
ropa in Sch. Rh. 29 might also be from a scholarly work, since Zenodotus is said
to have adopted an opinion from Callimachus.

Crates® is named in connection with three problémata on which he expressed
opinions, and these notices probably survive because they attracted the disa-
greement of commentators of the Alexandrian school.®® In Sch. Phoen. 208 (fr.
87 Broggiato), regarding the much debated question of the route taken by the
Phoenician maidens from Tyre to Thebes, Crates argued that the reference to
Zephyrus indicates that the season is spring rather than that the Phoenician ship
was propelled by the west wind. The issue in Sch. Rh. 5 (fr. 88 Broggiato) con-
cerns the divisions responsible for the five night watches assumed by the
playwright in lines 538-545: Crates, separating Coroebus from the Paionians,
made an implausible claim that the Cilicians and Mysians in Rh. 540-541 are
treated as the same group by the poet. This view is reported and refuted at some
length in a discussion that is plausibly attributed to Didymus.*' In Sch. Rh. 528
(fr. 88 Broggiato) he claimed that Euripides got his astronomy wrong because he
was young when he wrote the play. Finally, a more elementary observation about
genealogy, how Strophius and Pylades are related to Agamemnon and Orestes, is
also ascribed to Crates in Sch. Or. 1233 (fr. 86 Broggiato).®

Aristophanes of Byzantium® is of course named in the heading of several
terse, fact-filled hypotheseis that presumably descend from his scholarly work,
though they have suffered losses and probably in some cases additions over the

57 FGrHist 19 F 3. For Zenodotus in general, mostly known for his Homeric scholarship, see Mon-
tana 2015: 102-106.

* For discussion see Allan 2000: 149-52.

** See Broggiato 2001, Pagani 2007-2009 (with further references), Montana 2015: 148-153.

5 It must be remembered that commentators are more likely to name a predecessor when expressing
disagreement than when repeating a generally accepted view, and thus our sources may give us a
skewed picture of scholarly polemics.

¢! Most recently by Merro 2008.

62 Because this seems to be a simple genealogical point, Schwartz suspected the name Crates is cor-
rupt and thought Pherecydes more likely, while Jacoby in FGrHist 376 F 6 offered (Nik&)kpatns (a
corruption found elsewhere: see Broggiato).

%3 See Montana 2015: 118-126; fragments in Slater 1986.
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centuries of transmission.* He is also very important because the textual author-
ity of his editions of the tragedians for subsequent scholars may be compared to
the position held by Aristarchus for Homer, and his editions also influenced the
book trade in that his division of the lyric passages into short cola dominated the
textual tradition after his time. In addition, Aristophanes’ lexical works contrib-
uted to the traditions of later commentary and lexicography. Some of his
fragments® cite Euripidean passages as illustrations, but no gloss in the surviv-
ing scholia is ever ascribed to him explicitly. This is not surprising given the long
tradition of transmission, which probably included movement of an explanation
back and forth between specific commentaries and lexicographic works.

In his editions Aristophanes apparently used critical signs to mark passages
worthy of note for textual or other issues, but did not write commentaries him-
self* In our scholia we have three attestations of readings accepted by
Aristophanes, all related to Orestes, probably all reported by his student Cal-
listratus, though he is named in only one of them.®” He is also cited three times
for matters of interpretation. In one case, Sch. Or. 488, it is not clear whether his
opinion has been lost in a lacuna or somewhat obscured during transmission.®®
Sch. Tro. 47 (fr. 391 Slater) says that he cited Euripides in connection with a pos-
sible athetesis in Homer:

oeonueicoTal cos [Wilamowitz; kal V] unkéti aUTijs oikoupévns: UredmTEVKE Y &P
Aptotopavns ék ToUTtou (Td) [add. Nauck] [II. 20.307] ‘viv &8¢ &) Alveiao Rin
Tpcdeoow avatel’

The line has attracted scholarly notice (or been marked with a sign) because it (the
city Troy) is no longer inhabited; for Aristophanes suspected on the basis of this

% For doubt about the Aristophanic origins of “critical assessments” in some hypotheseis see Mastro-
narde 1994: 168 n. 2. For discussion and fuller bibliography, see Meccariello 2014: 7-11.

% See fragments 4, 15, 31, 32, 48, 202-203, 264-268, 313, 338, 378, dub. 417 Slater.

% For an alternative view that credits the early Alexandrian scholars with more intensive work (e.g., a
diorthdosis of the tragic texts by Alexander of Aetolia) and does not exclude that Aristophanes may
have written commentaries, see Carrara 2007.

7 Sch. Or. 714, 1038, 1287 (= frr. 387-389 Slater). In the first, Aristophanes’ reading is clearly the
better one (Apyous yaiav rather than Apyou yaiav in 714); at 1038 his Sépov seems to me, as to
Diggle, superior to yévov, though the latter can be defended; at 1287 the singular verb with Eipn as
subject is bolder (the swords personified to feel awe at Helen’s beauty) and probably to be accepted
instead of the plural with Orestes and Pylades as subject accepted by Aristophanes (it must remain
unclear whether the second omega in éxkekcopovTan for éxkkekcopnutan in the scholia really repre-
sents Aristophanes’ preference or is a banalization introduced in transmission).

% Fr. 386 Slater. Schwartz correctly believed the syntax of transmitted 6 8¢ ApioTopdavns pnot Tav
T ¢§ dudykns ywduevov Soulol, olov TATEWOT, KaT& THv TV copddv kpiow is defective. Either
it should have been, e.g., {fj oUTws, cas) {6 8¢} ApioTopdvns @not, or there is something missing
after pnoi, which could be either something like <61 T6 SoUAov TibeTar avTi ToU Tamewody, (v’ )
or a completely different lost opinion, with the following phrase being an unrelated part of this con-
flated scholion.
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(line) the verse [Iliad 20.307] ‘and now indeed mighty Aeneas will rule over the
Trojans.”®

Slater suggested that this cannot be an accurate representation of Aristophanes’
athetesis on the grounds that this scholar well knew how to differentiate between
the treatment of something in Homer and the versions of later poets. On the
other hand, the speaker here is the god Poseidon, so it might have occurred to a
scholar promoting proper omniscience in literary divinities to reason that if the
god does not show awareness of a renewed Troy under Aeneas, that version is
incompatible with the claim about Aeneas.

The most intriguing reference is in Sch. Hipp. 171 trjv8e kopifouo’ € (fr.
390a-b Slater), on whether or not the eccyclema’™ was used, or ought to have
been used, but there is an unfortunate corruption that leaves us with two differ-
ent paths of emendation that would ascribe opposite opinions to Aristophanes.

ToUTO oeonueicdTal TG APLOTOPA&VEL ST KAITOl TG EKKUKATIUATL XPWMUEVOS TO
ékkopifovoa mpocébnke Tepioodds. MV

This passage was marked as noteworthy by Aristophanes because although using
the eccyclema he added the word “bringing out” superfluously.

ToUTO oeoTUEicoKeEY AploTopdns, 8T1 KaTd TO AkpIBes TO ekkUKANUa tTolou-
Tév éoTit TR UToBéoel. 2Tl y&p Tiis oknvils Seikvutal T& évSov TPaTTOUEVE, O
8¢ EEwo poioloav auTrv UToTiBeTal. B

Aristophanes marked this passage as noteworthy because in exact terms the ec-
cyclema tis sucht” to/by the assumed situation: for (with that machine) events
happening indoors are shown on stage, but Euripides presents her (Phaedra) as
proceeding outside.”

Some scholars think that Aristophanes was criticizing his contemporary theater
practitioners for using the eccyclema, on the ground that the platform is proper-
ly used to show something indoors, whereas kopiCovoa in Euripides’ text
(corrupted to éxkopifouoa in the scholion as we have it now) indicates Phaedra

% The assignment of this unanchored note to line 47 is somewhat arbitrary. It is continued from the
note on Tro. 44 yapel Biaicos (on fol. 262v containing Tro. 26-44; line 47 is on 263r), but notes that
have been conflated with other notes are not always in sequence. It may originally have belonged to
26 ¢pnuia yap méAw Stav A& kakr (or less likely 15 épnua 8 &Aon), rather than to 47 706’ &v
¢v BaBpors éTL.

7% For the latest in the long series of discussions of the eccyclema see Lucarini 2016.

! Emendations for ToloUTév ¢oTt include ouk oikeidv éomi (Trendelenburg), &voikeiév éoti (El-
sperger); émTideidv ¢ott (Malzan), oikeiov ¢oti (Holwerda), axéAoubdv toti (Holwerda),
¢vavTioUTal (Slater).

72 Cf. the discussions in Belardinelli 2000: 245-249 (with further references); Slater 1986: 150-151;
Csapo and Slater 1995: 271; and now Cavarzeran 2016:148. Note that the longer version, in B, is
oddly marked by Schwartz with an obelus to indicate it is “recent.”
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is being brought out of the house and Euripides correctly did not use it.”> Others
think Aristophanes believed that Euripides himself used the eccyclema and is
criticizing him for putting kouiCovoa in his text and for using a device that he
judged ought to be used only for revealing indoor scenes.” Others think he was
criticizing Euripides for not using the eccyclema, agreeing with the directors
who later used the platform because they judged it unrealistic for a sick person
to be brought outdoors rather than revealed within,”® or that he was simply
commenting that one might expect it to be used but that Euripides did not do
$0.”® Apart from the probable corruption in the second version, one must often,
when reading in scholia an explanation of a sign or a reading credited to a fa-
mous scholar, entertain the question whether the transmitter of this information
had accurate knowledge of the motivations of that scholar or rather inferred on
his own (and possibly misleadingly) what the motivation was. Therefore, it is
impossible here to be sure what Aristophanes said and why. Some modern
scholars”” have been inclined to ascribe most references to theater practice and
actors’ gestures to Aristophanes, but there can be no certainty about such ascrip-
tions.

Callistratus,” pupil of Aristophanes, is credited with writing commentaries.
His name survives only in the scholia on Orestes. He is cited once as reporting
Aristophanes’ reading (Sch. Or. 1028) and, as noted above, may have been the
ultimate source when the few other such readings are reported; also once as the
exponent of reading third-person verbs (véon, 8of&ln) instead of second-
person forms (Sch. Or. 314); and lastly for a rather laconic exegesis of the debat-
ed phrase Si1&x Tpi1&v (Sch. Or. 434):

«

TP&OTOV TV ToATéY, deUtepov Ofakos. 810 émdyer “‘tis &AAos,” va

7 Meijering 1987: 131-132.

74 Schrader 1864: 47-48, Trendelenburg 1867: 49-53, who (following Lachmann) compares Sch. Alc.
233 (on the choral announcement of Alcestis’ emergence) ouk U kaTa y&p Tnv Umdbeov cos éow
TpatTéueva Bel TalTta Bewpeiobar (“not well done, for according to the assumed scenario one
must view these actions as taking place indoors”) and takes this view to be that of Aristophanes.

7> Wilamowitz 1895: 154 n. 64; Elsperger 1907: 70-71; Holwerda 1976: 177, 195-198, approved by
Lucarini 2016: 152-153. If this interpretation were true, it would not speak well of Aristophanes’
judgment: could a man with the experience of having read several hundred tragedies be so insensi-
tive to the conventions of the genre (in particular the need for characters to speak in public, contrary
to a fully realistic adherence to proprieties), and was he so unappreciative of the effects of the refer-
ences to the outdoors (hunting, horse-training, pure water) enabled by Euripides’ decision to bring
Phaedra outside?

7 Malzan 1908: 10. Other possibilities are also to be found in the literature on this problem, includ-
ing the notion (which I would reject) that Aristophanes based his opinion that the eccyclema was
used here on a stage direction carried in the textual tradition since the time of first production: e.g.,
Weissmann 1896: 26.

77 E.g., Wilamowitz 1895: 153-155, with nn. 60-64.

78 See Montana 2007-2008 and Montana 2015: 127-128.
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TANPCOT) ToUs TPETS. Twes 8¢ TPV paot T Epwicv. mpoeime yap [408]
“EdoE’ 18eTv TPEls VukTi TTpooepels kOpas.” Tives 8¢ paoct Tiis ouvéoews, TTs
AUTIns kai s pavias. gv 8¢ tols KaAAioTpdTtou yéypamTtar emlntriosiey &v
Tis T&s dix TPidv elpnkev, el pr) dix TO Ayauépvova kai Aoundnv kai
‘Oduoocta peTaocyelv Tou pévou TTaAaurdous. MCVBRPSa”

First the citizens, secondly Oeax. Therefore he (Menelaus) follows on with “who
else?” so that he may fill out the three. Some say by three he means the Erinyes, be-
cause he said previously “I thought I saw three maidens similar to night.” Some
others say the three are awareness (of guilt), pain, and madness. And in the com-
mentaries of Callistratus is written: one might seek (in vain) an answer to the
problem in what sense he has said “through three,” unless (it is) because Agamem-
non, Diomedes, and Odysseus participated in the murder of Palamedes.

The great Homeric scholar Aristarchus® is named a single time in Sch. Rh.
540, which very briefly alludes to the probléma concerning the night watches.
From this we can infer that in refuting Crates in Sch. Rh. 5 (the longer discus-
sion of the same probléma), Didymus was adopting and supporting Aristarchus’
view. Possibly Didymus was doing so without naming him; but we cannot rely
on our scholia to preserve the exact wording of Didymus’ commentary.

Parmeniscus,® probably active in the second half of the 2nd century BCE, is
another scholar who certainly handled problems in Euripides, and his name ap-
pears in the scholia of three plays. It cannot be determined whether the reported
opinions were contained in commentaries or in a work containing miscellaneous
problémata on Euripides.® In Sch. Med. 9% and 264 (on the killing of Medea’s
children) he is cited for a mythographic problem; in Sch. Tro. 228 for a geo-
graphic one (two rivers named Krathis); in Sch. Rhes. 528 for an astronomical
one (on p&dTa onueia). Other citations indicate exegesis of particular phrases:
Sch. Rhes. 523 (about mpoTawi being Boeotian), Sch. Tro. 221 (on ®owikas
avTipn).

Apollodorus of Tarsus* is quoted in Sch. Med. 148 and 169 for discussion of

7 A truncated version, lacking the last lines about Callistratus, is in VMnPr*R® and twice in S.

% See Montana 2015: 130-143, with many references.

8! See Ippolito 2005 and the edition of Breithaupt 1915, both with further references.

82 Breithaupt 1915: 22-37 argued that he wrote commentaries on some plays: he gives references to
earlier discussions and himself suggests additional scholia on Rhesus that might be derived from
Parmeniscus. Wendel 1949 and Ippolito 2005 consider the evidence insufficient to decide what kind
of works provided these opinions of Parmeniscus.

% The tidbit of supposed literary history in Sch. Med. 9 (that Euripides was paid by the Corinthians
to have Medea kill her sons instead of representing them as responsible) probably comes from the
same discussion as that quoted in Sch. Med. 264.

8 Wentzel 1894b. Nothing more is known of this scholar, who is attested elsewhere only in Sch. vet.
Arist. Ran. 320f, Sch. Tz. Arist. Ran. 320a. (The doctrine of the Aristophanes scholion is also trans-
mitted in Hesychius 8 975 s.v. Aixyépas, where the name is transmitted as Diodorus instead.) A
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a problem of speaker assignment and addressee. He impossibly assigns Medea
148 (first line of a lyric strophe) to Medea, making it the last line of her utterance
from indoors, in order to explain the Nurse’s reference in 169 to her calling on
Zeus. He blames actors for messing up the text (ToUs & Utmokpités ouyxéeiv;
aitious elval ToUs UrokpiTés, ouyxéovtas T& xopikd). In both cases Didymus
is cited for the opposing view. Again we cannot judge whether Apollodorus
wrote a commentary on Medea or handled the problem in a treatise of some
kind.

Apollodorus of Cyrene® is cited only in Sch. Or. 1384, where his suggestion
that &pudTeiov pélos is a stage direction (wapemypaer) is reported and re-
jected. He may have been early enough to be known to Didymus, who also
discussed this vexed phrase, but the reports of different views are now jumbled
and the compilation in our scholion is later than Didymus, so we cannot be sure
that Didymus was refuting Apollodorus here.®

Timachidas of Rhodes is another possible commentator from the first half of
the 1st century BCE, if it is correct to connect the author of glosses and of com-
ments on Euripides, Aristophanes, and others with the author (or co-author) of
the Lindian register of dedications.”” If the identification is rejected, then he may
still be of about this date, if Didymus is the source of the criticisms of his opin-
ions that survive in our scholia.®® His identification of a husteron proteron in the
opening lines of Medea was criticized (&yvénoas) by a later commentator who
preferred to see a rhetorical heightening effect (¢mefepyacia) or poetic trope
(UtrépbBeors) when the nurse transitions to wishing away even the cutting of the
pine tree for wood for the Argo (hyp. Med. (a) 30-33 Diggle; Sch. B Med. 1 = fr.

different Apollodorus of Tarsus wrote tragedies in the first half of the 4th century BCE (TrGF 64, cf.
Suda o 3406). Schwartz plausibly suspected that the Apollodorus mentioned as attesting a version of
Hermione’s demise (Sch. Andr. 32) may be the tragic poet.

% Wentzel 1894a; Dyck 1981. He is elsewhere known for lexicographic items that have survived in
later lexica; he was already used by Pamphilus (as reported by Athenaeus 11.74), who is dated to the
second half of the first century CE (on the dating see Matthaios 2015: 227).

8 Wilamowitz 1895: 162 n. 63.

8 New edition of the fragments in Matijagi¢ 2014b, earlier one in Blinkenberg 1915, esp. 41-47 for
fragments of the hexameter poem Aeimvov (= SuppHell 366-367) and comments that have survived
on Aristophanes’ Frogs, on Menander’s Kolax, and on Medea. See also FGrHist 532 Jacoby; Ziegler
1936; Montana 2006. Ziegler acknowledges that the identification of the commentator with the au-
thor of the Lindian Chronicle is not certain, and doubts about the identification are expressed by
Matija$i¢ 2014a. It is also to be noted that the name has been restored in several places in the ascribed
fragments (Matijasi¢ 2014b: 121).

% So Wilamowitz 1895: 156 n. 71, who compares Didymus’ criticism of Parmeniscus (ToUtcey 8¢
évavTioUTat) in Sch. Med. 264 and the disagreement with Apollodorus of Tarsus mentioned above.
On the basis of other references and possible references, Matijasi¢ 2014b: 114-118 places him more
loosely between about 150 BCE and 50 CE; but later (138) he postulates that Didymus had access to
Timachidas’ commentary on Medea.
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30a-b Matijagi¢). He is again scorned as unsophisticated by the commentator in
Sch. Med. 167 (fr. 31 Matijasi¢), who says that Timachidas was “carried along
toward the obvious” (¢ T& Tpdxepa TTEOW £vexBels)® when he identified the
slain brother as Apsyrtus, since Euripides never used an explicit name for this
brother in Medea or Aegeus. The tone of these reports perhaps reflects an Alex-
andrian scholar’s comfort with castigating a scholar from another setting, and
possibly these remarks go back to Didymus.

For Didymus himself, it has already been noted that his name survives 19
times in the Euripidean scholia. Several of these notes deal with problemata. We
have already seen his disagreement with Parmeniscus about the Corinthian his-
tory of Medea and her children (Sch. Med. 264) and with Apollodous of Tarsus
about whether or how Medea invokes Zeus (Sch. Med. 148, 167). Didymus pro-
poses a non-mythological solution to the vexed question of the sense of
apudTeiov pédos (Sch. Or. 1384), and comments on the equally puzzling ex-
pression Tas avdykas oi vopor dicoproav (Sch. Hec. 847, saying it expresses the
opposite of the meaning needed in the passage). Criticisms of the poet or his
characters are exemplified in four different remarks on Andromache: Sch. Andr.
330 and 362 declare Andromache’s statements to Menelaus to be contrary to the
requirements of the situation and not appropriate to her as a non-Greek woman;
Sch. Andr. 885 indicates that Orestes’ initial story to the chorus (and Hermione)
is “false” (either it is contrary to the traditional version of the myth, or the char-
acter is lying); Sch. Andr. 1077 finds fault with the use of a conventional motif of
grief-stricken speechlessness. In Sch. Med. 356 and 380 he accuses the actors of
being responsible for the interpolation of line 380 after 356.”° He makes a valid
point of intertextual comparison in Sch. Phoen. 751 when he says Euripides
avoids naming the Theban champions because Aeschylus had already done this
in Septem. The details that Didymus supplies about Lemnian myth in Sch. Hec.
887, however, go far beyond what is relevant to the passage. Matters of more
routine grammatical interpretation occur in other passages. His explanations are
not very convincing in those passages where modern editors assume the reading
he explains is corrupt (Sch. Hec. 729, Sch. Med. 737) or spurious (Sch. Phoen.
1747); nor is his idea that a vocative in Hecuba is directed to Polydorus, not a
self-address (Sch. Hec. 736). The terse report in Sch. Tro. 1079 6 A{Supos TOV
EUTTUPLIONOY, ATrd Tou aibecBan perhaps means “Didymus (interprets aithera) as

% Criticism is implied by the use of évexBeis, which is not neutral, but implies lack of control, and by
the very inclusion of the participial phrase, whereas a neutral report would be simply “Timachidas
says the speaker/poet means Apsyrtus.”

% The iterated line is not found after 356 in our manuscript tradition. Either Didymus himself saw it
in a copy or copies known to him, or he knew of it from the report of an earlier scholar, possibly
Aristophanes or Callistratus.
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‘the burning,” by its derivation from aithesthai”; if so, he apparently miscon-
strues aibépa Te as coordinated with T&3e as object of ppovels rather than with
g€dpavov as object of émPBeBcds. On the other hand, accurate linguistic
knowledge lies behind his comment on the old Attic first-person form 7 (“I
was”) in Sch. Hec. 13. From these scholia in which Didymus is actually named,
one may be inclined to conclude that, all in all, the generally negative assessment
of his judgment is closer to the truth than attempts to rehabilitate his reputa-
tion.”*

Those who wrote commentaries or who added or reconfigured annotations
on Euripides in the centuries after Didymus are mostly unknown to us. Apart
from the mysterious Dionysius of the subscriptions cited above, we find three
individuals engaged in exegesis such as might come from a commentary. Irenae-
us will be discussed below. The other two, Aeschines and Aeschrio, are otherwise
unknown and could could even be late antique or Byzantine grammatici. Aes-
chines’ two contributions confine themselves to verbal exegesis:

Sch. Or. 12 Tév Tfis &pxiis oTépavov. Aloxivns yap otéupata T& £pi& gnow
aTro Tol oTépey Tas NAakaTas: ¢€ GV yivovTal of oTépavol TGV BactAéwv.
The crown of rule. For Aeschines says that stemmata refers to the wool threads (by
derivation from their wreathing (stephein) the distaff), out of which the crowns of
kings are made.

g s

Sch. Or. 1371 Aioxivns 8¢ Trv Umép &vTi Tijs TPd @noiv, v’ § &vTi ToU Tpd
TEPAUVCOV.

Aeschines says that the preposition huper is used in the sense of the preposition
pro, so that the sense is “in front of the beams.”

The first of these notes continues with further exegesis and paraphrase, but that
continuation is probably the work of the commentator quoting Aeschines. Aes-
chines’ contribution is perhaps the etymological explanation, since the notion
that otéupata and #owa are svnonyms is also found in Sch. Soph. OC 475, Suda
K 792, Et. Magn. s.v. eipecicovn.

Aeschrio’s remarks about the rivers named Krathis are quoted in a note that
cites Parmeniscus. It is not impossible that this comes from something other
than a commentary on the play (compare the uncertainty about what kind of
work of Parmeniscus was used here).

Sch. Tro. 228 ... 6 8¢ Aioxpiwv gnoiv éTi év TTehomovvriow fiv Kp&bis kaAou-
Hevos TToTapds, &s émolel Tas kduas Eavbas Tédv Aovopévwv: oi 8¢ amd TTedo-
Tovvrjoou &Tolkiav oTelAduevol kal kTioavtes ZUBapv TOV EKel TOTAUOV
cvduaocav Kpab. &md olv tot év TTedomovvrioe 6 Evpimidng tol év ItaAia
péVITAL €5 oU pdvov TO {aUTd} Svopa €xovtos Tou év Axaia ToTauou,
A& kal T SYvau.

°! On divergent judgments of Didymus see Montana 2015: 178 n. 558.
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tury CE also known by the Latin name Minucius Pacatus,”” but it is more
plausible that the Irenaeus quoted in scholia on Apollonius Rhodius and Euripi-
des and cited once as author of a commentary on Herodotus is a different
individual, active in the second half of the 2nd century.”® At any rate, the surviv-
ing notes on Euripides are extended paraphrases that seem suited to mid-level

PRELIMINARY STUDIES ON THE SCHOLIA TO EURIPIDES

But Aeschrio says that in the Peloponnesus there was a river called Krathis, which
turned blond the hair of those who washed in it. Those who went on a colonizing
expedition from the Peloponnesus and founded Sybaris named the river there
Krathis. So then, from the one in the Peloponnesus Euripides has mentioned the
one in Italy as not only having the {same} name of the river in Achaea, but also its
special power.

Irenaeus has sometimes been identified with the grammarian of the 1st cen-

teaching or the earliest level of rhetorical training.

Sch. Med. 214 & KopivBiat yuvaikes, ¢EfjABov ¢k TGV 8duwv, tva ur péuynobé
pol, kaitol emioTapal ToAAoUs TAV AvBPOTTV CEUVOUS YEYDTAS, TOUS UEV
OUHATWY &Tro, Tous &’ év Bupaiols, olov Umepnedvous vouifouévous Tous pév
amd TolU xwpileobar kai &mMobev TV OupdTwv eival, Tous 8¢ diax TO
Tpoépxecbal kai ouvexds emeaivecBar €€ ol TO amavTaxsBev émiphovov kai
eUudiaBolov TéV avBpdTwy ouvdyel, 8T eis undév apéokovtal. elta mT&Aw
KaTa ToUTwv EM@Epel STL Kai ol &g’ Mouxou Todods kal v épnuia T& EauToOV
Tp&TToVTES SUokAelav kTQOVTal kal &pyiav, olov kal oUtol SiaB&AAovtal
UTEp TouTou. oUTtws O Eipnvaios.

O women of Corinth, I have come out of the house in order that you not reproach
me; yet I know that many among mortals are proud, some away from the eyes,
others among those outside, that is to say, the ones considered to be haughty be-
cause of their separating themselves and being far from people’s eyes, the others
because they go forth and are constantly conspicuous. From this, she infers the
universal human trait of envy and readiness to accept aspersions, the fact that peo-
ple are not satisfied in any respect. Then in addition she adds the charge against
these people that even those who act from quiet foot, that is, minding their own
business in isolation, earn ill repute and the charge of laziness, that is to say, these
too are criticized for this behavior. Thus explains Irenaeus.

Sch. Med. 219 &ikn yap ouk veoT’ év dpBaluols PpoTdv: proiv 8Ti di&x TouTo
TpofiABov TpPds Uuds, kaitol t¢moTapévn 8TL kal TO Em@olTav Emkiviuvdv
EoTIY, SUws & olv, Tva {un} 8t épycv kai &’ auTiis Tis Siavoias yvwpionTé

%2 See Regali 2007.

% The identification of the commentator with the grammarian is espoused by Haupt 1876a and
Cohn 1905, but for the separation of the two (and the estimated date of the commentator) see Wen-
del 1932: 106-107 (citing earlier proponents of the separation), Matthaios 2015: 240. The fragments
are collected in Haupt 1876a: 439-440, who did not include Sch. Med. 214 because the phrase ascrib-

ing it to Irenaeus was not present in editions earlier than Schwartz.
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He TiTis eipi. oU y&p, enoiv, év 6pBaAuols audpddv kai év T Syel pévn mepi
Twog Bikn kai kpiols €oTiv, ftol TO Bikalov oUuk &MO poévns Ths OYews
gupiokeTal. TO 8¢ kaTdAAnAov oUTtws paAAov capes yivetar 8T 1 8ikn ouk
goTv ¢v dpBaApols BpoTadv, oudt Sikalogs oUTos 85 TPiv TO GTTAGYXVOV CaAPaIs
gkpaBeiv ToU TéEAas, oTuyel AT Tijs Syecds Twa oudtv Ndiknuévos U auTod.
oUTws Eipnvaios.

For there is no justice in the eyes of mortals: she is saying that I came forth to you
for this reason, even though I know that simply to come out is risky, but all the
same I do so in order that through my actions and from my very cast of mind you
may know who I am. For, she says, there is not in the eyes of men, that is, in their
sight alone, justice and (true) judgment concerning a person, in other words, what
is just is not discovered from sight alone. The sequence of ideas becomes clearer in
this way: that justice is not present in the eyes of mortals, nor is that man just who,
before he clearly learns in full about the inward being, hates someone on sight,
though not having been in any way wronged by him. Thus explains Irenaeus.

There are only a few other sources named in the scholia that date from after
the time of Didymus.** Plutarch’s Homeric Meletai is cited in Sch. Alc. 1128 (=
Plutarch fr. 126 Sandbach). The extant scholia infrequently cite a few major
grammatical authorities of the Imperial period, Apion (once) and Herodian
(four times), as well as (from the late 4th-early 5th cent.) Theodosius (once).”
The Atticist lexicographer Phrynichus®® (2nd cent. CE) is cited in Sch. Med.
1027. Helladius™ Chrestomathia (4th cent. CE) may be the source the quotation
about symbola in Sch. Med. 613 or it may come from a different Helladius active
in the late 4th and early 5th centuries.”

% Apart from the instances to be mentioned in this paragraph, Wilamowitz 1895: 197 n. 151 also
suggests other scholia that he would date to the period after Didymus: Sch. Med. 687, because it
makes use of pseudo-Apollodorus; Sch. Andr. 229, because he believes that the citation of Lycophron
must reflect the later popularity of this author; Sch. Or. 225, because of its citation of Apollonius
Rhodius, since he assumes that the Argonautica was not excerpted in earlier glossaries.

% On these grammarians see Matthaios 2015: 221-223, 261-264, 267-268.

% See Regali 2008.

7 Ascription to the first Helladius (early 4th cent., son of Besantinous, from Antinoopolis: Photius,
Bibliotheca codex 279; Gudeman 1912; Kaster 1988: 411-412; Alpers 2001: 199), as proposed by
Haupt 1876b and accepted by Wilamowitz 1895: 197 n. 151, seems to me preferable. The second is
the Alexandrian grammarian Helladius (Kaster 1988: 289; Matthaios 2015: 268) who compiled a
lexicon (Aé€ecos TavToias xptiols kata oToixeiov) read by Photius and used as a source by later
lexicographers: Photius, Bibliotheca codex 145; Suda € 732. Heimannsfeld 1911: 14 judges that the
Alexandrian has as much claim to the observation about symbola as the Antinoopolite (see also
Meliado 2005). This same Alexandrian Helladius, after his flight to Constantinople, was probably the
teacher of the ecclesiastical historian Socrates (Photius, Bibliotheca codex 28), presumably shortly
before 400, although in the index to Henry 1959-1977 prepared by J. Schamp this teacher is listed as
a third Helladius.
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It appears, then, that the bulk of the erudite material to which names are still
attached in the scholia to Euripides comes from the period up to and including
Didymus, and that commentators after Didymus probably knew of such sources
only through Didymus or those who copied from Didymus, and not from direct
consultation of the sources. We have no idea, however, how many stages of
anonymous adaptation, filtering, and compilation our corpus went through be-
tween the 2nd century CE and what we find in the minuscule manuscripts over
800 years later.

3. THE SCHOLIA IN THE MIDDLE AGES

The earliest more or less complete manuscripts that carry a substantial corpus of
old scholia are M and B, both of the 11th century.”® These represent very ambi-
tious efforts to include in one codex several of the select plays of Euripides along
with annotation: M, in its current state, contains the triad plus Andromache and
most of Hippolytus, while B contains the triad (now absent the first 522 lines of
Hec.) plus Hippolytus, Medea, Alcestis, and Andromache (with a few pages of
Andpr. lost). The annotation, except in the case of M’s limited set for Hippolytus,
is overall a generous collection occupying the ample outer margins, and some-
times other spaces are used as well. Both manuscripts use the format known as
annotation “en couronne” or, more accurately, “a cornice.” The writing is
mostly confined to a large bounding rectangle that leaves some margin on all
sides, and within that rectangle the poetic text is confined to a smaller rectangle
in the central inner portion of the pages (in M the text rectangle normally ac-
commodates 28 lines; in B, generally between 27 and 32 lines). The principal
locations for the commentary, which is visually marked by the use of a smaller
script, are what I like to refer to as the top block, the side or margin block, and
the bottom block. The top and bottom blocks extend the full width of the large
rectangle and occupy the spaces above and below the text rectangle: the number
of lines accommodated in the top and bottom blocks may vary considerably in
B, while in M the top block is usually 9 lines and the bottom block more variable.
The side block spans the narrower outer rectangle that matches the text rectan-
gle in height. In both, on full pages, the scholia generally flow continuously from

% On the date of M see Chapter 4.
 On the formats used to combine text and comments, see the older survey in Irigoin 1984 and the
important considerations in the more recent works of Maniaci 2002 and 2006.
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top block to side block and from side block to bottom block.'® There is clearly a
general preference for keeping scholia on the same page as the lemma to which
they refer, but in both cases the scribe occasionally found it necessary to com-
plete the sequence belonging on one page on the next page. When pages are very
full, glosses or short notes may also be placed between the lines, crowded in the
intermarginal space (by which I mean the space between the text block and the
side block, much more rarely between text block and top or bottom block), or
even in the very narrow inner margin between text block and binding.'* When
the collection of scholia for the lines on a page is less abundant, the bottom block
may be unused, and sometimes part of the lower end of the side block is also
blank. If scholia are especially sparse, scholia may be located at intervals in the
side block matching the level of the relevant lemmata. On the fuller pages, one
usually finds both lemmata and reference symbols'® to relate the note to the
relevant line or phrase in the text, but in both M and B the practice is quite in-
consistent, in that after a stretch of constantly using lemmata the scribe may
omit them for another stretch, or after using one system of reference markers,
such as letters as numerals, the scribe may switch to symbols.'”® When the in-
termarginal space is used, it may be a matter of adding material from a different
source, but it may also be due to the need to fit too many notes on the same page
with the verses they apply to, and the intermarginal positioning may at times
have arisen in an ancestor and been imitated in subsequent copies. It must have
been no easy task to arrange scholia for most efficient consultation, and it is not
surprising that sometimes the scribes were unable to keep annotation on the
same page as the relevant line.!” When the annotation is sparse enough and the
scribe chooses to place notes so that each begins at the level of the line to which
it applies, a reference symbol is not needed and the lemma as well is usually
omitted. The scribe of M, however, often seeks a balance on the page, and may
distribute notes so that one block in the upper margin and extending a few lines
into the upper side block area is counterbalanced by a block beginning with a
few lines toward the bottom of the side block and continuing into the bottom

1% Maniaci 2006, studying two laboriously prepared Homer manuscripts, detects an effort in them to
avoid flowing from one scholia block to the next. I do not find it odd that very few scribes would
have expended the time and effort to adhere to the refinements of positioning that she posits as the
goals of the particular scribes whose habits she scrutinizes.

101 Tater hands sometimes add annotations in the top, outer, or bottom margin, outside the area
originally reserved for writing.

12 For some general considerations about “signes de renvoi” applied to annotation in papyri and
manuscripts, see Atsalos 1991.

19 For an example of this, see the discussion of symbols used in M in Chapter 4.

1% See Appendix to Chapter 4 for the mismatch between lemmata in the text and the position of the
notes on fol. 95r-105r of Phoenissae in M. See again Maniaci 2006 for a pair of Homeric manuscripts
of Homer in which the scribes worked very hard to avoid carryover from one page to the next.
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margin area. In this case the side margin has a large blank area.'®

One supposes that M and B come from high-level sources: perhaps a major
center of learning, but the very existence of these is quite uncertain; or, alterna-
tively, a circle of learned (and wealthy) individuals who collectively collect,
recopy, and read classical literature.!® These codices perhaps served as reference
copies for advanced readers, teachers, and students. M in particular shows rela-
tively little additional annotation by later users, although the text has been
collated and corrected in places, and the use of the manuscript in teaching at a
later date may be reflected in the marginal markings of the type B épunveia add-
ed by a crude later hand.'”” B shows much more evidence of prolonged use, with
multiple scribes, probably dating from close to the time of the original scribe to
the Palaeologan period and later, adding glosses or short notes, recording textual
variants or making corrections of the text, and rewriting faded words. But not all
copies of the plays of Euripides will have been as ambitious as M and B. In the
twelfth century, Ioannikios’ manuscript O is ambitious in the sense that it con-
tains seven full plays and almost three quarters of Rhesus (as well as the seven
extant plays of Sophocles), and it is now known that Ioannikios was part of a
circle that dealt with advanced topics and copied learned prose works.'”® But in
the Euripides portion of the manuscript only the first three plays, Hecuba, Ores-
tes, and Medea, are provided with a very limited selection of annotation based on
the old scholia, often shortened in an idiosyncratic way, and even in these plays
annotation is absent for long stretches of the text.!” Ioannikios’ circle apparently
did not aspire to very advanced and thorough study or teaching of the tragedi-
ans, at least not in this copy. Something similar can perhaps be said of H, which
is generally thought to be a little earlier than M and B. This codex was in use
over a long period of time. Daitz identified eight hands for the annotation, rang-
ing in date over three centuries, with the majority of the scholia by the first hand,
ca. 1000, and by the third, for which he suggests the range 1050-1150. Even the

1% For us, an unfortunate effect of this aesthetic choice in M is that many scholia that could easily
have fit in the undamaged side margin of a page if the sequence had continued unbroken from the
top of the page have been severely damaged or made largely illegible because the bottoms of M’s
pages have suffered the most from water damage and abrasion.

1% On the phenomenon of erudite circles and their role in transmission of pagan literature, see
Cavallo 2008.

197 See Chapter 4 after note 71.

198 Wilson 1983a and 1991, Degni 2008a, Baldi 2011, Nesseris forthcoming. Ioannikios is the scribe of
the text of O, but as with several other codices he wrote, the annotation is added by a collaborator of
his (called scribe B by Degni 2008a). On the sparse, truncated, and idiosyncratic annotation of the
same manuscript for Sophocles (siglum K), see Xenis 2010a: 34-37.

' The situation is not much better in the Sophocles part: there are sporadic notes, usually fairly
short, on Ajax, Electra, and Antigone, a few on the beginning of Trachiniae, and one or two on Oedi-
pus Tyrannus.
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latest hand can be no later than ca. 1300, when the Euripides book was disman-
tled and its pages reused for the uppermost text. The later users were not afraid
to make casual additions, and thus this copy was probably intended for the eve-
ryday use of less advanced readers, whether students or teachers. The difference
in purpose and audience is reflected in the way H very often truncates a
scholion,'® usually providing the first sentence or so and omitting the remaining
two-thirds or one half. The omitted part often includes a quotation of a parallel
passage or an alternative interpretation or additional paraphrase.''! Here are a
few examples from Sch. Or., without an apparatus of variants:

Or. 108 EpTewv] TO EpTrewv Kupicos el Specwds. M*

TO 8¢ Epme kupleos el dgecds Aéyetal C

Kuples el Tijs dpews. H*

herpein] the verb herpein (is used) properly of (the movement of) a serpent. M*
And the verb herpein is used properly of (the movement of) a serpent. O

Properly applied to the serpent. H*

Or. 115 oiveomdy T° &xvny] EupavTikads TN dayiAij Tou ofvou pucv ik [y&p
added in most mss] Tfjs &xvns éorjuave. TouTo 8¢ £ TGV KupdTwv elpnTat [I1.
4.426]" “amomTiel 8 &Aos &xvnu.” oi 8¢ dkUpws T oivdxpoa Tpixa eact.
Aaxvn yap 1) Bpi€, &AN &xvn TO AemToV pépos, & KaTéxew Tis ovU duvaTtal,
olovel aéxn Tis oboa. MBCVMnPrRRwS

EUPAVTIKGS TNV ToU ofvou dayiAij puotv. &xvn 8¢ émmi TGV kupdtwv. O

BawyiAi] Tou oifvou puoty, i yap Ths &xvns TouTo éorjuavev. oi 8¢ oivdxpoa
Tpixa pact. H

The poet indicated the abundant flow of wine vividly by using the word achne.
And this word has been used of waves (in Homer): “the sea spits forth a foam of
salt water.” Some say it is used in a transferred sense to mean wine-colored hair.
For hair is called lachne, but achné is used of the fine portion of hair that one is not
able to grasp/control, as if being some unheld thing (aeché). MBCV etc.

Vividly (he expresses) the abundant flow of wine. And achné in application to
waves. O

Abundant flow of wine, for this is what he expressed by achne. Others say (it
means) wine-colored hair. H

10 A reader points out to me that the truncation of scholia may be due to a lack of space or the aes-
thetic preferences of the scribe. Even in those cases, it would be significant that the scribe did not
choose a format that would accommodate fuller annotation.

""" In the first 500 lines of Or., note Sch. 108, 109, 115, 116, 121, 127, 128, 131, 142, 144, 147, 149, 174,
191, 335, 340, 356, 411. More definitive analysis of the H-scholia awaits the publication of the new
enhanced images created for the Palamedes Project (palamedes.uni-goettingen.de; see Albrecht
2012) and the associated discussion by the project’s collaborators.
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Or. 121 Toiv T &BAiow] kal avtéov pépvnral, va pr 86En TavteAdds
Abokdpdios elval, Suws peTd dpds. TO y&p “oUs &mdoAecev Beds” Bokel ptv
ouvaxBouévn Aéyew, Tavoupyws B¢ tupaivel &Ti Beols amnxbnuévol eiciv. ov
Yap amoAAver elmev, GAN &mcdAeoev, cos Eyveoouévns 1dn Tijs Tapa Beddv
Suoueveias. MBCVPrRw

pépvnTal Kal au T, (va un 86En avTteAdds Aibokdpdios elvar. H

She also mentions them (Orestes and Electra), in order not to seem completely
stone-hearted, but even so she does so with a curse. For she seems to utter the
phrase “whom god destroyed” sharing their distress, but maliciously she indirectly
suggests that they are hated by the gods. For she doesn’t say “is destroying” but
“has destroyed,” as if the hostility on the part of the gods is already decided.
MBCVPrRw

She also mentions them, in order not to seem completely stone-hearted. H

Or. 128 &idete Tap’ &kpas] 1O idete avti ToU {Bol Tis &v, cos T [Il. 3.220]

“@ains ke akotov” kai [II. 4.223] “€vB’ ouk &v Rpilovta {dols.

2

gviol B¢ paot
Tals Suwol Taita Aéyew. oi 8t Tpds TO BéaTpov, & kai &uewov. EpeAkuoTIKOS
Y&p toTw del u&AAov TAOV Beatddv 6 TomnTRs, oUu gpovTilwv TV
axpiBoloyovvteov. MBVCMnPrRSSa

{801 Tis. éviol 8¢ paot Tals Sucaiot Tadta Aéyew: & &uewov. H*

did you see along the tips] The word “did you see” is equivalent to “one might see,”
as (in Homer) “you might say (he was) mightily angry” and “you would not see
him dozing.” Some say that she addresses this to servant-women, others say it is di-
rected to the audience, which is better. For the poet is always rather inclined to
draw in the audience, showing no regard for those who are fussy about details.
MBVC etc.

One might see. Some say she says this to servant-women, which is better. H

All these show how H abbreviates to the minimum possible length. In Sch.
Or. 108 the other two witnesses have what we might call the run-on version of
this note: in ancient commentaries a paragraph of explanations might discuss a
phrase or sentence or several lines of text, and the typical transition to the next
point of explanation within the paragraph is by quoting the word from the
text—the word that would serve as a lemma if the annotations were separated
and not run together. So here in M t6 €pmew is incorporated, even though the
note is written above the line over the word to which it applies, and in C the
phrase is continued, with 6 8¢ épmrew, from a comment about wap8évoiow in
the same verse. Sch. Or. 121 shows O also drastically shortening the note, in a
different way, but characteristically both H and O omit the quoted example. In
Sch. Or. 128 one cannot be certain whether the shortening has unintentionally
related 6 &uewov (“which is better”) to the only view retained from the longer
form (that the imperative is addressed to servants), or whether the abridger has
consciously decided to reject the view involving audience address preferred by
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the author of the longer note.

Such shortened versions are much less common in M and B, but examples
can be found even in those manuscripts. For whatever reason, M’s source for
Hippolytus had a reduced set of annotations with many short versions. As men-
tioned earlier,'”> Schwartz sometimes failed to report these short versions,
printing the fuller version from BVN and only rarely mentioning in the appa-
ratus that M too had part of the note. One example of a shortened version in B is
Sch. Or. 234, which will be quoted later in this discussion. The implication of our
already finding shortened versions in HMB from around 1000 and the half cen-
tury or so after is that these less ambitious alternatives already existed from early
in the minuscule tradition: they either arose not long after the fuller annotations
entered into the minuscule tradition (around or soon after 900%?), or they already
existed in the commentary or annotation tradition surviving from late antiquity.

The exact wording of scholia is generally subject to minor modifications,
since the scribes do not treat the paratext with the same fidelity as the commen-
tated text. Some such modifications are in the direction of simpler words or
words more typical of Byzantine Greek, and rarely one even finds Byzantine
morphology adopted (e.g., v& for {va; &yis from Latin obses, hostage). In several
places one can observe H substituting a simpler or more obvious word for the
word that is found in the other witnesses,'”* as in the following from Sch. Or.:

Or. 157 Ti 1|5 & T&Aas] oikeloUpevos Tas ouppopas 6 Xxopods kai ouvaxBduevos
yeywvdTtepov avékpaye [eEeBonoe H] 1O & TdAas: 816 pnow dAels, e PAépapa
KIVT{OELS.

what are you saying? oh wretched one!] Making the misfortunes their own and
sharing in the grief the chorus cried out [shouted out H] more loudly the words
“oh wretched one.” Therefore she (Electra) says “you’ll destroy (him), if you stir his
eyelids.”

Or. 162 &3ikos &Bika] ... | TO &Bika €dikacev éugaivel 8T dikaiwds pEv
¢uavTtevoaTo [éyneicaTto H] Tov pdvov Tijs untpds, adikel 8¢ TE SpdoavTt un
ETTIKOUPAIV. ...

unjust (one) unjust (things)] ... or the phrase “he gave unjust judgments” means
that although he justly gave an oracular command for [decreed H] the murder of
the mother, he acts unjustly in not giving aid to the one who acted.

Or. 211 Umvou BéAynTpov] TO Babitatov Tol Umvou, TO udAiota BéAyew
Buvdpuevov Tous dobevoivtas [dppcdoTous H]- 6 yap éAagpds eavtactials
AVAUEUIKTAL.

' See above after note 16.
' For a similar phenomenon in what he calls “minority scholia” of Sophocles see Xenis 2010a: 15—
16.
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charm of sleep] the deepest form of sleep, the one most able to soothe/enchant
those who are weak with illness [the sick H]. For light sleep is mixed with (disturb-
ing) visions.

Or. 331 {va peodupalror Aéyovtal] ... 86ev dupalods ekArbn. dvakeiobai Te
XPuUoouUs AeToUs aot TEV pubeuouévwy aeTdv Uopvijpnata [uvnueia H].
where are said to be (the hollows) located at the navel marking the middle] ...
wherefore it was called navel. And they say golden eagles have been dedicated as
reminders [memorials H] of the eagles in the mythical story.

We may note that in Sch. Or. 162 ¢ynoiocaTo reflects a late usage, of a god or
king decreeing or commanding an action,"** as used for instance of Zeus in Sch.
D II. 1.400, while in Sch. Or. 331 pvnueia is a more obvious word for ““memori-
al, visible reminder” than UmouvrjuaTta, which is common in scholiastic lan-
guage for the commentaries that were the ultimate source of many scholia.

Along with the shortening of notes and adjustment of vocabulary, another
feature of H’s annotation pointing to the context of teaching at a fairly basic lev-
el, or of ordinary readers as opposed to philological experts, is the inclusion of
notes explaining deictics or the style of delivery. Here are three examples:

Or. 199 tékva Te Té8e] BeikTIkGS pnow éautnv kai ‘Opéotnv. H™BIC!

By using the deictic she refers to herself and Orestes.

201 oU] ToUTto TMpds OpéoTny Aéyer. H™s

She says this to Orestes.

Or. 211 viv oU Tpayel, &AN’ ¢v T pavia. HBIC!

He does not speak tragically now, but during his madness.

Line 211 is the first spoken by Orestes as he awakens from his diseased slumber,
and the note on 211 seems to mean “at this point Orestes does not speak in a
tragic (exaggerated, passionate, ranting) fashion, but <he does so later> during
his madness.”** Schwartz, who did not yet have knowledge of H’s readings, re-

14 Cf. the version in V: &3ikos & AoElas #8oEev &dika Sikdoas, i dikaiws éyneioaTo TOV pbdvov
adikaos 8¢ o BonBel.

115 Note, however, that the sense of Tpaydeiv in the scholia is not always obvious, as the action
implied by the word sometimes is contrasted with singing and sometimes seems to be identified with
singing. (The confusion stems in part from the development of the meanings of the verb: the mean-
ing “declaim” or “express in exaggerated, pompous, overemotional style” developed as early as Plato
and Demosthenes, while the meaning “sing” arose later and is reflected in modern Greek Tpayoudc>
and Tpayoudt.) A note positioned near Or. 1506 in MC (Schwartz assigned the note to 1505, but it
probably comments on 1506 oUTos &5 Tépeuyev ék BdUwV) says ETpayddel & OpuE, which could
be “the Phrygian was singing” or “the Phrygian was delivering a highly stylized speech”; at Phoen.
690 Tpaycdel ETeokAris must be just “Eteocles is speaking” (similarly at Hipp. 1257 Tpaycodel
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ported the annotations on 199 and 201 from B only (which he misdated by two
centuries), since his reports of C were not complete. He marked both these notes
with an obelus, damning them as “more recent.” He never clearly states what
“more recent” means in chronological terms, but he says in his preface (I.viii)
that he uses this mark of “recentness” when two types of condemning evidence
are both present: (1) the language or subject matter (ex sermone vel argumento);
(2) the character of the witnesses (ex codicum indole). What we are dealing with,
however, is not an issue of chronology, but one of purpose. Such notes provide
help for the reader, whether they arose in private reading notes or from the prac-
tice of the schoolroom, where tradition maintained many of the same practices
of paraphrase and explanation from antiquity through the whole Byzantine pe-
riod. Dramatic texts that are being read will always require some recuperation of
the speech situation by the reader or teacher.

At Orestes 201 oV Te y&p v vekpois, modern scholars have also been puzzled
by the transmitted second person pronoun, since immediately before this (195-
199) Clytemnesta has been apostrophized with a vocative and been the subject of
the second-person verbs, and there is no clear signal of a transition to a new ad-
dressee.''® Concern for identifying the addressee is reflected also in O (6péoTa
as gloss on ov), in Xo (& ufjtep as gloss on ov), and in the open-minded
Thoman gloss & pfjTtep 1) & dpéoTta. We probably have a survival of an attempt
to explain the transition to addressing Orestes in the first sentences of the dis-
cursive Sch. Or. 200 transmitted in VPrRRw (again marked with an obelus by
Schwartz):

gmeldn) elmev ioovékues, kaTaokeualel TS eiow icovékues, Aéyouvoa Tpds TOV
‘Opéotnv: oU yap, OpéoTa, &v vekpols TO Te TAelov pépos Trs éufis Ceotis
ofxeTal &v SAKPUCL CUVEXEC! Kal GTEVAYHOTS.

Since she has said “as good as dead,” she elaborates on how they are like the dead,
saying to Orestes: “for you, Orestes, are among the dead, and the greater part of my
life is gone in continual tears and lamentations.”

The commentator perhaps considered the first-person plural in 200 6Aéue6’
ioovékues OASuUeba as entailing “Orestes and I” and thus sufficiently suggestive
of Orestes that in the elaboration or constructed proof (kataokeudlet) Orestes

©Onoevs); at Phoen. 1485 AvTtrydvn Tpaywdel could be a simple identification of the speaker or a
comment on the style of her song or a comment that she is singing; in Sch. Andr. 103 Andromache’s
prologue rhesis is denied the status of povepdia with the explanation TpaycBel (“speaks tragic
trimeters”?) y&p kai ouk &8el. In Sch. Aesch. Prom. 555a (from the A-commentary) Tpayc8eiv
appears to mean “sing.” The verb does not occur in the published scholia on Sophocles.

¢ Weil 1904 emended to 8¢ y&p v vekpois (accepted by Willink 1986, Diggle, and Kovacs). But
very few ancient scholars proposed emendations of this sort, and it is usual for the commentators to
struggle instead with multiple, often dubious, interpretations when confronted with a text that mod-
ern critics such as these judge corrupt.
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can be understood as the second person meant by .’

As is clear from the gloss on 201 in Xo and the Thoman gloss on the same
line, the Palaecologan commentaries are very often aimed at a similar level of
practical use. They may represent a somewhat new phenomenon in their aban-
donment of the anonymity that had characterized the scholiastic tradition for so
long and in their effort to cover a substantial amount of text (compare, however,
Tzetzes and Eustathius in the 12th century), but the educational practices Mos-
chopulus and Thomas were serving had existed before, and there is no reason
not to believe that notes identifying addressees go very far back in the tradition
of annotation as well as in oral teaching.

The annotations found in the so-called codices recentiores of Euripides show
a good deal of variation among themselves, but share certain characteristics. The
selection of notes is often very unevenly distributed, usually with many notes on
the beginning of a play and fewer or none after a certain point. Some recentiores
contain additional scholia from the teaching tradition (a subject to be discussed
in the next two chapters). Many of these manuscripts have no pretensions to
aesthetic appeal in their script or their layout and seem to be informal products
for personal use in an intellectually less ambitious milieu. PrSSa, in particular,
lack a regular format for layout of the annotation and text: the format varies
from page to page, and the demarcation between text blocks and annotation is
often not well defined by spacing or by distinct contrast in the sizes of script
used. Although notes occurring out of order and repeated notes are found from
time to time even in M and B, some recentiores show more frequent displace-
ments and at times share the same displacement, indicating a shared source.
Although the scribes of some of the recentiores made an effort to use lemmata or
rubrication or reference symbols to make it easier to find where each note begins
and to what it applies, this is not always the case. The pages are thus not the
product of careful planning, and in the cramped and disorganized format scholia
are often located a page or two after the sheet on which the lemma appears.

As Schwartz knew, the recentiores sometimes provide words that have been
lost in the transmission of the versions in MBCV!!® or feature correct proper
names where the main manuscripts have corrupted forms. On the other hand,
the recentiores are also prone to accidental omissions, substitution of late words,

"7 This is essentially how Medda 2001 views the passage in defending oU Te y&p.

"8 For example, in Sch. Or. 57 (oUk &pBéds viv Tololot Tives TGV UTOKPITGV TIPS eloTo-
pevopévnu v EAévnu kai Ta Adgupa. pntéds yap adTiv enot vuktds ameoTdAbal, Ta 8¢ kaTta
T6 Bpdaua nuépa ouvteAeitar), the separation of mpd from eiomopevouévny in RS is close to
Schwartz’s correction Tpc eioTop., the words v éAévnu are in RRfSSa but omitted by other wit-
nesses, and pntcds (RRfRwSSa) has been corrupted to appriteo(s) in MBCVPr; Sch. Or. 73, which
alludes to an alphabetic play (Heracles 1219) and the lost Ixion, survives in VRRwSSa, but not in
MBC.
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and various forms of corruption, including implausible simplification of a longer
corrupt text that made no sense. And they tend to exhibit the kind of shortening
illustrated above for H and O. A few examples from Sch. Or. are set out here
(without recording all the variant readings and emendations).

Or. 30 mpodg oux GmavTas] loi puév yap émmuouv auTdv, ol 8¢ ol. 2816 TO Tpods
oUx &TmavTas elTev.

not in everyone’s eyes] 'For some people praised him, others did not. *Therefore
she used the phrase “not in everyone’s eyes.”

Whole note in MCVPr(second version), with sentence 2 omitted in OAbPr(first ver-
sion)RSSa

Or. 37 ovoudlew yap aidotual Beas] 'tas Epwls. 20Uk dvopdlouot 8¢, &AN
eUpnufouevol Zepvas Beas 1 Evpevidas kalotow. 3évéuaTta 8¢ tddv Epwiwv
Tioipovn Méyaipa AANANKTED.

out of respect I refrain from naming the goddesses] 'the Erinyes. *People do not
use their name, but euphemistically they call them Revered goddesses or Eumeni-
des. *And the names of the Erinyes are Tisiphone, Megaera, Allecto.

Whole note in MCVBCrR(in block at end of play)RfRw, only sentences 1-2 in Pr(twice)R(in
margin)$, only sentence 1 in Ab, only sentence 3 (added above the line) in MnS

Or. 81 ti xpecov eimeiv dTwva Opds; 2ti d¢ Opds; 3[81] “év ouppopaiot TOV
Ayauéuvovos ydvov.” 48ijhov 8¢ 8Ti oU Tov ‘Opéotny pdvov Aéyel aAA& kai
gauTiv Ayapépvovos ydévov. Smept Tédv 8o yap 1) EAévn émibeto Aéyovoa
[73] “meds, @ TéAawa, oU Te kaoiyvnTds Te 0ds.” GeikdTws olv kal auTh
EMAYel TNV EauTils &utrvov kndepoviav kai trv OpéoTtou vdéoov.

BCVPrRfRw

What need is there to speak of the things that you see? And what do you see? “The
offpsring of Agamemnon in severe distress.” It is clear that she refers not just to
Orestes but also to herself as the offspring of Agamemnon. For Helen asked about
the two when she said “how (are you faring), poor girl, you and your brother.”
Suitably therefore she herself follows up with her own sleepless attendance (on her
sick brother) and Orestes’ sickness.

Or. 81 'Ti €xwo eimelv &Tva eicopds kai Tapovoa; 2t 8¢ Spds; *év oupgopals
SvTta TOV Ayauéuvovos ydévov. 4emdyer 8t 1’ HAéktpa kai iy émi tov Opéotnv
Gumvov Buodaipoviav kal THv Tis vdéoou kal TNV €M auToU auTiis
kakoTaBeiav. SAéyel yap €y ptv 8&oow, & EoTi KABNUAL TapPEeSPEUOY, aUTdS
8¢ Tfj voow TrikeTal.

'Why do I need to mention things that you see before your own eyes? 2And what
do you see? *The offspring of Agamemnon being in severe distress. *And Electra
follows up with her sleepless wretchedness (in attending) upon Orestes and the
suffering of his sickness and her suffering over him. “For she says “I am sitting
here”—meaning “I sit in attendance—and he himself is wasting away from the dis-
ease.

R(twice)Sa, with sentences 2-4 om. S
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Or. 162 &3ikos &dika] 'tolT toTi 1O dAAaxoU [Hipp. 701] eipnuévov: 2“mpds
TAS TUXAS Yap Tas ppévas kekTriueba.” 3emel yap €8ofev atuxdds T¢ OpéoTrn
TETTWKEVAL TTis UNTPOs O @dvos, &dikos 6 Aotias vevduioTtal. 4| 16 &dika
edikacev éupaivel 611 Sikaiws pév épavtedoaTto TOv pévov Tis UNTPOS, ASIKET
8¢ T dpdoavTi ur Emkoupddv. STO 8¢ 6ijs oUTwos %0 &dikos Aotias &Bika
TéTe E8ikaoev, &Te ¢ml Tpimodl Oudos TOV dmdpovov pdvov EAakev Eufis
MNTPOSS.

unjust (person) unjust (things)] 'This is the situation spoken of elsewhere (Hipp.
701): *For we posssess our (reputation for) intelligence in accordance with our
success or failure.” *For since the matricide seemed to have resulted in misfortune
for Orestes, Loxias has been deemed unjust. “‘Or the phrase “he gave unjust judg-
ments” means/suggests that although he justly gave an oracular command for the
murder of the mother, he acts unjustly in not giving aid to the one who acted. *The
run of the sense is as follows: “The unjust Loxias gave unjust judgments at that
time, when upon the tripod of Themis he proclaimed the unholy murder of my
mother.

Full version HMBCPr(second version); 1-5 om. O, 1-4 om. Pr(first version), 1-3 6 pdvos
om. MnRSSa, 1-2 om. Rw

It should be recalled, however, that such truncation occurs at times in M and
B, and for B the instance in Sch. Or. 234 is especially revealing, since the quota-
tion, which has suffered multiple corruptions, is reduced to its essential sense:

Or. 234 petaBolr) T&vtwy YAukU] 'TTPOCUTTAKOUGTEOV TO KAKGV. 2KEKWMG-
dnTal 8¢ 6 oTixos. 3TO yap ¢§ Uyeias eis véoov peTaPdAAew olk éoTv 1.
4pnol yolv 6 keouikds [adesp. 859 K-A, 115 Kock]-

56 TPETOS eimaov “peTaBoAr) TavTwv yAuky”

oy Uyliaive, SéoToT " €k HEV Yap KSTTOU

TyAukel” avéamavots, ¢§ dAouoias 8 U8wp
8kal T& TolaUTar

Hv & éx TTAouciou

1011 TCoxOV Yevéohal, peTaRoAn utv, 1dU 8 ol.

1éH0T ouxi TAVTwV E0Ti HeTaBoAT) yAuky.
MCVMnR*R’RwSSa

Change of all things is sweet] One must supply in addition the word “of evils.” The
verse has been ridiculed in comedy. For the change from health to sickness is not
sweet. At any rate, the comic poet says: “The first person who said ‘change of all
things is a sweet thing’ was not in his right mind, master. For after heavy toil cessa-
tion is sweet, and water after lack of bathing” and (the passage continued with)
such examples. “But if (it comes about) that one becomes impoverished instead of
wealthy, it is, to be sure, a change, but not sweet! So not of all things is change
sweet.”

Or. 234 petaPolAr TavTwv yAuky] MTpoouTTakousTéoy TO KaKGV. ZKEKWUC-
dnTal 8¢ 6 oTixos. *TO yap €€ Uyelas eis vooov peTaPaleiv ok toTv 1.
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4prioEl Y&p Tis €5 €k pév KSTToU YAuKUTATOV 1) AvdTavois kal £Tepa TolalTa,
5S¢k 8¢ mAovuoiou TTwxdV yevéoBal ueTaBoAr uév, ndU & ov, SchoTte oUxi mhv-
Taov 1) HeTaROAR Y AukU.

BPr

Change of all things is sweet] One must supply in addition the word “of evils.” The
verse has been ridiculed in comedy. For the change from health to sickness is not
sweet. For someone will say that cessation from heavy toil is very sweet, and other
such examples, but to become impoverished instead of wealthy is, to be sure, a
change, but not pleasant! So not of all things is change sweet.

This example illustrates two approaches to the difficulties posed by the quota-
tion, in particular the apparent solecism of fjv 8’ ¢k mAouciou TTwxOV ye-
véoBai. The recentiores MnRSSa have the whole scholion along with MCVRw,
but read mrwxds yévnTan for mrwoxov yevéoBai, giving the subjunctive ex-
pected with fjv. This is more likely an ameliorating correction than a survival of
the truth. Kassel and Austin accordingly follow Schwartz in acknowledging that
the preceding words, not quoted in our scholion, may have supplied the con-
struction for yevéobai, as reflected in “it comes about” (exempli gratia) in the
translation offered above. The shorter version in BPr also suggests that mtcoxov
yevéobau is the transmitted reading, for this version not only reduces the note by
paraphrasing the quotation in briefer terms, but takes the opportunity to “cor-
rect” the syntax by removing fjv and letting the infinitive be the subject with “is”
understood. This is one piece of evidence that B carries at times a different re-
cension of the scholia in which someone has tried to smooth out some of the
difficulties and stylistic defects of some notes.'”

4. GLOSSATION

The other characteristic that distinguishes the annotation in the recentiores is the
much greater accumulation of supralinear annotation, mostly one- or two-word
glosses, but also sometimes a paraphrase or short explanation that extends over
most or all of a verse.!® There are, to be sure, interlinear notes and short glosses
in M and B, and indeed more of them by the original hands than one would
gather from Schwartz’s reports, since particularly in the triad he considered the

' plan to treat this topic in more detail at a later date, when I have full evidence from all the plays
carried by B. In the interim, see Cavarzeran’s discussion (and proposed stemma) regarding Hippoly-
tus (2016: 23-65).

120 Sometimes, but not very often, a relatively short scholion that is in the margin in other witnesses
will be placed above the line in one witness. This happens even in the older manuscripts, but more
commonly in recentiores like Sa and Pr.
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glosses that merely excerpted a word or phrase from the marginal scholia to be
unworthy of recording. Nevertheless, the recentiores are different, once again
because these are copies intended for a less advanced group of users. For quick
reference, a supralinear note (or a gloss in the margin right beside the verse) is
far easier to use than a longer discursive note, whether this is within a block of
marginal scholia, located in another section of the codex (as in R, where most of
the scholia on Hecuba precede the play and most of those on Orestes follow the
play), or in an entirely separate commentary (as in N, and of course in the origi-
nal ancient hypomnémata). This technology for quick self-help has been the
natural choice of readers and students from the bookrolls of Hellenistic times to
modern printed books.

A thorough inventory of the glosses in many manuscripts reveals different
styles and degrees of glossation and gives evidence of the prevalence of many
standard traditional glosses and the probable circulation of some of the more
unusual items. If we consider the triad plays, for which the glossation is naturally
most abundant, there is a limited group of glosses that are shared by three or
four of the main scholia witnesses MBCV. From the recentiores one can collect a
larger (and in some ways more elementary) set of glosses, among which are
items that are shared by several witnesses, including ones written in Southern
Italy. Thus it seems likely that there was a kind of vulgate set of glosses, already
in existence in the 12th century and earlier. These may be viewed as part of the
apparatus of assistance for ordinary readers and mid-level teachers and students,
along with the less ambitious exegeses and paraphrases intended for a lower level
of readership. The scribes of the recentiores in the late 13th century and early
14th century could draw upon this stock, although it was of course possible for a
scribe who wanted his copy to be even more useful to basic teaching to add his
own further teachers’ glosses of the type to be illustrated in more detail in the
next chapter. Part of Moschopulus’ project with the Euripidean triad may have
been to provide a less haphazard, more consistent glossation for teaching pur-
poses,'?! and he seems to have drawn freely on existing glosses, which we may
find in manuscripts earlier than and more or less contemporary with him. A
similar collection of glosses was created in the Thomano-Triclinian circle, and it
is impossible to establish whether Thomas and his associates were initially aware
of the Moschopulean annotation. The frequent differences between Thoman and
Moschopulean glossation might be a sign that Thomas deliberately sought to
offer an alternative, or simply the effect of his not having Moschopulus” work at
hand. The overlaps might indicate either that he occasionally was content to
reuse Moschopulean glosses or that both circles were independently using obvi-

2! For viewing Moschopulus’ project as one of curricular improvement and reform, see Gaul 2008:
184-190.
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ous glosses or traditional glosses familiar in oral teaching or written in older
manuscripts. For the most part, there was evidently not a strong sense of owner-
ship of glosses, and they were a kind of common property of teachers. Just as
Moschopulus took over passages from traditional schedographic sources in his
Schedographiae,'* or Thomas drew on earlier sources such as Phrynichus and
Ammonius in his Ecloge,' so their glosses freely reused existing material. The
more original parts of the exegetic content offered by Moschopulus and Thomas
were the discursive scholia, even though some of those are obviously adapted
from the old scholia.’** Thus, these are the most reliable criterion by which to
decide whether the scribe of a recentior may have had access to the Moschopu-
lean or Thoman exegesis,'* and it turns out that there is almost no sign of such
access in the recentiores AaAbFMnPrRRfRwSSa. Occasional shared glosses are
not probative, except in a few cases in which the pattern of agreement is striking,
as for instance in many of the glosses added by the hand F? in the manuscript F,
where we have no way to tell how much time passed between the writing of the
manuscript by the original scribe and the work done by F2. On the other hand,
one can suspect that in some Palaeologan manuscripts a scribe or scholar has
made a real effort to avoid borrowing glosses from elsewhere or using a familiar
and obvious gloss. There are so many different glosses on some words that one
may deduce that glossation (like etymologizing) could be a matter of competitive
display whereby one teacher tried to outdo another and demonstrate his crea-
tivity and the extent of his learned vocabulary. This would account for instances
in which the word in the text is not really so difficult, but the gloss provided ap-
pears to us to be very rarely attested and more abstruse than the lemma.'*

122 On this work see Keaney 1971, Gaul 2008: 175-176.

'23 On this work see Gaul 2007: 296-326, 2008: 184-190, and 2011: 141-144, 401-402.

"> Note the heading at the beginning of Hecuba on fol. 74r of Zm: a¥tat ai mrepl T&s ouvTéEels TGV
aTmopicov Avoeis kai &oal &AAat EEnynioels eiol ToU CoPWTATOU Kai PNTOPIKWTATOU KUpoU
Owp& tou Mayiotpou, which emphasizes the solution of difficulties in the syntax—a good
description of many of Thomas’ discursive scholia. See Gaul 2007: 272 and 2011: 235-236.

'2* We cannot fix precisely enough either the date of most recentiores or the date at which Moschopu-
lus’ and Thomas’ exegeses were ready to circulate. Several recentiores may be earlier than 1300,
according to more recent estimates of dates by K. Matthiessen and N. Wilson. Moschopulus proba-
bly worked on the triad between 1295 and 1305. See Gaul 2008: 166-177 for the latest reconstruction
of Moschopulus’ career: according to Gaul, Moschopulus’ scholarly career ended with his imprison-
ment in 1305-1306, and it was due to the efforts of his associates that from 1305 onward his
commentary received wider circulation. For Thomas’ life and dating, see Gaul 2011: 213-251. Gaul
2011: 396 suggests that Thomas’ commentary on Euripides has a terminus ante quem of 1315 or
1319, which seems to be when Triclinius began work on T, the earliest form of which had the
Thoman exegesis with Triclinius’ earlier rounded breathing signs. Thomas’ work may actually have
been completed in the first decade of the century. Gaul 2007: 276 suggests that Thomas worked on
his commentaries on drama during the period 1305-1315.

126 Some examples of this phenomenon in the manuscript Zu are given in Chapter 2 (at note 11).
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To substantiate these observations, I offer a series of examples, all from Ores-
tes 1-500, for a few categories of relationship. First, some glosses that are present
in some or all of HMBO before 1200 and then appear in V or one or more of the
recentiores as well as in Moschopulean and/or Thoman witnesses. Some of these
have evidently been excerpted from a discursive note, and in some cases it is
clear the gloss was present in the lexicographic tradition at a much earlier point.
If a plus sign (+) appears at the end, it indicates that there are additional witness-
es from the 14th or 15th century that may depend on Moschopulus or Thomas.

Or. 50 vco] fudas B*O, VAaAbFKMnPrSSa, Mosch., Thom.+

Or. 62 mapayuxrnv] mapauubiav O, VAa, Mosch., Thom.+; cf. Hesych. m 769
Tapayuxn: Tapauudia

Or. 90 TekoUoa] peAéa O, AaFKPr, Thom.; cf. ueAéa in discursive note here.

Or. 152 xpévia] Bpadéws O, MnSSa, Mosch.+

Or. 178 katdmTepos] Taxeia HMO, VFRSa, Thom.+

Or. 185 Aéxeos] koitns O, VR, Thom.+; cf. Mosch. &md s koitns; cf. Hesych. A
767, 773; Photius A 231; Et. gen. A 71.

Or. 186 mapé€eis] autéd O, Thom.+; cf. aUTed Tapéets in long paraphrase Sch.
Or. 183-186.

Or. 187 8pdel] Aéye H, V, KMnRRfSSa, Mosch., Thom.+; cf. Aéye molov TéAog
kTA in discursive note.

Or. 325-326 ¢kAaBécbai] dote O, MnPr, Mosch.+

Or. 329 &amégaTwv] pavteiav O, AaAbKMnRS, Thom.; cf. kaknv pavteiav
Mosch.+; cf. pavteiav in discursive Sch. Or. 327-328.

Or. 396 1 ovveois] 1 ouveldnois H, FRf, Mosch., Thom.+; cf. Uumd Tfis
ouveldrioews in discursive note.

Or. 452 avtihé&lou] avtihauBdvou MO, VAaAbFKMnRSSaRSa, Mosch.,
Thom.+; cf. Hesych. a 5428 &vmiA&lucBarr avtihaRécbai, and the use of
avteAapBdveto in Sch. Med. 1216 to explain avteA&let .

Or. 482 &xyovos] uids O, AaAbK, Mosch.+; cf. uids in discursive note.

The frequency of H and O in the previous listing is noteworthy, since we have
seen above that these two witnesses do not aim to include a fuller corpus of an-
notation such as we find in MBV. They also provide a few examples of glosses
that reappear in Moschopulus or Thomas without being present in V or any of
the mentioned recentiores:

Or. 162 #\akev] eimev H, Thom.
Or. 329 #\akev] eimev O, Mosch.+

Or. 488 ¢v] mapa O, Mosch.+; cf. map& Tois ppoviuols in discursive note.
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Next, some examples where the gloss first appears in V and/or recentiores,
then in Moschopulus or Thomas:

Or. 25 YpdouaTi] x1tédov VSa, Thom.+

Or. 32 petéoxov] ouvekowcovnoa V, ékowconoa Rf, Mosch.+; cf. kekowcoknke
in the discursive note.

Or. 33 ouykaTeipyaoTtal] avti ToU ouvémpagev V, ouvémpage Mosch.+
Or. 36 aiua] 6 pdvos AaKSSa, Mosch., Thom.+

Or. 36 vv] auTdv TOV dpéotny V, autdv AbFMnRSS, Thom.? (only ZZa)
Or. 36 TpoxnAatel] Tapdooet V, Mosch.+

Or. 38 evpevidas] T&s épw(v)ias AaAbMn (also, above 37 Beas, PrS), Mosch.,
Thom.+

Or. 41 8i&x 8épns] di&x Aot FPrS, Aaipolb AaAbR, Tou Aaiuot Mn, Mosch.+
Or. 41 ¢3¢€ato] 6 dpéotns PrMnRS, Thom.

Or. 42 xAawidicv] inaTicov AaAbMnPrS, Thom.+

Or. 44 Euppeov] yevopevos AaAbKMnPrRSSa, Mosch.+

Or. 55 6puet] EAApeviCer v vaiv VPrSa, éAAipeviCer Ab, Thom.+, cf. &vti ToU
TS alylaAé évehiuévioev Mosch.

Or. 58 oteixoucav] opevopévny V, Mosch.+; cf. rpoeicropevouévnv or similar
in sch. vet.

Or. 59 eis eTpOV EAON BoAds] fyouv AiBoRoAron authv V, Thom.
Or. 59 tebvaciv] amébavov V, Mosch., Thom.+

Or. 60 poUTepyev] poaméoTteihev V, Thom.+

Or. 66 y¢yn6e] xaipet VR, Mosch.+, Photius y 45, Suda y 91

Or. 134 éxtrifouc’] dapdoouvot AaAbMnPrRSSa, Thom.+

Or. 149 &tpepas] fouxws AaAbMnRSSa, Mosch., Thom.+, Hesych. o 8144, Et.
gen. a 1364, cf. Sch. Tz. Arist. Nub. 261

Or. 189 Bopas] tpogiis AaAbMnRSSa, Mosch., Thom.+, Photius B 213, Suda B
390

Or. 219 8popEov] amoomdyyiocov AaFMnPrRRfSSa, Mosch., Thom.+

Or. 328 5pexBeis] émbuprjoas AaAbFKMnPrRS, Thom.+

Or. 382 mpwTtdAeia] émippnua &uti ToU TpcdTws AbMnPrRS, mpddTeos Rf,
Mosch.+

Finally, Moschopulus and/or Thomas deriving a gloss from a discursive old
scholion or sharing a gloss established in the lexicographic tradition, without
evidence that previous scribes had done so already:

Or. 36 tpoxnAatel] ¢éAavver Mosch., Hesych. T 1526 (cf. Photius T 607, Suda T
1068, etc.), also in discursive sch. vet.

Or. 439 i 8pcovTes] ouk ¢cdov Thom., from the discursive note.
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Sometimes a gloss is attested in only one recentior and also in Moschopulus
or Thomas, and one may wonder whether the influence is from Moschopulus or
Thomas instead. For example, at Or. 25 &meipco is glossed with kukAoTepet in Sa
as well as by Moschopulus. But kukAoTepris is elsewhere a gloss in Hesychius
(for BwewoTols, dAoloTpdxos, mepinyés), and is used in Sch. Aesch. (for
mepidpopov, and for kukAwTd), and Sch. Hesiod (for éiotepdvep), so this may
be a case of independently arriving at the same gloss, or, in line with what is im-
plied by the above examples, Moschopulus has adopted a gloss he found in an
earlier manuscript. To prove access to the Moschopulean or to the Thoman exe-
gesis, one would want to see a discursive scholion adopted in one of the
recentiores, or at least a supralinear gloss of several words in length. So far very
few possible examples of this have been discovered. The most striking is the fol-
lowing:

Sch. Or. 349 §) matnp fv &va: pa dmes & TwoNTns els TOV kavdva TR

nBotoitas TG uév TapeAnAubBoTI Xpduey xpdTal év TG Aéyew “f) maThp fv

&vag,” TG B¢ tveoTdTL v TG Aéyew [357] “viv & eiui SoUlos,” TG B¢

uEA ovTt &tav Aéyn [359-360] “Emert’ {ows &v BeomoTAOdV udv gpévas /

TUxo” kai T& Aowmra. Pr

Spa 8meos 6 momnTrs el TOV kavéva Trs HboToltas TG uEv TapeAnAubéTi

XPOve xpATal v TG Aéyew “fj TaTip Hev v &vag,” T 8¢ Ye EveoTOTI €V T

[357] “viv & eipi BoUAn,” Téd> 8¢ péAAovTt Stav Aéyn [359-360] “Emeart’ {ows

&v BeoToTAOV Y &V ppévas / Tuxoit” kai T& Aoima. Thomas (ZZaZmTGu,

minor variations ignored here)

Observe how the poet in regard to the rule of ethopoeia uses the past tense in say-

ing “whose father was a king,” the present in saying “but now I am a slave,” and the

future when she says “furthermore, perhaps I would get cruel-minded masters”
and the rest.

Here it seems more probable that Thomas has appropriated the observation of
some previous teacher. First, Pr, as will be seen in the next two chapters, con-
tains many anonymous teachers’ notes from earlier sources. Second, the
differences suggest the priority of Pr: Thomas was likely to change Koine
xpaTal (a form very common in scholia) to the more Attic xpfiton (cf. his Eclog.
391, 11 xpfital, oU xp&Tatl), to use the more expressive 8¢ ye, and to adjust the
quotation of 359 to the reading with y’ added, which was known in the Thoma-
no-Triclinian circle.!” Third, this juncture of hBomoila and kavcov is attested in
TLG elsewhere only in Eustathius, in didactic observations likewise beginning

127 This erroneous reading is attested in LZcZm. ZZaGu have the y’ in the scholion, but not in the
text. This y’ is omitted from the scholion by Triclinius, but in the text (here written by Triclinius
himself) there is an erasure (the trace looks more like the top of tall tau, however).
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with 8pa.'?® The comment is probably that of a 12th-century teacher, either Eu-
stathius himself or someone influenced by him. Teachers’ notes from the 12th
century and earlier are the subject of fuller investigation in the next two chap-
ters.

128 Bust. in II. 22.56-59 (IV.570, 18-19) #vba kai Spa T& pnévTa ouxva kéupaTa Si& Te oTroudny
priTopos kai dix TOvV Ths HBomollas kavéva kal pdAiota Ths mabnTikis; Eust. in Od. 13.215
(11.46, 34-36) Spa Bt TNy pnbeicav HBomoliav &TMOAUTWS TE KATA TO KOUUATIKOV TPONYMEVNV
kal &vbnpdds Eéxoucav, kal SAws ékTeBeiuévny katd TOV UoTepov mapatnenbévra év Tais
nBoTottals kavédva.



APPENDIX TO CHAPTER 1

The Yv Paraphrast and the
Periphrastic Scholia in Arsenius

The first printed edition of Euripidean scholia contains a number of annotations on the
triad plays for which the source is uncertain. These are any items that meet both of the
following conditions: (1) they have only the siglum I in Dindorf’s edition; (2) they have
not been carried over into Schwartz’s edition with attestation from one of the
manuscripts he used. Most of these are paraphrasing scholia, ranging from the rephrasing
of a single line of a stichomythia to continous paraphrase of dozens of lines of a
character’s speech or a choral stanza.

Turyn correctly detected a connection between some long paraphrases in Arsenius
and the unusually complete paraphrasing found in the surviving manuscript Yv, Venice
Marcianus graecus 469 (Zanetti 799), dated 10 January 1413 by the scribe Stephanos
Medeias (RGK I #366), although Turyn’s belief that the paraphrase had something to do
with Planudes is to be rejected.!

Glossing and paraphrasing were standard parts of the teaching process. A teacher
could lead his less experienced students through a passage containing unusual words,
stylized word order, and poetic or artful constructions by restating the passage with more
straightforward vocabulary, word order, and syntax. Presumably, students could also be
drilled or tested by being required to produce a similar paraphrase to demonstrate how
they understood a passage. The longer continuous paraphrases in Yv should be regarded
as a kind of virtuoso performance of a certain style of teaching. The exhaustiveness or
obsessiveness of the process (Giinther speaks of “a perverse perfection”) in Yv is not
dissimilar to what we see in the parsings and etymologies added for every word of an
example passage used in schedography. In the most typical form the Yv-paraphrast

! Mastronarde and Bremer 1982: 27-28 (considering only the case of Phoen.); Giinther 1995: 147
(who suggests that the paraphrast could even be Stephanos himself). To be fair, although Turyn
1957: 68-79 often spoke of the paraphrase as Planudean and even at one point claimed to infer
Planudes’ style of paraphrase from it, nevertheless at the very end (79) he reduced the claim some-
what: “The Venice paraphrases of Yv seem to be a special product of some ingenious scholar who
used Planudean and Moschopulean scholia for his continuous renderings of longer passages of Eu-
ripides.”

44
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repeats the words of the poetic text itself, but follows each one with a gloss (many taken
from the traditional Moschopulean collection) preceded by kai, fjyouv, fjTol, or &vTi
ToU, and also supplies understood connectives or copulas and makes explicit the
reference of most pronouns.

The following passages demonstrate the method of the Yv-paraphrast and the
plausibility of the hypothesis that exactly this paraphrase was sometimes a source for
Arsenius. Words that occur in the text of Orestes (even if in a different order or with
elision or crasis in the play) are underlined, and words that are omitted in Arsenius’
adaptation are enclosed in parentheses.

Orestes 1-14

16as emépxeTan (Ue) dnAdvoT eimeiv Emos (6H8e kal) oUTtws, §Tol s év cuvTdUwW
eimelv: 20Uk EoTiv oudtv (Bewdv kail) xaAemdv oudt mwdbog kal kdkwois oudt
. LAy Ber A R s w (a
oupgopd (kal ANy BefAaTos kal) &md Becdv mepgbeioa, fis ouk &v (&paito
kai) PaoTtdoot (kai A&Por &xBos kai) Bapos uois dvbpcrtrou. 46 yap uakdpiog

Tdavtalog, kal ovk dveldilw Tas TUxas, (Tepukcas kai) yevvnBels, cas Aéyouoiv,
amd Tou Ads, 3(Beaiveov kai) poBouuevos (Tov méTpov &vTi ToU) ThHv TéETPAV
(Tov umepTéAAovta kal) TOV UTepkeipevov Tis kopugfis, ®(moTdTar Kali)
kpéuaTtal (&épt kai) kata TOV &épa, 'kai (tivel kai) didwol Tavtnv (Trv Siknv
kal) TV Tinwpiav, s ptv Aéyouow (&vti ToU o5 Aéyouot unv), 86m
&vBpwTos dv, Exwv afiwua kowrfs Tpatélns ioov Tols Beols, Eoxe YADooav

(dkdAaoctov fjtol dAmaideutov «kai) daxpdTnTov, vdéoov aioxioTnv kai
XOAeTTETNY. %0UTos 6 TavTtahos (guteler avti ToU) éyévvnoe TTéAoma,
(ToU8e) kal &md Toude Epu 6 ATpeus, & ATpel (17 Bea fiTor) 11 Moipa 11 KAwbco

jvaca kal KaTaokeudoaoa, T7{Tol TMapaoxoloa, T& OTEUUATA Kal Thv

Paocikelav, 1%¢mékAcwoe, kal eipapuévov émoinoe, Béobai kai Toifjoar Epw
TOAEUOV Te TS OuéoTn, SVTI Uy ydve Kai ABeAPE.

Yv (52r-v), Arsen. (1-3 with lemma ouk €oTv oUdtv Sewdv = p. 56v, 12-15; 4-10 with lem-
ma 6 y&p nakdapios = p. 57r, 3ff.)

3 BaoTdoe Arsen. | 1) add. before pUois Arsen. | 5 Tdv Utrepkeiuevov] THv UTrepkelpévny Ar-
sen. | kopufis] kepaAfis Arsen. | 6 kaTd TOV &épa] v TG &épt Arsen.

As can be seen, Arsenius eliminates many of the words quoted from the text, making the
paraphrase less elementary, and makes only a few other adjustments: an added article,
kepaAfis for kopueiis (oddly unglossed in Yv), and choice of a different preposition. A
more substantial choice is the elimination of the &vTi ToU cos Aéyouot unv: apparently,
Arsenius considered it incorrect to view such a solitary pév as equivalent to urjv.

Orestes 14-27

(i Bel petpricacBal) auTi ToU els petpov Belval gué T& &ppnta, fTol Té ui
mpémovta AéyeoBal cos aioxpd. 2(E8aice 8’ olv kai) elcdoxnoe (Vv kal) auTdv
TOV Ouéotny 6 ATpels, T& Tékva auToU BdnAovdTi amokteivas. 3&md Tol
ATtpéws B¢, Tas yap év péow (TUxas kai) duoTuxias oiyd, Epu 6 kAewodg

Ayauéuvoov, et 8n kAewods, & Mevédecds Te amo untpods (Kprjoons kai) Kpntikis

Tijs Aepdmms. “(yauel 8¢ fjto) eis yuvaika (AauBdvel TouTéoTv) EAaPe 6 ptv
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Mevéhews thv EAévny, (v oTuyouuévny kai) wicoupévnu (Tols Beols kai) Umd

TV Beddv, 0 8¢ Ayauéuvwv 6 &uaf 16 Aéxos This KAutaiwvrioTpas, mepi-

PPaoTIKGS avTi ToU Tiv KAuTaipvriotpav, To é¢mionuov kai 3iadnAov, Sik Tov
povov BnAovdTy, gis "EAAnvas. 6 Ayapéuvovt mapBévol pév Tpeis (Epuuev kai)
gyevvnBnuev gk as pnTpods avooiwtdTns, (1) Xpuodbews, (1) Ipryéveia (T¢)
¢y Tt 1 ‘HAéktpa, &ponv Tt ‘Opéotns. (7} kai) ftis (fiyouv) KAutaipviotpa
mepiBaloloa kai mepikpUyaca (Tév moéow kal) Tov &vdpa ev (UpdouaTt kai)
inaticn (ameipe kai) kukAoTepel, (ToutéoTt) un Exovtt BiEEodov, EkTewev. Scov

8¢ (Exati kal) xdptv, Ekteive dnAovdTi, ou kaAdv toTi Tapbévey Aéyew, TouT-
¢oTv éuol. 2(¢@ kal) aginu Tolto doagts kai &ppntov (CdoTe OKOTEV AVTi
ToU) okoTeioBat (¢v kowd fjTol) év T drjucy.

Yv (52v-53r), Arsen. (1 with lemma T{ T’ &ppnTa = 58v, 16-18; 2-9 with lemma #daioe &’
otv viv = p. 59r, 3-22)

1 after ¢u¢ add. TapBévov oloav Arsen. | 2 evcdxnoa Yv, etcoxnoev Arsen. | 3 extra phrases
added in Arsen. (see discussion below) | 4 8¢ add. after yuvaika Arsen. | EAaev Arsen. |
pevédaos Arsen. | 6 &voolT&Tns unTpds transp. Arsen. | éyco T] kal éyco Arsen. | 7
mepiPaAlotoa Yv | 8 after époi add. T TapBéveo Arsen.

In this paraphrase, Arsenius’ changes are very minor, but the insertion of extra phrases in
sentence 3 is a strong proof of descent from Yv. Just at the point where &i 81} kAewos ends
a line in the margin block of the scholia in Yv, a two-line interlinear note in different ink
begins in the intermarginal space to the left of text block and continues over the whole of
line 17 (this is done, contrary to the usual placement of interlinear glossing, to make sure
there is sufficient space for the longish note). This note combines and expands two
Thoman glosses, the second including the addition kai ... poixeiav found in Gu and not
in the other Thoman witnesses: kAewds pév, cos Umep Tiis EAA&Bos eis Tpoiav
oTpaTevoas: g 81 kAewods cos &BAicos &mobavoov kai T Tis yuvaikds UTooTds
potxetav. In Arsenius, kAewds piv ... oTpatevoas is added after &yapéuveov, and then
in place of bare &i &) kAewods as in Yv Arsenius prints all of i 31 kAewods ... poixeiav.
Here, perhaps, Arsenius recognized that the paraphrase was deficient in not explaining
kAewds, e 1 kAewds, and his addition is not a transcription error, but a conscious effort
to complete the paraphrast’s job.

There is no need to record here the Yv paraphrast’s notes covering Orestes 28-70.2
There too Arsenius differs almost entirely by the sort of omission illustrated in the two
examples above. One substantive change he makes is in the paraphrase applying to line
46, where he alters the opening words of Yv (850&e 8¢ kai éxupcobn Tédde TS Apyel avTi
ToU Tois Apyeiois) to ékupcobn 8¢ Tols Apyeiols, TO Tepiéxov &vTi ToU TepiEXOUEVOU.
Using the noun for the container in place of the noun for the contained is a common
scholiastic explanation for a collective noun or for synecdoche. In the prologue of Orestes
we find examples in the V scholiast’s unique note on 41 di& &épns: TouTéoTi Six ToU
Adpuyyos: Bépnv covopacey &d ToU TMepiEXovTos SNAGY TO Tepiexduevoy, in the

% Or. 28-33: Yv (53r), Arsen. (p. 60v, 6-14, out of order); Or. 34-45: Yv (53r-v), Arsen. (p. 60v, 14—
16 and 16-28); Or. 46-70: Yv (53v-54v), Arsen. (p. 60v, 28-p. 61r, 25).
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gloss in S alone above 49 (&pyeicov TOAIs) &Td TOU MEPIEXOVTOS TO TrEPIEXSHEVOY, and
here at 46 (and probably the source of Arsenius’ addition) a gloss by a later hand in B
Amd Tou mepiéxovTos TO TepiexOuevov. Cavarzeran has shown that B or one of its
apographs was available to Arsenius for the scholia on Hippolytus, and this coincidence
suggests the same thing.?

Two extended paraphrases from the early scenes of Hecuba* show similarly close
affinities with Arsenius’ versions, with Arsenius omitting words in an almost predictable
way. It will not be clear without further tedious investigation of Yv (not a high priority at
the moment) whether the same closeness of Yv and Arsenius applies equally to para-
phrases for the later parts of Hecuba and Orestes, but the test samples collated for Phoen-
issae do present a rather different picture.’ At the start of that play, Arsenius ignores Yv’s
paraphrase of the prologue (lines 1-87), but for the next extended speech (88-102) he
follows Yv closely. Later in the play, the correspondence between Arsenius’ paraphrases
and those of Yv is so weak that it is not useful to collate one against the other. The two
versions must instead be shown in parallel columns to make clear how different Arsenius’
choices are. Either he felt he needed to rework what he saw in Yv radically, with much
more extensive alterations than for the other plays or even for Phoenissae 88-102; or he
decided he could provide a better paraphrase on his own; or he followed another para-
phrastic source, now lost. In some places his paraphrase does seem superior, so perhaps
the second explanation is most likely.

Phoenissae 963-976

Yv (143r—v) Arsen. (p. 178r, 28-p. 178v, 16), with

lemma €y yap ol moT' eig TOS' el

i 8 &v efmol Ti5, dnAovdTi Mpayua,
fitot &fjAot oi tpoi Adyor

2ty yap oUmoTe elul kai EAevoopat eis  'Eycd yap oUdémoTe eis ToUTo TijS

TOBE Tii§ CUNPOPAS, AVTI TOU Eig ouppopds, avTi ToU is TolauTnv
TaU TN TNV oupgopav, AOoTe Tpobeival  ouppopav, deAeloopal, CIOTE
ftol ékdoTov Torfjoal Tij TOAel TOV Tapabeival Ti TdAel TOUTOV
Taida opayévTa, avTi ToU opayévTa, QvTi ToU COTE
opaynoduUevov. opayiaobijval Umep Tiis TOAews.
3maol yap avbpotols 6 Blos SnAovéTt  2maoct yap avBpcdmols Urdpxet

kai 1) Leot) prAdTEKVOS, oUd’ &v Boin Tig PASTERVOS 6 Bios, youv TAvTes

TOV EauToU TTAida eig TO KTAVEIV aUTov  &GubpwTrol T& EauTdV Tékva grholot,

Twa dnAovdT. oudé Tis &v doin ToOV avToU Taida,
¢boTe poveubijvai.

? Cavarzeran 2016: 58-61. I have not yet studied the apographs of B, Mu and Ph, which Cavarzeran
finds share many errors with Arsenius in addition to the ones shared with B itself.

* Hec. 59-100: Yv (8r-9r), Arsen. (p. 5v, 7-p. 61, 25); Hec. 163-177: Yv (11v-12r), Arsen. (p. 9r, 3-
14).

® As already noted in Mastronarde and Bremer 1982: 28.
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4ur) evAoyeitw kai un émaiveite Tig
\ .

gUE, KTElVWV TA Eud Tékva.

SaUTos Bt kal ¢y (kai yap {oTaual Six
péoov) v Biw dopaic kal eykaipe,
Tpos TeAeuTnv dnAovdTl, EToipos
Burjokev ekAuTriplov Tratpidos, fjTol €is
¢Aeubepiav kai eis AUTpwotv.

S&AN’ & Tékvov ela avTi ToU &ye, Tpiv
kal Tpd ToU pabeiv TouTo dnAovdTi
T&oav T TOAw, édoas T&
BeoTriopaTa kal T& pavtevpuaTa Tol
udvTES T& dkdAaoTa fTol T&
amaideuTta kal xwpls cUcToATfs
eipnuéva, eeliye cos kai Alav TaxioTa,
amaAAaxbeis kai dmooTas THode Tis
XBovds.

TAéEel y&p TABe Tals dpxals GvTi ToU
Tols &pxouot kai Tols oTpaTnAdTals
kal ToTs Nyeudot, HoAcov kai EABcov i
T&s ETTA TTUAQS Kal €Tl Tous
Aoxayétas f)Tol ToUs TV TAYHATWY
nyeudvas.

8k&v pev phdowiev kai TpoA&PBwliey,
€0T1 owTnpia col.

%¢av 8¢ UoTeprions Kai UoTepos paveins,
fyouv Bpadivrs, oixdueba kai
EpBapnuev katBavi) kal amobavi].

3ur) emanveit pé Tis Adyous eUASyous
Aéy v, Taua Tékva oupBouledcov e
KTelvEL.

4gyco 8¢ Burjokew Umép TaTpidos
gTouds eiul, &moAuduevos auThy TV
TEPIECTWTWY KAKAV. 3¢ L] yap
gykaipw kabioTaual.

S&AN' &ye, & Tal, TPd ToU THY TOAW
uaBeiv, T& dmaideuta Tol pdvTews
¢doas xpnoTrpla, pevye Aiav Taxéws
TTis XBovds Tavtns éAeubepcobels.

TAéEel y&p Tols &pXOUOL Kai TOTS
oTpaTNYols TadTa, £ TAS ETMTTA
mUAas kai Tous AoxayéTtas
TAPAYEVOUEVOS.

Skal ¢y TpoPB&cwHEY, UTTAPXEL COL
owTnpla.

9%¢&v 8¢ UoTepnbijs, amwAdueba
amobavi) yap.

orthographica

2 TOV auTol Arsen.

3 ue Tis Arsen.

T& u& or Taua Arsen.
9 dmoAdueba Arsen.



Phoenissae 991-1012

Yv (144r-v)

1 yuvaikes, cos kai Alav el fjtot
¢miTndeicos EeTAov ToU TaTpds, HTol
Ao ToU Enol TaTpds eEEBaiov TOV
PbPov, kKAyas kal amaTroas autov
BnAovdTi Adyors kai Bix Ady v, doTe
TUXETV gkelveov dnAovd T & BovAopat
kai 6éAco.

255, fiyouv 6 TaTnp, kopilel kai
gxTréuTet éut kal didcoot Sethiav,
ATTOOTEPCIV THY TTOAW TTjs TUXNS Kal
Tis eUTUXiOS.

3kal oUyyvwoTa ugv auti Tol
ouyyvauns &flov TO Tpayua TG
YEépovTi, TO €OV Bt fjTol TO KAT Eué
OUK EXEl OUY Y VUMY, YevécOal
TPOdSTNY Tijs TaTpidos, i éyeivaTo
EUE.

4cos v ovv eidfTe Kal yvewpionTe, elut
kal ameAevoopal, 80w Te TNV Yuxnv
kai thv feorv cdoTe Baveiv Umep THiode
Tis x6ovds.

Saioxpov yap kai ATpemes Kai
&oxnuov i oi uév EAevBepol BeopdTwv
Kal HAVTEURATOOV Kal oUK a@ryHévol eis
avdyknv daipdvawv fTol Tis TUXNS,
OTAVTES TTAPA TNV aoTida ouk
okvrjoovot kai dethidoouot Bavelv,
Haxouevol TépolBev kai éumpocbev
TV MUPYywv UTEP Tiis TATPAs Kal Tis
TaTpidos,

bty co 8¢ TpodoUs kai KaTaAITTcov ToOV
TaTépa Kal TOV KaoiyvnTov Kai TOv
A&BeA@ov THY TOAW Te EuauTou, cos Kai
kab& detAds &reut kai dmmeAevcoual

” ~ N e

€€ Tiis xBovos, dtrou 8’ av L,
pavrjooual kakods kai Sethds.
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Arsen. (p. 179r, 12-p. 179v, 7), with
lemma yuvaikes

1 yuvaikes, Alav emTndeicos kai
kaAéds eEEBalov Tov pdBov Tol
TaTpds, dix Adywv amaTtrioas auTdv,
SO0TE TUXETV GOV BovAouat.

260715 O TaTrp Puyadevel Kal UTEE&yel
TTis TOAewos, Ths eUTUXIAS ATTOOTEPGIV
e kal pOPw didwotv epé.

3kal ouyyvaouns &Elov TO Tpayua T
TaTpl, TO KAT Eut 8 oUBaudds
ouyyvauny éxet, TO yevéohal
TPOdSTNY Tiis TaTpidos, fTis Eyévunoeé
UE.

“va oy yvédTe, dmeAevoopal, Kai
00w THY TéAW, T 8¢ Loy dcdow,
¢doTe amobavelv Umep Thode Tiis
XBovds.

Saioxuvns yap &Elov (Aeimel T &) tav
ol TGV pavTeupdTwy EAelbepol kai UTrd
TAOV Becdv pun avaykalduevol ouk

. , . - \
avaBaAlovtal amobaveiv Tapd
TOAepov oTEVTES, Kal UTTEp Tijs
TaTpidos éumpoodey TV MUpy v
HOXOUEVOL,

bty co B¢, TaTépa kai aBeApov mpodous
kal TOAW THv EnauTtol, cos &vavdpos
£€co Tiis XxBovds amelevcoual, kai drou
av £, KAKOTPOTIOS PAVIICOUAL.
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Tou u& ToV Zijva kal Tov Ala 1OV pet’
&oTpov 1 Tol TOV €V TG oUpavdd, kKai
TOV Apnv TOV POVIOY KAl TOV POVIKOV,
85, Aprs, TOUS OTTApTOUSs TOUS
avaTteidavtas kai dvadobévtas ToTE
gk TTs yaias kai €k Tfjs yfjs idpucaTto
Kai kaTéoTnoev &vakTas THodE TS
YTis-

8&AN’ el kal amreAevoopal, kal oTas €k
TV &Kpwv ETaAEewv opagas
EUaUTOV Eis TOV ONKOV fjTO!I ElS TOV
PuwAedY Tol SpdKovTos TOV
ueAepPagr kai Tov péhava kai
oKkoTEWOV, EvBa kal dTTou EnyToaTto
kal elrev 6 pdvTis, EAeubepcdow Trv
yaiav kai Ty yijv.

orthographica

2 deihlav] Aav a.c. Yv
4teYv

6TEYv

Phoenissae 1019-1042

Yv (145r-v)

1Rns €Rns fjTol HAbBes, & TTepolio(o)a
Kai & mTepde(oroa Xty dnAovdTl,
Adxeupa kal yévvnua Tijs yfis kai Tfis
vepTépou kai kataxboviou Exidvns,

2¢m apmayi) Tédv Kadueicov,
ToAUGTOVOS TjTol TOAAGV OTEVAY UGV
aitia, ToAUuoxbos 1ot ToAAGY
uéxBwv aitia, womapbevos ftol €k
Bnpiov kai yuvaikds cuvTeBeipévov
Cdov,

3tépas kal onueiov ddiov kai ToAepikO.

70U ToINow TOUTO, H& TOV UET' &OTPwV
Zijva: Tov fAov grol Tov aiTiov ToU
guoU pdvou- &pn B¢ pdviov: ETEIdT
oUTOS POVIKOS TV CTTAPTAV
dpdkovTa kaTaoTrioas auToéb puAaka
Tris KPTVNS, €€ oU TAOV 084V Twov ol
omapTol* 80TIs ToUs AvadobévTas ToTE
&K TT|S YTis OTTapToUs Se0TOTAS Kai
RBaoctAels Tiiode Tiis yTis KaTeoTroaTO.

8&AN' ameAevoopal, kai oTas £k TOU
&kpou TV EmaAEewv, kKai opagas
guauToV Els THV BaA&unv THv okoTeWn v
Tou dpdkovTos, émou 6 Telpeoiag
dinynfoaTo kai Taprjvece goveubijval,
EAeubepcdow TV Yijv.

Arsen. (p. 179v, 24-p. 180r, 5 and 11-21),
with lemma £Bag

N ABes, NABes, & TTepdecoa ZPiyE,
Yévvnua pév s Tédv OnPaicov yiis
(EvTadba yap éyevvrifns), Adxeuua B¢
Tou Tupddvos kai Tijs kaTaxBoviou
Exisvns,

2l apmay i) TGV OnPaicv, ToAAGY
OTEVAY GV aiTia, ToAUpBope,
wEomdapbeve (Exels yap T& pev
Tapbévou, T& B¢ Bnpods),

3gévns kail Tapadofou pUoEwSs POVIKOV
Tépas TOTS TE POITAAEOIS KAl HAVIKOTS
TTePOIs Kal Tols dvutl Tois ud T&
kpéa apTmalouct Tpods ciTno.



48 kal T TOTE €k TGV TOTWV Tis
Aipkns Tous véous edaipovoa kai eig
Uyos aipouoa, év TTEPOTS POITEIC KAl
pepnvéot kal év xnAais kal Svuiv
wpooiTols kai Bnpicddecv, Emépepes
emépepes poUoav kai wdnv &Aupov kai
kakdAupov, ¢pviv Te kal phopav
oUAopévny kai afiav amwAeias, Aéyw
&xea kai AUTras i matpidt pdvia kai
POVIKA.

Spdvios Kal QoviKos €K TGV Beddv Kal
ATd TAV Beddv S, GuTi TOU ekeivos, v
o mp&Eas TE&Be.

SidAepot 8¢ kai Bprivol unTépcov, ¢mi
Tékvols dnAovdTl, idAepor 8¢ kai Bprivol
Tapbévaov, e unTpdot dnAovédT,
eoTévalov, auTi ToU HET® CTEVAY UV
QVETTEUTTOV, €V TOIS oikols Bonv irfiov
kal BpnvnTikiv, péAos ifiov kal
BpnVnTIKOV.

7&AAos EANov émeoTTdTULEY HTOL
¢oxeTAlale kal Ekhaie év Biadoxals kai
kata Siadoxnv ava ThHv TTOAw auTi
ToU THv TéAW.

8BpovTij 8¢ Ny Spolog 6 oTEVayHodS Kal 1)
laxn kai 1 Born, 6ToTE 1) TTEPOUOL(O) QL
avTi Tol 1) TTepdecoa, Tapbévos fyouv
N Zeiy€ apavioceie kai Npavicé Tva
TGV Avdp&V Tijs TOAECDS.

8 BpovTn Yv
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“fTis medaipouoa Tous véous, AT TS
YTis eis Uyos aipouca TOTE ék TGOV
TOTWV Tijs Alpkns, fjTol &k TGV
OnPadv, mepifyes kal TePIEPEPES
&vaulov kai avridovov ed1v, Aéyw
pbdvous kai Autras Tals OnPais. Tves 8¢
TO Povia TPos T EETs™ O TAdE T&
Pdvia mpaEas povios v Beds.

36 ¢k Beddv TalTa MpaEas auTods pévios
R

nv.

bai 8¢ idAepol TGV Tapbéveov kai TGV
unTépaov totévalov v Tols oikols,
mevBolUoal ai pév T& Tékva, ai 8¢ Tous
adeAgous.

"Irjv 8¢ Bo&v: BpnvnuTiknv Borv: 816 émi
uév Bprjveov yrhoutal, e 8¢ Taicoveov
daocvvetar émeoToTU EV: EAAOS &AANY
ebprivel.

86 oTevaynods 8t kai 1) nxr BpovTi
UTIfipXev po1os, STav QVApPTTAOEIEY T
Zpiy€ amd s méAecds Tva TGV
avdpdov, Bpijvos kai Bor) éyéveTo.

4 between 8nv and Aéyco, Arsen.
inserts an exegetic scholion and then
adds new lemma &xea TaTpidi pdvia
before Aéyw

7 Ifv with enlarged initial and no
breathing sign, as if a new lemma

8 méAewos Tiva Arsen.

Arsenius also departed more radically from Yv, or did not use Yv at all, in relation to
the paraphrases of sections of stichomythia or short dialogue. Samples taken from all
three plays show the same degree of strong divergence between Yv and Arsenius when
Arsenius bothers to include a short paraphrase, for in many cases he apparently decided it
was not worthwhile either to copy Yv or to provide any paraphrase for simple, short
sentences. The following samples do not require detailed discussion, but it is noteworthy
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that Arsenius shows awareness of B-scholia and in a few places (Hec. 422, 426, Or. 743)
followed a Triclinian copy (it is known that Arsenius used a Triclinian copy, since the
editio princeps contains a few metrical scholia from Triclinius). There are only a few short
paraphrases that seem to be versions of Yv created by elimination or substitution of some

words (e.g., Hec. 429, Or. 749, 752, Phoen. 984).

Hecuba 415-431
Yv (21r-v)

415

& BUyaTep, Muels 3¢ SouAeloopev Ev
TE PA&EL Kai €V TG PuoTl ATl ToU £y o
BovuArn) Eoopal v TG Tl fiyouv év T&
Bico.

416

&TEIM KATA KOWoU, &VUU@os GauTi Tou
AVUUPEUTOS, AVUHEVALOS TjTOL Xwpis
Upevaicov, GV vuugeupdTwv dnAovdT
kai Upevaicov éxprv kai ETPETTe TUXETV
EUE.

417

olkTp& kai eAeelvn) oU @ Tékvov, aBAia
8¢ yuvn) éyco.

418

EKel B¢ Ay, v TG TOTw Tou &8ou
keioopatl xwpis o€Bev kai cou.

419
ofuol Ti iva 8pdoco; i) kai Téds
TeAeutnow TOV Biov kal v Leonv.

420
SoUAn Bavoliual oloa TTaTpds
gAeubépou fitol PaciAéws.

Arsen. (p. 17v, 5-p. 18r, 5)

415
@ BUyaTep, tyco 8t Soulevow Ev Ti)
Tapovorn Cwij.

(414 & 416)

& U TEP @ TekoUoA, ATTEPXOUAL El§ TOV
&8Ny avippeuTtos kai &uotpos Upevaicov
v EmpeTev éug Aaxeiv SnAovédTi.

419 ofpor Ti dpdow

ofpol Ti Tomow, eis Toiav TUxNV
KaTavTriow, Toiov TéAos E6w ToU PBiov,
ToU TANPcow TOV Biov.

420 oUAn Bavouual

ovoa TaTtpds éAeubBépou fiTot BaoiAéws.
gAeUbepos kaTa Yuxnv kai eAevbepos
KaTd oA, 6 KAADS EKTPAPELS, TiTOL
eUTUXGS Kal EAeuBepicos. dpoiws kal
BoUAos: kai &l uév Tol opaTos &
¢covnuévos, e 8¢ Wuxiis 6 KOAaE.
ameAevbepos B¢ 6 APYUPOVNTOS HEV
TpcdTOV, elTa EAeuBepaabeis, © Bt
¢AeubBepcdoas aUTOY TETPLV, Kai
kAiveTal T&TPwVOS.



421
nuels 8¢ &uolpol kai EoTepnuévol
TEKVV TIEVTIKOVTA.

422

Ti {va eiTreo ool kal Tepi coU TPds TOV

gkTopa 1} TPos TOV OOV Kai TOV
&udpa TOV yépovTa.

423

&yyeAAe kai prjvue kai Aéye éug
ABATETNY TACGY YUvaikédV
dnAovdTL

424

@ oTépva kai 0Tl kai @ paoTtoi of
kai oiTives é6péyaTe Kai avebpéyaTe

v e

gue 119€ws.

425

& kal @ed, @ BUyaTep, éveka Tijs
&bAias TUxns kai Suotuxias Tijs

acwpov kai TaxubavdTou.

426

Xaipe @ TekoUoa, Xaipe Hol TE &
Kaocavdpa.
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421 1juels 8¢

Nuels 8¢ &uolpol kai éoTepnuévol
TEVTTKOVTA TEKVOV. DEKAEVVEQ
¢yévvnoev aUtn® atfouoca B¢ TO T&bos v
Aéyel, 1) 611 oupmeptAapPavel kai Tous
véBous Tou TTpiduov Taidas ouv Tols
Taioiv éauTris Sia Thv Sidbeciv ToU
avdpds.

Gu, Arsen.

422 i ool Tpos EkTopa

Ti BoUAel va Eveka 0ol eiTre Tpods TOV
“ExTopa, 1) Tpds TOV yépovTta MMpiauov
TOV ooV oW fyouv &vdpa.

Mosch., T, Arsen.

va om. Gr

mpiapov T, Arsen., om. Mosch.

oov om. Gr

méow fiyouv om. Arsen.

fyouv &vdpa om. Gr

423
UIVUE TTAOGV Yuvaikadv &BA o TdTnv.

425
& Tris Tpiv ToU TPOOTiKOVTOS KalpoU
&bAias TUxns.

426 xaip’ & TekolUoa, xaipe Kacavdpa
T’ ¢uol

TS ¢poi o Tpods 16 Kaodvdpa toTiv (el
Y&p fv oUTw, Si&x ToU 1 copeiAe
Ypapeobal), AAA& TTpds TO XaipE.
oUvamTe 8¢ Kai Tpos aupdTepa, Xaipé
pot, & TekoUoa, kai xaipé pot, &
Kao&vdpa.

T(Ta), Arsen.

ouvamTeTtal Ta (T washed out)
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427

Xaipouotv &AAot, TouTéoTiv of
povevovTes "EAANves, T untpi 8¢
TOUTECTIV MOl OUK E0TL Xapd.

428

Xaipe kal 6 k&ois kai & adeApods, 6
ToAUBwpos, 6 ¢ov BnAovdTL év Tols
Bpai Tois prAimols kai ToTs ITmKoTs.

429

el £, xaiprioeTal SnAovdTL. Aot 8¢
el Cfj. €8¢ kai oUTw KaTd TAVTA
BuoTuxE.

430

{1, kal Bavovons ool dnAovdTl
ouykAeioel kai kaAUel TO 0OV Spua
A&vTi ToU ToUs cous dpBaApous.

431
TéBvnka Eyye UTTO TEOV KAk, Tpiv
Baveiv TOV puoikdv BdvaTov dnAovdTi.

Orestes 734-754
Yv (78r-v)

734

oixéueba avTi ToU dmoAdAapey, cos
kai fva dnAchow ool T& éud kakda kal
T&S Euas duoTtuxias ev Ppaxel fiTol
ouvTOUWS.

735

OUYKQTAOKATITOIS &V &vTi ToU
ouykaTtaB&lols &v nués: kowd y&p
T& TGOV piAcov.

Nuas] nuédv Yv

736

6 Hevéhaos KAKIOTOS EyEveTo SnAovdTL
els €U Kal eis TNV EUNV KaolyviTnv.

427 xaipoucv &AAol
uNTPL 8 ovk EoTL TO Xaipew SnAovdTl.

428

Xaipe kal 6 Euods adeApds 6 TToAUSwpos
O UTT&pxov v Tols iTrmikois Opagiv
Mosch., Arsen.

6 (before ToAU3.) om. Arsen.

429 el L7 ye
xaprioeTal SnAovdTi. AmMOoT 8¢, 8T1
oUTw KaT& TAvTa SUCTUXE.

Arsen. (p. 102r, 8-p. 102v, 4)

734
amoAcdAapev, € tv Bpaxel oot Aoy
TS guds duoTuxias dnAcdoco.

735

OUYKATAXWVVUELS, CUVAVALPETS,
ouvdiapBeipels kai Mu&S.

B, Arsen.

kai om. B

736
6 Mevéhaos k&kIoTOS Epdun eis Eue kal
TNV Eunv &SeAerv.



737

eIkOTwWS Kal TPETOVTWS EXEL, TO
Tp&yua dnAovd Ty, OoTE &udpa KakTs
Yuvaikods yivesBai kakov.

738
uoAcov kai EABCoV &Trédcokev Euol
TauTov Kal Buolov cdoTep oUk EABCOV.

739

N yap auti Tou &pa 0TIV &PryHévos
AavTi ToU &@ikTal €5 &AnBES kai katd
aABeiav eis Trivde THv X6Sva.

740

Xpdvios fitol Ppadéws RABev, GAN

Suws TaxioTa frol Alav ouvTtducos
Epoopddn kai épdvn Tois pilols kai
TPOs ToUs piAous kakos.

741

&pa SnAovdTi kaTd kowou EARAube kai
- ~ s s

NABe vauoToAGV Kai Si&x vnos &ycov
kai S&uapTa Ty KakioTnv kai
KOKOTPOTTWTATNV.

742
OUK £KETVOS Tjyayev ekeivnu dnAovdTi,
&AN ekelvn fyayev ékelvov evB&Be.

743

ToU €0Tv 1} £Aéun SnAovdTy, 1) yuvn)
ula olUoa ddAece TAeloToOUS TGOV
AXALEDV.

744

¢v Tois éuols duols éoTi SnAovodTl, el
Kal xpecov kai Tpémov kaAeioBat
ToUoSe éHous.
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738

oUTes £uol Tpoonvéxdn cos ur
TAPAYEVOUEVOS.

MBC, Arsen.

740

XPOVI0§ &VTi TOU HETS XpOVOoV TTOAUY:
Sueos k& Ppady TapeyéveTo, AAA&
Tax1oTa Tois piAols Epwpdbn kakds.
B, Arsen.

741
Kal Thv yuvaika Trv KaKoTPOTWTATNY
Bi&x vecos NABev &ycov.

742

BlaP&AAEel €5 YUVAIKOKPATOUUEVOVY
aUToOV Kai €5 oUk &v EANAUBSTA, i un
Tapayéyovev 1} EAévrn. kewoupdeiTal 8¢
6 oTixos Si& THv TaQuUTOTNTA.
MBCVR, Arsen.

743

TE UTOTAKTIKG OUVUTI&YEL TOV Adyov.
OpeiAcov yap eiTely, ol EoTv 1) yuvn, fy
mAeioTous coAecev Axaicdv; 6 8¢ pnot,
ToU E0TIV f{TIs Yuvr) TAeioTous AXaiddov
Aeoev;

Mosch., T, Arsen.

&Aeoev axaicdv T, Arsen., &x. COAecev
Mosch.
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745
ou 3t Tivas Adyous EAegas TG
Kaoly Vi Tw Tol ool TaTpods.

746

EAe€a BnAovdT pry i8etv éut BavédvTta
UTTO TGV AOTAV UNdE TNV Euny
kaotyvitnu kai adeAerv.

747

PSS TGOV Becdv Ti elTrev 6 pevéhaos
TPOs TéBe. BN eidéval TouTo.

748

eUAaPeiTo fjTol edeihia kal epoPeito &
kai &Trep ol kakol kai oi kakdTpoTol
iAot Bpidot ToTs pilols kai Tpds Tous
pilous.

749

eis Tolav okfyw kai mpdpactv
TpoBaivwv kai TpoxwpPV. ToUTo
pabcov Exewo TavTa.

750
oUTtos HABev 6 TraThp 6 omelpas Tas
apioTags BuyaTépas, kaT’ eipwveiav.

751

TOV TUwdap() Aéyets. fowos fABe
Bupovpevos kai opy1Ldpevos col kai
KaT& ool éveka Tijs BuyaTpos.

752

aioBdvn ol voels. uaAAov efAeto kai
TPOEKPIVE TO TOUTOU Kijdos Kal Ty
ouyyévelav fj kal Tapd Tol maTpods.

748

edethia, 8Tep Aéyouotv oi kakol gilot ur
BéAovTes Tols pidots PonBeiv, AéyovTes
eUAaBoupeda, fjtol dethicopev kai
poPouueba. yvnoiou yap gilou T kai
Umep SUvau ToAudv, dtep evAaPeiodal
auTods EAeyev.

B, Arsen.

¢detAia om. B

fjTol ... poPovpeda om. B

Kol om. Arsen.

749 okfyw eis Toiav
eis TTolav TPSPacIv TPOoxXwPV; TolTo
pabcov mavT' Exeo.

752 aioBavn
VOETS. TT|V TOUTOU OUYYEVEIQV TTPOEKPIVE
uaAAov 1j Thv Tou éuol TaTpds.



753

oUK ETOAUNoEY fTol oUyx UTrépelve Kal
oUk NBéAnoev dvTiA&Luobal kal
avTiAauBavechal TGV o0&V Téveov
TapV.

754

oUBaudds SnAovdTL. oU yap aixunTrs
Kal TOAEUIOTNS TTEPUKE Kal UTTAPXEL, &V
yuvaigi 8¢ &Akipos kai ioxupos.

Phoenissae 977-989

Yv (143v-144r)

977

ol dfTa va gevyw. eis Tiva ToAw, €is
Tiva TéV Eéveov kal &Trd TV pihcov.
978

ekeloe Aéy o &meABe SnAovdTt Smou
udAiota éon ékmodcov kal pakpav
Tfiode Tijs xBovds.

979

oukouv eikds Kai TTpETov pp&letv kai
Aéyew ot ekTovelv B¢ kai EvepyEelv Eue.
980

Aelgous Tepdoas kai StaBas, pedye.

980
ol Xpr) MOAETV Kal &TreABelv Eue Tous
AelgoUs BiaBavTta SnAovédT.

981
gis TNV yiiv v AiTwAida kal thy Tédv
AlTwAdv.
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753
kal oux UTépevey avTiAauBavecdat
TGOV 0V TOVWV TAPAYEVOUEVOS.

754
oUBaNS oU yap TOAEUIOTNS UTAPXEL,
yevvaios 8 év yuvaigi.

Arsenius (p. 178v, 16-p. 1791, 9)

977 1ol dnTa
ToU Aotmrodv pUy e, els Tiva TOAw, eig
Tiva TéV piAcov;

978 émov
ToU; &TTou pakp&v paAIoTa THoBE Tis
YTis yevrion.

979 oukolv
Tpémov oe Aotdv &ou Topeubcd
Aéyew, ekTAnpoly 8 éué.

980 AeApous Tepdoas

€K TV AeA@ov Tepdoas SnAovdTi. &ig
oudtv 8¢ xpriciuov ToToypagei.
UE&AAoV B¢ aUTOV EXPTIV OKOTIETY STTws
TV ToAepicov Tapakabifopévaov Arjon
PeUywv 6 Mevolkels.

MBCYV, Arsen.

mepaoas om. MCV

first 8¢ om. MCV

Tapakabelopéveov MCV

Afjcel B, AfjoeTat MCV

6 Uev. gevywv transp. MC, gelycov om.
\Y%
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981

gk 8¢ Trjode ol Tva Tmepdd Kal Tepaow

kai &méAbeo.

982

gls TO oUdas TO OeoTpPwTOHV fTO! ElS
TV YTijv TGOV OeoTpwo TV ThHv viv
Meb&vnv kaAoupévnv.

982

els T& oepva Pabpa Tiis Awdcovng,
TouTéoT! EvBa (BpuTarl 1 Awdcovn.

983
€y voos.
983

Ti 8fiTa yevroeTai pot épupa fjtol
dopdAeia kai puAakn kaTa Ty 68ov.

984

TOpTIHOS O Saiuwv: 68nyds 6 Beds, 6
ZeUs dnAovdTi dix TGOV avTou
XPTOUGIV.

984

XPNUATwVY 8¢ Tis Tépos Kai apopur).

985

€Yo TTopevow Kai Tapéfw xXpuodv.
985

U Aéyels & TaTEp.

986
XWPEL vuv Kai amépxou dr.

982 oepva

T& oeBdouia Ths Awddvns Bepéhia
(continues into next)

B, Arsen.

983 (continued from previous)
QUAayud pot yevijoetal, & ¢oTt Toia
oA e€apévn e 0cdoEL.

MBCYV, Arsen.

ue transp. after moia MCV

984 Téumipos 6 daiuwv
odnyrioel oe 1) TUXT.

cf. Thom., T fjyouv 1 o 68nyriocel ot
TUXN

984 xpnuaTwy ¢

Tis euTropia.

cf. gloss MCV eUmropia for mépos
985 £y dd TTopeUow

AVTl ToU TEUWW XPUCOV.

985

KaAéds Aéyels, @ TaTEp.

986
amépxou 3.



986-989

TPOS TNV o1V KACY VTNV Kai &SeA@nv,
TN iok&otnv Aéyw, noAcov kal
ameABcov, fis TpcdTov efAkuoa TOV
HaoTov oTepnBeis UNTPOS THS EUTls
BdnAovdTi kai dppavods yevduevos,
amoluyeis kai oTepnBels éxeivns. cog
TPOCTYOPTOWV KAl TTPOCAy OPEUCLIV,
TO KOWES§ ATTOXAIPETIOWY, ETUI Kal
ameAevoopal kai ocow Thv Piov
fiyouv Trv Ceonv Ty énauTod.

after Biov began to write au(tfis?), but
deleted
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986 cos omv TPOS
¢k TapaAArjlov, i 1 els TepITTY.

mpPos TN onv kaotyvhTny lok&oTnv
¢ABcov, foTwos kaTapxas TOV HaoTOv
¢BnAaoa, Tiis unTPds oTepnBels kai
OPPaAVOS YEVOUEVOS, TIPOCAY OPEUOIwV
éxkelvnu kai ouvTagduevos drmelevcouat
SiaTtnpriowv TNy énauvtou Ceorjv.



Chapter 2

Teachers’ Scholia, Tzetzes, and
Planudes

1. “GRAMMATICAL” SCHOLIA OR TEACHERS’ NOTES

In the previous chapter I argued that classification of the Euripidean scholia as
vetera vs. recentiora is in many cases problematic and misleading. While no sys-
tem of stratification (or tagging in an XML structure for the online edition) will
be without its imperfections or disadvantages, it does seem to me important to
recognize that the difference between scholarly treatment at an advanced level,
on the one hand, and less ambitious treatment emphasizing paraphrase and help
with rare words and sophisticated syntax, on the other, is as much a matter of
intended audience as of chronology. Of course, if we could go as far back into
antiquity as the commentaries of the generations before Didymus and of Didy-
mus himself, we would probably find a very high proportion of what we would
consider advanced scholarly discussion. But what we actually have access to in
the extant tradition of Euripidean scholia was first consolidated some centuries
after Didymus and was created, and handed on and modified, in order to meet
the needs of less ambitious users. Some of the elementary or mid-level help in
the scholia goes back to the Roman Imperial period, if not earlier; and, given the
conservative nature of the educational system and the apprenticeship-style con-
veyance of professional teaching skills from one generation to the next, even an
explanation first recorded in our developing corpus in, say, the 6th century CE
may have been current for many generations before that. Therefore, a classifica-
tion into scholia vetera and scholia recentiora should not be understood as
claiming that we can establish on a sound and consistent basis the relative chro-
nology of various notes. It is hard, however, to abandon these terms, despite the
uncertainties, and the current XML structure (in the type attribute for each
scholion element) uses these terms in the following way. The type “vet” is used
when there is a high probability that the note existed (allowing for minor varia-
tions) before about 1000 (with no claim as to how much earlier any single note
60
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originated). For the triad plays this means, in essence, recorded by the first hand
in a manuscript earlier than 1100 (HMB) or the first hand(s) in the later witness-
es V and C, which, despite being of the 13th and 14th centuries respectively, are
copied from sources for the most part as old as HMB. The type “rec” is used, in
contrast, for notes that are first attested in the late 13th century and early 14th
century in the manuscripts known as the recentiores of Euripides (in particular,
MnPrRRfRvRwSSa); again this designation makes no claim about how much
earlier than, say, 1280 these notes may have originated. Scholia associated with
Maximus Planudes, Manuel Moschopulus, Thomas Magister, and Demetrius
Triclinius are each given a type of their own based on the presumed author’s
name. Finally, additional simple anonymous notes that first appear in manu-
scripts from ca. 1300 on, that is, contemporary with or later than the work of
Moschopulus and Thomas but not securely associated with them, are given the
type “pllgn” (for Palaeologan).

The scholia recentiora include some shortened versions of the scholia vetera,
or barely shortened but reworded versions, in both cases adjusted for less ambi-
tious readers and earlier stages of the educational system. Examples were given
in Chapter 1, where we saw that similar shortened versions existed already in H,
and also in M (for Hippolytus) and in B (especially for Andromache).! In addi-
tion, some scholia recentiora evince their educational role at a less ambitious
level by the greater prominence of what can be called grammatical elements in
the notes.? “Grammatical” here refers to the activities of the grammaticus, a
teacher who is using the ancient texts to expand his students’ vocabulary and
morphology, their awareness of distinctions of meaning among uses of a single
word or between words of similar reference, their knowledge of syntax and of
rhetorical tropes, and their exposure to etymologies. Ole L. Smith pointed out
the frequent appearance of these in the manuscripts of classical authors.> Ruth

' On B see Chapter 1, note 19. Not all the scholia in B are shortened; many are the same or virtually
the same as notes Schwartz edited from the later manuscripts VVo..

? Another index of this middling context is the greater frequency of misguided interpretations. There
are already some ill-considered interpretations of syntax and sense in the older scholia (some as-
cribed to named scholars), but more mistakes can be found in Palaeologan-era manuscripts.
Teachers and students treated the text before them extremely atomistically (compare the word-by-
word parsing and etymologizing in schedography) and sometimes one finds an erroneous gloss that
shows the reader was not looking forward to the next line or even to the rest of the current line, but
looking at one word in isolation and trying to give it a sense or construction based only on what had
been read so far.

* Smith 1996. He is one of the few scholars specializing in tragic scholia who mentions just how ele-
mentary some glossing is, and this article as a whole is an excellent statement of the need to
recognize the variety of audiences served by the annotations, although he does not recognize the
importance of a competitive spirit between (at least some) teachers, similar to what existed among
Hellenistic scholars and late antique educators. Nevertheless, in his own otherwise very inclusive
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Webb and others have illuminated how classical texts were used for teaching of
orthography, grammar, and vocabulary, showing that teachers and students, in
certain contexts at least, treated the texts not as ones to be appreciated on a liter-
ary level, but as a storehouse of examples and prompts for mastering details of
the artificial language they needed in order to acquire or maintain elite status in
Byzantine society.*

A glance at the explanations on Iliad 1 by Ioannes Tzetzes gives an indication
of several kinds of grammatical scholia. Within the short range of notes on II.
1.98-100,> we find a paraphrase clarifying a verbal tmesis, with the addition “hy-
perbaton, in the Tonic manner”; a gloss with a simple etymology; an overdrawn
distinction between prepositions (eis is used with inanimate objects, pds with
animate objects); explanation of three poetic pronoun forms attached to the oc-
currence of one of them in the text; parsing, principal parts, and derivation of
two verb forms. Homer was such a fundamental text in teaching from the earli-
est stage that we have much more of this grammatical material surviving,
particularly as compiled in the Epimerismi Homerici. Notes of this kind occur
sporadically among the old scholia on Euripides, but in greater number in the
scholia that I classify among the scholia recentiora.

In such annotation, the actual meaning of the ancient text is sometimes of lit-
tle importance, as a word in the text is seen rather as a jumping-off point for a
lesson in grammar or vocabulary. These concerns leave less room for more
scholarly questions directly related to the text and its literary interpretation. We
can recognize some of this same educational bias in the annotations on the triad
associated with Manuel Moschopulus (or in a few cases Planudes) and Thomas
Magister, although they seem to be engaged in a more disciplined project, which
I think might be viewed as a reaction against, or at least refinement of, the teach-
ing tradition reflected in the manuscripts in circulation in previous generations.

Before considering some categories of discursive teachers’ scholia, it will be
useful to show that already at the level of the interlinear glosses we can identify
some characteristic features of manuscripts whose annotation is aimed at a lower

edition of the scholia on Septem, he excludes this kind of annotation (Smith 1982: xxii). Xenis 2010a:
17 also mentions this type of scholia, again excluding them from his edition.

* See esp. Webb 1994 and 1997, Ninlist 2012, and Gaul 2011 (with many additional references).
Similarly, it has been noted by Dyck 1986 that Michael Psellus’ appreciation of Euripides in compari-
son with George of Pisidia seems to reflect that Psellus’ interest lay mainly in the usefulness of the
tragedies as rhetorical examples.

® These are among the first in the edition of Lolos 1981, covering the notes on Iliad 1.97-609: specifi-
cally, on Il 1.98 (nos. 31, 32), 1.100 (nos. 34, 36, 37, 38). The newer edition of Papathomopoulos
2007 has not been available to me and is not currently present in TLG, nor does the TLG include the
obsolete editions of the scholia on Iliad 1.1-96 published by Hermann 1812 and Bachmann 1832,
who believed these were the only ones surviving.
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or middle level of educational practice. These features may not be known to
many casual users of editions of scholia because editors usually have excluded
them from what they publish as the corpus of scholia.

1. Article glosses: Annotation for a higher level will usually have none of
these, but for the lower levels one can find manuscripts that provide some of the
nouns in the text with a gloss consisting of the article in the appropriate gender,
number, and case. Some scribes obsessively place an article above almost every
noun that does not already have one in the text. It is not always entirely clear
what information is being conveyed: in some cases it may be showing that the
anarthrous noun in the poetic text needs to be understood as definite (the article
would be present in prose); in other cases, it may be identifying the word as a
noun rather than an adjective (but sometimes the article is above an adjective
along with another above its governing noun); and in others it may provide an
indication or a confirmation of the gender and case of the noun or adjective (for
vocabulary practice or a reminder of the case appropriate with a particular verb).
Thus the gloss may be related to correct paraphrase or to correct parsing, skills
expected of the teacher and perhaps also tested by interrogation of the students.
Examples from Orestes 1-10: 1 £€mos] 16 R; 3 &xBos] T6 PrSZu; 3 &vbpcdomou]
ToU S; 3 guois] i) PcS; 4 tuxas] tas FPMnS; 5 816s] Tou AbS; 5 tdvtalos] 6
F?0x; 6 métpov] TOv ZZaZmTZbGu (Thom.); 7 Siknv] thHv XXaXbTYY{GrZc
(Mosch.); 10 yAéooav] thv F4 10 aioxiotnv] v O. Note the presence of
such a gloss in O, the attestation in the recentiores AbFMnPrSR, and the
occasional use of the article gloss in Moschopulus and Thomas. In various
stretches of the text one may find a scribe being particularly thorough in the use
of such glosses: e.g., F2, S, and Ox offer examples of this behavior.

2. There are various disambiguating glosses found in manuscripts intended to
provide more basic help. For homophone words, these may go back to texts that
had no or very few diacritics and no word division, but they persist in manu-
scripts that have abundant diacritics and even in those with word division
(although in the more crowded and informally written copies of the Palaeologan
era, it is often difficult to detect word division visually).® For other words, they
help identify which meaning applies when a word has a large number of alterna-
tive uses.

2a. Disambiguating gloss on cos: The best example of the disambiguating
gloss is the treatment of the conjunction/particle cos. Even the major manu-
scripts of old scholia will have a few instances where the word is glossed, but a
sure sign of mid-level teachers’ annotation is the tendency to supply every in-
stance of cog with a gloss from among a group of choices. The choices (with

¢ This persistence may be due to conservatism in the teaching tradition, but in some cases it may also
reflect the fact that students did not then understand or pay attention to distinctions in accentuation,
just as many modern students do not, even when they are explicitly taught.
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examples again from Orestes) are 811 for noun-clauses (91 Ab% 93 V*RSGu; 128
AbFMnRR(fSSa), kab& (kabBdmep, k&Bcos) for similes (8 Thom. 45
MnZbZcZIGCrOx; 341 Aa’GP?Y?% 343 Aa’AbKMnG), Alav for exclamatory uses
(93 Aa’Gu; 125 B*Aa*AbKSZmGuGCr; 126 AbPrMn, Mosch., Thom.; 212
AaAbK, Mosch., Thom.+; 213 AbKR, Mosch., Thom.+) or sometimes instead
SvTteos (126 AaZu, 213 AaZu, 217 and 226 F?), émel for temporal uses (90
Thom.+), iva for purpose (265 FPRSa, Mosch., Thom.+), mcds (or émeos) for
manner-clauses (90 K, Mosch.+; 128 AaKMnSa, Mosch., Thom.+; 265
AaAbMnRSSa).

2b. Disambiguating gloss on : The form with circumflex and smooth breath-
ing may have &pa to indicate a question (233 AaAbFMnPrSSa, Mosch., Thom.;
435 AaAbMnRSaCrOx, Mosch.) or évtws (435 Thom.) to indicate affirmative
“indeed.” The form with circumflex and rough breathing may be glossed with
ATt () to indicate the feminine dative of the relative pronoun (49
Ab?SCrOx; 402 CrOx) as opposed to an adverbial use.

2c. Disambiguating gloss on the relative pronoun: Forms of &g, 1, & that can
be mistaken for an article or a demonstrative (or possessive adjective as in
Homer) are shown to be the relative pronoun by the use of the indefinite relative
form as a gloss (29 fitis AaAbF?MnPcSCrOxYfZl; 49 fitwi Ab®SCrOx; 78
fHvtwa Ox; 33 &s] dotis SCrOx), and the Doric feminine & is similarly distin-
guished from a neuter plural & (81 & ye| ftis AbPrRRwSCrOx, fitis 1§ &Tva
Thom.; 206 &te] HTis VICAaKMnS, Thom.+ vs. &te] kab& AbFMnSaCrOx,
Tricl.).

3. Prepositional glosses: Poetic case usages without preposition are often
clarified by glossing with the standard preposition, such as eis above an accusa-
tive of direction or goal (303 oitov] eis F; 1094 yfjv 8eAgid’] eis Mosch.; 1490
8buous] eis Mosch.), or ¢év with a locative dative (103 &pyel] év F?GB? 315
RpoToiow] ¢év R).” Middle to late Byzantine glosses also feature the frequent use
of ¢v to explain an instrumental dative, a usage one can also find, for instance, in
the verse of Ioannes Tzetzes: (54 wA&Tn] év F; 282 véoois] év AaSOx, Thom.;
304 mpooedpeia] év F; 305 moAAf 8 &Rpoovvy] év F, Thom.).® Plain genitives
with verbs of being born often have a gloss of &mo (5 8ids] amd KMnRw,
Mosch.+; 11 ToU] &md PcS, Mosch.+; 16 atpécos] amd AaAb’MnPrRSSa,
Mosch.+) or éx (5 B1dg] &k F*Gu; 16 &tpéwos] ¢k F), and other expressions with a
plain genitive of separation are treated similarly (251 kakév] &mod ZuCrOx). A
related form of explanation occurs with partitive genitives, which may be distin-

7 Explanation of these inherited usages as due to omission of a preposition goes back to antiquity,
since it was used by Aristarchus: Matthaios 1999: 176-179 (fr. 195-204), 597-602.

¥ Note, however, that an even more common way to treat instrumental datives is by glossing with 81&
plus genitive of the same noun.
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guished from other independent genitives by use of the gloss amod (264 Tév
EUAOV Epvvicav] amd Aa?, Mosch.+; 385 vepTépcov] amd B?). Comparable too is
the frequent use of the gloss &veka/Evekev for genitives of cause, especially after
the @eU or ofuol (327 pdxbwv] évekev ADMnRSCrOx, &veka Mosch.+; 412
Bleoyucdv] fveka AbFPKMn, Mosch., Thom.+) or with &8Aios, péAeos, and the
like (160 éxBioTwv BedBev épyudTeov] fveka (Aa’FMnPrRSSa, Thom.+, cf.
Mosch. éveka TGV Be00TUYECTATWV TTPAEEWY).

4. Help with pronouns: The poetic pronoun vw is frequently glossed with
auTov or authy (15 viv] altodv Tdv Buéotnu VS, Mosch.+, Tdv Buéotnuv AaAb
KMnPcPrRRfSa, CrOx, Thom.; 36 viv] avtdv ABFPGMnRIS, ZZa (Thom.?),
auTtdy TOV opéotny VYEE 119 vwv] avthv V'AaF’GMnRRfSSa, ZZIGu
(Thom.?)). The demonstratives and the oblique cases of autds, or again viv, are
frequently glossed with the precise identification of the antecedent of the pro-
noun (11 oUtos] & Tdvtalos V'AaAbFMnPcPrRS, Thom.+; 69 keivou] ToU
ueveAdou AaAnRSa; 38 T6vd’] TOv dpéotnv Zb% 500 autdv] TOV dpéoTny
V'AaMnPrRS, Mosch.+). In some manuscripts this process is almost obsessive,
with the same antecedent being supplied more than once within a few lines. The
demonstrative 8¢ in some copies is routinely glossed with the corresponding
form of oUtos (33 T&de/Tdde] Taita/TolTo R/Mn; 38 Té6vd’] TolTov F?S; 91
T&8’] Talta F?), because otherwise the letter-sequence might be read as the
article followed by &¢.°

5. In a few manuscripts most forms of “to be” are glossed with the corre-
sponding form of Um&pxco. For some forms it may have arisen from the need to
disambiguate forms of “to be” from other words that looked the same except for
the diacritics (such as i, €lo1, v, fjv, fjv), but the gloss is not confined to
forms that actually involve ambiguous spelling. Perhaps this standard gloss owes
something to the fact that the verb eiui is irregular and its conjugation had
changed by Byzantine times. For example: 1 ouk €oTwv] oux Umdpxet F2CrOx; 8
] kal Umdpxeov F?Mn; 13 8vti] kal Umdxovtt MnF*CrOx; 86 &l] Umdpxets
CrOxZl; 126 €] uméapxeis AbF?RISCrOx; 228 eiu] Umdpxw Ox; 264 oUoal
umapyovoa CrOx.

6. It is not common, but occasionally Te will be glossed with kai: 71 R, 120
Zu, 282 Zu, 315 Zu.

7. Unnecessary or abstruse glosses: in some manuscripts there is such enthu-
siasm for glossing several words per line that one finds glosses that seem rarer or

° This is partly a matter of guarding against inattention to diacritics, but note that some medieval
scribes treat 8e as an enclitic like Te (and even more often 8’ in the same way as T’), and thus when
they write 88¢ (85°), with the gap between letters too tight to detect a space before delta if one was
intended, one can be uncertain whether they intended what we present as 8¢ or what we present as
6 8¢ (or for pronominal 6 in some editions & 8¢). The gloss could resolve the ambiguity for the medi-
eval reader. Somewhat related is the habit of glossing ¢>8¢ with oUTcos.
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more obscure than the word being glossed. Such glossing may have a vocabu-
lary-building benefit,'” but it seems that some teachers viewed provision of
glossing as a competitive activity. Even if perfectly adequate glosses were already
available in the tradition, to be seen in manuscripts as old as 1000 or in the
abundant Moschopulean copies, such a teacher insists on coming up with an
alternative. So for &meipnk’ in Or. 91, where we find &meimov in PrRfZu and
amékapov in AbS, and where Moschopulus supplied éEntévnoa, adjusted to
¢EnTévnka in G (possibly Georgius Phrancopulus),' and Thomas glossed with
amnydpevoa (adjusted to amnydpevcev by Triclinius), Zu comes up with an
exquisite &mepnxdvnoa.’? At Or. 125 uéuvno’ did not attract any glosses in the
recentiores or Moschopulus or Thomas, but Zu presents kai pveiav moinocov.13
At Or. 128 améBpioe(v) or améBpiEe(v) is given the obvious glosses kowe
(V'MnPrSCrOx), amékowe (Aa’F’RRfSa, Mosch.+), and &métepe (Ab, Thom.),
but Zu supplies &vTi ToU &mopepicaoca. At Or. 200 6Aéueb’ did not attract any
glosses before 1300, but Thomas used the standard gloss for destruction or kill-
ing, pBeipdueba (cf. ¢pBdpueba in Xo?), and in F* we find another standard gloss
of verbs of destruction, fpaviopeBa: here Zu presents kai 6AéBpiov (read
OAébpiol) eyevdueda.

If we turn now to telltale signs of teachers’ notes in the discursive scholia usu-
ally placed in the margin (but occasionally in interlinear position in some
manuscripts), we may begin with the question-and-answer type of explanation
of a syntactic phenomenon.”* A few of these are found in the old scholia. For

10Webb 1994: 101 n. 49 remarks: “It should be noted, however, that interlinear glosses are not neces-
sarily simpler terms than the words in the text and seem to have functioned also to widen students’
vocabulary.” See also Webb 1997: 9-10: “The same word may be both glossed and used as a gloss on
another within the same passage, suggesting that the purpose of some of these interlinear glosses was
to extend the pupils’ vocabulary by providing synonyms.”

' PLP 30135, RGK 3A, #242. Following Turyn 1964: 108-109, Gaul 2008: 178-182 argues that
Phrancopulus was the scribe of the large etymological dictionary in Vat. gr. 7, not just the author of
the dictionary; the scribe of Vat. gr. 7 is the same as the scribe of G.

!2 There is one instance of the middle &mopnxavéuat in a 12th-century Byzantine text cited in LBG
(sich ausdenken, zu gewinnen suchen) and present in TLG, but the Zu gloss appears to mean “I have
used up all my means, I have become helpless.”

1371, however, glossed the whole phrase Tfjs T&Aw pépvno’ 680U with évbupol UrooTpéyat.

4 The question-and-answer format is, of course, not confined to such grammatical notes. It was the
standard form of the ancient probléma, often beginning with a question, or with {ntoUot or
Biamopeitat followed by an indirect question. For a probléma that attracted many solutions and
survived in a long scholion, see Sch. Phoen. 208 Siamopeital méds Aéyouov ai katd TOV xopdv
kTA on the problem of the references to the Ionian Sea, Sicily, Zephyrus, and “by oar” (¢A&Tq); for a
shorter note of this type, see Sch. Phoen. 21 (“how is it that the woman [Jocasta], having previous
knowledge of the oracle, did not dissuade Laius from intercourse?”). In the latter example, it is rele-
vant to note that the alternative reworded version found only in V (using Si1& i) is marked with an
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example, in Orestes 1-2 there are multiple potential antecedents for the genitive
relative pronoun that begins line 3. A modern grammarian would be inclined to
say that in such a situation in Greek there are always two options available, using
a plural relative pronoun to incorporate all the earlier nouns or making the rela-
tive pronoun agree in gender and number with the closest noun only. The
scholion that survives in MCV and a few recentiores (PrRRfRw) and with abbre-
viation in O and other recentiores (MnSSa) explains the usage as follows:"

Or. 2 oudt m&Bos oudt cuppopdv: dia Ti eipnkcds émos kai m&bog mMPds TO
BnAukdv Ta EETis ouvétale paokwy “fis oUk &v &pait’ &xbos”; pautv olv &Ti
TpoTIHaTal ToU oUdeTépou TO BnAukdv, kal 81 ToUTo Tpds avTd Emoinoe ThHv
ouvtagv.

Why, having said epos and pathos [neuter nouns], did he (the poet) make the fol-
lowing phrase agree with the feminine in saying “of which [fem.] it would not take
upon itself the burden”? We say, then, that the feminine receives preference over
the neuter, and therefore he made the agreement with it.

The use of “we say, then” mimics the oral teaching in a classroom or lecture hall.
Another stylistic feature to note is the introduction of the final phrase by “and
for this reason” and in particular the sort of “ring composition” echo with varia-
tion: Tpds aUTd ~ TPds TO OnAukdvy, Emoinoe ThHv oclvtalv ~ cuvéTage.'

Scholia of this type are more frequent for Hecuba than for Orestes or Phoenis-
sae, because it was probably the first tragedy studied by students, if it is
legitimate to assume that late antique and medieval teachers introduced their
students to tragedy with a Euripidean play rather than a Sophoclean one. While
Dindorf’s edition by chance included a few scholia of this type, the extent to
which such notes have survived emerges only through study of the neglected
recentiores and other manuscripts from about 1300 onward, and the examples
cited here and in the next chapter are drawn from what are so far only partial
collations of the relevant witnesses. The following are from the first 500 lines of
Hecuba, where several, but not all, of the recentiores have been sampled. In sev-
eral cases one can see a straining to draw implausible distinctions—one of the
features that shows the potential competitive aspect of performing as a gram-
marian before a class and of recording one’s explanations for others.

Hec. 1 fikeo: 'kai S Ti elmev fikew olovel E€pxopal. 216 yap fkov Emi
ouvicTapévou Twods SnAoltal TpdyuaTos, kabdos Aéyouey “Eyco kateABoov eig

obelus by Schwartz as “more recent,” but whatever its date of composition it represents, I suggest, a
teacher’s simplification of the thought and language.

!> Four different shorter and reworded versions of this explanation are found in B (eis BnAukov 8¢ ¢
oUBeTépou TOV Adyov &médaokev Emeldn mpoTiudTal ToU oUdeTépou TO BnAukdv) and the later
manuscripts Pc, Y, and Gu.

' For another example of the type surviving in M as well as V and a few recentiores, see Sch. Hec. 9.
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'7 This example illustrates how the teacher’s scholia could simply expand a transmitted scholion by
preposing the question, if the shorter form in M is actually the basis of the SSa version. But can we be
completely sure that M does not carry a more concise form adapted from the longer version? Anoth-
er example of a preposed question occurs in Sch. Hec. 175 petdAnyis aiobricecs kaAeitar &
oxfina KTA (Schw. 1.28, 16-19, from V), where SSa prepose Siati ouk elrev 811 v dkovons, dAA&

\
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TOV aiytaAdv kai dmooTpageis fikov, idou Tapeiut.” 31d 8¢ fikew €Tl Kivopévou
Kai oUk vTog oUudé CUVIOTAHEVOU TTP&YHATOS onuaiveTal, kaboos kai évtaiba
AéhexTal ‘opayeis yap 6 moAUdwpos Aéyel fikw auTi Tol Epxoual, T B¢ fikew
o¥ dnAol ocuvioTauevdy Ti Kal oUo1wds Exov Ty oikelav cloTtaciv. 1-2 SSa,
3-4 Sa

And why did he say héko in the sense of erchomai? For the (imperfect form) hekon
is indicated when applying to something formed into a body, just as we say “After
going down to the shore and turning back I have arrived, and here I am.” But the
(present form) heko is indicated when applying to a thing in motion and not exist-
ing, nor formed into a body, just as in fact it has been used here. Because he was
murdered, Polydorus says héko instead of erchomai, and héko does not indicate
something formed into a body and really having its proper constitution.

Hec. 8-9 3 i elmev “6s Thv &plotnv xeppovnoiav mAdka omeipel”; kaAdds
elev B16T1 o5 v BaoiAeus ouvijyev &mod ToU Aaol choTep kapTov EoTap-
uévov TO xpuciov. RSSa

Why did he say “who sows the excellent plain of the Chersonese”? He said this well
because as king he used to gather money from his people just like a crop that had
been sown.

Hec. 9 'd1& ti elmme “Aadv etiBivaov Sopi”; 20Uk aAdyws: BapPBapous yap dvtas
auToUs T di& Eipous amelA) UéTtacoev. 1-2 SSa, 2 MY

Why did he say “steering the people with his spear”? (He phrased it) not unreason-
ably, for since they were barbarians he kept them subdued by the threat of armed
force.

Hec. 14 Si1& Ti elmev 8mAa kai &yxos; S 16 elval moAA& STAa TGV TeXvdV
elTre kai £yxos va deifn &T1 &puata Aéyel. Sa

Why did he say hopla and engchos? Because of the fact that there are many hopla
(gear) belonging to the crafts, he said engchos (sword) as well, in order to show that
he means military gear.'®

i8ns. &AA&, and R preposes meds elmev {va 18ns ofav edpev (read pduav) dxovw mepl Tiis ofjs

Yuxris.

'8 Sa applies a rough breathing to &ppata under the influence of &pua = “chariot.” &pua (usually pl.
&puata) in Byzantine Greek (&pua in modern Greek) is “arms” (borrowed from Latin). The gloss
&puata (again, with rough breathing) appears above Hec. 14 8mAa in RSSaXo” among the manu-

scripts collated so far for this passage.
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Hec. 39 euBlvovtas: Sia Ti elmev eubUvovTas kai oUk eiev eublivov; ToUto TO
oxiiua 0Tl (sic) kawoTmpemés. oUk améRAeye yap Tpos TNV ovvTagiv dAA&
PSS TO onuatvdpevov Tijs Aé€ews. SSa

Why did he say (masculine plural accusative) euthunontas and not say (neuter sin-
gular accusative) euthunon? This figure of speech is novel/unusual (as opposed to
common/ordinary usage). He did not look toward the syntax (for the agreement)
but toward the meaning of the term.

Hec. 39 eivaliav A&tnv: dix Tl eimev eivaiiav mA&tnv; Six 16 elvar kai
Xepoaiav fjyouv TO TTUov. SSa

Why did he say “oar of the sea”? Because there also exists an oar of the land, that is
to say, the winnowing fan.

Hec. 143 opurjocov: S Ti ¢domep TO TAOUTED ¢ycd, mAouTifw 8¢ Etepov oU
Aéyetal kai TO Spud Eycd, Opuilew 8¢ ETepov; (va un ouveptéon 1O Opuilew TO
EAAEViCo, 810 AdyeTal kai Spu Eycd kal Opudd Etepov. Pr

Why does one not say also “I rest at mooring” (hormé), but “I cause some-
one/something else to be moored” (hormizo), just as one says “I am wealthy”
(plouto), but “I make someone else wealthy” (ploutizo)? In order that there not be
confusion with hormizo, meaning “arrive/stay in a harbor,” for which reason one
says both “I move” (hormo ego) and “I cause another to be move” (hormo heteron).

148 Sppavov: ik Ti elmev dppavodv kai ouk ey dppaviiv; 1) S 16 Bei€at TO
AvBpelov ToU PPOVIUATOS Ths Yuvaikds, 1} €XprjoaTto T Adyw cds moAAol
AéyovTes 6 &vbBpwoTros kai 11 &vBpcotos, 6 kaAAIoTOS Kai 1) kK&AAIoTOS Kai EAAa
TAgiova. oUTws olv s ofual éxpricato T Adyw & Tapdov TomnTrs eimcov
oppavov. R

Why did he say orphanon (form that is masculine or unmarked common mascu-
line/feminine gender) and not say orphanén (form that is marked as feminine
gender)? Either in order to show the manliness of the woman’s spirit, or he used
the word as many do when they say anthropos with both a masculine and a femi-
nine article, kallistos with both a masculine and a feminine article,’ and several
others. So, I believe, the present poet used the word in this way when he said or-
phanon.?®

' TLG provides a few examples: 1) k&dAMoTos/THv k&AMioTov four times in Ioannes Camaterus,
Introductio in astronomian (12th cent.); also Michael Psellus, Oratoria minora 25, 57 THv k&AAloTOV
Tpoaipeicbal kai TEXVIKATaTov Adyou Snuioupyiav (11th cent.).

*% The feminine (in -av or -nv) is a variant or gloss here in several manuscripts. Note also Triclinius’
note, with a more learned and less fanciful explanation: fuétepov: T6 dppavov avti Tol dppaviiv,
ATTIKES, 6§ kal Aptotopdvns [Nub. 53] “ol ufv €pcd ¥’ s dpyds fv” auTi Tol apyr. oU xpr
Tolvuv dppavay ypdeetv cos év Tiow edpntar ov yap apudlel 16 pétpe. (“My own annotation:
the form with masculine ending instead of the form with feminine ending, in the Attic [= literary]
manner, just as Aristophanes also says ‘T will not say, however, that she was idle’ with argos for arge.
So one should not write ophanan as is found in some copies; for that does not fit the meter.”)
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A second pedagogical interest that could be served by grammatical scholia is
the improvement of the student’s vocabulary and of the “Attic” purity of his
writing style. Some teachers’ scholia point out the fine distinctions in meaning
between nearly synonymous words. The formula seen in such notes takes the
form Biagépel/Bragépovot X kai Y (kal Z ...), or Siapépet (16) X ToU Y, or
some slight variation on these. Distinctions of this type were already taught by
the sophists in the 5th century BCE, and in the early second century CE, at the
height of the Atticist movement, an important lexicon of synonymous or similar
words was compiled (probably by Herennius Philo), and epitomized versions
survive under the name Ammonius (De adfinium vocabulorum differentia).*!
Typical short examples are Ammonius 4 Nickau &yew kal @épev diagépel.
&yetal pgv yap té Euypuxa: pépetal 3¢ T dyuxa. ‘Ounpos [Od. 4.622]- “oi
8’ fyov (utv uiAa, @épov & eurjvopa ofvov” (“the verbs agein and pherein
[both meaning bring/carry] differ in sense: For animate beings are brought (age-
tai), while inanimate things are brought (pheretai). Homer: ‘and they
brought/led along the sheep and brought/carried the excellent wine”); 7 Nickau
d&ypros kail aypeios Siapépel. &yplos HEv Ydap oTv 6 wuds, aypeios 8¢ 6
aypoikos (“agrios and agreios differ in sense: agrios refers to one who is savage,
agreios to a rustic/bumpkin”). Notes of this type can be found in the Homeric
scholia and scholia on other authors, in lexicographers, and in the Epimerismi
Homerici. In the Euripidean scholia, Siagépel notes of this type are attested a few
times in MB:

Phoen. 1010 onkév: Siagpépel onkds kal &Butov. & ptv yap onkds éml [Tapou
add. B] avBpcotrov, T6 8¢ &8uTov éml Beod. MBCV

Sékos and aduton differ in meaning. For sékos is used in reference to a human
[human’s tomb B], while aduton is used in reference to a god.

Phoen. 1116 ¢mtoAaiow: ¢mToAT 8¢ kal dvaToAn Siapéper AvaToATr pév €0l
TGV HeyioTwv &oTpwv TV TpoavaPaivdvtwy, EmToAr 8¢ TéV eEAaTttdvwv
TV UeT ékelva. MC

Epitole and anatole differ in meaning. Anatolé is the rising of the greatest stars that
mount the heavens first, epitolé is the rising of the lesser stars that follow them.?

2 Nickau 1966; Alpers 2001: 200-201; Dickey 2007: 94-96, with further references; Matthaios 2015:
234-235, 286-287.

22 Ancient astronomical texts, lexicographic sources, and other scholia explain the distinction in
more than one way (e.g., anatolé is any rising of a star and epitolé is the rising of a star along with the
sun; or anatolé is the rising of a star with the sun, epitolé the rising a little before the sun; or anatolé
of the sun vs. epitolé of stars). The distinction here bears most similarity in sense, but not in exact
words, to Sch. Arat. 247 &A\Ao 8¢ ¢mToAn kai &AAo &vaToAr]. dvaToAr] utv ydp éoTw 1) ToU
Cwdiou TavTds, kabd toTwv 1) Tol fAiov, émedveia, EmToAn 8¢ TO UTo T Lepdiov, and Anonymi
Miscellanea Philosophica (Codex Baroccianus Graecus 131) 18 (61, 15) &AAo &vaToAr| kai &AAo
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Somewhat more discursive notes showing the same interest in distinctions of
meaning are the following:*

Med. 469 Bpdoos: o Bpdoos toTi Kakas pilous dpdoavTta évavTtiov BAémew
AAA& paAdov avaidela. Twes 8¢ emAapPdvovtal Eupimidou, cos kakdds eipn-
kKéTOS TO Yap Bpdoos €del paAAov eimeiv B&poos. diagépel yap s &PETN
Kakiag: TO pev yap émi kakoU kal puyokivdivou TdooeTal, TO B¢ émi dyabod.
86ev oi TaAaiol auTd Bidpioav oUtws, 8TI Bapoos pev TO Ths Yuxis Tapd-
oTnua peTd Aoyiouodl, Bpdoos 8t 1) aAdyiotos opury. BV?

It is not boldness to treat your friends badly and then look them in the face, but ra-
ther shamelessness. Some criticize Euripides, saying he spoke badly. For the word
thrasos here he ought to have said tharsos. For they differ from each other as a vir-
tue from a vice. For the one is applied to something bad and reckless, the other to
something good. Whence the ancients made the distinction about it in this way,
that tharsos is the inspired condition of the soul accompanied by reasoning, but
thrasos is the soul’s irrational impulse.*

Andr. 616 TpwBels: (onueicoTéov &1 prep. V) Tpwobeis elmev, oU BAnbeis: kai yap
EBANON UTO TTavddapou. Siagépet 8¢ TO BAnBfival TolU Tpwbdijvar. "Ounpos [1L.
11.660-661] “RéRPAnTar ptv 6 TuBeidns ... oltacTtal & ‘Oducels.” MNVVo

(One should remark that) he said trotheis (wounded) and not blétheis (stricken by
an arrow). For in fact Menelaus was stricken by an arrow by Pandarus. And
blethénai (be stricken) differs in meaning from trothénai (be wounded). Homer:
“The son of Tydeus has been stricken ... and Odysseus has been pierced by a
spear.”?

Of the Biagépei-notes collated so far, the vast majority (more than 40) are from
the recentiores (mainly PrRSSa) and V and absent from MBC, and these are con-
centrated in the scholia on Hecuba (for which the recentiores have been only
partially collated so far). Some examples will be discussed in the next chapter in

EMTOAT. duaToAr] pév y&p 1 tol (diou Tavtds émedveia, emToAr 8¢ 6 U auTd Lcddiov
&tav ouvavaTeiAn.

» Other examples: Sch. Hec. 288 on @bdvos and vépeots (MVPrSa); Sch. Hec. 567 on &pTnpia and
PAéy (MBVGu); Sch. Phoen. 271 on éox&pa and Beouds (B).

** This distinction goes back to Homeric scholarship (and was in the lexicographic tradition, Ammo-
nius 233 Nickau 8pdoos kal 8&poos Biapépel. Bpdoos ptv ydp totv &Aoyos opun, B&poos Bt
gENAoyos opur, etc.) and was indeed a fact of classical Attic prose usage. The accusation that Euripi-
des erred is found in Et. Gud. 255, 27-32 Sturz, and in item 17 in the collection mepi axupoAoyias
edited in Nickau 1966, where the distinction is expressed in almost the same language and is fol-
lowed by 86ev Eupimridng apuaptdver Aéycwv ... . The occasional poetic use of 6pacos in a “good”
sense was, however, not confined to Euripides, and the criticism in the scholion is captious.

> The quotation of these Homeric lines shows that the commentator is familiar with the traditional
discussion of RéBAnTat vs. oUtaotal in Homeric scholarship on those lines, and with Aristonicus’
habit of commenting when B&AAc> denotes actual wounding as opposed to simply hitting (e.g., Sch.
11. 3.80b, 82b, 4.157a Erbse). But nothing quite like this is found in TLG.
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connection with a set of teachers’ notes on Hecuba, and we will also observe
there the tendency of some such notes to draw dubious distinctions. The low
number discovered so far for the other two plays of the triad is probably genu-
inely indicative, despite the current incompleteness of the collations for Orestes
and Phoenissae: in Orestes 1-500, where all the major recentiores have been col-
lated, only Pr, F, and Yf have provided Siagépei-notes (one each), and the select
passages from Orestes 501-1693 and from Phoenissae that have been fairly thor-
oughly collated for other reasons have produced single examples from the late
hand in V and from Yf.

Another vocabulary-building technique that has roots in antiquity and ap-
pears in a number of teachers’ scholia is the note of the onuaivei-type. The
formulaic phrase associated with this type is 16 X onuaivelr 8Vo (or Tpia or
another number®). It can be found in the exegetic and grammatical tradition of
early Roman Imperial times (instances can be found in Erotian and Apollonius
Sophista), and it was perhaps already in use in Hellenistic times. There are many
examples in the scholiastic tradition,” the lexica, and the Epimerismi Homerici.
This type is not found in MB, but in V and some recentiores, and perhaps much
earlier in H, although in a variant form lacking the formula with a number.

Andr. 167 Teuxécov: onuaivel kai 1O ToAepikdv &mAov, onuaivel 8¢ kai TO
&yyeiov. V(perhaps H)*

Teuchos means the gear (armor) for war, and it also means the vessel (urn).?

Hec. 168 Bios: Bios 8¢ onuaiv[el s* ToOV] Tapdvta kdopov, TOV Xpdvov Tis
[exdoTou] Cefis, Thv Téxvny, Thv kaTtdoTalow, Ty mepijouciav kai T& TPods
T6 Cijv. V

Bios has six meanings: the present world, the time of each man’s life, the craft (one
lives by), one’s condition, survival, and the means for living.*

*¢ The highest number I have found is onuaiver 6kTcd for eight meanings of the prefix a in Sch. PrSa
Hec. 612 (going beyond the seven in the version in V that is in Schwartz).

?7 For instance, almost a dozen in scholia on the Aristophanic triad (plus seven more in Tzetzes’
scholia on those plays); Sch. Aesch. Septem 370g, 534f, 5341, 1025g; at least eleven examples in
Tzetzes’ scholia on Iliad 1.

 What can be seen on the facsimile (Daitz 1970: Plate 43) is the compendium for the first kai and af
of the second onuaivel, and Daitz 1979: 74 suggests that the rest, using the same words as in V,
would fit the lost space. We await the public availability of the new images of H (see Albrecht 2012)
to see whether this reconstruction can be more cogently verified or refuted.

2 This doctrine is not in other sources; instead we find the contrast between the meanings “vessel”
and “book-volume”: Moeris T 25 Telxos TO &yyeiov ATTikoi TO 8¢ BiAiov Aéyouov "EAAnves,
cf. Photius T 224 telixos: ou puévov 6 RiAiov, &AA& v &yyeiov, Thomas Mag. Eclog. 349, 9
TeUxos Ml &yyeiou AtTikol, e 8¢ BiBAiou "EAAnves.

3 The parallel that is closest is Sch. Tzetz. Arist. Plut. 500b Bios ¢’ onuaiver ToV TapdévTa kdopov,
TOV Xpovov Tiis tk&oTou Leotis, Trv feorv autnv fjtol T& Tpds TO Cijv Xprioua, Trv Teplousiav
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Hec. 304 &vdpi: TO dunp onuaivel & Tov &mAdds &vBpcotrov, TOV AvTidia-
oTeAASpevov Tpds TNV yuvaika, TOv &udpds nAkiav pbdocavTta, TOV avdpeiov,
kal Tov yuvaiki cuvapbévta. V?PrSa

Aneér has five meanings: a human being; man as distinguished from woman; one
who has reached the mature stage of life of a male; one who is manly; and one who
is wed to a wife.*!

So far, onuaivel-type scholia have been found about 20 times for words in Hecu-
ba, but apart from the note on Andr. 167 (quoted above), the only items from
other plays are notes on Or. 117 Scopeitanr and 220 méAavos transmitted only in
Gu (14th cent.).

By far the most common type of teachers’ scholia is that which offers an ety-
mology. The belief that words were formed by some rational process from
meaningful smaller elements that explained the sense of the composite words
was strongly rooted in the Greek tradition.*” Etymological play with proper
names to reveal a deeper meaning was an element of traditional poetic wisdom,
as illustrated by Hesiod’s connection of Titans (Titfjves), retribution (tiois), and
overstraining (Titaive) in Theogony 207-210 or by Aeschylus’ connection of
Zeus to causation in Agamemnon 1485-1486 (Biai Aids mavaitiou Tavepyé-
Ta). From the age of the sophists onward this etymological method was applied
more and more broadly, and Plato’s Cratylus was an authoritative text exempli-
fying the method, for later readers overlooked Plato’s own intention to show that
the method could not yield true knowledge. Etymological explanations entered
into the philology and grammatical studies of the Hellenistic and Roman Impe-

Ek&oTov, THV TEXVNY, Kai TO EmMTHdeupa, cos TO “oeuvol f) acépvou Biou &vbpwTros.” For only
five meanings see Et. Magn. s.v. Biog (198, 14-18) mooaxcds 6 Bios: mevtaxds. Bilos, 6 xpdvos Tis
Ceofis” Blos kal 1 évTedbev TR Wuxiis HeT&oTaocts” Bios kal év @ Tis diatpifer Bios kai TO
¢mTrdeupa, eiTe iaTpds EOTIV, T HNXAVIKOS, T} TeEKTOVIKOS, Kal T& dpola: Bios kai T eldog Tijs
Ceofis, kaBd Aéyopev TOV v oepvov kai kéopiov EAéoBat Biov, Tov 8¢ &oepvov kai &poucov.

3 Again the closest parallel is with Tzetzes, Sch. II. 1.151 (no. 29) mévTe onuaivel TO avrjp TOV Ti
puoel &vdpa Tpds auTISlaoToANY yuvaikds: Tov ouluyov Tov HAikiav avdpds éxovrtar ToOV
avdpeiov kai TOV &A&S &vbptov, cs viv, coTep 0Tl kal TO wakdplos avrip; cf. Sch. Tzetz.
Hes. Op. 3 16 avnp onuaivel Tévte: TOV &vdpeiov, TOV yruavTa, TOV UOEL, TOV dudpds MAikiav
AaBévta, kai Tov &vBpcotrov. But the doctrine of five meanings is also in Apion(?) (Ludwich 1917:
220, 10-16) avrjp onuaivel " TOV audpeiov, s “&vdpd ot évvete, Moloa” (Od. 1.1) kai “ avépes
goTe, pidor” (II. 8.174). kal TOV yeyaunkdTa, olov “avnp 1d¢ yuvi” (Od. 6.184). kal TOV &vdpds
NAkiav Exovtar “kal wwv épnv Eooecbat év avBpdow ol T xepeicwd” (Od. 14.176). kal TOV
&vBpwotov koweds: “Aibiomas, Tol Sixfa dedaiaTal, Eoxator audpdv” (Od. 1.23). kai TOV
&ppeva: “&udpes kikAnokov kaAAifcovol Te yuvaikes” (IL 7.139). In other sources there are only
four meanings (omitting “human being”): Sch. Hom. Od. 1d1, 1d2 Pontani (with other parallels in
his apparatus); Choeroboscus, Epimerismi in Psalmos 6, 24-32.

?2 See the overview of the practice and its history and significance in Sluiter 2015, with further refer-
ences.
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rial periods.”® The more remote the language of literature became from the ver-
nacular, the more prestige, it appears, accrued to the ability to etymologize in
this traditional manner. The Byzantines collected such etymological information
in the Epimerismi Homerici and the massive etymological dictionaries, and the
teachers’ scholia on various authors show that scholars and teachers were some-
times not simply repeating an etymology they found in a lexicon, but creating a
variation or a completely new one on their own. They and their students must
have been convinced that having a word etymologically explained contributed to
proper acquisition of vocabulary and proper understanding of distinctions be-
tween different words. Alternative derivations might be offered as equally
possible since any of them might serve the mnemonic function. Fluency in offer-
ing etymologies must indeed have been one weapon in the arsenal of skills a
teacher used to impress his students, compete with rivals, and gain prestige
among men of literary culture.*

So far almost 200 short etymological notes have been found during collations.
Most of these are for the triad plays, with Hecuba offering many more examples
than Orestes and Phoenissae, and those notes are transmitted especially in the
recentiores and other Palaeologan manuscripts, with only about 30 instances
found in MB (a couple even on non-triad plays). An even more skewed distribu-
tion in favor of later manuscripts is evident for the Aeschylean and Sophoclean
triad plays for which there exist adequate editions of more than just the scholia
in the oldest manuscript (Laur. plut. 32.09): that is, for Septem, Prometheus, and
Ajax, one can find dozens of instances by searching for the formulaic Tap& 1o
or &md Tou, and only a handful of these are in the scholia of the Medicean/Lau-
rentian manuscript.*® For Euripides, the etymologies attested in the earlier
witnesses seem often to be well integrated into a larger discussion, whereas in the
teachers’ annotations the etymology is usually offered for its own sake. Here are
some examples, to which I have added parallels or sources identified so far:*

Or. 331 pecdupadot: dupaids kékAntatl 1) TTubco Tapa Tas dueas Tas UTd ToU
Beol xpnoTtnpialopévas. fj Tapa TO elval év péow Tijs oikoupévns Thv TTube.
Aéyetal yap tov Afa pabetv Bouldusvov TO péoov Tiis Yyfis dUo &eTous

3 See Matthaios 2015: 198 and 204-205 on éTupoAoyias elpeots as a standard part of the grammar-
ian’s discipline; on Orion and other compilations, 287-288 (with further references). On
lexicography in general see also Alpers 2001, especially 203-204 on the tradition of the Byzantine
etymological dictionaries.

* Sluiter 2015: 902-903, 918, 921-922.

% For Aristophanes, the distribution for cases of the formulas Tap& 6 and &md ToU is more nearly
equal between the old scholia on the one side and the Tzetzean and Palaeologan on the other side.
There are many more unusual words (comic coinages and actual words) in Aristophanes that invite
analysis of derivation.

% Additional examples are discussed in the next chapter.
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iooTaxels ageival, TOV pév &mod dUcews, TOv B¢ &Td AvaToAfs, kal éxkeloe
aUToUs amavTiioatl, 88ev dupalds ekArbn. avaxeiobai Te xpuools deTovs paot
TV pubevopéveov AeTddv Utropvrjuata. MBCOPrRw (small traces survive in H)
Pytho is called navel by derivation from the utterances (omphai) pronounced in
prophecy by the god. Or from the fact that Pytho is in the middle of the inhabited
world. The story goes that when Zeus wanted to find the position of the middle of
the earth he released two equally swift eagles, one from the west and one from the
east, and they met there, wherefore it was called navel. And they say that eagles
made of gold are dedicated as memorials of the eagles in the myth.

The derivation from éug@r is not attested elsewhere.

Hec. 609 Adtpt: 1) HeT& @dPou Soulevouoa, Tapd TO Aa EmTaTIKOV Kai TO
TpeTv 8 onuaivel TO poPeiobar. MB(twice) VPr

latri: A woman serving as slave with fear, derived from the intensifer la and the
verb trein which means to be afraid.

This etymology is attested also in Et. Gen. X 41 (cf. s.v. A&tpis Et. Magn. 557, 36—
38, Ps.-Zonaras 1282, 11-12): AdTpis: 6 wmobdd Boulevwov. AdTpov yap 6
Ho8ds. 1) Tapa TO AA EmMTATIKOV Kal TO TPely, & éoTv TO poPeicBal. LrjTel
els 76 OvopaTtikdv MNewpyiov (tol) XoipoPookou. The reference to Choerobo-
scus survives only in Et. Gen.

Phoen. 1296 @el da: oi pév cos &v pépos Adyou avéyvwoav TO @elida cos v
Tapolkij Tou Sa- Eviol 8t ATl ToU @ed Brjr Twis 8¢ AvTi ToU Qe yii, KaTd
mdBos ueTaBAnBévros Tol Y el §, cos év TG Anurtnp, TNyn TNdT, Tapd TO
TO Udwp TNdav &ve. MBV

Pheu da: some have interpreted this as a single unit of speech, pheuda, assuming
that the da is a superfluous addition. Some interpret it as equivalent to pheu deé
(pheu indeed). And some as equivalent to pheu gé (pheu, earth), the gamma having
been changed to delta by linguistic modification, as is also seen in Demeter and in
peége (spring) from original péde, derived from the fact that the water leaps (pédan)

up.

A similar etymological connection of 8& with y&/yij is attested in Sch. Opp.
Hal. 1.234, which reads in part ouTiSavoio® &md ToU oUTt TO oUBaudds kai ToU
Y&vos 1] xapd, kai TpoTrij Tou Yy eis 8 davds, s TO & Y& kai @ Y1 @ d&
Tap’ AioxUAg; but the view that Anurjtnp is from I'fj urjtnp is traditional. The
etymology of Tnyr} from mn8d&co is common; cf. Orion 137, 17-18 Sturz: Tnyr):
Tapd 7O TNBEG prjua. ™Nd1 kai TNyT. Hpwdiavos év Emuepiopols.

Med. 399 Auypous: xakemous Tapd T Alav Uypous elval. V

lugrous: harsh/difficult, derived from being exceedingly moist.
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This etymology is closest to that in Sch. vet. Hes. Op. 524-526, 12-13 Pertusi:
Tapd TS Auypdv ToU Asuyaléou pnbévtos chomep kai TO Auypdv auTd
memroinTal Alav Uypov Sv. The connection of Auypds with Uypds, however,
was also assumed in the interpretation of AeuyaAéceo in IL 21.281, as is clear
from Sch. A and Sch. T on that line. The latter begins AevyaAéca: xakemd, ov
Sy po, s ‘Hoilodos.

Hec. 31 ¢pnucdoas: épnuos amod tol Epav udvny fjtot yijv elvar. SSa

Erémos derived from the fact that it is only (monos) era, that is, earth.

This derivation is found in Sch. vet. Arist. Plut. 447 alpha, Choeroboscus, Epim-
erismi in Psalmos 183, 3, and some of the Etymologica.

Hec. 121 Békxns: amo Tou Borv éxxée. PrSa

bakche: derived from pouring out (ekcheein) a loud cry (boe).

This derivation is attested earlier in Sch. Tzetz. Lycophr. 28 (RBakxeiov):
g¢Tupoloyeital 8¢ mapd TO tkxéeww TNV Porjv, and later in Sch. Hec. 121
(Béxxns) in Gu: 1) ékkexupévn thv Bdow f Thv Bonv.

Hec. 213 AoBnv: AcoPn yap 11 UBpis, yivetar 8¢ amd ToU Six Aaou Paivew,
TouTéoT! TropTeveoBal. éml UPper 8¢ elme kabdoov EueAle oTijval évcdmov Tou
AaoU ol ToTt TauTnv olk éBecdvTo KaTd ocuvéxelav, ¢m AUun 8¢ elme kaBdoov
EueAAe opayracbijval. RSa

For [obé means outrage, and it is formed from walking (bainein) amidst the people
(laos), that is, being paraded ostentatiously. He/she used the phrase “for outrage”
because she was about to stand in front of the crowd of people who previously did
not look upon her continuously, and he/she said “for ruin” because she was about
to be sacrificed.

A brief parallel is provided by Sch. Opp. Hal. 2.613: AcoPnv: Acofn amd Tou
Aads kai ToU Paived, AadPn Tis oloa, kai kp&oel ToU ao &is w péya AcPn.
The scholia on Oppian have not been edited and studied sufficiently for us to
determine whether this is likely to share a source with or be borrowed from Eu-
stathius’ etymology, which is somewhat closer to our version: in Il. 1.232 (1.144,
2-5) oUTw kai B TO “N yap &v viv UotaTta AwPricato” &uti Tol T&
Uotepa &v ¢AwoPriow fyouv UBploas. APn yap 1 els TO pavepdv UPpis kai
cos eimelv ¢v péoy Aaol Paivouoa els Twva, oiovel AadPn kai katd kpdoiv

AP
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Hec. 1061 papyat: kpaTtijoatl, &md Told pap 1 xeip. Pr

Marpsai: to seize/grasp, from the word mar meaning hand.

The doctrine goes back to Homeric commentaries: Sch. T 11.15.137al To 8¢
upyel kupiws 1O xepol cuAAfpeTar pnépn yap ai xeipes, £vbev kai evpapris;
Sch. b II. 15.137a2 kupicos xepol ouAArjyeTtar pdpn yap 1 Xep Katd
TTivBapov, &8ev kai evpapés; Orion s.v. pdpyar: kupics TO v Tals Xepol
ouAAaPeiv. pnépn yap EAeyov Tas xeipas. Evbev TO eUxepts, eUpapés. oUTes
gUpov év YrmopvrjuaTt TAia8os. Note, however, that kpaTtéw as glossing verb is
paralleled in Sch. Opp. Hal. 2.175 pepaptcds: AaBcov, kpatrioas, cuAAaBcov:
ATO TOU HapTEd TO AapuBdavew, TpoTm 8 &md ToU udp 1) Xeip.

It would be a mistake to consider the traits of teachers’ scholia described
above to be a development of the Palaeologan era. While the recentiores carrying
such scholia are from that era, the number of such scholia in V as opposed to
MB points to an alternative tradition that the collaborating scribes of V drew
upon when they compiled the codex and its original annotation in the period
1250-1280 (probably), drawing on a damaged exemplar of older date (or else
that older exemplar already contained them). That alternative tradition exploited
other scholia and Etymologica and had some relation to Ioannes Tzetzes and
Eustathius, and it will be possible to deduce more about it at a later date, when
the scholia on the triad are more fully collated. It is also significant that the set of
teachers’ notes discussed in the next chapter was copied in 1287 from an older
source that included material ascribed to Isaac Tzetzes, and the existence of the
same notes in R from South Italy’” and in SSa from the East (Constantinople,
one assumes) is most easily explained if the common source goes back a century
or more before the Palaeologan era. This conclusion fits with the 12th-century
dating proposed by Herington and Smith for what has been called the A-
commentary or ®-commentary on Aeschylus, where knowledge of Ioannes
Tzetzes and Eustathius has also been detected.

2. TZETZES AND THE TEACHING TRADITION

Before moving on in the next chapter to the investigation of the set of notes just
referred to, it will be useful to review what we know so far about the traces of
annotations by Ioannes Tzetzes and Maximus Planudes on Euripides, starting in
this section with the former. Ioannes Tzetzes* taught, read, and commented on

37 See Arnesano 2008: 37 and 79, with further references.
3 For general discussions of Tzetzes see Wendel 1948, Wilson 1996: 190-196, Pontani 2015: 378-
385.
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classical texts over several decades of the 12th century: his birth is placed around
1110, while the date of his death has been variously estimated. There are no let-
ters of Tzetzes that can be dated after 1166, at which date he complains of poor
health. The received opinion® has been that he lived until at least 1180, since a
poem ascribed to him in a manuscript was considered to refer to the death of
Manuel Comnenus in that year; but some scholars deny the ascription and oth-
ers that the allusion is to Manuel Comnenus. An even later terminus post quem
of 1185 would apply if an anonymous poem referring to the end of the dynasty
of the Comneni is accepted as Tzetzes” work, but that is doubtful.** The tradi-
tional date receives some support if the scribe of Ambrosianus C 222 inf. was
indeed a student of Tzetzes and was born between 1150 and 1160.** A recent
attempt to find a terminus in the period 1174-1178 is based on the belief that in
a poem praising Michael Psellus’ paraphrase of Aristotle’s De interpretatione*
Tzetzes borrowed an image from a work of Eustathius.* But it has been shown
that the imitation is more likely to be in the other direction.** So there remains
some uncertainty as to the true length of Tzetzes” scholarly career, but even on
the shortest estimate it must have extended over a period of at least about 35
years.

We know that Tzetzes created Prolegomena to comedy (and drama in gen-
eral) and commented extensively on several plays of Aristophanes, and revised
his scholia on those comedies over the course of his career. He adapted old scho-
lia, sometimes expressing disagreement with them, and added information
derived from his extensive reading. His annotations on Hesiod’s Works and
Days reused or adapted parts of the commentary that went under the name of
Proclus (though it contained a mixture of material), added more discursive notes
based on his extensive reading of other texts and other corpora of scholia, and
also provided the more elementary help of interlinear glosses. He prefaced this
work with an extensive Life of Hesiod and Prolegomena. He did similar adapta-
tion and supplementation of older material with the scholia on Lycophron, and
the Oppian scholia are also believed to contain Tzetzean material. At a less ad-
vanced level, as already mentioned, he compiled annotations on Book 1 of the

¥ Wendel 1948: 1961 (cf. 2001-2002); Wilson 1996: 190 accepts ca. 1180 as the date of his death.

4 Wendel 1948: 2002 (on work #32 in his list).

“! This is the conclusion of the study of C 222 inf. by Mazzucchi 2003 and 2004 (see 2004: 437), since
he places the writing of this codex in the period 1180 to 1186.

2 Duffy 1998.

3 Oration 6, Wirth 2000: 89-90, lines 15-21. Agiotis 2013 notes the similarity and argues for Tzetzes’
borrowing from Eustathius.

“ Cullhed 2015. Cullhed identifies a probable source for Tzetzes’ use of the image and also points out
the poem’s use of the standard Byzantine dodecasyllable instead of the {apBor Texvikoi that Tzetzes
preferred by the 1160s.
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Iliad. An example of sporadic notation upon a text occurs in a manuscript of
Thucydides that he read carefully and equipped with about 50 scattered notes.*
If we turn to tragedy, it is well known, on the one hand, that Tzetzes was an
avid reader of scholia in older manuscripts, including those on tragedy, and he
may have had access to versions less corrupt or more complete than our surviv-
ing witnesses. He drew on this material for his own erudite commentaries, and
many of his quotations of lost poets and other kinds of learned matter come
from scholia.*® On the other hand, the evidence for annotation on tragedy is
much slimmer. In analyzing the scholia on Prometheus, Herington speculated
that what he calls the A-commentary was compiled in the 12th century by some-
one influenced by Tzetzes, but not by Tzetzes himself, recognizing that there is a
lack of evidence in this commentary for Tzetzes™ characteristic combative and
boastful tone.”” In an article, Smith argued, on the other hand, for the Tzetzean
authorship of the A-commentary and for Tzetzes’ borrowing of some notes from
Eusthathius’ commentary on the Iliad.*® In his edition, however, he expresses
himself more cautiously and does not state clearly what Tzetzes’ contribution is
and to which form of the A-commentary it applied.* The issue remains doubt-
ful, but there is at least one note that someone later (in Athos Iviron 161 (209), I
of Aeschylus, W of Euripides) ascribed to Tzetzes, suggesting at a minimum that
Tzetzes left behind (or some student copied down from his oral teaching) scat-
tered annotations on Aeschylus. In addition, Smith pointed to Sch. Aesch. Prom.
36¢, which repeats the Tzetzean Sch. Arist. Nub. 176a, but this could as easily be
someone else borrowing verbatim from the Aristophanes commentary.” There
is also a small group of notes in metrical form analyzed by Allegrini: these con-
firm that Tzetzes made sporadic comments on Aeschylus, but this again does

* Luzzatto 1999.

%6 See Pontani 2015: 380-384; Pace 2011: 12-18 on the sources of his verse treatise Tepl Tparyikfis
TOINOES.

 Herington 1972: 43-44. Compare West 1998: xx: Compositus [scil. commentarius] esse videtur
saeculo fere duodecimo, et in cod. I ad Sept. 374 ascribitur Tzetzae, quod tamen nemini persuadebit
qui scurrae istius vaniloquentiam novit.

8 Smith 1980.

# Smith 1982: xv-xx recognizes a purer original form of recension A (or, as other call it, ®) and an
impure one that is interpolated with elements from Psellus, Eustathius, Tzetzes, and the Etymologi-
cum Magnum; he states that “there is reason to believe that Ioannes Tzetzes was the author or
propagator of recension A” without making clear whether he means the original form or the expand-
ed version.

*® There is the further tantalizing evidence of a 16th-century codex at El Escorial destroyed in the fire
of 1671, for which the handwritten catalogue entry of the late 16th century claims the presence of
Toannis Tzetzae scholia in 5 libros Halieuticon Oppiani, in Promethea, in Septem ad Thebas, in Persas
(it also included Eustathius’ commentary on Dionysius Periegetes and scholia on epigrams collected
by Arsenius). But in a codex of this date the ascription could easily be falsification. See Andres 1968:
128 (no. 286 = E. 1. 17).
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not suggest a sustained effort of commentary.® For Sophocles as well it is possi-
ble to find a few notes explicitly assigned to Tzetzes (including one written in
verse, a characteristic of some of his occasional annotations) and to speculate
about his authorship of a few more, but there is no way to prove a large com-
mentary on any of the triad plays,” for we know only of some scattered notes
that contain his name or are labeled as “of Tzetzes.”

The evidence for Tzetzes’ commenting on Euripides available in Dindorf and
Schwartz is no more abundant than the evidence for Aeschylus and Sophocles.
Dindorf had reported one scholion in V mentioning Tzetzes, and in Schwartz’s
edition there are two more. The presence of the notes in V is in accord with the
hypothesis that V carries a set of old scholia augmented with teachers’ notes
from an earlier generation. Let us first consider the two scholia written by the
original hand of V.

Hec. 1220 mevopévors: TCETCns viv avTi Tol évdeéor mévns yap 6 xeipddvag. V
penomenois: Tzetzes says it is used here instead of endeesi; for poor (peneés) is
(normally) used of the handicraftsman (or of one who works with his hands).

No comment on this word survives in MB, but some readers or teachers wanted
to make clear the reference of the dative plural, since the noun it agrees with
occurs two lines earlier (1218 Axaioiow): thus Pr glosses with fyouv Tois
Axaiols, and V has Tols "EAAnow évdeéol, the latter combining the identifica-
tion of the reference with the same gloss used by Tzetzes. The second half of
Tzetzes’ comment is apparently about the normal meaning of the root pen-, as if
he had explicitly said the application to the Greek army is a transferred use, or as
if he had included the adverb kupicos (“properly”) in the second clause. There
are two other late Greek passages that associate the words mévns and
xeipcdval.? The other example from V shows Tzetzes reacting to an interpreta-
tion he found in the old scholia, quoted first here.

Med. 1201 yvabuois adrjhois: ai 8¢ odpkes, pnol, TGV yvdbwv kaTéppeov UTd
TV &¥nAoTolddv papudkwy. SoTikr) 8¢ auTi TR Yevikfs ypapeTal BV?

unseen jaws: the flesh (the poet means) of the jaws was dissolved by the potion that
made them indistinct; dative is used in place of genitive.

°! Allegrini 1971-1972.

52 Bevilacqua 1973-1974, with references to earlier discussions. The stylistic criteria by which Bevi-
lacqua claims for Tzetzes some notes not explicitly ascribed to him are not reliable. Some are just
formulae shared by teachers (such as asking Si1& Ti and then answering).

*3 Basilius, De vita et miraculis sanctae Theclae 1.23 €l y&p kal els TévnTas Kol XElPCOVAKTOS TETE
Aekev 6 &vbpaotros oUtos; loannes Zonaras, Homilia de Hypapante 7 mévns yap 6 leoone fiv kal
Bilov HETABICOKWV XEIPLOVAKTA.
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ToU TCétlou: év TOls olaydol Kai Tols OTOUACH Tivev; TV QApUAKwWY. TO
oxéAov Bt pAvapel coavel yap T& papuaka 68dvTas elxov. —V*

note of Tzetzes: by means of the jaws and mouths. Of what? Of the potion. The
(old) scholion (on this line) speaks nonsense. For it is as if the potion had teeth.

The interpretation transmitted in the old scholion is indeed a stupid one, resort-
ing to the notion of antiptosis (use of one case for another), a favorite scholiastic
device to deal with an obscurity or corruption. Here “jaws” is made to depend on
“flesh” as if the dative were genitive, but Tzetzes rejects this and correctly ex-
plains the metaphorical usage. Here we may note the question-and-answer form,
and we also see the critical tone often associated with Tzetzes. For the verb
@Auapeiv compare Tzetzes’ scholion on his own Chiliades 3.363 oi 8¢ pikp&
Talta ypapovtes &GAAws @Auapoiow, Sch. Tzetz. Arist. Nub. 6a ta B¢
oXoAoYpagoUvTwy TaS €K YaoTpds aUTAV ouyypapds Tas apylvvouoas
kal pAvapovoas, and the discussion below of Sch. Hipp. 1013-1015, where the
verb is applied to the author of the lines rather than to the interpreters.
Elsewhere alternative terms like mapaAnpeiv (Sch. Nub. 713, of Hermogenes)
and Anpeiv appear (e.g., Chil. 10.323, 276; 12.397, 11; 12.399, 209, of other inter-
preters). It is interesting to note that critical terms such as these, along with
&upabris, are used in some notes by Thomas Magister and less often, in reference
to matters of scansion, by Triclinius. On the other hand, such abuse is not found
in Moschopulus, and manuscripts in the Thoman-Triclinian group often reveal
that someone in that circle toned down the language by using a milder alterna-
tive for Anpoto.™

At Hippolytus 656, a note is added by the later, very cursive and sloppy hand
called in my analysis V* (probably a generation or two later than the original
hands V and V'; on these hands and dating, see Chapter 5).

Hipp. 656 eUoePés: ApioToTéAns groiv dikalov kai doiov Siapépev: Sikaiov
Eheyov™ TO eis avBpcdmous, dotov B¢ TO eis Beovs. TLETENs B¢ pnow Siapépev
dolov Bikalov evoePés, Sikatov eis évTas avbpcdtous, evoePes eis Beols, dolov
eig vekpoUs: 86ev kai (ooia) [suppl. Schwartz] 1} Tagr. V?

Aristotle says that dikaion and hosion differ in sense: people used to call dikaion
what is directed toward humans and hosion what is directed toward gods. But

** A full list of such changes must wait for the completion of collation of all Thoman scholia for the
triad plays, but as an example Sch. Thom. Or. 162 may be offered: oi AapBavovTes eis TO &Sikos
gEwBev TO UTdpxe! kal oTifovTes evTaiba Anpotol kTA. (for Anpovol, attested in ZZaZbZlZm,
Triclinius substitutes &uabeis and Gu gives o kaAdds Totovot).

> Thus V?, but Schwartz does not punctuate after Siagépev and tacitly corrects to Aéycov (which is
supported by Aéyovtes in the comparandum about to be quoted). This is Sch. Hipp. 656b
Cavarzeran: he does not report éAeyov and records in his apparatus that the scribe wrote evoees
after the first pnoiv but not that the scribe also lined it out, nor that kai is added above the line after
being omitted between dikaiov and &oiov. See the recent online image of fol. 175v.
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Tzetzes says that hosion, dikaion, and eusebes differ in sense: dikaion applies to liv-
ing human beings, eusebes to gods, and hosion to the dead. Wherefore burial-rites
are in fact hosia.

This note is of the grammatical sort, specifically the Siapépei-type mentioned
earlier. As Cavarzeran has pointed out, the closest parallel to this is a scholion of
Tzetzes on Aristophanes, Plutus 682 (second recension):

ioTéov Bt cos Biagépel evoePis kal dikailov kai dolov kaTd kuploAoyiav: TO
eUoeBts yap pds Bedv AéyeTal, TO 8t Sikatov mpds LddvTas avbpdtous, Tpods
Tous TeBunkdTas 8¢ Solov: 6B kai Ooias @autv Tas Topas Kai Toug
tvtaglaouoUs. viv 3¢ dolav TapaxpnoTKGs &GAN ol KaTaxpnoTIKES. ...
aUtn Siapopd ¢oTv evoePois, dikaiou kai doiou, k&vtep & TTA& TV, €Tt 8¢ kai
6 moAUs AploToTéAns Slagopav doiou pwbvou gaci kai dikaiou, TO otov émi
Becov AéyovTeg, TO Bt dikatov ¢’ &vBpcoTeov.

One must know that eusebes and dikaion and hosion differ in sense in proper us-
age. The term eusebes applies to a god, dikaion to living men, and hosion to the
dead. Therefore we call burials and layings out for burial hosion. But in this passage
it is used in a secondary sense, but not improperly. ... This is the distinction in
sense of eusebes, dikaion, and hosion, even though Plato, and even the great Aristo-
tle, speak of a distinction only of hosion and dikaion, saying hosion applies to gods,
dikaion to men.

Tzetzes has taken the threefold distinction from Menander Rhetor,* and in the
fuller scholion on Plutus goes out of his way to complain about the twofold dis-
tinction of Plato,” and though he cites Aristotle too, there is no obvious passage
of Aristotle to identify for the distinction, so this detail is an error or self-
aggrandizement. The version of V? on Hippolytus seems to be a somewhat care-
less condensation of the note on Plutus. This hand often adds teachers’ notes,
some found in V uniquely, some shared with various recentiores, and some

%6361, 17-20 o1 B¢ Bikatoouvns piv uépn evoéRela, dikatompayia kal 6o16Tns. eUcéPela pEv Tepl
Tous Beovs, Sikalompayia 8¢ Tepi Tous avBpcoTTous, 6CIOTNS 8¢ TEPl TOUs KaTotxopévous. Com-
pare the language of a passage of ps.-Aristotle, de virtutibus et vitiis 12509b19-24 €01 8¢ Tpcd™N
TGV Sikatoouvddv Tpds Tous Beovs, elTa mpods Saiuovas, elta mpods TaTpida kai yovels, elta
Tpds ToUs KaToixopévous: év ols éoTiv 1 evcéPeia, fjTol pépos ovoa Bikaloouvns §
TapakoAouboloa. dkoloubel 8¢ Tf dikaioolvn kai 601éTns kai &Afbeia kai 1) TioTis kal 1)
wootovnpia.

*7 Euthyphro 12e and the surrounding passage; cf. ps.-Plato, Definitiones 415a9 for éoiov directed to
the gods. Some commentators on Hermogenes also ascribe to Plato a diaeresis of Sikaiov as genus
into &otov (related to gods) and Sikaiov as homonymous species (Rhetores Graeci 4.400, 26-28,
4.731, 16-19 Walz), and this latter is taken up in the Thoman note on Hecuba 788 éciov Aéyetai 6
Sikatov. diaépel B¢ ToUTo, 8TI TO dikatov, cdoTep yévos dv, Siaipeital eis dolov kai dikatov: kai
TO pv TPds Bedv £E avBpcdTeov Yevopuevov Sotov kaholUuev, TO 8E Tpds avbpcdmous, dikalov.
gvTalfa 8¢ kaTaxpnoTikas 1) Ex&pn 16 8oiov Aéyel (ZZaZmTGu).
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found in the set of notes on Hecuba to be discussed in the next chapter.

Several other hints of connection to Tzetzes may be detected in the scholia on
Hippolytus written by V3, as Cavarzeran recently noted.”® A very short note on
Hipp. 337 says that Pasiphae fell in love with a general named Taurus (“Bull”),
an idea that derives from a common ancient rationalization of the myth of the
monstrous Minotaur born of her love for an actual bull.*® The intercourse of this
general Taurus with Pasiphae is mentioned, however, in two stories in Tzetzes’
Chiliades (1.19, 528-529; 12.409, 399-400). At Hipp. 384 the note in V? provides
an etymology of Aéoxn that is closely related to Tzetzes’ version of a scholion on
Hesiod:

Hipp. 384: Aéoxan kupiws® Aéyovtal T& TGOV Bavavowy épyaoTtripia Tapd TO
Tous Aaous {oxew. Tpony yap dvedyuéva fjoav kai oi BouAduevol TavTes TOV
XEWW@Va eiorjpxovTo ékeloe BéAovtes Bepuavbijval kai kabriuevor aioxpous
Adyous Tpods dAAAous avémeutov, 8Bev kai ékAnOn Aéoxn 1y UBpis. V3

Leschai is used in its proper sense of the workshops of humble craftsmen, derived
from containing the people. For in the early days the shops were open and all the
craftsmen during the winter went in there wanting to be warmed, and as they sat
there they addressed shameful stories/words to each other. For which reason, in
fact, wanton speech (hubris) was called lesche.

Sch. Tzetz. Hes. Op. 491 map &’ {61 x&Akeiov Bcdkov: ev B¢ T dpooiue dpa, k&av
ein xewéplos, mapadpape TOV x&Akelov Bdkov, fiyouv Ty év Tols xalkeiols
kaBedpav, kai Ty Aéoxnv kai ouvtuxiav kal pAvapiav v émi T aAéa kai
B¢pun ywopévnu. 16 yap madaidv T& xaAkela kal TavTa Ta épyaoTtripla T&
TUp Exovta &Bupa fv: & kal Aéoxas ékdAouv, 8Ti of TévnTes eioepxOuevol kal
uEGAAoV v xedvl v T Bepuaivecbor Adoxas kai pAuapias Adywv
ouvémAekov. &V TQ &pooiue olv Kalpdd, Tapddpaue, enoi, THv &v Tols
xaAkelots kaBédpav, fi TO kabiicBal év TE 0@ oike, kai BepuaivecBal kaTd THv
€V TOTs XaAkeiols TGOV TeveoTépwv Kabédpav.

And pass by the seat of the bronzeworking smithy: and in the season for sowing,
even if it is wintry, pass by the seat in the smithy, that is, the sitting-place in the
smithy, and the chatting and meeting together and drivel that occurs in the heat
and warmth. For in the old days the smithies and all the workshops that had fire
were without doors. And they used to call them leschai, because poor men, coming
in even more in the winter, while warming themselves, wove together chats

*% Cavarzeran 2016: 40. My discussion had mostly been written before his edition appeared, but I owe
to him recognition of similarities to Tzetzes in the scholia on lines 337, 820, and 887.

5 E.g., Plut. Theseus 19, Palaephatus 2, Georgius Syncellus, Ecloga chronographica 199, 21-27.

5 Cavarzeran reads oUTcos, but this very confusingly written sequence of strokes is rather kupicos. In
five places V? writes out the full kup{ with suspended sign for cs, but here and in two other places he
gives his version of a standard truncated abbreviation: see the online images for this note (168r), Sch.
Or. 795 kupicos kfdos 1 émyauPpeia (47r), and Sch. Phoen. 40 évoTtdTtns kupicos &v kAnBein
oiditrous (68r).
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(leschai) and nonsensical sorts of talk. In the season of sowing, then, he says, pass
by the seat in the smithies, or sitting in your house, and bypass warming yourself
amid the seating of the poor men in the smithies.

Although similar details can be found in other scholia on this line (both anony-
mous and ascribed to Proclus), Tzetzes’ version is the only one that contains the
combination of the word épyaoTripiov and the detail about openness or lack of
doors. What is additional in the note in V? is the simple etymology, a unique
one, as often with such teachers’ scholia: the usual etymologies of Aéoxn are
from Aéyco or from Aéxos with inserted sigma.

The word &Aaotdpcov in Hipp. 820 is the occasion of the following note
written by V3

aAdoTtopes AéyovTal of TeAxives. kai y&p Aéyetar év Tais Abrvais ép{pyaivov
TS U8wp TO BaAdooiov dia TO un guecHarl TS oiTov. dvopata B¢ auTdv
Ekataios MeyaArjolos Mipcv. &md téTe 8¢ ekArifnoav kai mavTes oi kakol kal
PAdTrTovTes Tous &AAous dAdoTopes Trapd TO Tnpeiv Tas &Aas. 5!

The Telchines are called alastores. In fact the story is told: in Athens they (the alas-
tores) used to sprinkle sea water in order that the grain not grow. Their names were
Hecataeus, Megalesius, Mimon. And from that time indeed all those who are evil
and harm others have been called alastores, derived from keeping watch (térein) on
the salt waters (halas).

This is an abbreviated and altered (or misunderstood) version of information
from Tzetzes’ Chiliades again (7.113, 119-128; 12.447, 826-831). The proper
names of the Telchines in our note are three of the six given by Tzetzes (and
Tzetzes is the only source extant for the set of names), but Tzetzes’ Aktaios has
been corrupted to ExkaTaios. In addition, the derivation of the word &A&oTtopeg
is similar, but not the same. The author of the note in V?has introduced the no-
tion of salty sea water,® where Tzetzes, following Strabo 14.2.7 and other earlier
sources, says these demons used the water of the Styx to poison the land for agri-
culture; and V* writes and intends &Aas® (“salty waters, sea waters”) while
Tzetzes’ derivation is from &Aas (&An taken as a recondite word for BA&Rn), an

¢! This is Sch. Hipp. 820d in Cavarzeran, but he wrongly gives Exétn for Exkataios and ToUde for
TOTE.

62 Sch. Soph. Aj. 373 is printed from Laurentianus Conv. Soppr. 152 (G of Sophocles, dated 1282) by
Christodoulou in a corrupt form &A&otopes daipoves pavepoi mepi Tés &Aas tEmTNPEEV TolS
Bepévorst, which should be emended at least to pBovepoi Tap& T, but it remains an open question
how to correct the remainder and whether the original form had &Aas or &Aas.

%3 Cavarzeran prints &Aag without any note in the apparatus.
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1 o

attempt to improve one of the etymologies in Et. Gen. a 400 fj 6 T& &AaoTa
mpdv.*

Another notion without extant parallel except in Tzetzes is that those given to
passionate anger are “sons of Poseidon” (the sea god being allegorically under-
stood in typical Tzetzean fashion). This is taken up in a note by V?* apparently
belonging to Hipp. 887 & métep TTdoedov and inspired by Theseus” angry be-
havior:

TAVTAs pEv Tous Bupikdus, TANY Tous AeAoyiopévov ExovTtas Bundv, Aéyouotv
elvat vioUs TTooei8vos, Tous 3t adAdyioTov éxovTas vious Apeos.

They say that all passionate men, except those who have a reasoned passion, are
sons of Poseidon, while those who have an irrational passion are sons of Ares.

The first claim is found in Tzetzes’ note on Lycophron’s Alexandra 157 tous
y&p BupikoUs kai dvdpeious kahouol Taidas kai épaoTtés TTooeldvos and in
similar terms in his Sch. Il. 1.350 (no. 18) and in Chiliades 2.51, 745-747. The
second claim seems not to be connected to Tzetzes, although at one place in his
Allegories of the Iliad he equates Ares with Buuds (16.186). It is related, however,
to a familiar allegorical interpretation: Eustathius repeatedly connects Ares with
&ASy1oTOS or AAdyioTos Bunds, following ps.-Plutarch, de Homero 1056-1057
(dvTitdooel ...) THv 8¢ ABnvav TS Apel, TO Aoyikdv 1A dhoyioTe.

The final example is quite uncertain, and the connection is suggested only by
the presence of the note in V, added once again by V?, and the fact that the poet
is berated with the term pAuapel (“speaks nonsense”), which Tzetzes uses sever-
al times of Aristophanes.®®

Hipp. 1013-1015 (&AN’ cos Tupavveiv ndU Toiol ocdepooty KTA): pAvapel
Evpimidng: mévTes yap ¢mbupoltol Tijs PactAeias 8t” fjv kai méAepor kai udxat.
V3

Euripides speaks nonsense here; for all men desire kingship, on account of which
there are wars and battles.

Apart from the cases just listed, we may also refer back to the two anonymous
onuaivel-notes on Hec. 168 and 304% and the etymological note on Hec. 121
quoted in the previous section, for which the nearest parallels came from
Tzetzes. Most of the examples considered above point toward people applying
tidbits of erudition from Tzetzes” works to relevant passage in Euripides (some-
times, of course, this could have been Tzetzes himself) rather than providing

 In Chiliades 12.447, 826-828 Tzetzes gives first &Aas + Tnpeiv, but then recommends év &Aais +
Teipetv, with the learned observation Teipw Tépos T6 Sauacua, s €k ToU Pépwd Popos, that is, his
second suggestion better accounts for the o-vowel.

% Sch. Tz. Ran. 358a, Sch. Tz. (Ambr. C 222 inf.) Ran. 1144a, 1225, arg. Tz. Equ.

% See notes 30 and 31 above.
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evidence for any sustained effort to comment thoroughly on a Euripidean trage-
dy.

In considering Tzetzes” reading and possibly commenting on Euripides, we
must also take into consideration how he talks about his scholarly attention to
Euripides in a long note on Aristophanes, Frogs 1328 [TrGF T 151a + 217 Kan-
nicht]. He refers here to a lost work of his entitled Logismoi, which is also
mentioned in his Chiliades 11.369, 246-249 (in a section finding fault with some
of Hermogenes’ teachings on rhetoric):

AAN’ 1181 o€ ouvéxeev 6 auabrs ETdpxw,

6 AoyloTris TGV TaAaicdv, oU 3t iduBv BiRAog®”

TV AOYI0UGY, YPAUUATIKGY, PrITépwv, prthocdpauv,

TV HETPIKGIV, I0TOPIKEIV, UNXAVIKAY, TV EAAwv.

But already the “ignorant one” [Tzetzes] used to confound you [Hermogenes] in
the eyes of the eparch,

[Tzetzes,] the auditor/inspector of the ancients, of whom there is a book in iambics
of critiques, (auditor/inspector) of grammarians, orators, philosophers,

of the experts on meter, historians, writers on mechanics, and the others.

The scholion on Frogs begins with a rant against the old scholiasts (oi
oxoAloypdgol oUTol oi Tadaioi) for failing to comment on interesting matters
in the preceding text but rather here accepting Aristophanes’ criticism of Euripi-
des (at the end of the old scholion, Tzetzes read the comment Seikvuciv avutdv
mawu pavAdtaTtov, “he shows Euripides to be truly most vile”). As elsewhere,
Tzetzes judges that Aristophanes displays effrontery in mocking what he is
mocking. From this point it will be useful to quote extensively:

Sch. Tzetz. (cod. Ambros. C 222 inf.) Arist. Ran. 1328 [= Eur. T 151a + 217 Kan-
nicht]: & mAeToTa udpol kal PpevdV TNTMEVOL, dAITnpie GvbBpdme sikala
AnpouvTi TeiBecBe kal oupmepipépecbe; vy TV aAriBeiav, i wéAn Tapedéuny
Bpnveadn Tva Eupimidou, eig ddkpua &v Uuds Tapekivnoa. kai Tiis cagnueias 6
GvBpwomos kai Tiis Be€loTATNg €vds EKAOTOU JpduaTos APnyTroews Kai
TPooIicov Kai TEV AoITév HepddV oU pdvov £0Tiv o KaTauougos, GAA& kal
agiemaivetos: 6 AloxUAos 8¢ kal UTépeuye, ATV HéVTOL TOU KPTUVOAEKTETY Kai
xaipew &yav Tij doageia. 6 8 Eupimidng 1O dvoikelompdowomov Exel emiAnT-
Tov kai TO évavTiotobal auTds tauTd év moAAols kai &AAa &tTta Bpaxia,
&mrep el BEAo1 Tis AkpIPds yvddval, dvaAeEdobw BiBAov éurv, év §j Tmavtoiwv
copddv TpayuaTeias UmEBalov Aoyiopols, Eupimidou upév Spduata mevti-

KovTa dvo, kal £Tépwv TavToias Téxvns copdv BiRAous ékaTdv évveakaideka:

v maoccv Aoyiopous BiBAos pia uot Tepiéxel oTixols iduPBols Tots mAeioow,

 With Wendel 1948: 2004 I do not place a comma after BiBAos, but Leone 1968 places one there
(and hence TLG).
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oUk OAlyols 8¢ kai péTpwv ETépwov: .8 Taytnu éuol v PBiRAov dvale-
Eauevos, doTis &v ye PovAoito, AloxUAou Te elpol kai Evpimidou kai &AAcwv
ToAAGV aitiduaTa, TAnupeAeia T el THY Téxvnv Kal TH dABsiav UTroTre-
TTWKOTAS Tols AoYIonols, oU pévtol i yeudoUs yehowdlovoav kwuwdiav
oUd¢ Suopuévelav.

O (old scholiasts) utterly foolish and devoid of wits, do you trust and associate
yourself with (Aristophanes) a wicked man spouting random nonsense? In the
name of truth, if I set before you some mournful songs of Euripides, I would have
stirred you to tears. And the man is not only not blameworthy but indeed
deserving of praise for his clarity and for the very skilful narration offered by every
single play and for his proems and the rest of the parts. And Aeschylus is likewise
amazingly praiseworthy—except, however, for his use of craggy language and his
excessive delight in obscurity. Euripides can be criticized for unsuitability of char-
acter-portrayal and for contradicting himself in many details and for some other
minor points. If anyone wants to discover these in exact detail, let him read
through my book, in which I have subjected the treatments of all kinds of learned
authors to critical scrutiny: (I have subjected) 52 dramas of Euripides (to such
scrutiny) and 119 books of other experts in all sorts of craft. [or (I have subjected)
Euripides’ dramas (to) 52 (investigations), and the books of other experts in all
sorts of craft (to) 119 (investigations)?]. Of all these books a single book of mine
contains critical examinations, mostly in iambics, but also in not a few other me-
ters. ... Having read through this book of mine, whoever would want to, let him
find criticisms of both Aeschylus and Euripides, and of many others, as ones who
have fallen under exact scrutiny because of erroneous performance in relation of
their craft or the truth, but he will not find, however, a comedy that stirs up laugh-
ter with lies, nor a spirit of hostility.

The key passage here is in the words underlined. From the contrast in the fol-
lowing sentence between “all these books” and Tzetzes™ one book, it seems that
the preceding number 119 ought to be the number of the books of other authors
and 52 the number of Euripides’” plays. But it is preposterous to believe that
Tzetzes actually has access to 52 plays in the 12th century, and one would have
to believe that Tzetzes is lying about the number in a boastful way (which many
scholars would believe of him) or that he came to this total by including mytho-
graphic epitomes of plays as well as actual dramas.®” To avoid such a claim,
Wendel proposed an alternative interpretation, that 52 is the number of critical
notes on Euripides’ plays, not the number of plays.”’ Inconsistently, however,
Wendel paraphrased the accompanying clause as if the number 119 went with

% Omitted here are some lines in which Tzetzes says that there exist other books of his having scat-
tered critiques (Aoyiouof) of other wise authors—critiques that are justified and not done in hostility
or without reason.

¢ Magnelli 2003: 194 n. 10 for references to some views on this claim by Tzetzes. See also Koster’s
remarks in the apparatus at SchArist 4.3:1076-1077.

7" Wendel 1948: 2004.
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the books of the other authors, whereas one would readily assume it to be paral-
lel to the phrase about Euripides and thus refer to 119 points of criticism, as in
the alternative translation in brackets above. Fortunately, we do not have to de-
cide about Tzetzes’ veracity or mendacity, or about the accuracy or carelessness
of his style, in order to conclude that Tzetzes commented on various things
about Euripides, and to infer that these were most likely scattershot observa-
tions, not continuous annotations on any one drama, as we would also assume
for the 119 other books (or notes?). That would accord with the way he com-
mented on Thucydides and apparently on Aeschylus and Sophocles. We will
have occasion to speculate in the next chapter whether we have other random
notes with some connection to Tzetzes.

There is additional evidence of Tzetzes’ views on Euripides in a scholion on
Lycophron, where we again see him essentially adopting the ancient criticism of
the characters and the commentators’ or grammarians’ preoccupation with self-
contradiction. Also noteworthy, however, is the claim that a former king in actu-
ality would never beg, which is reminiscent of the claim that everyone in fact
desires kingship in the note on Hipp. 1013-1015, quoted above as a possible
Tzetzean observation on Euripides.

Sch. Lycophr. Alex. 14: 3¢l y&p TOv priTopa kai TomnTnv amouipeiobal & 16n
TEOV TTPOKEIUEVWIV TTPOCMTLV Kali urj avndikeutov elvai kabamep 6 Evpimidng
ph\ocopovoas emdywv éviote BapPdpous yuvaikas kai SovAous deomdTalg
TPAXUTATWS avTiAéyovTas kai PactAels mpooaiToivTas MeTd oTupiduov 1
Tmpas, 8Trep oUk &v yévorto® Tis y&p ouk aidecbrioeTal PaciAeUs peTd Thv Tis
Baoikelas kabaipeov omupida kaTéxew kai &ptov Cnteiv; fj Tis avTtov Kai
oUTws ¢koTavTa oUk &v &AW étiunce ThHv TpoTépav ékeivou TUXNV OKOTIGV;
TowaUTa yoiv moAA& enow Eupimidng 816 kai uepmtds E0TIv €v TOUTOLS Co§ W)
NPV NBGVY THy katdoTaow. T 8¢ peilov 8T kal tvavTtia ToAAdkls £auTdd
Aéyel

The orator and the poet must imitate the character traits of the persons being rep-
resented, and the depicted person should not be unprovided with (appropriate)
character, in the way that Euripides does it when he brings on at times barbarian
women philosophizing and slaves very sharply speaking back to masters and kings
begging with (beggar’s) basket or pouch—something that would never occur. For
what king, after being deprived of kingship, will not be ashamed to hold a beggar’s
basket and ask for bread? And who would fail in turn to honor him, even when he
has thus abandoned his stature, in view of his previous fortune? At any rate Eurip-
ides says many such things, wherefore he is to be criticized in these points for not
preserving the established configuration of character traits. And the more im-
portant point is that he also often contradicts himself.

Although Tzetzes could be basing his criticism about the begging king on Aris-
tophanes and on the biographical/critical tradition, one must wonder whether
the objection that no one would fail to honor a former king is a reaction to the
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scene in Helen where Menelaus is turned away at the door by an old woman
servant. If so, this would be another piece of evidence for Tzetzes” having had
access to a copy of the alphabetic plays.”!

3. PLANUDES AND THE TEACHING TRADITION

Another notable teacher, Maximus Planudes, a century later than Tzetzes, can
also be credited with scattered observations attached to some of the plays of Eu-
ripides, but again there seems to be no evidence of a sustained commentary.”
Manuel Moschopulus was a younger associate of Planudes and probably the
grammaticus providing most of the more elementary instruction in the Planude-
an circle, while Planudes tended to concentrate on more advanced topics. Along
with other work of an educational and curricular nature, Moschopulus wrote
basic commentaries on a selection of texts, among which were the triads of
Sophocles and Euripides.” It is an unanswerable question whether or in what
proportion the annotations most securely recognized as Moschopulean, through
their presence in the key manuscripts XXaXbXo and their being marked as such
by Triclinius in T, may incorporate material that Planudes taught orally within
his circle. But we do have some explicit evidence in the manuscript Y, as Turyn
pointed out long ago.”

Y is a rather ambitious copy of the triad, with the unusual addition of text and
scholia of Troades.”” Annotation has been added in several stages. The scribe
who wrote the text of Euripides in Y also entered a substantial set of marginal

7' See Magnelli 2003 on evidence in authors other than Eustathius that might suggest knowledge of
the alphabetic plays before the time of Triclinius and the creation of L and P, and specifically 194-
195 on Tzetzes (without mention of the scholion on Lycophron).

2 On Planudes see Wendel 1950, Wilson 1996: 230-241, PLP #23308, and the additional bibliog-
raphy in Giinther 1995: 25 n. 1, as well as Pontani 2015: 409-415. For the question whether the
manuscript V shows the influence of a new “Planudean” philology as once argued by Di Benedetto,
see Chapter 5, section 1. Against Turyn’s notion that the paraphrase in Yv is Planudean, see Chapter
1 (at note 6) and the Appendix to Chapter 1.

73 For a good recent summary of Moschopulus’ activities see Gaul 2008: 166177 (171 on his role as
grammaticus, 172-176 on his curricular efforts).

7* See Turyn 1957, Chapter III, and in particular 54-56 on Y. I have not yet inspected Y in person,
but I have excellent recent color TIFF images supplied by the Biblioteca Nazionale di Napoli, which
have made it possible to read the small cursive script of some annotation impossible to decipher
accurately on older images.

7> Although I have not so far made more than a cursory examination of a few pages of Troades in this
manuscript, I can confirm that Y copies Troades from V, and thereby incidentally gives proof that
the hand known as V* had made his additions before the date at which Y copied the glosses from V.
From watermarks, Ginther 1995: 26 estimated that this part of Y was written around 1320-1330.
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scholia and supralinear glosses in the same ink as the text, and these are mostly
Moschopulean. On a very few pages there are additions in red ink, which is a
brighter red than that used by the rubricator for the display characters and the
initial set of personarum notae; this brighter red is also used to add some perso-
narum notae that were omitted in the initial rubrication. Probably both the
darker and the brighter red elements are by the main scribe. There are also addi-
tions in black ink (sometimes in a disciplined script similar or identical to the
original, sometimes in a more cursive form), and some of these are Moschopu-
lean (as marked by Triclinius). This seems to me to be the main scribe adding
notes at a subsequent stage.”® A later stage of annotation (which I call Y?) is car-
ried out in a light brown ink in markedly more cursive form, and these notes are
usually versions of old scholia or close to or the same as teachers’ scholia (of the
types described earlier in the chapter) that are also found in a few other witness-
es.

In the Euripides part of Y there are a number of instances where scholia are la-
beled (mostly in black ink) with paf or sometimes Tol aUtoU (where the
preceding note has uag), and fewer where the scribe used the label puav. These
latter are fewer, as Turyn and Giinther noted, because the scribe apparently ex-
pected readers to realize that the scholia he was entering in the side column’” were
to be taken, by default, as Moschopulean. The label pav was therefore needed only
where he needed to inform the user that he was returning to the Moschopulean
commentary in close proximity to something labeled as Planudean. There is an
exception to this routine on fol. 100v, where the cursive hand Y? has added, in the
upper left corner and across the top margin above the left column of verses, a long
mythographic note about Aegyptus and Danaus in the Thoman form, which is an
adaptation and expansion of the old scholion on Hec. 852. Above the right column
of verses a Moschopulean note had been written in black ink. There is a pav label
above and to the left of this latter note; it is perhaps written by Y? rather than Y.”®
Sometimes the labels are very close to the present edge of the paper, and in one
case the mu of pav has been lost to trimming of the left margin. Therefore, unfor-
tunately, we are left uncertain whether some labels may have been completely lost
to trimming or wear of the outer margin.

7% For more on this question see a few paragraphs below.

7 The layout in Y is normally two columns of poetic text (read horizontally) and a narrower column
of scholia in the outer margin; in entering the original set of annotation, the scribe used a bottom
block, or less often a top block, only when the amount of scholia required it.

7 Since the digital image I have does not show the entire left margin of this folio, I wondered wheth-
er there was a label for the Thoman note in the unshown margin; but Giambattita D’Alessio has
kindly checked the original and there is no label present. I do not have images of the pages of Y out-
side the Euripides part, but according to the report of Gallavotti 1934: 310, there are some Thoman
notes on the Sophoclean triad labeled payiotp or 6con payior.
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Sometimes the Planudean notes have a cross prefixed. Prefixed crosses are
used elsewhere, however, in this manuscript and sporadically in other manu-
scripts with no apparent consistency of purpose. The great exception is
Triclinius’ very scrupulous (but still not completely consistent) use of crosses in
T to label Moschopulean scholia and glosses, either prefixed if the Moschopu-
lean element is entirely new (in comparison to the Thoman that he entered
earlier), or placed above the first letters of a gloss if all or part of it was already
present as a Thoman annotation. I am therefore sceptical of the notion that
crosses in Y might be reliable clues to Planudean origin in the absence of a label
like ua€. If one does choose to make such an assumption about prefixed crosses
inY, one must then wonder why just a few of these are also given the label pa€.

The label appears on the prefatory matter for all three plays. On fol. 93r it is
in the margin just above the first line of the page, which is the beginning of the
Life of Euripides. Apparently, this is meant to apply to the following hypothesis
to Hecuba as well, since for Orestes (104r) and Phoenissae (118r) the hypotheses
have the label.”” It is not clear exactly what the label means in this case. Are these
versions of the Life and hypotheses that were located in an older source by
Planudes or reviewed by Planudes? For Phoenissae a few of the distinctive read-
ings of the Planudean/Moschopulean version of the hypothesis match those
discovered in papyri, suggesting their survival in an alternative stream of tradi-
tion from antiquity.*

Giinther, who has studied the whole manuscript Y in more detail, suggested
that the uag labels are all by the same hand, which he calls Y?, and further sug-
gests that Y* is the same scribe who wrote what he calls the B part of the codex,
which he believes was a replacement for the original pages of much of the Soph-
oclean portion (made, he believes, only ten years after its production, in order to
make room for more scholia). He admitted, however, that the sample of this
hand in the Euripides part is very small. Tuyrn has asserted that one scribe was
responsible for the various scripts seen in Y, and Formentin, in the catalogue
that appeared the same year as Giinther’s study, also recorded that the whole
manuscript is by a single scribe.®’ Without having seen the Sophocles part of the
manuscript, I cannot speak definitively on this issue.®* But I note that on 93r, the
Life and the hypothesis to Hecuba are written in black ink and with somewhat
expanded horizontal spacing, in contrast to the brown-ink script of the play itself

7% Giinther 1995: 32 reached this conclusion as well.

% As noted by Barrett 1965; see also the apparatus for Arg. 1 to Phoenissae in Mastronarde 1988: 1,
and Meccariello 2014: 342-357.

81 Turyn 1972: 1.39 (noting that in Venice XI, 1, the same scribe also exhibits these variations of
script); Formentin 1995: 125 (citing Turyn). Ferroni 2011: 334 (who does not cite Giinther in his
study) accepts Formentin’s description.

%21 hope to inspect the manuscript in person at a later date, when the collation of Y is complete for
the entire triad.
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on 93v, but both seem to me to be by the original scribe Y, and the pag note on
93r seems to me to be in exactly the same black ink and exactly the same ductus
as the the page’s main text, different only slightly in the flourish at the end of §
licensed by the open space. The label at the top of 93v is very similar to that on
93r, but smaller, while the label at the bottom of 93v is much more rapidly or
cursively written. The same occurs on 94r, where the first two labels are more
cursive and rapid (with the alpha extremely reduced), like the second one on
93v, while the third is written with more care and resembles the first on 93v, and
all are in the same ink and appear to have been added at the same time. On 99v
the Moschopulean scholia and glosses are in black ink, and the Planudean items
are entered at the same time, not added later: the uag label and the ToU avtoU
label are cursive again, but the nearby pav label, clearly added at the same time,
is neater. On the facing page, 100r, 6 lines of scholia in the middle of the page are
in the brown ink of the poetic text, but a group higher up is in black ink, so
clearly written separately, but they are, in my view, by the same scribe. In the
Euripides’ portion, the only labeled scholion that in my judgment may be by a
different scribe is the last one detected, on Or. 1287, in the bottom margin of
114v, which seems different in ink and somewhat more cursive than the the note
on Or. 1284 a little above it, which was part of the initial entry. Even here I am
not sure it is not the same scribe, perhaps working with an awkward arm posi-
tion and a pen tip that is in need of smoothing and sharpening. Thus, I hesitate
to assert that the black-ink additions are anything other than the additions made
by the original scribe Y, working at different times, with some variation occa-
sioned by less effort to be disciplined and by the need to fit scholia into available
open spaces.®

No Planudean scholia on Phoenissae have been detected in Y, and for Orestes
there are only eight, compared to thirteen for Hecuba, a shorter play. This
matches the bias observed earlier in connection with teachers’ notes in V and
certain recentiores: Hecuba was read first and by the greatest number of students
and thus attracted more of this kind of note. Shortly, I will present the whole
group® in a preliminary form: that is, the list of witnesses is based on what has
been checked so far and it may need to be supplemented later,% and the remarks

% One must also bear in mind that if a scribe added corrections or additional glosses after the pages
had been bound together, there will be some difference in ductus because writing in a bound volume
is not the same as writing on an unbound sheet laid flat on the desk.

# Turyn 1957: 55-56 had printed fourteen of these, but one would have expected from his discussion
that there were more to be found throughout the triad, which has proved not to be true. The seven
notes in my list not already in Turyn are the those on Hec. 85, 973, Or. 221, 223, 919, 1284, 1287.

% Note that Gr/Gu is not cited for Hec. 1-89 because these are later replacement pages in the manu-
script (written ca. 1450-1475). Dindorf misleadingly reports readings from the replacement pages
using both Gr and Gu. (It is possible that the replacement was copied from damaged pages of the
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on sources or parallels are also tentative. I have marked with an asterisk the nine
notes that are only in Y, with a double asterisk the three that are in Y and Xo; the
nine unmarked notes are found in the standard Moschopulean annotation, and
Triclinius considered them Moschopulean and marked them accordingly with a
cross in T. It is noticeable that only three of the thirteen notes on Hecuba are in
this last subgroup, whereas for Orestes six out of eight are transmitted widely
elsewhere as Moschopulean. Turyn wondered whether such situations of diver-
gent identifications were due to a mistaken application of the pag label in Y or
to the fact that Moschopulus was accustomed to take over Planudean material 2
Such labeling was done, however, sporadically throughout the manuscript Y for
other authors as well,*” and it seems likely that most users of the Moschopulean
commentaries did not know or care about the distinction between any Planude-
an substrate and the full commentary. Therefore, I believe the default assump-
tion should be that the person adding the marks in Y acted with some care and
with some kind of evidence. Whether we would consider that evidence fully
trustworthy or not is a separate question. If the labels are trusted, however, we
should also conclude that Moschopulus was freely reusing teachings of his
teacher and senior colleague.

*Hec. 1 (keuBucova): keuBucov &md Tou keubw TO KPUTIT, & KEKPUHUEVOS Kai
KATWTaTos TéTOS. Y

Keuthmon from keutho meaning “conceal,” that is, the hidden and lowest place.

93v, black ink addition in top margin, with label and cross. Derivation from
keUBw and glossing with kpUmTeo are commonplace: e.g., Apollon. Soph. Lex.
Hom. 98, 20 keuBuddves ai kataduoels, Tapa TO keubetv, & éoTt kpumTely; Hes-
ych. k 2393 keubBudoves kataduoels: &md Tol keubewv, & ¢oTv kpUTrTew; Pho-
tius k 633 keuBuOVWV: KPUTTTAY TOTTwV, EvdoTdTwv. Of the recentiores, R has
the gloss kekpuppévov témov, while the Moschopulean gloss is fjyouv Tév &méd-
kpupov TéTov. See also Chapter 3, section 2, on item 1 in the Miscellany of
teachers’ notes.

*Hec. 2a: dokioTal: TouTEéoTv UTTO Tou kARpou 8v petd Tnv Tou Kpdvou Tris
PaoiAelas ExmrTeoow émoinoev 6 ZeUs kai of pet” auTtou. Y

Has been settled: that is, by the lottery that Zeus and those with him conducted af-

ter Cronus’ fall from the kingship.
original, but that is very hard to prove.) Similarly, Dindorf cites B for some of these notes, but for
Hecuba 1-522 we have only late replacement pages in B.
8 Turyn 1957: 55, discussing the first case, the note on Hec. 71.
87 See Gallavotti 1934: 308-310 for some general remarks and for the Theocritean part; Pertusi 1951
for the Hesiod part; Turyn 1949: 114-119 for the Sophocles part.
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93v, black ink addition, continued on same line as previous.®® The juncture of
Cronus (Saturn) with the word é&mteois is elsewhere attested in TLG only in
astrological texts, with which Planudes, like most educated Byzantines, would
have been familiar.

*Hec. 2b: Bedov* fiyouv TGV &oTpwv Tapd TO Béw TO Tpéxw. 6 yap Adng
UTTOKATW TIs Y15 tov oUk &oTpact kekdounTat. Y

From the gods: in other words, from the stars; (theos) derived from theo meaning
“run”; for Hades, being beneath the earth, is not adorned with stars.

93v, black ink addition on the line after the previous. The etymology from 6éco
based on reference to the stars goes back to Plato, Cratylus 397d2-4 &te oUv
aUTa OpAOVTES TavTa Ael 1dvTa Spduw Kkai BéovTa, &md TaUTnS Tiis PUCES
Tijs ToU Belv “BeoUs” alTous emovoudoat, and is cited in Church fathers (e.g.,
Euseb. Praep. Evang. 1.9.14, 6-8 péva 3¢ T& @awdusva TGOV oupaviwv
&oTpwv, Tapa TO Bée, STrep €0Ti TPéxEL, Beddv Br) Tpoonyopias, cos auToi
paow, ¢TUyxavov, ps.-Anastas. Quaestiones aliae, PG 28: 773, 38) and reflected
in Epimerismi Hom. on Il. 1.483al, Choeroboscus, Epimerismi in Psalmos 99, 6.

*Hec. 3: ékd&Pns mals yeycds: ToUto €vTeAds: 1O 8& mpidpou TE TaTtpds ouk
goTw. Sucos B¢ kal oUTws kpeiTTov. émel TaTnp &veu uioU ol SUvaTal kAn-
Orval. Y

Born the son of Hecuba: this phrase is complete in itself (i.e. it implies that Hecuba
is mother), but the phrase “of Priam as father” is not (i.e. it adds “father” redun-
dantly). Nevertheless even this way (with the redundancy) it is better, since one
cannot be called a father without a son.

93v, black ink addition after last note of bottom block, with label and cross. No
close parallel identified.

*Hec. 12: Biou Tijs mpds T Lijv ¢mTndeias Tpo@iis viv. onuaivel 8¢ ToAAa 6
Bios: Ewt yap kai 1) feon kai 1) Tpos TO kaAdv kai xelpov TGOV &avbpcdmwv
Saywyn. Y

Of life: here meaning the nourishment necessary for being alive. Life has many
senses. For it can be both being alive and the conduct of life of humans with re-
spect to the noble and the worse.

% This and the next are Planudean if we assume (in agreement with Giinther 1995: 32) that the label
and cross apply to the set of three notes (1, 2a, 2b) grouped together. Similarly the scholia on 3 and
12 are grouped with one label.
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93v, black ink addition on the same line as the end of the previous.*” For parallels
attesting multiple meanings of Bios, see the discussion above of Sch. Hec. 168.°

Hec. 71 (ufitep® Svelpwv): untépa TtéOV Sveipwv elme v yiv, 1) 8T £
avTippews [avTippdoews YXaXb] Tijs okids auTiis 1 v yivetal, kab fjv
kaBeUdovTes oi &vBpwTol Tous dveipous PAémouciv, fi kab’ éTépous, 8TL €k pév
TTs YTis ai Tpogai, ék 8¢ TV TpoPddv oi Utvor, ék 8t T&V UTvwv ol Svelpol. [ek
TTis YTis &pa oi dveipor add. all except Y] Y, XXaXbXoT(with cross)YfZx

The poet called the earth the mother of dreams either because as a result of the in-
terposition of the earth’s shadow night occurs, during which men see dreams while
sleeping; or according to others, because nourishment comes from the earth, and
sleep results from our nourishment, and dreams come from sleep. (added in other
witnesses: Therefore, dreams come from the earth.)

94r, part of original annotation of right margin block, following Sch. Mosch.
Hec. 66, with label. The first explanation is taken from the old scholia, the se-
cond from an earlier teacher, probably of the 12th century. For further
discussion, see Chapter 3, section 2, on item 9 in the Miscellany of notes.

Hec. 80 (udvos oikwv &ykup’): TouTéoTt TeAeuTaia &ykupa, &Td UeTAPOPAs
TV vauTiIAAopévwy, of Tas &AAas piyavTes dykipas, &v undtv 8’ auTdv
aviowotv, ém Tij TeAeutaia [Ty TeAeutaiav YXa] tas éAmidas éxouow. Y,
XaXbXoT (with cross)

That is, last anchor; a metaphorical usage from those who travel by ship, who, after
having cast off the other anchors, if they fail to accomplish anything using them,
place their hopes on the last one.

94r, part of original annotation of right margin block, following the previous
after a small blank interval, with label, but no cross. TeAeutaia &ykupa was a
proverbial expression, though it is first attested in Heliodorus, Aethiop. 8.6.9
TeAeuTaiav olv, el Sokel, TO Tou Adyou, piywuey &ykupav kal T éumodcov
ywouévnv ékmodcov Toinowueda; it was a development of the proverbial iep&
&yxupa, which is attested as early as Plutarch and Galen. “Last anchor” is used
by various Byzantine authors, including Psellus, Eustathius, and Planudes him-
self (Epist. 12, lines 19-80, ToUto y&p auTtols TeAeutaia Asimetar &ykupa,
¢mel T&s EAAas Taoas oUTos &eetAev évexupdoas). For the explanation in this
note compare the one found earlier in a scholion on iep&v &ykupav in Lucian,

% In the case of this and the preceding scholion, in the left margin there are also two reference sym-
bols (matched at lines 3 and 12 of the text), one for each note at the level of the line in which it
begins, and uag is placed a little to the left of these symbols at a level between the two.

% Above in this chapter at n. 30.

! ufiTep is in the poetic text of all the listed witnesses except T, which has u&tnp.
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Juppiter tragoedus (21) 51 (&ykupd& éoTw év Tf vni 1 peyiotn, fjv kaAolow
iepav. altn 8¢, &te péyas kataldPn kivduvos, tedeutaia PaAAetal. elmey
olv ToUTo s WEAAwvV TeheuTaiov Eeimelv EMIXEPNUEATWY TO TAVTOV
uéylotov) and later in Michael Apostol. Paroem. cent. 9, 1 (iep& &ykupa: 1
ueydAn Borbeia. &ykupd totwv &v Ti vl lepd kaloupévn, kai &te péyas
kaTaAauPdvel kivBuvos Tedeutaia BaAAeTal).

Hec. 84 (yoepdv): TO yoepdv kai 6 [6 om. XbY] ydos kai TO kewkUew Tolal
pwvai giow, kai Tautédv eiol [¢oTt T] 17 Te évvoia kai T TpoPopd. ouyyevij
Yép ot [elor a.c. Y] 16 [16 e XbX0T] ¥ kai k. péoov ydp 0Tt TO ¥ Tou K Kai
x- Y, XaXbXoT(with cross)

Goeron (mournful) and goos (mourning cry) and kokuein (to cry out koku) are on-
omatopoetic®® words, and they are the same in their meaning and delivery. For the
gamma and kappa are akin to each other, since gamma is in the middle between
kappa and chi.

94r, part of original annotation of the right margin block, following the previous
with no label and no cross.” No parallel for this is found in TLG.

**Hec. 85 (oUmoT’ ¢ua ¢prv aAiacTos gpicoel): oUdémoTe yap & goBoiual
Bladidpdoked, GAN’ &ei ToUTo ThoXw. Y, X0

For I never escape from what I fear, but I always suffer this.

94r, black ink addition above the line, with a label, but no cross. The explanation
is a shorter version of the final paraphrase given in the old scholion on this line
(ofov €f Tt poPolual kai Umovod, Tolto kal yivetar), and the same interpre-
tation is featured in the separate Moschopulean note here, oUmoTe, gpnoiv, 1) éun
pnv oUTtw ¢piocel. eiTa emdyel dAiacTos, fyouv &eukTos ppicoel [ppiooel
del. Arsenius], TouTéoTv, & @oBeiTal 1) Eun Pprv, oU dUvaTtal ToUTo PuUYEiv
(“Never, she says, does my mind tremble so much with fear. Then she adds alias-
tos, that is, tremble without escape: that is, what my mind fears, it cannot escape

this”).

**Hec. 87 (EAévou wuxav): TouTéoTt TOV “EAevov: &md ToU kpeiTTovos pépous
aUTOV dvoudlel, chotep Kal TUEls GuTi ToU TOV Selva eiTrelv Thv iep&v Aéyouev
kepaArv. Y, Xo

*2 1 owe to F. Pontani the recognition of this special sense of o} covrj in the grammatical tradi-
tion.

% The label on the preceding note applies to this one as well, and Planudean origin is further implied
by the presence of the label uav on the next scholion in the margin block, with the Moschopulean
note on 85 (quoted in discussion of the next item).
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That is, Helenus. He names him from the more important part, just as we, instead
of saying so and so, say the holy head.

94r, black ink addition at end of margin block, with a label and cross. The Mos-
chopulean supralinear note on this phrase is ToutéoTiv T6v "EAevov. €0n ydp
(“that is, Helenus. For he was alive”). The juncture iep& kepaArj has a long histo-
ry, and the vocative is repeatedly used in Gregorius Nazianzenus, Libanius, and
Synesius. For &md ToU kpeitTovos uépous in connection with wuxr cf. Ioann.
Philoponus, de opificio mundi (p. 224 Reichert), the heading &t 16 “wuxrnv
Cdoav” &md Tou KpeiTTovos puépous TO SAov L&ov edrAwoe.

*Hec. 752: ikeTeUw' Tjyouv déopai oou, ikéTIS yivopal TV odV yovaTwy,
fiyouv &mtouai cou. Y

I supplicate: that is, I beg of you, I make myself a suppliant of your knees, or I cling
to you.

99v, black ink (like almost all the marginal annotation on this page), with label
and cross.

*Hec. 759 (oU8év T1 ToUTwv v ou Sofdlels, &vaf): eis oUdév T ToUTwY KaAd
oe @ &vaf v UTovoers. “8” B¢ EueAAev eimelv, dia 8¢ Thv Tponynoauévny
TTAOoW elmey “v.” Y

Lord, I do not call you to any of these things that you suspect. She was about to say
“which” (accusative singular neuter from), but because of the preceding case (“of

these things”) she says “which things” (genitive plural neuter form).

99v, black ink (like almost all the marginal annotation on this page), with label
ToU auToU, no cross. The following note (on 762), also in black ink, is labeled
with pav. The juncture mponynauévn Tt OIS is attested only once elsewhere in
TLG, in another explanation of shifting of case: Lesbonax, de figuris 13b, 23-25
TOV aUTAY 8¢ Kal TO BOTIKS TTWOEWS TPONYNOAUEVNS EiS YEVIKNV
amodidévar pact yap “ouk &v Nuiv cuvéPn Touto Tabelv eUoeBdv dvtwov.”

*Hec. 973 (un SUovolav fynon): T ui) év v Tols dopioTols UTOTakTIKOV, év 8¢
Tols ¢veoTow tumoTakTikévt [read mpootakTikdv]. Y

The negative mé (of negative commands) is used with subjunctive in the aorist
forms, but twith subjunctivet [read “with imperative”] in the present forms.

101r, in bottom margin, black ink (as used also for all the interlinear glosses on
this page),” with label but no cross. Just below this note, the same hand adds in

% The only scholia in the margin block on 101r are two written by Y2
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the same ink the paraphrasing Moschopulean scholion on 973 and labels it with
uav. With the necessary correction, the doctrine is paralleled by other grammar-
ians’ statements about pr) dmayopeutikdv: cf. Excerpta e Herodiano [Sp.] (e
codd. Paris. gr. 2650 + 2662 + Paris. suppl. 70), fr. 93 Dain: T un amayo-
PEUTIKOV OU OUVTAGCOETAL OUV TE UTTOTAKTIKG EVECTTL, GopioTe 8¢ olov
un Toufjs ouk eitrots, ur) oijons 8¢ Thom. Mag. Eclog. 233, 12 16 urj &amayo-
PEUTIKOV EOTL, Kal ETl pEv EVEOTAITOS TMPOOTAKTIKG OUVTACOETal, £mi O
dopioTou kal TGV EAAwY UTTOTAKTIKG. OUK EPETs ETTl EVEOTAITOS Uf TUTTTHS,
AAAG pr) TUTTTE W) TUWns 8¢ émi dopioTou kal Tév &AAwv xpdveov. The
sense of UTroTakTikds assumed in the translation above is, however, very odd.””
This passage may be corrupt (one would expect UTToTakTiKE cuvtdooeTar);*
or we have a teacher using a very compressed (non-standard) form of expres-
sion.

Or. 220 (méAavov): kupics TéAavos [XoY, méAavov the rest] TO AemrTov TépUa
@ xp&vTtal mpods Tas Bucias. Eviol 8¢ pact kai Tav €§ Uypol TeTNyUévov.
mapd T TaAival, & €0t Aeuk@val. méAavov évtatiba TOV MEMNYSTA pUTIOV
UTd Tou apou. Y, XXaXbXoT(with cross) Yf(with cross)GGrAa

Properly speaking, pelanos is the light cake/batter that people use for sacrifices.
And some say it is also everything that is congealed from something liquid. De-
rived from palunai, which means “whiten.” Here pelanon is the dirty crust
congealed from the foam (of drool or of tears).

106r, part of the initial writing of margin block scholia, with label (but § almost
entirely lost to damage at right edge of the folio), no cross. The label apparently
applies to the whole subgroup of notes 220, 221, 223 (the latter two were identi-
fied as Planudean by Giinther 1995: 227). On this occasion there is no label uav
to indicate when the commentary returns to Moschopulus, but there is a gap
between the subgroup of three notes and the next item, which is the paraphras-
ing Moschopulean note on 235 (carried by the same witnesses, except Aa; T and
Yf again have a cross). This note on méAavos (the mss treat the word as propa-
roxytone rather than oxytone) is, except for the last sentence, merely a
condensation of the old scholion on the word (this quotation ignores variants):
Kupicos TEAaVos TO AemToOV TéUUa @ XpdvTal Tpds Tas Bucias, Tapa TO

* un is included among subordinating conjunctions/particles (as it would be in fear-clauses and
purpose clauses), but that is not the same: ps.-Herodian, Partitiones 277, 8-9 Boissonade T&
UTTOTOKTIKE pépla, €5 endbouey, UTToTdooouat, TANY Tou urj &vTi ToU ouxi, kai &1reas &vTi Tou
meds. (“The subordinating particles, as we learned, create subordination, except for prj when used for
oUxi, or &Treas used for Twcds.”)

% F. Pontani suggests to me that (6¢éAe) or the like might be supplied at the end.
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memAaTuvbal. oif 3¢ @act kai mAv ¢§ Uypol memnyds. Evior mapd& TR
TamdAny: ¢k yap TauTns cos ¢l TO TAeloTOY Yivetal. fj Tapd TO TaAlval,
8 tomt Aeukévar “Ounpos [Il. 10.7]- “ém&Auvev &poupas.” Aeukdv yap TO
Téupa. ol 8¢ &mo ToU meA&Lev kal ikeTevelv Tous Beovs 81 avutéov (MCVB

PrRw).

Or. 221 (koUk dvaivouat): ouvavéd TO CUHPWVE Kai émvedcd, ¢ évavTtiov TO
avaivopal. Tapaivé To oupBoulelw, ETaivéd 16 e¥ Aéyw. Y, XXaXbXoT(with
cross) Yf(with cross)GrG

Sunaino means “I agree” and “I consent,” the opposite of which is anainomai.
Parainé means “I advise,” epainé means “I speak well of.”

106r, second in the same subgroup just discussed, with no label and no cross.
For the idea of cuvaivéd and &vaivouat as opposites, cf. Eust. in II. 9.116 (11.671,
6-7) TO 8¢ “avaivecbar” TavuTtdv EoTi TG Ui aiveiv, fiyouv cuvaivelv kai
ouykaTtaTiBecBau.

Or. 223 (kauxucdn): emouPpia, étav émdAAnAor duBpor dow, & tvavTtiov 1
avouPBpia. avxuods 8¢ 1 amd Ths avouPpias ENpodTns, &’ ol auxunpds Kai
aUxucdns, aAGs 6 EnpdTnTos petéxwv. Y, XXaXbXoT(with cross)YfGrG

A downpour (epombria) is when rains are continuous; the opposite of this is ab-
sence of rain (anombria). Drought (auchmos) is the dryness resulting from absence
of rain, and derived from it are the adjectives auchmeros and auchmodés, meaning
simply that which partakes of dryness.

106r, last in the same subgroup just discussed, with no label and no cross. The
two terms are used as opposites in a few Byzantine authors (e.g., Oribasius, Col-
lectiones medicae 5.3.10, 4-5 kai Ao ai ugév emouPpial yAukiTtepa mapé-
xovuow [scil. T& U8atal, ai 8 dvouPpial kal oi auxuol viTpwdiéoTepa), and
the first sentence is closely similar to Sch. rec. Arist. Nub. 1120f ¢mouPpia
AtyeTal, dtav émdAAnAol SuPpot yiveovTtar ou/fs evavtiov 1 dvoupia. In
Hesych. o 8322 and 8323 and elsewhere aUxuoi and auxuds are glossed with
auopPpior and apopPpia. The juncture EnpdTnpos peTéxew is common in
medical and astrological writers and also occurs in a Thoman scholion on Pro-
metheus 366: uudpokTumel fjTol XaAkelel pUSpov kal TETUPAKTWUEVOV
oidnpov: pidpos B¢ yivetal amd ToU un éxew Udwp. &Ciku&leTar yap o
ToloUTos Kal oUddAws HeTEXEL Uy pdTnTos, AAAA pdvns EnpdtnTos: © 8¢ un
ToloUTos UypdTnTa €xcv Tolel Kai iév.”

°” From Neapol. II F 31: Smyth 1921: 28-29.
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**0r. 291 (eis opayds doat Eigos): opayT) kal 6 Témos v & opdletai Tis kai 1
gvépyela autr [Xo, atTiis Y]. Y, Xo

Sphage is both the place (of the body) at which someone is slaughtered and the ac-
tivity itself (or the activity of it [slaughtering]).

106v, black ink addition, with label but no cross. For the not entirely obvious
rendering of Témos év @ (required by the sense of the passage), compare Hes-
ych. o 2826 opayr): 6 kata Ty kaTakAeida Ttémos; Sch. Aesch. Prom. 863
Herington opayaiol] Tols Témols Tol opaTtos év als [sic] kaipiat kai fava-
ool TAnyai yivovrat.

Or. 919 (k&yopds xpaiveov kUkAov): of y&p Tepl TV &yop&v TTOPEUSHEVOL
uepoAvopévol foav. Y, XXbXoT(with cross) YIGrG

For those who walk around the marketplace were tainted with filth.

111v, black ink addition in bottom margin, with label, but no cross. For the odd
phrase with xpaivecov, the surviving old scholia offer only the paraphrase
¢kkAnoias oU meplepxduevos, oudt mAnoi&lwv, so it is not surprising that a
comment was added by Planudes/Moschopulus. In some of the witnesses (XXo,
and in supralinear position XbG) this follows on the Moschopulean gloss
BiaTpiPcov (making better sense of y&p), but in YTY{Gr the two are separate,
with the gloss above the word and the other phrase in the margin.

Or. 1065 (ToU pdvou yevol PpaBeus): kupiws 6 dywvobétns AéyeTtal [6 add. Y]
RBpaPels. Y, XXaXbXoTa(with cross)*®YfGr

In the proper sense, the one who manages contests is called brabeus.

113r, in brown ink, with label, but no cross. Byzantine authors commonly pair
for rhetorical effect &ycwvobétns and BpaBeuTrs (the later term for BpaPevs),
and this pair is also used in defining aioupvijtal, as in Sch. Hom. Od. 8.258.
There is no parallel in TLG for this claim of its kupicos sense, and a different
claim is made for BpaPeutrs in Et. Gen. a 234: BpaBeuTai: SiownTai, kpiTad,
oproTai. kupicos 8¢ BpaBeutai AdyovTtal oi Thv p&PRdov amd oivikos 1 Twos
&AAou BidbévTes oUpPola Tiis vikns, paPdeutal Twes dvtes: kal kab UTép-
Beow ToU p BpaPeuTal.

% Ta is cited because this note is now entirely washed out in T.
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Or. 1284 (ti uéAAeb’ oi kaT’ ofkov v fjouxia opdyia powicoew;): Ti BpadlveTe
ol KaT& TOV ofkov dvTes, &v Touxia fjyouv év atapatiq, év o oudels dxAel,
¢HoTE OPAYIa POIV{OCEW. COOTE TV OPAYTV TOIETY COPEIAEY, ETTel B¢ TO GO Tijs
opayfis aipa @owiccel, gnol opdyia @owicoew, avTi ToU aipa xeiv dix
opayfis. Y, XXaXbXoT(with cross)YfGrG

Why do you delay, you who are in the house, in peace, that is, without disturbance,
as long as no one interferes, to redden the victim. He should have said “to perform
the slaughter,” but since the blood for the sacrificial slaughter reddens, he says red-
den the victim as equivalent to cause blood to be shed by means of slaughter.

114v, written by first hand, with a possible trace of a label in the water-damaged
margin (its presence is also implied by ToU attoU prefixed to the next scholion),
but no cross. This is a more expansive rendering of the explanation that is found
in MBC (8i&x i avaBaAAecbe, Tpd ToU EMOTIHVAl TVG, 0QA&Yla POWicoEw:
avTi ToU T& §ipn poAvvew: TouTéoTt TNV EAévnv povedew).

*Or. 1287 (éxkekcd@nTal): &ATO TOU KWPOS KWPEUW, AP’ oU EKIPEVOY TTAPATA-
TikOS Kal KWPeUow HEAAV. péoos? B& UTepouvTENIKOS EKKEKGOPEIV ETEPO-
KAiTeos kal Tpoobrkn TS ek, &TO ToU KWPEW KWPE AXPNOTOU, KATA ThHV
akolouBiav ToU AéAnka. Zuvéo(ios): “&AN  ékkekgel TO k&bBapua,”
TapPaKe{HeEVOs EKKEKPNUAL, 6§ Kal évtaifa & Eupimidng: “&p’ eis TO k&AAos
gkekcdPN Tl Eipn;” AéyeTan 8¢ EKKeKOPUAL Kai EKKEKOPWVTAL, Kal ETL KEKe-
QovTal Xwpls TS ek, AP’ oU kai &dploTos ke pcabny, &To éTépou AW aUTd
BénaTos axproTou ToU KWPOw KWPR. TO 8¢ TPayHa KWPOTNs AéyeTal g
XWASTNS kKal TUPASTTS. AéyeTal Kal KdPwols. Y?

From adjective kophos (mute/deaf) is derived the verb kopheuo (be mute), from
which the imperfect is ekopheuon and kopheuso is the future. And the middle plu-
perfect is ekkekophein with an irregular inflection and with addition of the
prepositional prefix ek, from the unused base-form kopheo kopho, in accordance
with the conjugational pattern of leleka. (Example:) Synesius [Epist. 5, p. 14, 16
Garzya = Epist. 4, p. 640 Hercher] “but the filthy creature had become deaf,” per-
fect tense ekkekophémai, as also here Euripides: “Have the swords fallen dumb at
the sight of her beauty?” And the word is found as ekkekophomai and ekkekophon-
tai, and also kekophontai without the ek, from which also the aorist ekophothén,
these being again in turn from another unused base-form kophoo kopho. The thing
produced is called kophoteés, formed like cholotés and tuphlotés. The noun kophosis
is also used.

0 Y? has uéows here, which must be a phonetic error. First, nominative pécos is attested in the close-
ly similar annotation about to be discussed. Second, an adverbial meaning uéoccos “in a middle (i.e.,
intransitive) sense” does not make sense. UtrepouvTéAikos is clear in the cited annotation as well, but
in Y? it is rather sloppily written and apparently drastically abbreviated, and one may wonder wheth-
er the scribe did not really understand the abbreviation in the source.
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114v, added in cursive hand in lighter brown ink, with label ToU alToU (dam-
aged, but also apparently in the same ink) and no cross. This is the most detailed
and learned note of the group. Apart from the abundance of grammatical detail,
it quotes a famous letter of Synesius, Epist. 5 Garzya (= Epist. 4 Hercher) about a
terrifying voyage, an often-cited text well known to Byzantine readers. In
Garzya’s edition of Synesius éEekexcopel is printed and the variants reported
from some manuscripts are é€ekcogel and éxekcoger (which is clearly related to
the ékkekchget in Y?). In the entry for ékkw@éco in the Thesaurus Graecae Lin-
guae Ludwig Dindorf proposed regularizing the reading in Synesius to
¢€ekekcO PN TO, and that is possibly what Synesius wrote in the early 5th century
(the final -to having been lost by haplography before 6 k&bapua), since the
perfect middle-passive forms of this verb were quite popular in late antique and
Byzantine authors. But Byzantine authors believed in and used the active perfect
and pluperfect as intransitive, as Planudes is doing here by calling it “middle.”
The TLG offers four instances in Michael Psellus and Ioannes Zonaras, and
there are also three instances of the apparent imperfect form ¢Eekcoet in Psellus
and Theodorus Continuatus (which could be either a corruption or a pluperfect
with reduplication omitted in the Byzantine fashion). It is noteworthy that the
same rare piece of erudition is found in a work ascribed to Manuel Moschopu-
lus, Tepl TGOV TABNUATWY TEOY Aéfecov. !

agaipeots 8¢ TO évavTiov dTav Ao Tis Apxis apaipedi] ypduua powviiev,
ouAAaBnv 8nAovéTi mololUv, & YyiveTan év TG Kkelvos kKai TG OTPATTELW,
BdnAovdTi auTi ToU doTpdTTew, Kal TS Bfikev &uTi ToU E0nkev, kai TE dedcdkel
Kal TE) ekkekOPeL.!!

[following discussing of prosthesis, addition of a syllable such as augment or redu-
plication at the start of a word] Aphairesis, on the contrary, is when a vowel is
taken off the beginning of the word, that is, a vowel that forms a syllable; this oc-
curs in keinos (for standard ekeinos), in straptein, I mean in place of astraptein, and
theken instead of ethéken, and in dedokei (for ededokei with augment) and
ekkekophei (for exekekophei with augment).

The Planudean teaching of Sch. Or. 1287 is also found in an annotation on this
Moschopulean passage in a Darmstadt codex, as reported by Bast. This version is
longer, and to show the differences the shared wording is underlined in the
Greek and the added words are underlined in the English:'*

' The work is published in Schaefer 1811: 675ff., and see Bast’s note in Schaefer 1811: 906-907 for
the identification of the ascription in a Darmstadt manuscript.

101 Schaefer 1811: 675-676.

102 Schaefer 1811: 908-909.
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65 &TO ToU XwAds yiveTal XwAeUw, oUTws ATd ToU Kweds Kweeuw, &g’ ol

EKCOPEVOV  TaAPATATIKOS Kai KWPEUow UEAAwVY. pécos BE UmepouvTéAIKOS

EKKEKCO@EIY  ETEPOKAITWS kal Tpoobécel Ths ek, &MO TOU KwW@éw KWQd

dxprioTou, KaTd TNV akoAoubiav ToU AéAaka. 2uvécios: “&AN’ EKKEKCOPEL TO

€

K&Bapua.” Tapakeipevos ékkekeopnual, Evpimidng  “é&p’ eis 1O k&AAog

gkekaopnTal Eipn;” Aéyetal 8¢ Kal EKKEKPWUAL KA EKKEKCOPUKEY EVEPYTITIKEIS

AvTl ToU KGW@EVEW ETTOINOEY. “NUV oUv, 0 ZKPATES, EKKEKWPWKE TA QOTA
kai éumémAnke Avoidos.” kal ETI KEKOQWVTal Xwpis TAS ek, &g’ oU kai

&dPIoTOS EKWPWONV, &Td ETépou AW aUTd BéuaTos &XPrioToU TOU KWPOwW

KWPRD. TO 8¢ Mpayua KW@OTNS AeyeTal 65 XWASTNS kKal TUPASTNS. AéyeTal
KOl KGPWOls.

Just as from the adjective cholos (lame) is derived the verb choleuo (be lame), just
so from the adjective kophos (mute/deaf) is derived the verb kopheuo (be mute),
from which the imperfect is ekopheuon and kopheuso is the future. And the middle
pluperfect is ekkekophein with an irregular inflection and with addition of the
prepositional prefix ek, from the unused base-form kopheo kopho, in accordance
with the conjugational pattern of lelaka. (Example:) Synesius [Epist. 5, p. 14, 16
Garzya = Epist. 4, p. 640 Hercher] “but the filthy creature had become deaf.” Per-
fect tense ekkekophémai, Euripides: “Have the swords fallen dumb at the sight of
her beauty?” And the word is also found as ekkekophomai and ekkekophoken in the
active, meaning “caused to be deaf.” [Plato, Lysis 204c7-d1] “So then, Socrates, he
has deafened our ears and filled them with Lysis.” And also kekophontai without
the ek, from which also the aorist ekophotheén, these being again in turn from an-
other unused base-form kophoo kopho. The thing produced is called kophotes,
formed like cholotes and tuphlotés. The noun kophosis is also used.

The form of the version found in Y is almost exactly matched in a Naples
manuscript that is being studied by a young scholar in Venice.'®®

Two additional notes explicitly ascribed to Planudes have been located in
other manuscripts in the collation conducted so far.'**

Hec. 145 (yovdTwv): oUtw AapPavopévn €6wbev 1} 81& cuvtakTéov: oU yap T&
yévata EueAhe TapakaAeiv, GAAG 8t ékeiveov ikeTeUoev EkeTvoy. oUTw VoEl T&
mepl TouTou 6 kUpis M&ginos. Gu

Thus, with the preposition dia taken from outside, is it to be construed. For she
was not about to beg his knees, but rather by his knees she was going to supplicate
that man. This is how master Maximus understands this point.

1% T owe knowledge of this to F. Pontani. He reports that the manuscript gathers “excerpts and notes
that probably originated in Planudes” environment” and that this excerpt lacks the phrase cos kai
gvtadba. So either the excerpt was an observation of general import that has been applied to the
passage by Y’ by adding that phrase, or the compiler has taken it from a codex of Orestes and made it
more general by omitting the phrase. On these two possibilities see also the glosses in gB presented in
Chapter 3, section 3, n. 92.

!9 These scholia were already noted by Turyn 1957: 57 and 66.
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Hec. 167 (amoAéoaT’ dAéoaT’): kai GupodTepa HIKPE Ypagel 6 kKUptos Mé&giuos.
XoYf

Master Maximus writes both verbs with short vowel (omicron) (rather than long
[augment omega]).

XoYf (like XXaXbY) have améAecat’ doAeoat’ in the text and an omega above
the omicron of the first word. The Moschopulean note on the phrase is
amwAeca avti Tol £pbeipa kal AvTi ToU Kowds exdwoa, showing that the
indicative interpretation was assumed by Moschopulus. A scholion 