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The purpose of the thesis is to examine a selection of papyri from the
large corpus of Euripides, Sophocles and Aristophanes. The study of the texts
has been divided into three major chapters where each one of the selected
papyri is first reproduced and then discussed. The transcription follows the
original publication whereas any possible textual improvement is included in
the commentary. The commentary also contains a general description of the
papyrus (date, lavout and content) as well reference to special characteristics.
The structure of the commentary is not identical for marginalia and
hypomnemata: the former are examined in relation to their position round
the main text and are treated both as individual notes and as a group
conveying the annotator’s aims. The latter are examined lemma by lemma
with more emphasis upon their origins and later appearances in scholia and
lexica.

After the study of the papyri follows an essay which summarizes the
results and tries to incorporate them into the wider context of the history of
the text of each author and the scholarly attention that this received by the
Alexandrian scholars or later grammarians. The main effort is to place each
papyrus into one of the various stages that scholarly exegesis passed
especially in late antiquity. Special treatment has been given to P.Wiirzburg
1, the importance of which made it necessary that it occupies a chapter by
itself. The last chapter of the thesis deals with the issue of glosses, namely
their origin and use in the margins of papyri. The focus is again on the
history of early collections of tragic and comic vocabulary and their
appearance in the margins or hypomnemata. The parallel circulation of
hypomnemata and glossaries often compiled by the same people and some
special features of the glosses in our material led to the conclusion that most
glosses at least in the earlier periods were copied from hypomnemata. The
theas ends with a presentation of all conclusions from the previous chapters
in relation to the history of scholarship and book production in late antiquity.
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Preface

Preface

The first time I heard about marginalia and commentaries in papyri was in the autumn
term of 1993 in a paper delivered by Prof. H. Maehler in the Department of Greek and Latin at
UCL. Since then the initial awe in front of such a specialized and unknown to me subject was
gradually replaced by curiosity and interest to work further into this field and to explore some
of its “secrets”. The decision that this would be the subject of my PhD research was made the
following year.

The papyrological evidence about hypomnemata and annotation onl classical Greek
authors covers a substantial amount of texts and literary genres from Homer and Hipponax to
Callimachus and Apollonius of Rhodes. Some of it has already been thoroughly studied in the
first editions of the papyri, or in monographs and articles by various scholars under different
perspectives. There have been, however, very few attempts to reconsider as a whole all this
evidence which is scattered in papyrological publications and to draw conclusions about the
nature and methods of the ancient exegesis as illustrated in papyri.

The main idea behind the present study was to reexamine a selection of annotated papyri
or hypomnemata on papyrus from the corpus of Euripides, Sophocles and Aristophanes. The
focus is not on the purely papyrological aspect since most of the material has already been
adequately published. A general description of the papyri, however, is always given insofar as
this is necessary for the better understanding of the marginalia and of the circumstances under
which they were written. The principal objective of our work is to compare the material provided
by the papyri to the scholia of the byzantine manuscripts (usually to the so-called scholia vetera
but occasionally to the scholia recentiora too). The scholia recentiora reflect the studies of the
famous Byzantine scholars such as Tzetzes, Triclinius and Moschopoulos but they contain also
elements of much earlier exegesis which has not been preserved in the scholia vetera.

A study of ancient exegesis on classical literarure would not be complete without a
constant consideration of all the relevant material in lexicography of late antiquity and Byzantine
times. Entries in Hesychius, Suda, the Etymologica and other lexica were used in order to help
us reconstruct the origins and various channels through which Alexandrian and Graeco-Roman
scholarship has been transmitted up to the present times. The study of the lexica confirmed the

known fact that in antiquity a systematic exchange of material between commentaries, glossaries
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and possibly monographs took place; unfortunately the evidence from monographs is still too
limited to be of any use in this study. Given the complexities surrounding the sources of
lexicographical material, it was inevitable that occasionally some questions remained
unanswered and some links were based upon a certain amount of speculation. Hopefully,
however, we managed to throw some more light upon the development of scholarship on drama
and the radical changes that this kind of exegetical material underwent during the first seven
centuries of our era.

In dealing with marginalia and hypomnemata in papyrus one needs to be consistent with
a very precise terminology which would help to avoid confusion as far as different and
successive forms of the scholarly material are éoncemed. First of all, the very familiar term
“scholium / a” refers exclusively to the bulk of exegesis transmitted in the margins of the
byzantine manuscripts and not to any earlier form of marginal annotation as has been the
practice of many earlier editors of papyri. Within “scholia” we distinguish between “scholia
vetera” and “scholia recentiora” or preferably “scholia byzantina”, which in old editions used
to be edited together. “Marginal note / marginalia” refers to the annotation of papyri in general,
although it was necessary to specify as “interlinear” a note or a gloss inserted between the lines
of the main text. The terms “commentary” and “hypomnema” are usually interchangeable,
namely they are both used to define the same kind of literary work introduced by the
Alexandrian scholars. Accordingly, the terms for the people responsible for marginal annotation
and commentaries are “annotator” and “commentator”. “Lemma” denotes the excerpt from the
main text which had been cited in a commentary or a lexicon and “explanation” is whatever sort
of exegetical maierial followed.

Chapters 1, 2 and 3 are devoted to the papyri of each poet separately, and always
conclude with some very specific considerations drawn from each group, with regard to the
history of annotation of the dramatic texts in the Hellenistic and Graeco-Roman world. The
Appendix to Chapter 1 is a papyrus commentary which, though on Euripides, needed to be
discussed separately and not in Chapter 1. Chapter 4 deals with the issue of marginal glosses and
their links to the scholiographical and lexicographical tradition. The method of presenting the
papyri examined in these chapters is as uniform as possible: main texts and marginalia are
accurately reproduced but not always according to their first edition. Subsequent publications

are taken into account, provided, of course, that they offer an improved version of the papyrus.
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For reasons of economy of space, the papyrus text which is offered includes only the part of the
papyrus that contains the marginalia; all the rest is omitted unless it is absolutely indispensable.
Because our interest was not in the readings of the main text, there is no critical apparatus.
However, important disagreements in the readings of the marginalia are always mentioned and
judged in the discussion that follows.
~ All texts of papyrus commentaries are appended in full at the very end of this study in

the form of photocopies from the first editions. Their lemmata, however, are discussed
selectively and only if there is something new and important to be added to the first edition.

During this study I tried to check from the original as many papyri as ;‘)ossible but this
was not achieved for texts belonging to collections abroad. The only exception was P.Wiirzburg
1 (appendix to Ch.1) which I had the opportunity to examine carefully during my five month
stay in Wiirzburg as an Erasmus student in the winter of 1995-6. For the rest I had to rely on
photographs which unfortunately were not all of the same quality, as far as cursive and faded
marginalia are concerned. At this point I take the opportunity to apologize for not having
indicated uncertain letters with the appropriate dots underneath as it is the practice in editions
of papyri; this is exclusively due to the lack of the appropriate Greek fonts while typing the
thesis. As already stated, however, all uncertain readings affecting the interpretation of the
marginalia are cited and discussed as appropriate.

An earlier version of the P. Wiirzburg 1 has been presented in Wiirzburg and London,
P. Oxy.1805 and PSI 1192 from Chapter 2 at the Classical Association Conference in Lampeter,
Wales. I would like to thank all these audiences for their useful criticism and suggestions.

Finally, I wish to thank a few people who stood by me and helped me at all stages of this
research: first of all, my supervisor, Prof. H. Maehler, for his inspiring ideas, constant
encouragement and all the valuable time he spent correcting earlier drafts of my thesis.
Secondly, Prof. K. Alpers from Hamburg University for advising me on the chapter of my work
on glossaries, lexica and marginalia. His expertise saved me from many mistakes and his
meticulous writings on lexica havealways been a very safe guide when I was looking for links
between marginalia, scholia and lexica. Thirdly, the staff at the manuscripts Department of the
Wiirzburg University Library for allowing and facilitating my personal inspection of
P.Wiirzburg 1.

I also deeply thank my very good friend Dr Pantelis Michelakis for his continuous
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support and useful exchange of ideas all these years as well as for his help with the final
proofreading of the present thesis. I should not forget to mention also Mr and Mrs Sparsi for
their warm hospitality in London for the past four years.

Above all, however, my greatest thanks go to my parents, Panagiotis and Stella

Athanassiou, who believed in me and supported me throughout both emotionally and financially.
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The Papyri of Euripides



The papyri of Euripides

P.Oxy. 3716 (412.21 Pack®) Second-first century B.C.
Euripides, Orestes

Col. 1 ]

Tig] av 941

1.1 ] 945

1|
0]aveiv®

odlaynt
].
EKKATITW]V 0TtO
oucptov]ay dpriot 950
Joor
]
]

P.Oxy.3716 is fragment of a papyrus roll which contained Orestes. What remains is part
of two consecutive columns (1. 941-51, 973-83) with intercolumnar space. If, as the editor ( M.
Haslam in 1986 ) has assumed, vv. 957-9 were not included, the papyrus had about 31 lines to
the column. The hand can be dated to the later second century B.C. There are no accents,
breathings or any lectional aids apart from a stichometric K (=v.1000) which was probably used
by professional scribes in order to calculate and receive their payment, and a diple obelismene
indicating the transition from the antistrophe to the epode (1. 981).

We should start from what looks like a marginal note next to and above v. 946. Although
the papyrus is damaged, one can see clearly the siglum {7 attached to v. 946 and an interlinear
variant from which only the letter v is preserved. The cursive script in which the {1 has been

written has led the editor to the conclusion that it should be attributed to a date “no earlier than



The papyri of Euripides

the first century A.D.” Apparently, then, the papyrus roll continued to be in use for nearly two
centuries after it was written, in the hands of someone interested in matters of textual criticism
or someone who checked the readings of his old copy against a more recent one. It was very
common indeed for scribes or owners of papyri to correct their texts by comparing them to one
or more other copies.' On the other hand, there has been some disagreement over the meaning
of the siglum {7 , often found in literary papyri.” The most plausible theory is that it was an
abbreviation of the verb {7j(te1) or {n(t€itail) whose general meaning was  the expression or
the word or the passage is under question ’. In some cases, like the famous, P. Oxy. 5.841
(Pindar, Paeans), {1 introduces variants. Th_is led Grenfell and Hunt (p.15) as well as the
successive editors, Turyn, Snell and Maehler to claim that behind the abbreviated {1 hides the
name of the famous Alexandrian scholar Zenodotus. Lobel, however, in his commentary on P.
Oxy. 26.2442 expressed doubts as far as the explanation Z1n(véd0toc) is concerned: “ I am
doubtful of its interpretation as Zenodotus. I should say it always means {7jte1, {nTeitat or
some other part of this verb ”.The theory is still debatable but it does not seem to apply to this
papyrus anyway, since Zenodotus, as far as we know, did not deal with tragedy.?

It seems clear that the marginal {7 is related to the interlinear note. As the critical
apparatus shows, a textual problem exists in v. 946. The manuscript tradition is divided between
two variants: TeTpovuevog and metpovuévous. The papyrus seems to confirm the existence of
the problem already in antiquity. The interlinear traces, of course, may belong to either of the
two variants, the one being in the text, the other being inserted above it. This assumption made
by the editor looks to me quite plausible and indeed within the old common practice of

correcting the texts or taking notice of discrepancies in the manuscript tradition by using copies

! See for example P. Oxy. 1174 (Soph., Ichneutae) and P. Oxy. 2452 (Soph. Theseus 7), both
examined in Chapter 2.

? Pfeiffer (1968) 118 (n.4) defended the traditional view: “ {n can certainly mean {7jtet, etc.,
but as far as my knowledge goes, it is never set in front of a simple variant reading. It usually
introduces a question about the subject-matter...Therefore, I am pretty sure that Grenfell and
Hunt gave the correct interpretation ”. For another example of {1 not introducing a variant see
Turner (1987) 66: (on the papyrus of Soph.Ichneutae, col. ix, 12) “... but {7 probably means not
Zn(védotog) but {riter .

* List of all the papyri with this abbreviation is in McNamee (1981a) 35, where {n is
explained in all cases as {1)(t€t).
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The papyri of Euripides

of recognized authority.

The editor has also noticed the presence of “a long sinuous descender, lighter,thinner
and more flowing than the main text ” next to v. 940 which extends into the ¢ of $pO[Svoc (v.
974) in the next column. He suggests that a second marginal note should be recognized, although
nothing similar to {7j(tet) can be seen here. In my opinion, it looks more like a shapeless line
of ink, a slip of the pen. Not even a change of metrical pattern can be found in the main text,

which would make the use of the appropriate symbol necessary.

P. Mich. Inv. 3735 (412.01 Pack®) First century B.C.

Euripides, Orestes

[ BeBakyxevlt[at] paviaig, o 835
[ Evulevior Onpapa doPwr ol

[ dpoucor 1701 [vev]wv BAedaporc,

[ Ayauepvov]iog Toig

[w pueAeog platpog ote

[ xpvoeonnvntlwy dapewv xovlo 840

ew|

[ paotov vme]pteArovt eotd[wy

P. Mich. Inv. 3735 is fragment of a column which contained Orestes 835-46. The scrap
preserves also part of the right margin including two very damaged marginal notes. Its two
editors, Koenen and Sijpesteijn, have dated the papyrus to the first century B.C. on

palaeographical grounds. As for the text, it was written on the recto of the roll with the verso left

* It has been published by Koenen and Sijpesteijn (1989), unfortunately without a plate.

11



The papyri of Euripides

blank and was supplied with a few accents and a high stop. The general impression, according
to the editors, is that this was a carefully produced edition.

Since the marginal notes occupy the right margin, following the practice of the
annotators it is certain that they refer to the extant column. The size of the letters as well as the
space between the lines is considerably smaller with the effect that the marginalia are not on the
level of the lines of the main text.

The first note is almost completely illegible. Only traces can be seen and the letter t is
the only one that has been considered worth printing by the editors. Though there are some
known textual problems in the corresponding main text (835-6) °, no one can be identified here,
until perhaps some further progress is made towards the decipherment of the marginal note.

The second note refers to vv.840-1. As the editors have stated, for the first few letters
xpv[ “erscheint eine Erklarung von xpuvoeonnvnt]wv wahrscheinlich”. The scholia of the
byzantine manuscripts have the following explanation: €k xpvood DPavBévtwv. iowg Tapd
0 wnviov. It seems that they cannot be of any significant help. One further explanation of the
same word is given by Hesychius s.v. ypvoeonivntog: 1} d1& ypvood eipyaouévn and it is
likely that its origins can be found in the lexica of much earlier periods, even collections of
tragic vocabulary such as the one by Didymus.

The second line of the note offers a doubtful reading: €1o[ or O€[ . According to the
editors, it is natural to see in €10[ an explanation of the form £018@v. The inevitable conclusion
would then be that the two lines represent probably two different remarks and not a single
explanation in two lines as expected.

Two solutions are possible: either the note is a parap}irase of 840-1 (cf. P. Oxy.31.2536,
Theon’s hypomnema on Pindar which offers among others some paraphrase); alternatively, one
might read Be[ which could be part of a participle bpavOévtea and so take the note as a full
explanation of the adjective xpvoeonnvijtwv: xpv[ood dPav] / BE[vtwv. I believe that in the
case of notes on quite early papyri such as this, one should be very reluctant to infer relations
with the scholia vetera: the explanation looks ordinary and rather elementary; moreover, the
main stream of the scholia on Euripides was formed after the contribution of Didymus.

The papyrus offers an example of annotated papyri of the late Ptolemaic period. It is

5 See the critical apparatus in Diggle’s edition of Euripides (vol. 3).
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The papyri of Euripides

unfortunate that the badly damaged notes do not allow us see whether there was more annotation

and of what kind.

P. Harris 38 ( 405 Pack®)

Fr.4

Col. i
prev dnt kAvw pltav TdV Tépog pove:vBl
yovaik' ev d[iroic] xeipa Barerv Tékvorg
Ivd paveioav’ e[k Bewv 00 1 AL]og

n
ddapap viv' eEénfeue dwuntwv] diailg
nitver 0’ a tadat[v e¢ aduav ¢polvw
Tékvov dvoceBet

ov
aktnc Omepteivaoa movrtia[g n]joda
dvoiv te maidorv Euvbavoio ' énéiivtat
t{ 61T " oL yévort' av €11 deivov
® yuvalk®v A€x0¢
ov

moAUTov 6oa &1 Blplotoic

n

Ieowv T1 0 e€otiv: ov Tov kop’ e[rokTelvet Oelel

Second century

Euripides, Medea

1282

1285

1288

1292

1308

P. Harris 38 consists of four fragments from a roll containing Medea. Fragment 4 offers

vv. 1279-1312 in one complete column, which means that the whole play must have been written
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The papyri of Euripides

in forty-two columns. Our fragments come from columns 22, 32, 39 and 40. The hand, a
medium-sized ornamented uncial, is dated to the second century A.D. The text is full of
punctuation and accentuation marks, some by the first hand, others by a second. Since the edition
of the papyri Harris, a few more fragments of the same roll have been identified, one in the
Fitzwilliam Museum® and another in the Oxyrhynchus collection at Oxford (still unpublished).
These fragments do not contain any annotation but confirm the provenance of the papyrus.
What is important for our research is the great number of supralinear additions as well
as a marginal note. All of them are of text-critical nature, namely variants which,a second hand
introduced above the words in question. Usually one syllable from the variant was enough for
the corrector. It is interesting that some of the readings are very important, such as @A
which was previously accepted by the editors as a conjecture by Blaydes. On the other hand, ov
7ov in v.1308 confirms a conjecture by Barthold but has not been adopted in modern editions.
The marginal note is also a text-critical remark. At first sight, it is not clear what exactly
it refers to. Apparently, pévav stands as a variant for u{av. &t on the other hand, is either an
abbreviated form of 6i¢, StmAf or an etacistic mistake for 81). In the first case, povav 8t means
that piev has to be replaced in both places; in the second case povev 81 has to replace piov 8n
at the beginning of the verse 1282. The examination of the variants has shown that the corrector
twice supplied the papyrus text with readings reappearing elsewhere in the manuscript tradition
and at least once offered a variant which is otherwise unattested. It becomes inevitable to
conclude that with so much collation and interchange of variants in antiquity attempts to group

papyri into families would be fruitless.

® This was published by Page (1938).
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The papyri of Euripides

P. Merton 2. 54 ( 422 Pack®) Second century
Euripides, Phoenissae
26 [ aomidodépuove Oraoov e]vontiov bre 796
27 [ avtinadov kata Aaive] Telyeo

[xaAkwt koounocac]
28 [n dewve T1¢ Epig Oeog o tadle
29 [unoato mnuate yeg Baoi]Aevolv
30 [w (eBewv TeTadiwv To]AvOnparte
[tov vamog Aptepdoc] yrovotpodov
[oppe KiBalpwv]
32 [ ummote tov Bavatwi] npotebevra rolxev] 903

33 [ Ioxaotog ]

P. Merton 2.54’, possibly from the Arsinoite nome, comes from the second half of second
century A.D, since the hand of the recto has been dated to the middle of the century. It preserves
11.768-89 and 792-806 from Euripides’ Phoenissae written on the verso of a papyrus roll with
the recto used for a list of names. Each column would have approximately forty-eight lines, so
the whole play would cover nearly thirty six columns. The left margin is lost but the right one
is wholly preserved.

On the level of 1.26 (v.796) three cursive and very doubtful letters Ste can be seen. Their
meaning is obscure and possibly unrelated to the text on the left. No variant or gloss given by
the scholia has a beginning similar to these three letters. One explanation suggested by the first
editor is that their closeness to the corresponding lines of the next column makes it possible to
link them to the opening lines of Teiresias’ speech (vv.834-44). I was not able, however, to find
any variant or gloss suitable to that context either, so even the reading di€ itself remains

questionable.

A few lines below and on the same side the word A8[yev]ue is written. This is not a

7 Also examined by Bremer and Worp (1986) 250. T hey offered some new readings.
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variant nor a gloss, although y€vvnua is attested in some manuscripts and the scholia as a gloss
on Adxevpe. It has rather been inserted by the first hand, in order to correct an accidental
omission by the scribe. The word has been squeezedu;t this place together with’Ioxdotag,
instead of being put at the beginning of 1.33 (v.803).

The papyrus with its two marginal notes does not offer anything of striking importance
for the purpose of our study. The first editor noted after Lobel’s suggestion that it looks like the
work of a “ schoolboy learning to write for literary purposes ” ®. The hand is indeed heavy with
thick strokes which are not linked to each other and verticals which are often ornamented with
serifs. The fact, however, that the text was written on the back of a used roll is not a decisive
factor for the attribution to a schoolboy, as the first editor thought. On the other hand, no link
to the scholarly tradition of its time can be seen in this papyrus. It is, therefore, only another

example of the use of the margins either for variants and glosses or for corrections.

P.Oxy. 3712 ( 415.01 Pack®) Second century

Euripides, Phoenissae
€TEOKAEX KAELVNV T€] TOAULVELKOV / [

Jo® 9....p
Kopag te diooa)g Tnv uev etounvn[v natnp 57

P. Oxy. 53.3712 is fragment of a single column containing Euripides’ Phoenissae 50-69.
The hand is * crude and heavy ”, according to the editor ( M. Haslam in 1986 ), datable to the

second century A.D. The style of the hand as well as the marking of some line-endings with

® Cribiore (1996) listed the papyrus as item 282 in the catalogue of writing exercises.
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oblique strokes also led him to suggest that this could be part of a school-exercise °. The
meaning and function of the oblique strokes at the end of 11. 56 and 68 in particular is not clear.
The editor thought that they could indicate line division in a text either dictated or copied from
an exemplar written out as prose. Among other various functions, slash is often used as a sign
of division within a text or in annotation '°. The mistake of verse division at 1. 56 seems to be
in favour of this theory. On the other hand, it is not clear that there were such strokes in 11.54,
55 and 60, 69, given that the papyrus breaks before the end of the lines. There is also a
possibility that the text finished with the prologue, as prologues were often used for school
exercises. ;

Inv. 57 there are two supralinear notes, unfortunately both badly damaged. The hand that
inserted them probably marked them off at both sides with dots, a technique widely spread in
the case of corrections and variants.!!

The first note is placed above 6106¢]¢. Only o can be seen with some certainty and this
led the first editor to assume that it must have been d0o as a gloss to the adjective 1006c.

Above eltounvn[v, the traces and the two letters 0 . . . .. p point towards Ovyatépa.
This explanation looks very elementary unless we assume that the note like the text below it
breaks off here and continues with vy atép[a vewtépav referring to Ismene. It is interesting
to note in this respect that the scholia on the next verse gloss “tfjv 6¢ npéoBev *Avtiyévnv”
as “tNv npoyeveatépav, THVv peilova”.

The papyrus offers an example of trivial glossing even of words that would not normally
need an explanation, at least for one who can understand the rest of the text. This strengthens the
theory of a schoolboy’s exercise.

If this text was indeed an exercise for verse division and possibly for the understanding

of iambic trimeter, it constitutes another example of the use of classical Greek authors such as

? Cribiore (1996) included P.Oxy.3712 in her catalogue of writing exercises (long passages)
as item 270. She also provided a photograph absent from the first edition.

% For examples of the use of the slash as a siglum in papyri see McNamee (1992 a) 17 and
Table 2, D.

""E.g. P. Oxy.5.841 (P. Pae. 2.61), P. Oxy. 9.1175 fr.84.2. For more examples sce McNamee
(1992b) 19 n.56.
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Euripides for educational purposes in Graeco-Roman Egypt. The choice of Phoenissae is
indicative of the popularity of the play'? as well as of the tendency to read, teach and comment

on a limited number of plays, some of which later constituted the so-called “Selection”.

P. Oxy. 2543 ( 379.2 Pack®) Second century

Euripides, Andromache

Margin: ]kteier §f

P.Oxy. 2543 consists of numerous fragments from one column of a papyrus roll that
contained Euripides’ Andromache. Remains of 1I. 346-68 can be identified in the surviving part
but the column had probably more text. The papyrus, according to the editor (J. W. B. Barns
in 1966 ), is of good quality and is dated to the second century A.D. No traces of annotation can
be seen on the fragments since very little of the original margin survives. One small piece,
however, written by the same hand in smaller size, offers a note. The editor assumed that it
belonged to the bottom margin, but from the photograph it seems that it could come from any
of the margins around the column of the main text.

It is indeed impossible to relate the fragment to any specific part of the surviving text
and it is also possible that it comes from another column. Furthermore, the meaning of the
legible letters JkteAet J[ is very obscure and the scholia of the manuscripts do not provide any

plausible supplement. If located at the lower margin, the note can refer to any line of the column

above it.

2 On the subject see Bremer (1984).
13 For more details on the “Selection” see the Chapter ‘Conclusions’, pp. 162-3.
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One could, however, try to find a supplement for the first part of the note and this points
clearly to the third person singular of the verb ékteAeiv. If the decipherment is accurate, no
other verb could fit the gap. Furthermore, one could think of the noun 86A0c as one of the
possible supplements for the second part. The whole phrase, then, would refer to someone
plotting against someone else. In our context, the first person could be Menelaus, the second
Andromache. More specifically, it is in vv. 380-3 that Menelaus offers a false deal to the
suppliant Andromache in order to remove her from the altar of Thetis. These lines would be
contained either in the surviving column or at least in the following one. The word 86A0¢ occurs
twice in the text (Andr. 435, 446) and once in the scholium on 428 ® o’ dryeyov: O Aoyioud
o€ £€neloa kal £deAéaoa.... as part of a paraphrase.

The above reconstruction obviously relies heavily on speculation and uncertain
supplements. If the supplements are correct, however, it seems that the owner and user of the
papyrus added in the margin an explanatory note on Menelaus’ speech. This would be neither
profound nor scholarly. It simply facilitated reading or even teaching as we have often seen with
marginalia. On the other hand, the expression ékteA® 66Aov sounds odd, not proper Greek.'

The problem of the marginal note will remain unsolved, as long as its relation to the main text

remains unclear.

PSI 1302 (431 Pack®) Second century

Euripides, Alcmeon

It aven aAl €pT €¢ oik[ovg
pn tou[t] eun[
Jve v da VULV T aTTeLd[w
€l T1§ Aakovoa T[

pn p ot f{t}oOfe 5

" According to LSJ® ékteA® means "accomplish, bring to an end".
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0011 O€ dovAwt Pw Tt TLaTEVEL BpoTwy,

TOAATV Tap N uLv pwptey opAlokavel

PSI 1302 is the left-hand side of a column containing tragic verses. Lines 6-7 were
already known from a quotation in Stobaeus’ Anthology (fr. 86 Nauck® ) and this identifies the
text as a fragment from Euripides’ Alcmeon either the first or the second.” The first seven lines
which are reproduced above come from the end of a tragic pfjo1¢ and are succeeded by a lyric
part marked off by a coronis. Top, left and bottom margins are all preserved. There are twenty
lines in a column and the papyrus appears to be of very good quality. It comes from the second
century Oxyrhynchus.

On the left margin the remains of two incomplete notes can be seen. Their position to the
left of the text as well as their distance from it make it more likely that they belong to the
preceding column'®, The second note, however, could perhaps refer to the surviving column, as
the verbal similarity between & v” dat and amavd[® indicates, thus making it a very unusual
case. It is quite clear, however, that both notes are variants, alternative readings to those already
in the text. The second one, as already mentioned, looks like a non-composite form of the verb
ameud® in 1.3 but this idea could be misleading, since the assumption that the annotation
belongs to the lost column carries more weight. Given that the text comes from a play which is
not transmitted through the manuscript tradition, any further attempt to investigate the notes is

impossible. These provisional conclusions are going to be reconfirmed after the examination of

the following papyrus.

1% See also Schadewaldt (1952).

'6 This is more or less the unanimous view of all subsequent editors. Schadewaldt (1952) 48
remarks: “ Bei Vers 1 und 3 stehen am linken Rand die Glossen .t a¢vtnt und .vewdat, die aber,
wie Vitelli gesehen hat und der Abstand deutlich erkennen 148t, zu der nicht erhaltenen linken
Kolumne gehoren ”. Van Looy (1964) 25 quoted the slightly different readings by B. Snell as
JHIAYTHIand JTONA"Y“AAL See more recently F. Jouan and H. van Looy, Euripide: tome
VIII: Fragments: Aegeus-Autolykos, Les Belles Lettres (Paris 1998) 111.
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P. Oxy.3215 (431.1 Pack’®) Second century
Euripides, Alcrneon (?)
Fr.1
1 Jverev[Blepw [.] [
Jua Tov veaviov xen [

Jevta ovy keLVLL TOVOULG

15  evAelywvov mavopon . AOTeV
19 ]. e[A]Acere TiC
eAe]ubepov ™

P. Oxy.3215 is a column from a papyrus roll carrying twenty fragmentary iambic
trimeters. It is a second century piece and its right margin has remains of annotation. The editor
pointed out the close similarities between this papyrus and PSI 1302. This appears quite obvious
when one compares the two plates in the original publications.The hand looks the same, so does
the number of lines (20) and the entire layout of the two fragments.

The same scribe seems to have written more than one published text from Oxyrhynchus,
including tragedy (P. Oxy. 2077 (Soph. Scyrians), P. Oxy. 2452 (Soph. or Eur. Theseus)) and
presumably prose. The additional. element, however, of the same number of lines makes it
certain that P. Oxy. 3215 and PSI 1302 were not only written by the same hand but were also
parts of the same roll. Some similarities in content made the editor assume that the former
preceded the latter in a complete roll of Euripides’ Alcmeon. The hand of the marginalia,
however, does not look exactly the same and there is no physical link between them to offer a
definitive argument. Eventually, the fact that the two papyri are fragments of the same roll must
be considered as a fact whereas their exact position in the text is still an open question.

The role of the marginalia in P.Oxy. 3215 cannot be studied in detail, since two out of
three consist of one syllable only. The note in 1. 15, though, is the complete word ebAoy&v. By
providing the main text with the plausible supplement €) Aé]ywv the editor considered the

marginal as variant and at the same time expressed his preference for it by claiming that
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“ebAoyeiv is much oftener employed than eb Aéyelv when a word for ‘praise’ is wanted .
As a conclusion, one may maintain that P. Oxy. 3215 is another example of a papyrus
roll of good quality, in the intercolumnar space of which the first or a subsequent hand inserted
variants. Being related to PSI 1302, our fragment was not the only one carefully annotated with
variants. Moreover, a general view of the texts seemingly written by the same hand proved that
annotation with variants probably taken from other copies was a common feature of the entire

group according to the practice of the scribe and the demands of his clients."”

P. Oxy.852 (438 Pack®) Second-third century
Euripides, Hypsipyle

av(w)

Col.4 8 idov kTOTOG 60€ KpOoTAAWY

Col.6 6 T1¢ av 1 y60¢ 1) eroc 1 kiBapag  MOPH
em1dakpuoel podo’ avodvpoueve P
peta KatAiromag

9 €Tt TOVouC v eABor

38 Japoul....€Jutvywe, yovar =

"7 The photograph of P. Oxy. 3215 fr.2 shows traces of annotation in the top margin of the
scrap. The main text is from Euripides’ Hecuba probably from another roll but from the same
hand.
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Col. 19 Jpeotnk’ ovd[

oG - 18[

5 1.1 -ovut[

Col. 27 48 ]
Hlbwviot Bpar-
<"Héwviol > ] rae
Ila}yyaiov opog
50 <IIdyyaiov> 1 Gpaen
Jag
3 lines lost
Joqv
56 ] v [Ixat]] vt

P. Oxy. 852'® was found by Grenfell and Hunt together with other very important literary
papyri, such as Pindar’s Paeans (P. Oxy. 841) and Hellenica Oxyrhynchia (P. Oxy. 842). It
contains a part of Euripides' Hypsipyle large enough for the reconstruction of the whole play.
Written on the verso of a document (P. Oxy. 985), the roll consisted of thirty columns of text,
approximately 1742 lines in total.

The papyrus has been dated to the last decades of the second or the first decades of the
third century AD and the editors regarded as very likely that it once belonged to a scholar’s
library. Apart from the first hand, responsible also for the paragraphi, the names of characters
and some corrections, a second hand has checked the whole text and added variants as well as
a couple of explanatory glosses.

Most of the variants stand in the margins, some were inserted above the relevant line and
probably some additions were placed in the top or bottom margin. Due to the fragmentary
condition of the papyrus, however, it is often impossible to specify the improvement that a

variant could bring to the reading of the main text. Two of the clearest cases are k1Bapt[ and

18 published also by Italie (1923), Bond (1963) and Cockle (1987).

23



The papyri of Euripides

endakpvoy[ in col. 6. The first one has been restored as either k10dpi[oue by Wilamowitz
and Diggle or kiBapt[¢ by Grenfell and Hunt in opposition to the preferred x18dpeag in the text.
The second one, €71 ddxkpuat yf is a variant to the inferior émidakpioet in 1. 7 of the text. The
rest of the variants (€1 [ in Col. 6,38 and ¢ id[ in Col. 19 between 11. 4 and 5) are either too

fragmentary themselves or the relevant text is missing.
- In col. 27 there are two marginal notes introduced by a lemma, one of which is in the
dative case, apparently following the inflection of the words of the main text. The first one in
1. 48 ("Hdwviol @parkiaig) refers to the Thracian tribe of Edonians, whose king, Lycurgus,
was killed on Mount Pangaeum after his attack on Dionysus. The second note, two lines below,
IIalyyatov 6pog Opdikng, is obviously related to the previous one and indicates a reference
in the text to the same event from Dionysus’ adventures. On the other hand, a suggestion has
been made by Cocklethat the person in question could be Orpheus, given that he, too, was killed
on the same mountain.'” As regards scholia and lexica, a gloss on E. Rhesus 408 from codex
Vaticanus gr. 909 explains IIdyyoiov as 6pog Opdkng, whereas Suda I16 has rather vaguely
IIdyyoiov: Gvoua 6pous. "HoOwvol is glossed in Suda H 104 as §vouc €6voug but Steph. Byz.
298, 17 has the more specific definition "H3wvoi- §0vog Opgxng similarly to Sch. Lyc. 418%
The scholium on Eur. Hec. 1153 is also very clear:"Héwvol ydp ol Opdkeg.
A few lines below (1. 56), there is the abbreviation kdt(w) which points to a note
(alteration or addition) in the lost bottom margin. It is an interesting indication of the annotator's

methods which reappeared in Col. 4, 8 with the abbreviated &v(w). It is likely that it refers to

a longer note or an omitted verse which could not be accommodated in the right margin.*

' Cockle (1987) 175.

 In Steph. Byz. 97, 16 s.v. “Avtadpoc there is a reference to Aristotle (fr. 478 Rose): ...
"AprototéAng ¢not tavtny ovoudoBar 'Hoéwvide did 16 Opdkac "Hdwvode Svtac
oikfioat.

2 Full list of parallels is given by McNamee (1981) 48-9, e.g. P.Oxy.11.1358, 22.2313 and
P.Princ.3.113.
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P. Oxy.3719 (399.21 Pack’®) Third century
Euripides, Iphigenia in Aulis
€wgolpag yulvn
ka]xoirg Bpaou
Jov pov
oeowo]ueba
917  $rAtpolv peye [
T]exkvwv [

]oleno.[.].....ne

977?

P.Oxy. 3719 offers the ends of six verses (913-8) from Iphigenia in Aulis. Most of the
papyrus is blank, coming obviously from the space between two columns of text. From tl.e right
column only the name of the speaking character is preserved (KAvt(aiuviiotpa)), thus allowing
for an approximate calculation of the missing part. According to the editor (M. W. Haslam in
1986), provided that the papyrus had the entire text as transmitted in the manuscripts each
column must have contained over fifty lines. It has been assigned to the third century.

Immediately after the end of v. 919, there is a marginal note which is so damaged that
it does not make any sense. This is the point where Achilles’ long speech begins (919-74) and
one would expect to find a reference to it. Moreover, given the uncertainty about the authenticity
of a large part of this tragedy, including this speech of Achilles, there is a possibility that the
note could possibly make a relevant remark but there is no indication whatsoever to prove or
disprove such a conclusion. The text of the manuscripts is likely to be fully represented in the
papyrus, although the name of Clytemnestra in the next column is not enough proof, as long as
we do not know the exact length of the columns.

As an alternative, one could suppose that the note refers to the right column.
Approximately and if the assumption about the length of the column is correct, on the same level

stood vv. 970-2: Téy " eioetal oidnpog, Ov mpiv & Ppiyac/ éABelv ddvov knAiowv aipatt
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xpavd/ el tic pue thv ofjv Buyatép’ éEarpricetar. Joret To ... looks like a future form of
&méAopt / pot and could possibly belong to a short paraphrase of the passage. The verb
anéAAvpm is found in 1. 941: €i 61" €p’ dAeitar Sud te Todg pode yduoug as well as in 978:
pnd’ €vdeng to0d " dmoAéaaipt THv xdptv; but no link to the marginal note can be seen.

In all likelihood, the marginal note which probably extended in two lines was a comment
of some sort on the beginning of Achilles’ speech. It could be paraphrase or a comment of
general character referring to the entire speech. The fact that there is no annotation with glosses

or variants in the rest of the surviving margin makes this assumption more likely.

P. Oxy. 1370 ( 402 Pack?®) : Fifth century
Euripides, Orestes and Medea

Fr. 9 Orestes

Fol. 2 verso

[ tedevya BapPaporg evpa]ptotv €1boc umobmpazols 1 37y

[ kedpwta maotadwy vrep ] Tepeuve 1 TeoTg

n{e}noi)xAuevo(g

[ot]xog

P.Oxy.1370% consists of nine fragments from a fifth century papyrus codex of Orestes
and Medea. Each page contained thirty seven or thirty eight lines of text, so if the editors’
calculations ( B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt in 1915 ) are correct, this codex was of at least 84

pages. The sequence of the plays cannot be determined. Interestingly enough, these fragments

22 See McNamee (1977) 169-70.
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belong to the same find as P. Oxy.1369 (Soph. OT) and 1371- 4 (Aristophanes), all from the
fifth century and annotated.

In the margin of fr. 9, fol. 2 verso two brief notes have survived next to verses 1370 and
1371. The hand does not look like that of the main scribe and the editors have called it “ late
fifth or sixth century cursive ”. The same hand seems to have inserted the speaker’s name at 1.
1260. The editors identified all together four different hands at work in this text.

Both notes are obviously glosses. The first one comes without a lemma, the second one
is preceded by a lemma in a grammatical case different from that of the main text.

The gloss €1do¢ OodMuetog which explains the word ebudpiouy, has been explained
by the scholia of the manuscripts as foliows: év edudplov: €idog Vmodripetog
oavdaerddove memointal 68 &md tod eduapdc dmodeicOar. Tpomapoivetar £v T
kaB6Aov. It is interesting that Hesychius under the lemma edudpideg (& 6977) has the
explanation €1dog Dodrjuatog which derives from Diogenianus. Other lexica offer similar
explanations: Photius s.v. edpopideg: dnodnudtwv yévog and Et. M. 393,16 s.v. eduapiq
eduapidoc, €ldog Omodruatog, 1& t0 eduapds Padiferv todg VLmodedeusvoLg.
Evpiridng, PapPdporg év edpapiowv. These may also have originated in Diogenianus’
influential lexicon. Moreover, in the scholium on Aeshylus’ Persians 660 we find eSpuapiv]
eidoc¢ vmodriuatog.

Although the explanation of the papyrus is very short, the existence of so many identical
occurrences in other texts indicates that behind all these sources there is a common origin. This
could most likely be a commentary on Orestes or a glossary on drama from earlier centuries. We
know that the scholia in their present form emerged after a long process of epitomizing,
rephrasing and conflating older commentaries. Similarities between scholia and annotation in
papyri usually are an indication of this common origin. On the other hand, the same process was
the rule for ancient lexicographers, such as Hesychius and his main source Diogenianus who in
his turn relied upon Didymus’ comic and tragic glossaries. The appearance of edpep1g in the
scholia on Aeschylus strengthens our assumption for an older scholarly origin.”

The second gloss 1) To.0TdC TeTOLKIAUEVOC olkog refers to the word Taotddwy in
g

B The problem of the origin of glosses in the margins of literary papyri is discussed in detail
in Chapter 4.
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verse 1371. Unlike the first one, this gloss is accompanied by a lemma in the nominative and not
in the genitive plural of the main text.

The scholia give a long explanation which is not particularly close to the papyrus note:
kedpwrd nootddwv: Té £k kEGpov EVAR. TaoTddwv OE TGV KoLT®Vwv... The lexica, on the
other hand, seem to stand much closer: Hesychius s.v. maotddeg... iowg 8¢ kal ot
Srayeypapuévor oikor ndoat yép TO moikiAal, and s.v. mdoce... EvBev kel Taotdg 10
yapuikdv moikiAue. Also Orion 125,7 s.v. naotds: motkiAog olkog vupdikde, Topd o
ndaoewv, & dott TotkiAderv and after it Et. M. 655,37 s.v. T@at6g: 1) €K TUPATETACUATWV
TIOIKIAWV KATECKELAOUEVT 0KV, T]TIG £0TL TETOLKIAUE VT Kol vopdLkdg olxoc, Tepd
TO TACCELV.

As has been stated above, the similarities between papyrus annotation and entries in
lexica confirm the theory that common origins are to be found in earlier commentaries or lexica.
The possibility, however, that the annotator of this papyrus used this or the other source cannot
be proved. Given that both notes are glosses it is equally likely that it has been picked up from
a lexicon or from a hypomnema which contained such information.

Finally, one could argue that the later the date of the papyri, the closer the similarities
of marginal annotation to the scholia of the manuscripts. This is also true for the commentaries,
as will be shown later on by more explicit examples ( e.g. P. Rain. 1. 34 and P. Rain. 3. 20 in

Chapter 3 ).

P. Oxy.3718 ( 414.02 Pack®) Fifth century

Euripides, Orestes and Bacchae

Orestes
] cImeres [Euvetog moAepov doviog T Spakwy
1 eppot ta¢ nfavyov 1407

I ® % mpovoiag [kakovpyog wv
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povinlua
Ano®  Mev[erae navoall Afpl exwv tebnyuevov

na]yotolv [ev Apetotary evoefeatd]tnv

n&. ..

ynldov droio[o]u[o’] ev[Oa viknoat o€ xp1 ]

Bacchae
enet Job pey[yog ]
l.ee...[
eyw m]pod[nTng ]

exdnujog wv[
veaf
KAOw O€ veo[yua

yuvaike[g

1 o yoou TTOoooL[TY
Tpodaoiv[

1«
t[nv 3 Adpoditnyv

JAéyw

] Anuaor
€]v apkuoiv

] pappo(
] [yong €]mwdo[¢ Avdrag amo xBo]véc
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y]&vog nou 261
olpytwv[

P. Oxy. 3718 consists of many fragments of a papyrus codex of the fifth century. The
codex contained four or five tragedies of Euripides in unknown order. Our fragments are from
Orestes and Bacchae which, according to the editor (M. W. Haslam in 1986), were preceded by
two or even three other plays since the page-number 198 appears above Bacchae 195. The editor
regards the sequence Phoenissae, Medea, Orestes and Bacchae as a likely option but this is only
an assumption based upon other analogous examples. In his own words “ there is no assurance
even that the codex contained none other than "select” plays ”.>*

The page had about twenty-nine lines with an interlinear space large enough to
accommodate corrections and glosses. These glosses were added by a different hand either in
the margins or between the lines. The editor distinguished three hands which have worked on
this papyrus codex.

The first marginal gloss is €unelpog and refers to Or. 1406 as an explanation of the word
Euvetdg. Although the reading is doubtful, the scholia at this point confirm it by offering: &vti
00 Eunelpog Tob moAépov. The scholia recentiora offer similar glossing. The editor considered
any transmissional connection between them unlikely. The study of the other glosses of the
codex, however, tends to confirm the connection.

The second gloss next to 1. 1407 has been seriously damaged with only three letters
visible. The scholia do not offer any help towards its restoration: “... mpévorav d¢ TNV
elpappévnv ” derives from an erroneous interpretation of the passage. As for the lexica, Suda
and Photius gloss Tpévoia as Tpdy vwotg with clear reference to Soph. OT 978 (Sch. ad. loc.
npévora: Tpdy vwolg) whereas Orion 133,27 and from him Et. M. gloss Tpovote as: ...1) OTEp
Tivwv voovoa. Hesychius has mpoevBiunoig, émpédera, ppovtic which are close to the

Orestes passage. The last gloss in genitive, ¢povtidog, could possibly match the letters

deciphered by the editor and would be in the same case as the word explained.

* Cf. Irigoin (1994) who gives a systematic account of the editions of Euripidean plays
before and after the “Selection”.
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A marginal note, possibly a nota personae, has been erased in the left margin of v.1621
and then replaced by a new one, no longer visible either. A few lines below, though, in v.1625,
the gloss $ppSvnue is placed above the word Afjua. The scholia once again offer something
similar to this gloss: To0 ¢povrjuctog. There are many other cases in scholia, however, where
Afjuc is glossed as ¢ppovnpue (e.g. Sch. Eur. Med.119 and 348, Sch. Ar. Nu.457 and Th.459).
The lexica make also a considerable contribution with Hesychius A 860 Afjuc: BouvAt), aiwpuc,
évdpeia xat pdvnue from Cyrillus, Photius s.v. Afjupa ( confusion with Afjpa ) ppévnpuc,
képdoc and Suda s.v. Afjuc: d&fd kol avdpeia (from Herodotean glosses). dpdvnuc, xépdog
(from Synagoge). Photius and Suda through Synagoge refer back to Cyrillus’ glossary. From the
same glossary derives the lemma in Hesychius. The origins of the gloss before Cyrillus cannot
be identified but it must have existed in one of the widely known collections.

In 1. 1652 over the verb dtoioovot, there is also a note of obscure meaning, since only
two letters survive 7t'a... The scholiaon 1. 1651 offer ... £édikaoav ¢ "ABnva xat “Apng. The
editor tried to establish a link between the two by supposing an abbreviated m(apd) "Apet but
it is not possible to investigate further.

In the fragments of Bacchae there are many marginal and supralinear notes too. First of
all, over . 211 a gloss which has not been deciphered by the editor ].€€..[ seems to refer to the
noun Tpod1itnc. Another gloss vea[ explains the adjective veo[xuc in 1. 216. The glossing of
veoyu0g as véog appears frequently in lexica. Suda, Photius and in this case Hesychius as well,
derived it from Cyrillus.

Next to 1.223 in the left margin, there is the gloss or variant ]pe.ywot which is difficult
to explain. If it were Ppesbyovoav, then it could refer to mtdocovoav either as gloss or variant,
although I have not found in any lexicon pevyw as gloss for TTdOOwW. As a variant it would
require some changes in the text, but still the subjunctive cannot be justified.

Above’ Appoditnv in v. 225 there was a gloss, from which only the first letter k[
survived. The editor assumed a gloss k[o{tnVv or something similar. Similarly destroyed and
without any hope for restoration is a marginal note next to 1. 227.

A gloss over £v dpkvoiv in 1. 231 has been partly preserved: JAnuaot. The editor
objected to the idea of a gloss and treated it more like a variant because it seems to scan. Two
possibilities, Tepi]Afjpaot and pelAuact, were both rejected, the first for metrical reasons,

the second as inappropriate. Lexica offer numerous definitions of &pxvg, some from Cyrillus
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(Suda and Photius), others from Diogenianus (Hesychius « 7394 and Photius & 2833) and others
from Harpocration (Suda and Paus. Att.). A scholium on Orestes 1421 gives an interesting and
useful parallel: Toi¢ &' £¢ dprvotdtwy pnyxavav Euniékerv : ... xal nepifAfuatt A{vov
gumAékev kol €uPdiierv thv "EAévnv. olov eig dpxvotdtny unyaviv kel [O¢]
mepiPAnua A{vwv. Moreover, the scholia on Ar. Lys.790 explain &pkuc as €180¢ Sixtiouv or
Atva xovnyetika. I believe that in all likelihood the papyrus explained the word &pxvot by
using the gloss and not variant, tepifAfjpcot or A{vov mepifArfjpaot.

Another gloss is found above 1. 234 and more specifically over the words y6n¢ €étwdd¢.
The scholia on Hipp. 1038 offer an important parallel: (¢nwd0¢ kal) yéng &matedv,
papudxwv Eunerpog. This parallel led the editor to suggest the possible supplement &unetpog]
appdx[wv perhaps also under the influence of the marginal gloss on Orestes 1406: unerpog
tob moAéuov. The evidence from lexica helps also to trace the use of papuexde in relation to
Y6ng. So in Hesychius s.v. yonteber dnatd payetet. neibel. pappoxeder. £€4det. Also
in Et. Gud. 319,16 s.v. yéng k6Aek, mAévog, mepiepyog, a[n]atedv,Ppapuakdc. Apart from
appoxog, the rest of the explanation together with Suda I" 364, Photius s.v. and Hesychius y
774 are derived from Synagoge and Cyrillus.

In the right margin of 1. 261 éuc stands as a gloss or variant to yd&vog of the main text.
Grammatically, it does not belong to classical Attic and this led the editor to discuss it as variant
and in the context of the authenticity of the verse. I think that the problem which arises with
néue as variant, can be solved if TGue is treated as a gloss. Indeed, we saw that almost all the
annotation of the papyrus was glosses and not variants.

Generally speaking, this papyrus codex seems to have been annotated with glosses from
commentaries or less likely glossaries on Euripides from the main stream of scholarship that
gave us the scholia of the manuscripts (although the scholia on Bacchae have not survived) and
most of the ancient and byzantine lexica. More attention to its special characteristics will be

given below.”

% See pages 40-1 in the conclusions of this Chapter and 147 in Chapter 4.
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P. Ant. 1.23 (406 Pack?®) Fifth/sixth century
Euripides, Medea
Verso
{ xolpols } ieplag xwpeg anopbntov ] 825
anotpe[n(wv) ] T’ arod[epPouevot ]
Mnléerav g kA€ilvo[tatav codiav ]

[ mend(wv) ] aveipeoe(ns) ael dia Aefunpotatov ]

[ wG pazipovoy Bafvovreg [a]Bp[wg oueepog ]
[ ovx JunodeZov(rar) €vOa o8’ ayvoag 830
Recto
] dlojvu xelpa]
pHoALV(aL)
] 865

[ nkw keAevabeig kot yop ovoe dJv[oluevng

P. Ant. 1.23 is fragment of a papyrus codex from the fifth or sixth century. It contained
Medea written in pages of approximately forty lines. Another fragment of the same codex
containing lines from Bacchae was published later as P. Ant. 2.73 but it does not offer
annotation of any kind. In the margins of two pages from Medea the hand of a diorthotes added
two short notes.

The first note is next to Medea vv. 825ff. and briefly summarizes the content of the lyric
passage that follows. The scholia ad loc. offer two quite similar versions of paraphrase, but the
second is shorter than the first one: a. ... fodAetot adThv dmotpé Yol Tod Kotk TV Taidwy
dévou. obtwg yap ¢v tolg ¢Efg Emdyel 6TL ovk eikd¢ ToLG obTwWE iepovg kal codoig
&vdpag ( sc. the Athenians) o0& prardpévov yevousvny vrodé€eobat b. ... motpénwy T1g
npaEewe THv Mijdetav, ©¢ odk &v ol totodtot tiiv toradte dpdoacav dEEaivro.

The marginal note of the papyrus presents similarities to both versions of the scholia
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cited above but its final appearance is rather clumsy. The syntax is not correct and one gets the
impression that something was deliberately omitted possibly for reasons of space. Strikingly
even the main verb is missing.

The second marginal note refers obviously to v. 864, the last line of the stasimon,which
is not preserved on the papyrus. Its counterpart in the scholia of the manuscripts is more
extensive but partly very similar to the marginal note: ... €0 0ide, ¢not, &t1 ob kepteprioerc
THV €pydTiv Tod PpSvou xelpa poAdvar T aluatt TdV naidwv yovuretobviwy oE.

The comparison of the marginalia of the papyrus to the corresponding scholia of the
manuscripts shows that behind them all there was a common ancestor, a commentary from which
later annotators and scholars derived the material they needed.’® What we already know about
the rephrasing, summarization and abridgement that ancient exegesis underwent in the course
of time is here - especially at v.824 - illustrated by the three different versions of the same text.
The late dating of the papyrus is another important element, if one thinks that for many scholars
it is during these centuries that the archetype of the scholia was formed. This coincides with the
standardization of exegetical material and the creation of new mixed commentaries based upon

the few old ones that survived into late antiquity.”’

Louaniensis deperditus ( 382.2 Pack®) Sixth-seventh century
Euripides, Andromache
daot [ ] . Aaog o1 . . wwp Beov
ote. e Tov dvotnvov audfac exeig 1082

WG OLYETAL Ol TTALG LOVOL TE(!I.&OQ HOVOG;

% See Machler (1994) 113-4.
*’ More about this issue will be said in Chapter 5, pp. 172-5.
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This fragment belongs to a parch ‘ment codex of the sixth or seventh century.” It does
not come from Egypt but from Palestine and according to the editor’s information it was
irrecoverably damaged and subsequently disposed of due to bad conditions of preservation. All
that survives is one old photograph on which one can read fragments of Euripides’ Andromache.

The only interesting point for our purposes is a note placed at the top margin of page one.
Written in a cursive hand different from that of the main text, the note is introduced by the verb
¢ao1. This word is a common feature in scholia of various content and it is often used to
summarize the opinions and theoﬁes of previous commentators and scholars thus avoiding the
trouble of quoting them by name. In this case, after daat follows 1. 1089, which was on the
same page: KUKAoug T’ exWpel Aadg oikntwp Beod ( sc. the Delphians ).

Unfortunately after ¢eot there is a gap, that deprives us of essential information about
the nature of the note. The editor assumed that the meaning of v.1089 aroused the religious
feelings of the reader and made him point it out by rewriting the verse in the top margin. The
scholia of the manuscripts do not offer anything on 1.1089 but ¢acr was probably followed by
Tiveg or &AAot or even elvat. In my opinion a sort of explanation or a brief comment on the
phrase A0 oiknitwp Oeod is likely to have existed but the missing bit of the note does not
permit to assume anything more specific. Finally, according to E.G.Tumer, as reported in
Wouter’s article, the hand of the note looks very close to the handwriting of Dioscorus of

Aphrodito (6th cent.) thus offering some help with the dating of the papyrus as a whole.

P. Gr. Vindob. 29769 ( 418 Pack’®) Sixth-seventh century

Euripides, Phoenissae

Verso

1...véMKA [ 337

] védoviv [

28 published by Mossay (1972). More information about the dating of the text in Wouters
(1973).
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] ewvéxerv [

] ppenerv [ 340
] Actiwt [[. 1] T@® maAaryev[

]

] . €xw Tov WBeLv o Texva [

J

P. Gr. Vindob. 29769 % is part of a papyrus codex of the sixth or seventh century which
contained Phoenissae and possibly other plays of the “Selection”. There were about forty lines
per page.

The verso of the fragment which has been reproduced above preserves parts of the right
and bottom margins. In the right margin, one can see traces of a cursive hand, probably remains
of some sort of annotation which cannot be deciphered. Also in the lower margin, there are two
lines of annotation written in a cursive hand, not necessarily that of the main text. Bremer and
Worp, the second editors of the papyrus, disagreed with the first editor (H.Oellacher) who had
described the marginalia as coming “von derselben Hand”.

The note was printed in the first edition as &]néxw tod ideiv ta Tékve [. . .] og, which
Bremer and Worp after their own examination of the papyrus changed into n600]v €xw tod
idelv ta té€xva or something similar. They also tried to associate this note with the main text
which is a long lyric passage by Iocasta. Their conclusion was that “it is not clear to which of
Tocasta's utterances in the preceding lines this would refer”.

In my opinion, since the note is in the bottom margin of the verso, it is very likely that
it refers to one of the lines between 300 and 341 which were contained in this page. It looks
more like a paraphrase or explanation of a complicated poetic phrase rather than a piece of
scholarly exegesis. The first person singular £xw points to Iocasta who is the speaker from v.
300 to 354. It is difficult to understand, however, why Iocasta could miss both her sons given
that Eteocles was never away from Thebes. Furthermore, I was not able to find any verse

matching exactly the meaning of the marginal note, namely that someone was looking forward

® First published in Mitt. P.- Samml. Wien, NS 3 (1939) 30-1 and reexamined by Bremer and
Worp (1986) 246-8.
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to seeing both his children.

As an alternative, it can be suggested that the note refers to Iocasta’s description of
Oedipus living in misery and depression: 6 8" €v d6uoror npé€oPug dppatooteptc/ dnfveg
opontépov Tag amofuyeioag 00uwv T60ov dudLddkputov del katéxwv (vv. 326 - 30). The
scholia of the manuscripts offer the following on v. 330: t660ov duprddxputov: kainep né00v
Exwv opwg amoBavelv €(frel. The similarities to the marginal note of the papyrus are very
clear and it is perhaps because of them that Bremer and Worp proposed the supplement 1600]v
£xw etc. One major difficulty, however, is the use of the first person £xw instead of the third
gxeu or the participle €xwv. This is the reason that made both editors think of Iocasta speaking
of herself. Only with the supply of a final v (i.e. £xw<v>) would the problem be partially solved.

A very plausible supplement for the end of the first line could be ideiv té tékvo[
draAiayévta but there is nothing in the text corresponding to such a paraphrase. Finally and
as far as the second line is concerned, I find it very difficult to provide a supplement.

Oi6{mod]og is only one of the many options.
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Conclusions

Euripides is well known to be the one dramatist of the fifth century BC, whose popularity
increased fast after his death and soon exceeded that of the other two dramatists, Aeschylus and
Sophocles. In the context of Euripides’ postclassical popularity Aeschylus’ words in the Frogs
868-9 sound indeed ironic: “ 6Tt 1) W6NOLE o)L oLVTEOVNKE pot, TolTw OE (sc. TO
Evpunidn) ovvtéOvnkev ”. The evidence comes from many sources including papyri as well
as quotations in other authors, anthologies, treatises etc.”

The great interest and extensive research undertaken by Alexandrian scholars (e.g.
Aristophanes of ByzantimCallistratus, Didymus) and by some later minor scholars who edited
and commented on the plays of Euripides is well attested. The scholia that have come to us
squeezed in the margins of the byzantine manuscripts are what remains from this admirably
detailed study of tragedies from the Hellenistic until the early Byzantine period. We are going
to discuss the issue of the transmission of ancient scholarship more thoroughly at the very end
of this study. »

Apart from the commentaries which represent the main product of Alexandrian
scholarship in written form, one would expect to find in the margins of the papyrus rolls or

- codices small samples of ancient exegesis, enough to demonstrate the nature and continuity of
this scholarly tradition. Out of 129 papyri of Euripides checked for this particular study,
however, only fifteen were found to contain some sort of marginal or supralinear annotation. In
addition to that, three of them ( PSI 1302, P. Oxy. 45.3215 and P. Oxy. 6.852 ) are fragments
of plays which have not survived, with the effect that the study of the marginalia in these cases
has to be done without the help of scholia or even without the text itself. Similarly, no scholia
have been transmitted for the so-called alphabetical plays and the Bacchae. Therefore, every
marginal note has to be examined in itself and without the possibility of comparison to the
corresponding scholium in the manuscripts. Another feature of the annotation is that very often
it is limited to variants. In this case it is interesting to see that some of them are still to be found

in the various medieval manuscripts inside or outside the text. It should also be pointed out that

% Aspects of Euripides’ reception are treated under different perspectives in Easterling (1997)
211-27 and Elsperger (1907-10).
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it is usually glosses and exegetical notes which are the most useful for the purposes of our
research.

One important element that helps in classifying the papyri we have examined so far is
their attribution either to a scholar or to someone with access to scholarly works, or their use as
schooltexts by a schoolboy or a teacher. In the case of many papyri it is difficult to make a
decision only on the basis of the marginalia since such scholia are usually fragmentary and
sometimes obscure. I would suggest, though, that P. Merton 2.54 (Phoenissae), P. Oxy. 53.3712
(Phoenissae), P. Oxy. 2543 (Andromache), P. Oxy. 3719 (Iphigenia in Aulis) and Louaniensis
deperditus (Andromache) are all texts once used by or for schoolchildren, by ordinary readers
and people with no advanced knowledge of style and language. More specifically, I would
consider P. Merton 2.54 as an example of a school text with corrections of mistakes or additions
of omitted words in the margin. The fact that it was written on the verso of a roll is not a factor
sufficient enough to determine its quality (for examples of literary texts written on the verso of
documents see P. Oxy. 6.852). Its general appearance as well as the nature of its annotation,
however, suggest that it was not destined for a person from the scholarly circles and that it could
not have been influenced by one. P. Oxy. 53.3712 is another example of a school text with
elementary glosses and absence of any deeper thought or analysis. The two glosses do not seem
to offer anything original and, as the editor assumed, the whole text could be.snly an exercise
for practice in verse division. The two texts of Andromache (P. Oxy. 2543 and Louaniensis)
cannot be regarded as scholarly texts either. Even if the text itself is of good quality, the
marginalia belong to that category of remarks that could easily spring in the reader’s mind while
reading the play. They could be a short paraphrase of a striking or simply difficult passage or
a note for further attention. If the assumption of the editor is correct, the note on the top margin
of the Louaniensis, is an example of a passage that may have struck the religious feeling of the
reader. With a short remark at the beginning of a speech, P. Oxy. 3719 seems to paraphrase or
just comment on the passage that follows. In such cases, it is interesting and perhaps not
surprising that the annotation is limited to only one note.

In order to put together all those texts that contain variants one further category should
be introduced. In this category I would include P. Oxy. 3716 (Orestes), P. Harris 38 (Medea),
PSI 1302 (Alcmeon), P. Oxy. 45.3215 (Alcmeon ?7) and possibly P. Mich. 3735 (Orestes).

Despite the fact that their marginalia are very fragmentary, the two papyri of Orestes are still
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important especially because they come from the Ptolemaic period. The first one, P. Oxy. 3716,
contains the remains of a variant and a {1} (tet) both written nearly two centuries after the main
text. Obviously this is an indication either of the continuous use of the roll for a long period or
of its rediscovery by the same person who thought it necessary to collate it with another, perhaps
more recent copy of Orestes. P. Mich. 3735, on the other hand, seems to have received a slightly
different sort of annotation; one of the two marginal notes is a gloss on xpvoeonnvitwy which
is found as lemma in the much later scholia and lexica. Given that there is no relevant indication
none of these papyri can be regarded as a schooltext. One should not attempt, however, to see
them as scholarly copies either, since the evidence is fragmentary and most of the conclusions
are based on reconstruction and speculation.

P. Oxy. 1370 (Orestes and Medea), P. Oxy. 3718 (Orestes and Bacchae), P. Antin. 1.23
(Medea), P. Vindob. 29769 (Phoenissae) and P. Oxy. 6.852 (Hypsipyle) are all texts, the
marginal and supralinear notes of which occasionally reveal elements of the more learned or
even scholarly studies on Euripidean tragedies. These elements are mainly glosses and only very
few are notes of interpretation or paraphrases of longer bits of text.

P. Oxy. 1370, which comes from a papyrus codex, has in its margin two glosses which,
as has been shown, were drawn from a commentary on Orestes. It is interesting to note that the
corresponding scholia offer more elaborate and extensive explanations of the same words
combined with etymology and synonyms. The main reason is that the scholia have brought
together material from various sources, heavily or slightly rephrased in order perhaps to
accommodate it more easily in the limited space provided by the margins of the manuscripts.
The glosses in the papyrus, on the other hand, are limited to the essentials and are very close to
the definitions given by lexicographers most notably Hesychius but also Suda, the Etymologica
etc.

The papyrus codex of Orestes and the Bacchae (P. Oxy. 3718) is richly annotated with
glosses. They are all one-word explanations, and in this respect they are different from lexica
and scholia which, as stated above, usually give elaborate definitions and plenty of different
usages and synonyms. It has been shown, however, that these short explanations occur unaltered
or slightly rephrased either in lexica or even more interestingly in the corresponding scholia. At
first sight this could be considered as a coincidence but given the number of the cases and also

the difficulties of the words picked up for glossing, I believe that the codex was owned by
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somebody with direct access to a commentary or a glossary on the plays of Euripides. Whether
or not he was a scholar himself does not affect the overall impression one gets from the text.

The two marginal notes of . P. Antin. 1.23 are the only ones among all the marginalia
in the papyri of Euripides which stand so close to the scholia of the byzantine manuscripts. As
has already been demonstrated, these marginal notes look like shortened versions of their
extensive counterparts in the manuscripts. Given that the scholia have two quite similar versions
of paraphrase of the same passage, it is more likely that they should all be attributed toa
common source, an old commentary on Medea, which must have contained all this material. The
papyrus offers a clumsily abridged form of this commentary, adapted to the annotator’s
preferences, while the scholia bring together two versions of the same material from two
different commentaries of common origin. This is another example of the difficulties involved
in tracing the successive stages of the compilation of scholia.

If the reconstruction of its marginal note is correct, P. Vindob. 29769 is another papyrus
which could be linked to the scholia. Its late date is another argument in favour of this theory.
It seems much more likely, however, that what the-annotator wrote was a piece of paraphrase,
one of the commonest elements in late commzntaries and the scholia. Given the difficulties
posed by lyric passages this assumption looks probable. However, the continuous adjustments
and modifications of the exegetical material make any attempts to establish links with the
scholia very unsafe.

The papyrus of Hypsipyle, dated to an earlier period (second / third cent. AD), as the
editors have noticed, belonged to a scholar’s library. It is very likely that he himself supplied the
text with the variants and the two surviving glosses by copying from other editions available to
him or possibly from a commentary. The fact that the glosses are introduced by lemmata
indicates that their origin is scholarly but the fact that Hypsipyle is a lost play, therefore without
scholia, makes further research impossible.

Apart from some conclusions about the nature and transmission of the ancient exegesis,
the examination of the marginalia from the papyrus fragments of Euripides leads also to a few
further points related to chronology, format and problems of attribution to specific sources. None
of the late Ptolemaic and Graeco-Roman papyri with marginal notes seems to have offered
substantially more than variants and a few glosses. Some of the variants are transmitted through

the manuscript tradition, a fact which suggests that the textual problems which preoccupy the
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modern editors were faced by the ancient editors too. The practice of using margin and
interlinear space for text - critical annotation is very old and very widespread among literary
papyri. Common is also the practice of using the space around the columns in order to make
corrections or to add omitted words or lines.

The annotated papyri of Euripides, though not being numerous enough, are not
exceptional as far as insertion of variants and glosses is concerned. The same practice is a
common feature of most annotated papyri of the first six centuries of scholarship, namely down
to the third century AD. After this period, the marginalia, in addition to gradually becoming
more extensive, show a tendency towards a text - exegetical character, such as remarks about
the action and the characters or about material that needs clarification (geographical or historical
names, idiomatic words etc.). Furthermore, the increasing lack of acquaintance with the Attic
dialect makes more and more necessary the addition of shorter or longer glosses in the margins
or between the lines. Two more examples are P. Oxy. 3718 and P. Oxy. 1370 which we
examined above. It is well known that in earlier periods all this material was written down in
commentaries which were the indispensable tool for the study of classical texts. The increasing
use of margins for similar sort of information may indicate a tendency towards more limited use
of commentaries, which, however, continued to be in circulation for another couple of centuries.

Another fact which emerges from the study of the annotated papyri of Euripides and
which is closely related to the observations made above is that the use of a roll or a codex
affected considerably the attitude of the scribes and readers. It looks quite certain that papyrus
rolls were originally not made to accommodate marginalia. Usually the intercolumnar space was
narrow, suitable only for variants or sigla that made reference to independent commentaries.
Glosses or brief remarks can always be found, as e.g. in P. Mich. 3735 or P. Oxy. 852 but this
is not what one would call systematic annotation. It was the transition from roll to codex that
urged the scribes to make extensive use of the margins. Unfortunately, the papyri of Euripides
do not offer examples of papyrus codices heavily annotated, as is often the case with other
authors like Aristophanes and Callimachus. We can suppose, of course, that if larger fragments
of papyri such as P. Ant. 1.23 and P. Oxy. 1370 had survived, they would exhibit much more
annotation similar to the existing one.

Apart from the frequency and the nature of the marginalia, it is also their relation to the

scholia and lexica that changes in the later centuries. It is true, of course, that one could possibly
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find similarities between the marginalia in the early rolls and the lexica or sometimes scholia.
Most of them if not all, however, are superficial and perhaps coincidental. This is the case
especially with some quite elementary glosses. On the other hand, as regards the notes in the late
papyrus codices of the fifth, sixth and seventh centuries AD, most of them reappear either in
scholia or in lexica if they are glosses.

A few concluding remarks can be added here: first of all, it seems that the later
annotators used to consult and excerpt from commentaries which were based upon various
earlier scholarly works (hypomnemata and monographs) and had at some point acquired a
standard form. The general question of the development of scholarship in late antiquity will be
discussed together with the final conclusions at ;he end of this study. It seems likely, however,
that similarities between marginalia and scholia are explained through the increasing uniformity
of exegetical material after the fourth century. Discrepancies, on the other hand, are due to the
freedom with which scholars and students of literature dealt with works of secondary rank such
as hypomnemata, glossaries and monographs. Secondly, ancient lexicography ( Diogenianus,
Hesychius, Orion, Etymologica, Suda etc ) very often discusses lemmata and glosses that have
already been found in the margins of the papyri (e.g. P. Oxy. 3718). It is very difficult indeed
to say whether the lexicographer and the annotator used the same commentary as source or the
annotator took his glosses from a glossary or a lexicon related to the surviving one. For some
reasons, which are going to be discussed in the relevant chapter (chapter 4), the first theory looks
much more likely than the second one. Finally, it should be once again emphasized that in the
case of Euripides where we do not have sufficient evidence most of the aforesaid conclusions
are uncertain. It would be sufficient to say, however, that they certainly add arguments and

strengthen existing theories based upon marginalia on other authors.
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P.Wiirzburg 1 ( 419 Pack® ): Commentary on Euripides’ Phoenissae
Hermupolis 6th century  Codex leaf, 31 x 17cm

Il 13-22  vv. 638-40

The papyrus offers a version of the story of Cadmus from the moment he went to the
oracle at Delphi until he founded Thebes. It includes Cadmus’ question to Apollo, Apollo’s
answer, the foundation of Thebes and an etymology of the new city’s name. As far as the
succession of events and the derivation of the name "Boeotia" are concerned, the papyrus shows
similarities with the scholia vetera edited by Schwartz: ... kel 7 Bowwtia 6& &nd thig fode
€kA1|0n in the scholia (638) corresponds to Bowwtia 8’¢xA1i0n 6 témog éxeivoc Sk 16 exel
n[eoeiv ..].tnv folv in the papyrus (ll. 21-2). On the other hand, it looks as if the commentator
took liberties with his exemplar; for example he turned the verse narrative of the oracle which
is transmitted in the scholia into a prose summary.'

The first editor of the papyrus, U. Wilcken, regarded this particular lemma and its
explanation as very decisive for the evaluation of the quality of the whole text. By using the
Schwartz scholia as his only source, he considered every omission or discrepancy in the papyrus
as a clear indication of the copyist’s confusion or incompetence. A closer inspection of the
sources, however, is going to refute this approach and show that the mythographical tradition
is very diverse, insofar as Cadmus is concerned.

A comparison of the versions provided by the Euripides scholia and the papyrus with
Apollodorus’ Bibliotheca 3,4,1 shows their close vicinity to this very influential mythographical
compendium that relied upon earlier individual writings. As regards the story of Cadmus, in
particular, the narrative of Apollodorus is found also in the scholia D on Iliad B 494, included
in Dindorf’s edition of the Homeric scholia (Vol.1). The scholium states that the source of the

story are the Boeotica of Hellanicus (FGrH 4 F51) and the third book of Apollodorus.' It is

! On the relation of the Homeric scholia with Apollodorus see Van Rossum-Steenbeek (1998)
103-11(esp.109): “ The story on 2,494 closely agrees with Apd. 3,4,1 except for the beginning
and the end. This seems to tally with the subscription where both Apd. and Hellanicus’
Boeotiaca are mentioned ”. Furthermore, Van Rossum-Steenbeek points to the tendency of the
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highly likely, according to J. G. Fraser, the editor of Apollodorus, that in this particular story
Apollodorus followed Hellanicus. In the index of Euripides scholia, one can see that Hellanicus
is quoted eight times, Apollodorus not once. It is known, however, that quoting sources by name
is not a practice followed consistently by the scholiasts.

The first objection to the accuracy of the narrative raised by Wilcken refers to the
question that Cadmus poses to the oracle. Most sources, including the scholia, agree that Cadmus
asked the oracle about his sister Europa, and that the god gave him instructions as to where to
found a city instead. Wilcken in a clear cut statement says: “ Das verstoBt gegen die gesamte
mythographische Tradition und kann wohl nur auf eine Verwirrung des Excerptors
zuriickgefiithrt werden ...”. A close examination of other early accounts of the story, however,
suggests that this is not accurate. In the scholia on Aeschylus Septem 486 we read: “... 6 oOv
Kddpog €A6av eig "EALGda kol pf) epdwv [thv Evpdnnyv] eic Aeddoie HAbev épwtriowy
moD ketaotain”. Similar versions are found in Latin literature: Ovid Met. III 8-9: “...
Phoebique oracula supplex / consulit et, quae sit tellus habitanda, requirit ”’; Myth.Vat. I 146
(149 Mai): “ Cadmus desperata spe visendi parentis Apollinis oraculum ingreditur sciscitans in
quibus partibus orbis consisteret ”. It is reasonable to infer that the papyrus follows a version that
was found in its exemplar, and that the scribe did not invent it himself, as Wilcken supposed.
Another argument against Wilcken’s judgement is that, in contrast to the scholia which transmit
the narrative of the oracle in its poetical form, the texts quoted above provide simplified prose
forms of the oracle.

Wilcken’s prejudice against the papyrus become evident in another case, namely when
we examine the narrative which follows the oracle. The text reads: (19-21) “... elte AaBdv tov
x[pnoudv] NABev e[tlc tag OnPag thic Botwtiag kai ékel éneoev 1) Podc kal ExTi[oeV
gxlel tag OMPag”. According to Wilcken, “ liederlich ist seine Erzéhlung, da8 Kadmos nach
"Theben" gekommen sei und dort "Theben" gegriindet habe ” and also “ der Hohepunkt seiner
Gedankenlosigkeit ”. Despite the severeness of Wilcken’s expressions, there is indeed another
parallel in the already mentioned Sch. A. Sept. 486: “...NABev eig O1Pag, GArabev 1) Poig,

kol 0 pev Kaduog éxel gxnoev ”. An additional and very interesting example will be given

scholia to modify their sources: “On the one hand, the scholia omit several times additional
information or variant versions regarding offspring or parentage found in Apd. ... on the other
hand, many explanations have been added to the stories found in the scholia” (l.c.).

46



P. Wiirzburg 1

in the next paragraph, when we move to texts of much later periods. I hope, however, that it has
become clear by now, that so far as the details of the story are concerned, the papyrus text is
A closely related to earlier texts. The claim that the copyist changed his exemplar because he did
not understand it or because he tried to be brief to the detriment of important elements of the
myth is not convincing.

- Inaddition to the parallels discussed above, the narrative of the papyrus bears similarities
with a later version of the story of Cadmus in the scholia. This version provides a short narrative
about the foundation of Thebes thzﬁ comes from the prefatory material in codex Monacensis Gr.
560 (C in Dindorf [Vol 3,179], Mn in later editors). Its similarities with our papyrus concern
both content and wording. First of all, this late hypothesis agrees with the papyrus on the issue
of Cadmus’ question.2 Furthermore, it includes the formulation that Wilcken found unacceptable:
“... Kol eig OMPag E0nke kal ékel Okodounoe tag Offag . Other similarities concerning
the wording give one the impression that what we have here two versions of the same text;
compare: “... mov &v néon fy[noaudvn cot] 1} fods &P Eavtig, &ravi[o]tig ékel ktioov
oAV, with ... dmov kabioel 1) Podg adTn, £xel kTtioov méALV”. Note also the similarities
between “xol kel émeoev 1) Poig xal £xti[oev €k]el tag OnPac” and “... kol eig OfPog
£0mxe, xal éxel Grodounoce tag ONPag ™.

The only striking disagreement between the papyrus and the narrative in Monacensis
concems etymology. Whereas the papyrus follows the scholia vetera in deriving "Boeotia" from
"Bod¢", Monacensis etymologises the word “Thebes” from the Syrian equivalent for "Bod¢":
07Ba yap Suprott Aéyetar 1 Podc. The Syrian etymology provided by Monacensis is an
argument in favour of the Phoenician origin of Cadmus as opposed to the theory favoured by the
scholia vetera (codd. MTAB) and others, namely that Cadmus was an Egyptian.’

As regards the authority and the sources of the narrative in Monacensis, it is especially
interesting that the same etymology of the name "O7fat" is found also in Et. M. 450, 41ff. and

Sch. Lyc. 1206:...66ev 6 K&dpog Ondpywv ¢ABGV €v "EALES Té¢ EnTandiovg EKTI0E Kal

% On this issue see Vian (1963) 31-5: (p.34)“...11 faut raccorder la scholie C aux Phén. 638,
& la scholie A aux Sept 486. Toutes deux, en effet, introduisent deux variantes notables dans I’
histoire de Cadmos: le héros demande a I’ oracle, non comment il parviendra a retrouver sa
soeur, mais ou il doit s’installer...”.

* For more details on the question of Cadmus’origin see Vian (1963) 32-4.
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"Qyvylag ndag éxdleoe Tdvte Totjoag eig Gvoun tdOV Aiyuntinv OnPodv. "AAlot 5
amo tiig odayraodeiong Ond Tod Kaduov Pode paot ©1nv thv éntdrviov kAnOAvaL.
OnPn yap 1) Pods katé Zdpoug. According to Mastronarde and Bremer, both the use of Et.M.
or of one of his sources and the general character of the text indicate a learned source. The two
scholars conclude their analysis of the narrative in Monacensis with the assumption that what

we have here is “ two consecutive notes from an ancient hypomnema on Phoenissae .* The

papyrus seems to confirm this assumption.

IL 22-3  v. 640

The explanation of this lemma is almost illegible. Even &dpaotov in 1.22 seems to me
doubtful, so it is pointless to comment on Wilcken’s hypothesis that there could be a comparison
between &dpaatov - &dpatov and &ddunotov - &dduatov.

A search in the lexica does not offer anything useful either. A reference to this word can
be found only in Hesychius & 995: &dducotov dvundtaxtov and 996: &dduatog: &d&ucotoc,
@vurdtaktog. There is nothing similar to the papyrus, though.

On the other hand, the scholia explain &8duaotov as abvtéuatov. Furthermore, at the
beginning of 1. 23, Jtou can be seen with some certainty and the rest of the traces seem to agree.

It is not unlikely that a form of aOtéuatov was written here.

1. 23-6 v. 651

In these lines the commentator deals with the story of the birth of Dionysus and his
subsequent rescue by Zeus. This was a popular and well known story in Greek literature and
mythography. Euripides, however, gives a rather different version of the myth. In order to save
the baby from fire, Zeus made ivy grow and surround Dionysus. This was what the Thebans

believed and according to the scholia, this is why they called the god mepixidvioc.

4 Mastronarde and Bremer (1982) 83-4.
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A search in the mythographical sources ( Apollodorus’ Bibliotheca 3,4,3, Diod. Sic.
4.2.2, Hyginus Fab. 179 and Ovid. Met. III 2591f.) offers no reference to this particular detail
of the myth. It is only in Philostr. Imag. I 14 that we find an analogous representation of
Dionysus. In addition, Pausanias 9,12,4 and E. Antiope fr.203 Nauck® mention the cult of
Dionysus Perikionios in Thebes as related to the honours given by the locals to a piece of wood
supposed to have fallen from the sky.” Of some interest is the reference to this myth in Sch.
E.Or.1492 (from Thomas Magister): k1000 nepLéAiEev aOToV (sc. Atévvoov) €ig pviakiv
0Mf0ev, w¢ kol ev Td Tpitw ép&p,an (sc. Phoen.) o0té¢ dnoiv év @ xopd t¢ Kddpog
£UOAE.

The scholia vetera inform us that they have drawn their narrative from the work of
Mnaseas of Patara (fr.18), an Alexandrian scholar, pupil of Eratosthenes.® It looks quite certain
that the papyrus contained a similar narrative, which was covering at least the most important
elements of the myth in the same order.

As regards the use of okemdoat as an explanation for €éviti0e, it is worth quoting from
Hesychius € 3483: évdtioe: 10 vOdTa TEpLEOKEN®OEY, the lemma being obviously from
Euripides. The same verb is used in the paraphrase of the passage in the byzantine scholia:
k1000¢ VoY Exwv eAlooecBal kkAw éokémaoe.

This short narrative is one of the many we find in the papyrus and shows the practice of
the commentator to confine his explanations to brief but informative summaries of the myths

involved.

IL 26-28  v.656

This Jemma and its explanation were not deciphered by Wilcken. They coincide with the
sch. E. Ph. 656 in the scholia vetera: kol yuvaiEiv eviowg: taic mepl tov Aiévuvoov
Xopevovoaig kol T €vol edav émidOeyyouévaig. It seems that the papyrus contains more

or less the same information with the exception that it specifies these women as Bacchae and that

> See Nilsson (1967) 207 and 572. Also Kern (1903) cols.1015-6.
® For the fragments of Mnaseas see Miiller FHG III, pp.149-58 and Mette (1978) 39-40.
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it explains their ebol eba v as a hymn to Dionysus.

It is noteworthy that the papyrus bears similarities here with the byzantine scholia. The
Jatter identify the women as Bacchae and provide an explanation of ebol eb&v. Sch.E.Ph.656
Dindorf, for instance reads: yovoiEiv ediog: fiyouv taic Bakyaig taic fodoaig €d ol,
tiyouv €l kol keAdG £0tw ol kal avtd T Atoviow. In another passage ( Sch.638 Dindorf),
the phrase yuvaik®v T@v ebiwv, fjyovv 1@V Bakyik®v is further explained by (note on 23)
TOV TQ evol - €aTt 8¢ Duvog €i¢ Aiévvoov -¢dovodv.

Two more points are worth drawing attention to: one is the obvious iotacism in the
lemma (evoioic) and the other is the very likely supplement éxoAovBod[ol t® Aloviow or
Baxyw in 1.27.

The lexica do not offer any explanation that would help to decipher the rest or discover

the sources of the already deciphered part.

1. 28-34  v. 657

The new lemma begins in 1.28 and continues until the bottom of the verso. It is now clear
that Wilcken’s suggestion for a lemma in 1.29 should be ignored; the same applies to his
conclusion that the scribe inserted in the text the word viog, a word which is not transmitted by
the manuscripts. It is much more likely that what we have here is a lemma similar to that of the
scholia on v.658: " Apeog opddPpwv GpOLE. _

Once again the explanation contains a mythological narrative of the sort we have seen
before in this papyrus. This time it has to do with the story of Cadmus after he arrived in Thebes,
namely his encounter with the dragon, Athena’s intervention, the sowing of the dragon’s teeth
and the eventual foundation of the city.

The sources for the fight with the dragon are numerous and extend to all the ancient
mythographical sources. Apollodorus is once again the source closer to the papyrus, in the sense
that it gives almost the same information but with different phrasing. Quite surprisingly, though,
the papyrus exhibits many verbal similarities to a narrative in codex Guelferbytanus, manuscript
of a later date, the scholia of which have been edited in Dindorf’s edition. It is true that the

deciphered text in the papyrus is not sufficient to give us a full idea of the events narrated. To
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a certain extent, however, the content of the two seems to be identical and to follow the same
sequence of events. In my opinion there are enough verbal similarities to make the idea of mere
coincidence unlikely. These links of the papyrus with a manuscript of late date are very striking
indeed, especially because there is nothing like that when we come to compare the papyrus with
earlier versions of the story -except perhaps perhaps the one by Apollodorus. The whole issue
is going to be discussed further at the end of the chapter when the examination of the lemmata

and their explanations is finished.

1. 36-38  v. 683

As usual the lemma is longer than the one in the scholia. On the other hand, the
explanation is shorter. Whereas the scholia offer two interpretations of didvupot, the papyrus
has only the first of the two, namely that each goddess had one alternative name. Moreover, it
explains the name Képm by saying that Demeter was the mother of Persephone. This is missing
from the scholia, apparently as self-evident, while the commentator finds it necessary to mention
even trivial details.

A look at the byzantine scholia offerS§ once again useful parallels. The lemma of the
papyrus reads: didvupol Beal: 1j dvopnotal kel éEdkovotor fj ai 0o dvéuata Exovoat, 1
yép I'fy kot Anuritne 1 adth) kel 1 Hepoedpbvn kat Képm 1) adti). Compare the byzantine
scholia: dtwviuovg Aéyer tag Bedg fj S T0 €kdotn dv0 ovouorta elvar thv 1€ yap
Anjuntpa kel 'y kedodot, v te llepoedbvnv kel Képnv.1 £neidt) 8o foav kel o
ovéuata eixov.

It is of some interest for the study of the scholia recentiora to quote two entries from the
lexica. The first is from Hesychius 8 2051 divupog: tepifiénrtog, dvouaotdc, the other one
from Photius & 687 61dvupov draféntov, Ovourotév, mepidmnuov. This alternative definition
of dtdvupog has not been accepted by modern commentators but illustrates that some material

in the later scholia had roots in much earlier sources such as lexicography.

II.38-9  v.683
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In the middle of 1.38 the traces of ink that Wilcken read as -vtot (after our new reading
Ilepoedpévnc) seem to be remains of the strokes indicating the end of an explanation and the
beginning of a new lemma. The reading is not certain but it looks as if the scribe had initially
written ai & which he later corrected into the oblique and vertical strokes.

If a new lemma is accepted, it must have been part of the previous one which was longer,
this time with a new explanation. We have seen this practice again in the case of &8é&ucotov
néonue cited for the first time in 1.14.

As far as the explanation is concerned, this must have contained another interpretation
of drwvupuot, somehow associated with the cult of the goddesses in Thebes. The papyrus may

have followed the pattern of the scholia,which offer usually two interpretations.

11. 40-3 v.687

In his edition, Wilcken had assumed the existence of this new lemma, which he inferred
by the few words of the explanation he deciphered. In addition, he thought he could read
nupodbpouvg before Oedg, now confirmed with the new examination of the papyrus. In any
case, this is a lemma already existing in the corpus of the scholia. It is interesting that the
papyrus offers the reading Tvpodépoug, not Tvpdpbpouvg which is universally adopted by the
modemn editors. As the relevant scholium shows, these two variants existed already in antiquity:
“ ypédetar kol TpodSpoug .

A comparison of the explanation with its counterpart in the scholia vetera shows a certain
degree of similarity, at least so far as the content is concerned. Both stress the double meaning
of Tupoddpog partly on the basis of etymology. We also notice similarities on the level of
phrasing: Tupopdpoug 82 eine Afjumtpae kol Képnyv in the scholia, thv llepoepévny xai
Afpntpo mo[podépoug in the papyrus. The rest of the papyrus text, however, is very different
from the scholium, so provision of supplements is quite difficult.

What is striking in 1. 41 is the appearance of the grammatical term ovvekdox). It is
really surprising, given that the commentator does not seem to be particularly interested or even
familiar with such a terminology. Furthermore, this grammatical observation is not to be found

in the scholia, or at least not expressed in such a technical manner. Consequently, it would be
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useful to endeavour to specify the meaning and the function of ouvexdoxf) in this passage and
look for other texts that could facilitate its understanding.

The definition of ouvexdoxf in LSJ® is as follows: “ understanding one thing with
another... an indirect mode of expression, when the whole is put for a part or vice versa ”. In the
passage under discussion one can find two cases of this schema, both attested by ancient sources.
At first, tupodSpog means the one who brings mvpdg, wheat. It is very often found in Homer
in the form Tupodpog &povpe. Eustathius (907,43-4) comments on one of these instances (M
314): .1} 8¢ wupodépog &povpa THv &TAQG onepuatoddpov g €k pépouvg dnAol. The
implication is that with the same word one understands simultaneously wheat and all sorts of
cereals. The expression €x pépoug is an equivalent for cuvexdox, as other examples in
Eustathius show (© 239, A 529). In Hesychius s.v. ouvekdoy 1] we find the same explanation:
dtav tic and puépoug mopaddpn.

The second case of guvekdoyT) in the expression Tvpoddpovg Bedg is associated with
the roles the ancient Greeks attributed to Demeter and Persephone. It was only Demeter whose
main function was to provide people with wheat. Persephone was the wife of Hades and not the
patron of agriculture. In a broader context, however, she could also be considered as taking part
in her mother’s activities. Whereas the scholia vetera do not mention that at all, the byzantine
scholia have a clear statement (Sch. E. Ph.687 Dindorf): i TupdSpoug tag Tapexovong Tov
oitov. el y&p xal pdvn Anuitnp napéoxev, Ard pet’ adtic xal tadtny ouvédafev
(Gu.Bar.). In order to make the phrase in the papyrus clearer, we should turn to Eustathius once
again. In his comment on A529 (145,4) where we find another analysis of a ouvekdox™, he
writes: “ év 8¢ T® “kvavéaig £n’ odplolv ” 1) SAn voeitar kedaAl) &md pépoug
GLVekSOYIKAE Kal Katd oOAANYLY, O¢ ol Texvikol dpaot dik 10 ovvekdéyxeobar kal
cvArapuPavecBar taic 6dpior Thv SAnv kepainv, dmep Eotiv idiov ouvekdoyig Titol
ovAAjPewg ”. It is worth mentioning also Hesychius s.v. ouvexdoyikdg cuAAnmrikds. The
use of gvAdauBdverv in both these sources demonstrates that the byzantine scholium on
nopoddpoug Bedg refers to a ovuvekdoyT) and accordingly that our papyrus made a similar
remark first in a much earlier period. When compared to the first possibility of a guvexdox
mentioned in the previous paragraph, this second one seems to me more likely.

As regards 1.42, the papyrus is offering the double etymology of the adjective

nupod6pog in agreement with the scholia. Though it is difficult to restore the whole line, a
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definition of ouvexdoy) in Choeroboscus’ Ilepl Tpénwv (Rhet. Gr. 111, 248, 11-2), however,
presents an analogous structure by using exactly the same pronoun, £tepog: Zuvexdoy 1 £0tt
A€Eig 81” €tépou kol Etepov guvekdnAodaa vémua.

The last line of the explanation (43) is very difficult to decipher; the impression one gets
is that of letters squeezed next to each other, in order to make room for as much text as possible.
I think that I can read Tupoddpoug €kdAovy Bedg énferdi) but this is far from certain. It would
agree, howeverwith the versions of the scholia referring to the torches lit in honour of Demeter:
“ upoddpoug 8¢ eine Afjuntpa kel Képnv, énel dadovyiat adtaic yivovratl...” (MTAB)
or “mupdépoug 8¢ karel, Emerd) €v VUKTL Yivopévev TdV puotnpiny ol pvodpevol whp

Edepov...”.

Conclusions

Since it was first edited in 1933, the papyrus Wiirzburg 1 has been regarded as a text of
low quality compiled for educational purposes by a person without scholarly abilities or even
common sense. To quote from the preface of the first edition by Wilcken (p.9): “Ich hatte aus
diesen und anderen Beobachtungen den SchluB gezogen, daB8 wir eine Epitome vor uns hitten,
und zwar, wie ich meinte, aus einem Kommentar. Schwartz dagegen folgerte... daB wir vielmehr
eine Privatarbeit eines mittelm#Bigen Schulmeisters vor uns haben, der sich « aus einem mit
Scholien versehenen Exemplar der Phoenissen das ausgeschrieben hat, was ihm gefiel, ohne
sich an den Wortlaut zu halten » ”. This negative attitude is due mainly to the absence from the
papyrus of quotations from earlier scholars, its rather arbitrary selection of lemmata and its
insistence on mythological narratives in a simple, not very elegant language.

Although the criticism is to a certain extent justified, a closer examination of the papyrus
in relation to the ancient and the byzantine scholia shows a few positive elements and allows for
a more balanced evaluation of the text.

First of all, despite the limited number of lemmata and the short explanations that seem
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to paraphrase and abridge those transmitted by the scholia, in some cases the papyrus offers
more. As examples I could mention the narrative about the oracle at Dodone (11.53-7) and the
story of the Calydonian boar (11.77-86). At the same points, the scholia vetera make very brief
remarks. It is obvious that the commentator had a fuller and richer version of the scholia (or
rather their sources) in his hands. Furthermore, it is indicative of his method that he tried to
include more than one version in his accounts of the myths. He introduced them with the
expressions: TLveg A€yovav (1.84), dAAot (1.61) or oi 8¢ A€yovorv (1.55). On the other hand,
one cannot maintain that the corﬂmentator was not interested in grammatical problems at all,
since in a couple of cases the point is purely lexicographical (1.58: £¢ difjpeg €oyatov, 1.52:
60ev ti TdktoC and 11.41-2 about ouvekdoyx). It is striking, however, that a large part of his
commentary is occupied by short mythological narratives of nearly the same size which
summarize the stories mentioned in the play, a fact which confirms the view that the
commentator’s main interest is mythology’.

A second very important point in the study of the papyrus is its links to the so-called
byzantine scholia or scholia recentiora. As Wilcken informs us in the preface of his edition, it
was with E. Schwartz’s help that he managed to decipher many almost illegible bits of the text.
It was also Schwartz who provided the papyrus with the most important supplements. No doubt
all this study was completed by consulting the corpus of the scholia vetera which had been edited
by the famous scholar in the last decades of the nineteenth century. A look at the commentary
after the main text demonstrates clearly that this was the only source for Wilcken’s edition. On
the other hand, in two instances Wilcken found similarities to the later scholia. In the first case
(11.69-75), he made use of the Wolfenbiittler hypothesis which he found in Nauck’s edition of
Euripides, while in the second one (1.65) he refers to an explanation which “ stimmt wortlich

iiberein mit dem SchluB eines jiingeren Scholions ” also edited by Schwartz. In neither of these

7 G. Arrighetti in Entretiens (1994) 134 suggested that “il fatto & che questo testo veniva
utilizzato come raccolta di narrazioni mitologiche (iotop{iat) tratte da un hypomnema e poco
interessava la sua connessione con le Fenicie di Euripide”. See H. Maehler’s reply ibid. 135:
“Ich moéchte in P. Wiirzb. 1 nicht eine Sammlung von igtopict sehen, sondern einen
Kommentar, oder zumindest Teile eines Hypomnema aus folgenden Griinden: 1) Neben
Mythologischem enthilt er auch Worterklarungen... 2) Die Reihenfolge der Lemmata des
P.Wiirzb. 1folgt im allgemeinen dem Euripidestext, bis auf die Lemmata 606, 24, 43, 90; die
beiden letzgenannten Erkldrungen sind gerade keine iotoptat”.
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cases nor anywhere else in his commentary did he refer to Dindorf’s edition of the scholia,
which included scholia both vetera and recentiora.

As has been seen in our comments on individual lemmata, very often the papyrus exhibits
surprising similarities to the byzantine scholia. These similarities extend beyond the content to
the level of individual words and expressions. One interesting example is the Oedipus story in
11.69-76. Whereas the scholia have a short and very different version, the papyrus agrees
considerably with the hypothesis in the codex Guelferbytanus. This was a long mythological
narrative written by Thomas Magister in the fourteenth century and for that reason it has not
been edited in modem editions.® Another example one can mention is the story of the
Calydonian boar (11.77-86). Here the scholia vetera say nothing about the events which precede
and follow the hunt. On the other hand, the long narrative in the papyrus is very close to the ones
by Apollodorus 1,8,2 and Zenobius (Cent.V 33). The byzantine scholia offer a shorter version;
it is striking, though, that there are once again strong similarities, mainly on the level of
grammar and syntax. Moreover, unlike the earlier Greek sources, these later scholia offer an
etymology of the name of the boar which seems to have existed also in the exemplar of the
papyrus (1.80). The scribe left a blank space, possibly because his exemplar was illegible at this
point.”

When it comes to the question of the manuscripts from which most of the so-called
byzantine scholia have been drawn, the most important appears to be codex Guelferbytanus
(Wolfenbiitte], Gud.Gr.15/14th cent.). Before Schwartz the editors of the Euripidean scholia
relied very much on this manuscript which they considered to be of great authority.'® According
to Mastronarde and Bremer (p.15), it is especially interesting for its scholia “which are a
compilation of Moschopoulean elements and Thoman with some admixture of old scholia and
material of uncertain origin”. This description is confirmed to a certain extent by all the above
mentioned similarities to the Wiirzburg papyrus and accordingly to ancient exegesis. It is only

natural that the discussion comes to the role of these byzantine scholars such as Thomas

# See Mastronarde and Bremer (1982) 84. This hypothesis can be seen in Dindorf’s edition
of the scholia on Phoenissae (vol.3, pp.5-10).

® On the possible causes for the disorder of the lemmata cf. Maehler (1994) 109-11.

1 See Turyn (1957) 20-2.
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Magister, Triclinius and Moschopoulos, whose work is represented in such late manuscripts. It
is very common among modem scholars to consider their work mainly as product of their own
thought only, somehow not connected to the earlier philological sources. So, one cannot but be
surprised when one discovers that part of the material in their scholia came from earlier
centuries, even directly and without the intervention of codices veteres. A very indicative
example of this has been studied by W. S. Barrett and deals with Moschopoulos and his epitome
of Euripides’ Phoenissae in comparison to P. Oxy. 2544 and 2455."" Two of his conclusions are
worth mentioning. The first refers to the byzantine recensions: (p.68) “no recension produces
its text out of thin air: it uses manuscript sources. A reading found first in a recension may have
originated in that recension, but may equally have been inherited by it from its manuscript
sources”. The second deals with the epitome: (p.58) “We now have, therefore, papyrus
fragments of the epitome ranging over the whole of the ancient text; and it is evident that the
Moschopoulean version is far closer to that text than is the version found in the principal
medieval manuscripts” and later on (p.68): “Moschopoulos’ source was not only independent
of the source used by earlier manuscripts but was far superior”.

It would be appropriate at this stage to go back to the Cadmus story and remember the
supposition made by Mastronarde and Bremer that the version transmitted by the byzantine
scholia was originally excerpted from an ancient hypomnema on Phoenissae. The same can be
more or less maintained for the Thoman hypothesis on the same play. The part of this hypothesis
which refers to Oedipus has been shown to be close to the Oedipus narrative in the papyrus
(11.69-75). As regards other similar cases concerning hypotheses, the one on Alcestis entitled
Awkcorapyov by Triclinius has been found by Tumer to have ancient origins on the basis of
similarities of phrasing to the fragmentary hypothesis of Alcestis in P.Oxy. 27.2457 from the
early second century'?. Zuntz in his discussion of the various types of hypotheses speaks in
favour of the continuity of such material at least for “three or four if not seven or eight centuries

before Thomas ™."* The Wiirzburg papyrus agrees roughly with this chronological pattern.

' Barrett (1965) 58-71.
12 See also in Haslam (1975), esp.152-3.
13 Zuntz (1955) 129-52, esp.134 with n.2 and 140-2.
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To conclude with a general remark, the severe judgements of Wilcken and Schwartz
seem to be unfair and not entirely correct. The weak points of the papyrus commentary are
counterbalanced by an amount of clearly scholarly material drawn probably from a trustworthy
exemplar in the mainstream Euripidean exegesis of late antiquity. This is confirmed by many
links to earlier sources but also by the surprising reappearance of some material in the much later
byzantine scholia. Furthermore, the “peculiarities” of the papyrus (simple language, lack of
learned citations and insistence on mythological topics) may be due to the purposes for which

it was compiled, very likely those of education.
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The papyri of Sophocles

P. Oxy. 1805 ( 1471 Pack?) Late second century

Sophocles, Trachiniae

Frs. 6-10

ayolpa ovveg[nkovov
A€ uww tautfa

ayolpar vonoa { et wo em Alevpwvog [ aOporopa?

[tn]v made [dovvat] kpudrov wg exo[t Aexog 360
[eyIxkAnue [pikpov] artiay ' eto[ipucoog
[emt]otpate[vel Tatpidle TNV TAL[TNG €V 1) ‘

[to]v Evputo[v Tovd eine] deonol[ertv Opovwy

Fr.15 Col. i

1
] uo
[Tw¢ €1mog w TaL Tov Tep avBpwnwv] ([mepwvavBpomov]) 744
([Ap(otodavic)])

P. Oxy.1805 consists of several fragments from Trachiniae. On the basis of the hand and
especially that of the cursive marginalia, the first editors, Grenfell and Hunt, dated the papyrus
to the Jate second century AD . Accentuation and punctuation are frequent and it seems that,
apart from the first hand, a corrector is responsible for some of them. Two more scraps published
later as P. Oxy.3687 belong to the same roll but they do not offer any marginal notes.

The first cursive note is placed in the upper margin of the column which contains 11.360-
87 (fr.6-10). Unfortunately its largest part is missing. What is left, however, allows us to identify
a quotation from 1372 of the play: kol tadta moArol mpog péon Tpaxiviwv / dyopd

ovveEnkovov wonlbTwg Epot as well as a reference to 1.188: v PouBepel Letpdve Tpog
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noAlobg Bpoel / Alxag 0 kfjpuE tadta. If the supplements are correct, the meaning of the
third line is the following: “with &yopc one should understand a gathering in the meadow™. The
scholia vetera on 1.372 offer an explanation of the word &yop@ as ¢Opotouctt which at first
sight seems insignificant and unrelated to the marginal note. It will be shown later on that they
both refer to the same problem, a problem which arises from a careful reading of the text.

- Line 372 is part of the messenger’s speech explaining to Deianeira Lichas’
announcements to a crowd of Trachinians. The event took place “ mpog péon Tpayiviwv
&yop& ”, in the middle of the market place of Trachis if one follows the‘ most common
translation'. In his first appearance on stage, however, and during his first account of the events
the messenger referred to the location of Lichas’ speech as follows: év BovBepei Aewudvi mpodg
noAAolg Opoel Alyog 6 kfipuE tadte, “in the meadow where the cows graze in the summer”.
Obviously here there is a self-contradiction which did not escape the careful eye of the ancient
reader and annotator.

The exact meaning of the word BovBep1|¢ is not clear and several suggestions have been
made both by ancient as well as modern commentators.” In ancient lexicography Hesychius
explained in 8890: BouBepei- €v ¢ Pdec Bépoug dpe vépovtat and the lemma has been
attributed to Diogenianus and possibly back to the latter’s source, Didymus (Did., p.106
Schmidt). Despite the vagueness of the adjective, however, it remains certain that the poet
referred definitely to a place outside the city of Trachis, somewhere in the fields.

On the other hand the problem is solved when we examine carefully the meaning of the
word &yopé. The ancient lexicographers give extensive definitions of it and indicate the double
meaning it could have in different contexts. Interestingly enough, most offer very similar
explanations: Hesychius & 724: &yop1: €ékkAnoia. adtd to &Opoiope. kel 6 Témog. Kal 6
Aéyog; EM auctum 160 &yopd- kel adtd td &Opotope kel 6 Témog kai 0 Adyog, probably
both from Apollonius Soph. 4,15 Bekker s.v. &yopd: 1 ékkAnoia 10 nAfi0og kai 6 témog Kol

0 ovvdOpotopuc. Apollonius’ source could possibly be Apion s.v. &yop1} € 10V téToV TG

! H.Lloyd-Jones in his Loeb edition, vol.1 (Cambridge, Mass. and London 1994) translated
the passage as “in the centre of the market place”.

2 See Jebb (1892) 60, Kamerbeek (1959) 67, Rougemont (1983) 285-89, Easterling (1982)
101 and Davies (1991) 97.
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exkAnoiog. kel td tAf0og. kal thv fovAnv... Finally Orion 27,5: &yvpig: ©d d&Opoiopa kal
1) éxxAnoia... After all this evidence it becomes clear that there is no contradiction between the
two passages from Trachiniae, provided that with &yopa in 1.372 we understand “gathering of
citizens”. In fact, this is exactly what the scholia vetera implied by glossing &yopd as
&Oporopuc. The annotator of the papyrus seems to have given the same interpretation, although
there can be no certainty about the exact wording of the marginal note in 1.3.

Modern commentators have dealt with the problem but they have not reached a
unanimous interpretation. They seem to balance between the two meanings; public place, market
place on one hand, gathering of citizens on the other.” As Easterling briefly says: “mpdg péon
&yopd need not conflict with €év BovBepel k(;wfow. of 188: the details are in any case left
vague, and Gyopd can mean both a place where people meet and the assembled people

themselves.” 4

Considering the general character of the marginal note in question, it is interesting to see
that the use of the verb voeiv in all its grammatical forms is quite common in the corpus of the
scholia. A look at the index of the scholia on Sophocles as well as on Euripides shows that dei
voeiv belongs to the terminology used in ancient exegesis.’ This, of course, is not an indication
of scholarly origin; it would be equally possible to attribute it to the vocabulary of the classroom.
A€l voeiv was often used to explain or point out to the readers the movement and behaviour of
the actors on stage or other details that the poet had left out as superfluous. Such scholia can
sometimes be simplistic and naive, possibly proper to a school environment.® Its case, therefore,
should be examined separately and on its own merits. One should also pay attention to the
common practice of annotators to point out inconsistencies within a text and to their attempts
to explain them. As a close parallel from our material, I could mention the marginal note in PSI

1192 that follows, where the annotator stresses the similarity of two passages from the same

3 Kamerbeek (1959) 99.
* Easterling (1982) 123.

SE.g. Sch. Soph. Ajax 860, OC 115 and 163 and sch. Eur.Or.156.1, 218 and Eur.PA.10 and
690.

5 See Meijering (1987) 129: .. but there are also some (sc. scholia) which take the viewpoint
of the reader, making explicit what he must (8€1) imagine as happening”.
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play, one from the prologue, the other from a lyric part, this time illustrating not an
inconsistency but the consistency of the poet’s descriptions.

In the margin of fr.15 col.1, the second hand has written a variant to the word
&vBp@nwv that stood in the text (1.744). The variant was &vOp@mov and is not attested in any
other of our known sources. It attracts more of our attention, however, since it is attributed to
a certain Ap (). This abbreviation seems more likely to stand for Aristophanes of Byzantiumthan
Aristarchus or Aristonicus.’ The variant has not been adopted by any of the modem editions and
was also crossed out in the papyrus. The last word of the line was also deleted probably by
mistake too. This had been written by the first hand as mapwv under the influence of
map’ avBpdnwv that preceded. It was the correct;x’s hand that changed it into the correct form
poBwv.B

It is unfortunate that the remains of the papyrus have not preserved more of the marginal
annotation it probably had in its complete form. The marginal note and the varia lectio that
survive indicate a good level of scholarship, especially an acquaintance with the work of

Aristophanes of Byzanturor one of his successors. -

PSI 1192 (1467 Pack?) Second century
Sophocles, Oedipus Tyrannus

Col. I
0pn [iov anofevov oppov  €lwBeoav yop w xaba. . . a PaAdely
€1 v BaAcooav x(ar) opm(pos) Ac(YEl) xot €iG aAa Avpat efaiiov..n..v. ¢w
xpnteg €T aproTepa
177 x oxtevrmpol........ ]6eov €of. . . J Beov tou érov
v ToAtc ol ....... JoAdvtat

7 Cf. Soph. Ich.143 (col.6,5) : "Ap(rotoddvng? ) and McNamee (1981a) 10 and n.16 with
examples of similar abbreviations in the other papyri of Sophocles.

8 See Jackson (1955) 224.
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vnieal.Jeyl. . . .]Ja Tpog Tedw

Bavaroal. . .Jakertal avolkTwg:

[Jvdal..... JmoAiat OUOLOV 10790 [ ]
TEm lm[ ----- ]a[.]‘w[ wee.AAO[.....)JeE€OTEPUEV[ N1....
Topo Pl 16ax]

PSI 1192 is a fragment of two columns from a papyrus roll of Oedipus Tyrannus. The
editor of P. Oxy.2180 suggested that they both come from the same roll on the basis of the
handwriting, the number of lines to the column and other features. PSI 1192, however, has the
advantage of preserving more of the original margin so that we can actually sce that the text was
also annotated with plenty of marginalia. The presence of a ) next to 1.177 shows that the scribe
made reference to a commentary for a more detailed discussion of a problematic or interesting
element in the verse, probably similar to the note in the right margin. A more careful study of
the marginalia will prove that their origin and sources are to be found in commentaries of a
remarkable level of scholarship.

In the top margin of the fragment, just above col. 1, there is an extensive marginal note
written in three lines. It starts with the lemma “Op7jikiov &@néEevov dpuov” from 11.196-7:
€t €¢ TOV dnéEevov Spuwv (Oppov codd.) / Oprikiov kAGdwva. These verses have not
survived in the papyrus which breaks after 1.190. The first observation one can make about the
lemma refers to its slightly modified word order, so that the syﬁtax comes closer to that of prose.
It seems unlikely that this was the wording of the main text. After some space left blank to
indicate the transition from lemma to explanation, the explanation starts with a general statement
about the ancient custom to which the Chorus hints at: “eidd0@ecav yap to kabapta(?)
Bailerv eig thv Bddaooav”. It goes on with a quotation from Homer A 314: kal €ig dAa
Abpat’ €BaiAov. The explanation finishes with a series of undeciphered letters as well as two
words in the middle of 1.3 unrelated to one another : kpntag and enopioTepe.

The scholia on 1.196 do not offer anything similar to the remarks made in the papyrus.
There is only an attempt to give the exact location of the Thracian coast mentioned by the

Chorus: €it’ ¢ Tov &néEevov: iowg TtoOv Taipvdnoodv pnot tepi Ov iotopeital ToAAL
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vawdyie yiveaoBat. Moreover the adjective &néEevoc is glossed as Svoyeiuepoc’. It seems
that the note of the papyrus is more profound and more relevant to what the poet intended to
show.

A look at the scholia on Homer, however, and more specifically on the line quoted in the
marginal note ( A 314) presents two slightly different versions of the same scholium, which in
turn are very near to that of the papyrus: i. T& TepitTdpata €ig thv anépittov OdAlaooav
BaArovor. kal Eopinidng (IT 1193). ii. anexabaipovto kol eig tijv OdAattav ta
meptttopata kol kaOdpuota €ailov. The editor of the scholia attributes the first version
to the category of scholia exegetica and the second one to the so-called scholia D and with a
question mark to Didymus himself.

A whole series of later sources, both scholia and lexica, seems to reproduce the homeric
scholium either in full or partly. From a chronological point of view, of course, it is obvious that
the papyrological evidence is closer to the Hellenistic scholarship, whereas we know that later
texts such as the byzantine lexica were copied from one another and augmented with lots of new
material from late antiquity. On the other hand, some of the sources of later lexica and
monographs date back to the Alexandrian and early Roman scholarly activities, and in this
respect their information can be invaluable. We find for example in Et.Gen. 1065 s.v.
&moivpaiveaBat: ... kal T@ mepLTTOMaTe €l THV anépittov BdAnooav arletar ©¢
Evpiridne (IT 1193)... and Eustathius 108,29: eic thv &népittov odv dpaot Té neprrtdpato
£BalAiov. Also in sch. Ar. PL656: eibioto yap toig dpyaiorg kel xabaiperv todg
dpwotwpévoug: ¢ kol “Ounpog: “etg GAa Aduat’ €failov”.

It is worth noting that there are some possible links between two homeric glossaries
preserved on papyrus which give glosses on the Homeric lines in question and the scholiastic and
lexicographical tradition. The glossaries are P. Strass. inv.33 (Pack® 1163) and P. Palau Rib.
inv.147. Both explain the verb @moAvucivecOar as &nokabaipeoOar, the same gloss
appearing both in the Homeric scholia as cited above, Et. Gen. loc. cit., Hesychius « 6469 and
Ap. Soph. 38,11. Moreover, Abuote is once again explained as kaBdpucta or

amokaOla)puata, similarly to the Homeric scholia. It would be useful at this point to quote

® Cf. Strabo 7.298 (7.3.6): “...xal kaAeioBat (sc. ThHv Bdrattay tadtny) “Afevov Sid
10 dvoyxeiuepov kal TNy dypréTnTe TOV TEPLOLKOLVIWY EOVAOV”.
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Hesychius A 1406: Adpa- xéOappe and sch. S.OC 805: Adpa- kdOapuo which, V. de Marco,
the editor of the scholia vetera on Oedipus at Colonus, regards as coming from Didymus’
Tpoyikt) AéEig (Praef. p. XVIII). Also Hesychius A 1412: Abpat’ éBaAlov- tag dkabapoiag
£BaAAov from the scholia on A 314.

From the examination of the first marginal note, one can draw two important
conclusions: the first relates to the origin of the note,which must have been a commentary on
Oedipus Tyrannus, probably scholarly. The fact that it is introduced by a lemma from the text
is an important factor in favour of this assumption. Moreover, the quotation from Homer which
aims at enriching the discussion of the passage shows that the explanation does not belong to the
trivial ones often to be found in the margins (;f papyri. Although it does not mention the
geographical location of the Thracian coast under discussion, as the scholia do, it treats another
aspect of the problem which is equally, if not more, important for the interpretation of the
passage.

The second point that the marginal note raises is its association with the Homeric scholia.
It is difficult to establish the exact nature of the relationship between the source of the note (a
commentary on Sophocles, as stated in the previous paragraph) and the various layers of the
scholia on the Iliad. Erbse, the editor of the scholia, attributed the first version of the scholium
on A 314 to the scholia exegetica'® and the second one to the scholia D or Didymus. The scholia
exegetica are considered products of post-Hellenistic scholarship, whereas the history of scholia
D goes back to pre-Hellenistic times. Despite the fact that the relation to Didymus cannot be
proved, there are, however, indications in favour of his involvement in the creation of the
specific scholium. Given Didymus’ strong presence in the scholia on Sophocles, especially those
on Oedipus at Colonus," as well as his influence and contribution to the later lexica, it is very
likely that he is behind all the evidence and parallels mentioned already above, including the
marginal note in question. Moreover, the existence of a similar scholium on Aristophanes’
Plutus 656, where the contribution of Didymus is beyond doubt too, adds another strong

argument to our hypothesis about the origin of the note.

12 For the scholia exegetica see H. Erbse (ed.), Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem 1 (Berlin
1969) XII-XIII.

11 gae V. de Marco’s remark about sch. OC 806 as mentioned above.
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Next to 1.1 of col.l stands a short note referring to 1.177 of the text: &kt&v TpoC
£omépov Beod. We have already mentioned the presence of ¥ in the left margin as probably
indicating the discussion of this verse in a separate commentary on the play. The note starts with
the lemma “é¢omépov Beod” and then follows a very brief explanation, “t00 &idov”. This
particular use of the adjective €omepog which identifies the god from the West with Hades is
not attested elsewhere. LSJ s.v. €omepog quotes this passage and explains as “the god of
darkness, i.e. Hades or death”. A look at the ancient lexica shows no reference at all to this
specific explanation, for example: Suda E 3184 €oméprog: 6 dvoikde, Hesychius € 6301
eomnépilar Sutikd puépm and € 6308 Eomepog 6 &otrip. In his commentary on the play Dawe
found this use of the word strange: “The "wes‘tem god" must be Hades, though this is not a
normal description of him”"%. Sophocles seems to have used a very unusual expression indeed,
since there are no parallels for it in extant literature. The only explanation one can think of is
some Egyptian influence. For the Egyptians the god of death was placed in the West by the
Ocean, where the Sun finishes and starts his day-journey. The scholia vetera, on the other hand,
explain very briefly: €éomépov Oeod- tod "Awdov ¢notl. It is very interesting that this
interpretation of a unique and obscure phrase occurs only in the scholia and the papyrus. One
may argue that for the Alexandrian scholars it would not be so difficult to identify in Sophocles
an element of Egyptian religion with which they must have been quite familiar.

A few lines further down column I and again in the right-hand margin, there is another
marginal note referring to 11.183- 4 of the play: “é€v 0" dAoxot moAiral T’ €mi patépeg/ kT
népa Pomov GAAioBev dAlar”. Here the Chorus describes the situation of desperate mothers
and wives assembled round the altars of the gods mourning and asking for protection. The
scholia vetera offer only two linguistic remarks on this passage. The marginal note of the
papyrus, however, contains a reference to the prologue of the play and compares the situation
described there with the one here. The editor failed to identify the reference but it is clear that
this was in 11.19-20 of the Priest’ s speech: “Suolov tolg mpoA[e]youévorg / 10 8 &JAAo
[¢OAov ]JeEeotepuéviov / dyopaior 10ax[el, mpdc te IMaArddoc dimroic / vaoig,
en’ " Iounvod te pavreiq omod®”. It is interesting but perhaps without any further significance

that this note is not accompanied by a lemma from the text.

2 Dawe (1982) 110.
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As regards now the nature and value of the marginal note, one can find out easily that
it belongs to a category of scholia which are not uncommon at all. In fact, there are several
examples both in papyri and the scholia where the annotator or scholiast discovers references
to similar passages from the same text in order to point out discrepancies or continuity of ideas.
As a case of discrepancy, I have already mentioned P.Oxy.1805 and the problem of the location
of Lichas’ speech in pp. 2-3; much more strikingly, in the scholia on OT 187, that is just a few
lines below the passage our papyrus deals with, we find a reference to a case of similarity. The
Chorus says: Tai®v 0 Adunel 0Tovéeoad te yTripug Suoviog. The scholiast makes the
following remark: “...to0t0 8¢ 6016V €0TL <TO> “OpoDd O& TaLA VWY TE KAl OTEVAYUATWV
?(1.5)”. He compares the situation described by ihe Chorus in the parodos with what Oedipus
says in his opening speech. Once again, what is illustrated here is a continuity in some elements
of ancient exegesis throughout the centuries.

After this presentation and study of the three marginal notes, it has become clear, I
believe, that PSI 1192 is a papyrus of considerable importance for the history and stages of
transmission of Sophoclean exegesis. Together with P. Oxy.2180, which we will examine next,
they constitute a papyrus roll of high quality with reliable text and a series of marginalia very
close to the Alexandrian scholarship. It is unfortunate that very little of the margins survives,
especially in P. Oxy.2180. From what we have it is clear that the text transmits several good
readings and that the marginal notes were excerpted from a scholarly commentary much richer

than the scholia of the byzantine manuscripts."

1 On the textual value of P.OXy.2180 and therefore PSI 1192 see also H. Lloyd-Jones and
N. G. Wilson (eds.), Sophoclis fabulae, OCT (Oxford 1990) vi: “Though we cite their (scil.of
the papyri) readings from time to time they do not require special mention here. The exception
is P. Oxy.2180, which thanks to a recent re-examination by W. S. Barrett, has been found to
contain several valuable readings”.
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P. Oxy. 2180 ( 1466 Pack?) Second century
Sophocles, Oedipus Tyrannus

Frr. 10-11

[kar o appinAIng [untpog T€e] kat oo 6 oL TATPOG 417
[eAar ot ek Y]NG T[n0de Setvolmoug apa Xahe) emol

[BAemovta v]uv ulev opBO en]eite de okoTov-

[ov yap 1 0 NdN pwpe dwvnoo]vt’ enel mén 433

[0x0ANL O oV OLKOUG TOUG EpOVE €]TELAGUNY

P. Oxy.2180 consists of numerous fragments from a papyrus roll containing Oedipus
Tyrannus'. On the basis of the hand it has been dated by its editor to the second century AD.
There were twenty lines to the column with ample margins. Its main features are unsystematic
accentuation and punctuation but also a careful bookhand which give the impression of an
edition of high quality. This impression will be strengthened after the study of the marginalia
and the evaluation of the readings of the main text. As has already been stated (pp.64andé8), it
probably belonged to the same roll as PSI 1192. They both have many features in common,
including hand and layout.

Since very little of the original margin has been preserved, there are only two marginal
notes, both of them very short. They appear in fir.10-11 of the papyrus. The first one, yaie()
eno[ refers to 1.418 of the play: éA& mot'ék yfj¢ Tfiode deivomouvg &pd. Although the
decipher ment is not certain, as the editor also admitted, there can hardly be any doubt that this
was a gloss, a short explanation of the word de1vémoug from the text and that it should be read
as XaAETOG EToudvn.

The scholia on 1.417 give a rather different explanation: &udprnAnE] 1) €€ dudotépwv

" Fragments 39,46 and 48 were identified and placed (“misplaced”, according to Barrett as
quoted in Lloyd-Jones and Wilson (1997)49) by Brunner (1986) 295, most of the rest by
W.S.Barrett, as Lloyd-Jones and Wilson (1990) 82-3 inform us again.
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¢Aadvovoe, 1) Ekatépwbev TAfiTToVoN, £K TE TRTPOG KAl PMTPoS detvémoug OE 1) dra TdV
TodOV déog éunorodoc. We find this definition repeated in the ancient lexicography: Suda A
342 dervémoug &pd: 1) 81& TdV T0dGV déog Eumotoboe (see also A 1753 s.v. &udpirARE).
Also Hesychius o 4083 s.v.eudtnAnE: éxatépwbev mArjooovoa. TodokAfic Oidimodi
Tupdvve, from Diogenianus according to Latte."”” Thomas Magister on 11.417-21: ... etvémoug
5& did 10 kakdg Emépyeobar npdg o0g &v meudO1). LSJ translates likewise, “with terrible
foot”. It seems that Thomas’ interpretation is much closer to the real meaning of the adjective
than the other sources and the scholia vetera. Did he have access to a better source or was it his
own idea? Modern commentators do not offer anything significantly different.'®

Another careful look at the ancient lexic—a, however, shows that other compounds with
the adjective 8€1v0¢ are explained in a way quite similar to that of the papyrus. Suda A 341
explained the verb deivonaDel as dervidg €xel, yarend naoyet. The same explanation
appears in Hesychius 6 507 and Photius 8 127. The original source of all these is Synagoge and
Cyrillus. Although the gloss of the papyrus is still unparalleled, it seems now that it was not
completely unusual to gloss the adjective de1vdg as yaAends. The compound detvémoug would
then acquire its appropriate meaning, namely ‘the one who follows or attacks angrily and
cruelly’. Finally, one could think of a different supplement for the gap, perhaps xoA€e(mdq)
¢mo[touévn which has roughly the same meaning as éouévn. In any case, the marginal gloss
explains the adjective de1vénouvg more satisfactorily than the scholia and most ancient sources.

The second note is a variant referring to a word from 1.433. Given that in the papyrus the
relevant part of the verse is missing, one cannot be sure about which form of the verb stood in
the text. The editor printed 1187 in the margin and suggested the form 1nom for the main text.
On the other hand, it becomes clear from the critical apparatus of recent editions that 1j101) is
only attested by the papyrus and Par.Gr.2884 (once associated with Thomas Magister) and that
the rest of the tradition has the reading 1id€t or 1j0€tv. Therefore, it is natural to assume that this

latter form stood in the text. The interesting thing is that the annotator provided the text with a

15 This was included by M. Schmidt among the fragments of Didymus p.98. Similarly
tavinoug from Ajax 837 and Hesychius s.v.tavinodog’ Epivig as Did. p.101.

16 Dawe (1982) 135: “The -mouvg compound suggests to the mind an identity between
the’ Apé and the " Epuvie, for kepinoug... are all epithets of the latter”.
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varia lectio apparently drawn from a very good edition. There are three more instances where
the papyrus gives readings preferable to those of the manuscript tradition (1.417, 461 and 531
where the omission of the line in the papyrus has been adopted by modemn editors)."” In the first
case it was the corrector who introduced the reading adopted by Lloyd-Jones and Wilson in their
edition.

To sum up, as has been stated at the beginning of the examination of P.Oxy.2180, it
seems that this was a text of very good quality not only because of its layout but also because

of the value of the few marginalia and the readings of the text.

P. Oxy. 3151 Second / third century
Sophocles, Ajax Locrus
Fr.1
Col. i Col. ii
]...to[
] - [1oAf
] To[
] aLog onk|
]a¢opa ao Ac
. . . . | M ouket.[
1.0 Jereie moAdn[[. 1) [
Jouljwn[ | g aAAovyol

P. Oxy.3151 is a group of seventy three big and small fragments from a papyrus roll of
the late second or early third century. The presence of Ajax as well as a speech of Athena about
a sacrilege committed in her temple led the first editor (M. W. Haslam) to the identification of

the papyrus with Ajax Locrus by Sophocles (Soph. frr.10a-g Radt). The text was supplied with

17 On the omission of v. 531 see Rose (1943) 5.
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accents, breathings and punctuation marks as well as various other lectional aids. The hand of
another corrector can also be seen in the text adding names of characters, correcting the text,
adjusting the layout and also supplying short marginalia.

The fragmentary state of the text, especially the lack of the right hand margin does not
allow a study of the marginal notes that would possibly exist there . Unfortunately the surviving
ones refer to preceding lost columns and they are themselves fragmentary too. The presence of
x and x® next to some lines shows that points of interest were indicated either for further
discussion in a commentary or for the aims of an anthologist.

The only marginal note that can be studied thoroughly is in Fr.1 in the rflargin between
col.1 and col.2. It is almost complete and probably refers to col.1. It explains a lost passage as
a metaphor from cocks defeated in a cock-fight. The fact that there was such a technical term
in cock-fighting is attested in the scholia on Aristophanes’ Birds 71a: NTt1{Ong T1vog
&Aexktpudvog: puoikov todto €v taic ovpPolraic TV drextpuévwy tobg frTndéviag
g€neaBal toig veviknkdoiv. The scholium explains Peisetaerus’ reply to Tereus’ servant
saying: 6pvig €ywye dodAog. Suda repeats in a slight paraphrase the same scholium (H 620),
whereas in the Corpus Paroemiogr.Graec. 11,450 (Apostolii Centuria VIII 70) we find the same
idea too: NTtTiONG TIvdG @Aextpvdévog: £€nt SolAwv f Oepaméviwv énousvwv Toig
deomotarg. A similar proverbial saying, also about defeated cocks, is transmitted by various
sources and has its origin in the tragic poet Phrynichus who was expelled from the theatre after
the performance of The Sack of Miletus: “ntriooer Ppuvviyog O¢ Ti1g dAéktwp” (Phryn. 3F 17
and fr. adesp. 408a, Sch. Ar. Vespae 1490a and Aelian, Var.Hist. 13.17). The explanation given
by the scholia and Aelian, “mapoiuio €0Tl €Tl TOV Kak(bg Tt Taoyovtwv”, could be
appropriate also to a tragic context.

Some more information about the behaviour of defeated cocks is given by Aelian, De
natura animalium IV 29: ... xal T1) Tpog &AAov NTTNOeic dywvig odk &v doete. See also
Cicero, De divinatione 1 34,74 and Pliny, Nar. Hist. X 24,47. Both these characteristics of cocks
defeated in cock-fight seem to apply to the context of the story of Ajax Locrus. The first editor
assumed that the metaphor of the defeated would apply to Cassandra who stood in silence but
he then rejected this view as inappropriate. Perhaps he thought that an expression used in
comedy could not have a place in tragedy. In order to justify the metaphor, however, one has to

assume that there was at least one person in captivity or in silence. Otherwise there would be no
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point for the marginal note, especially if one takes into account the absence from the surviving
collections of any other proverb related to cock-fight. Even if the metaphor was used in a
derogatory manner, it would still apply very well to the image of Cassandra or even Ajax sitting
by the altar as suppliants'®. In fr.10 we find another striking image, the description of the netting
of a boar or deer.” Whether metaphorical or not, such an image would add to the atmosphere
created by the imagery of cock-fight.

As regards now the evaluation of the marginal note in question, one should not assume
automatically that it indicates a scholarly source. The explanation of metaphors is a very
common element in the scholia in general. The normal structure is “1} petadopd &wo...” and
the indexes of the scholia have plenty of exampies to offer. Zuntz has developed some criteria
to distinguish between elementary or rather simplistic explanations and cases where a more
scholarly approach can be detected.”’ The example found in P. Oxy.3151 is not easy to classify
but one wonders whether the terminology of cock-fight really presupposes previous research,
especially when the topic was a matter of discussion in several ancient authors as well as
scholiasts or lexicographers. I think, however, that the note should not be rejected so easily as
a note from a simple reader since the papyrus was quite carefully annotated. Yet the present

condition of the papyrus is such that does not allow any further speculation.

*® In one of the possible reconstructions of the play Ajax fled to the altar of Athena and was
not punished by the other Greeks.

1 See Cockle (1976) 35-6.

® Zuntz (1975) 10- 15: “Schulerkldrungen, die zu einem iibertragenen Ausdruck anmerken

.

“n petadopad &mod...” u.i., sind bekanntlich in den Scholien zahlreich wie Sand am Meer”.

73



The papyri of Sophocles

P. Oxy. 1175 (1472 Pack?) Late second century
Sophocles, Eurypylus
Fr.5
Col. i
<"Ayyeroc> TnlAedo()
k
|
]
Tlmvar
5 BInpaopo ()
J.oaf ]
Inv petaryut 1
SJiafefAnpulev ]

9 EPPNEATNV EC KUKAL X, EAKEWV OTTAWY

£YX0G 0u(TWX;) MV ££0(VOV) €V €T(€PY)

20 €YX0G Jueoov

] 1tor Tpdow

Col. ii

<'Ao.> tprtnv d €7 eyfe ............ ] Xo> «k[a]tyap ovv 6
npooay[aly '’ wdi[.].ry[...Ju didiverg T ——
ETEL KTNOLWV dpevav eEedug: ovyepavil

<'Ao> wdatpov w dvodatpov w kéipag [€]ue

< X0.> YOV TPOCELTAS' OV Y0P EKTOG EGTWLE 10

-ty ou(Twg) v €v [B°

avpet dm ¢dp-6-av.
<"Ao.> emonoaoel Oika peE.

< Xo.> 6kl vore
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<’Ac.> 0AA ©¢ tayiot’ apiote. M EHOTERem

P. Oxy.1175 consists of a group of fragments which were found together with those of
Sophocles’ Ichneutae (P. Oxy.1174) . The editors identified parts as coming from the now lost
tragedy Eurypylus by Sophocles on the basis of a known verse quoted by Plutarch (De cohibenda
ira 10, p.458D). Apart from the pieces of considerable length, which can be identified more
easily, some of the smaller fragments may belong to either Ichneutae or Eurypylus. The papyrus
roll, which probably contained only Eurypylus, dates to the late second century.

Despite the very fragmentary condition of.the papyrus and the loss of most of its margin,
from what survives and especially from the bigger fragments it is clear that the text was
corrected and annotated. It is quite common, of course, as in the case of P.Oxy.3151, that some
marginalia cannot be discussed because the text they refer to is missing. On the other hand, one
can draw some conclusions concerning the general nature of the annotator’s work.

First of all, the text was collated by a corrector with another copy. The appearance of a
couple of variants together with the abbreviated ob(twg) Nv pd(vov) €v €t(épw) or év
B”indicates the use of a text of some authority in order to give to the new copy the greatest
accuracy possible. Two points deserve to be mentioned separately here: in col. 2,11 the main text
has the reading $ipdav (already corrected from pUptTav), “in utter confusion”, whereas just
above the letter & as well as in the margin the corrector added the variant ¢Optav which he
probably found in the other copy. The interchange of & and t in the papyri is a common mistake
due to pronunciation changes in the late Hellenistic period.” The corrector either could not
recognize the classical form or it was not part of his.job to evaluate the variants he brought into
the text. The second point one can make with reference to the work of the corrector stems from
fr.84 (220a Radt) and the marginal note N1( )* -A€wv o€ 00®. Here the variant is introduced by

the abbreviated name Ni( ), probably indicating a scholar who commented on the plays of

%! Eighteen additional fragments were published by A. S. Hunt in vol.17 as P. Oxy.2081(b).
All fragments were republished by Carden (1974) 1-51 and S. Radt, TrGF 4 (1977). Selections
by H. Lloyd-Jones (ed.), Sophocles:The fragments, Loeb Class. Lib. (Cambridge, Mass. and
London 1996) 82-95 and J. Diggle (ed.), TrGFS (Oxford 1998) 37-9.

22 Mayser (1970%) 147.
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Sophocles. Nicander or Nicanor are both possible explanations but neither is known to have
worked on Sophocles. Interestingly enough, the same abbreviated name occurs in two variants
in the margins of Ichneutae (Col.IV, 23 and VI, 18)®. It seems that the edition or hypomnema
of this unknown scholar was used by the corrector or correctors of both texts and that it was
considered a reliable source.

A number of sigla were used in the papyrus in order to help the reader. ‘Chi’ refers the
reader to a commentary, whereas the use of diple obelismene at several points indicates the
beginning of a lyric part. Paragraphi are also found in the main text marking the changes of
speaker. The ancora in fr.3,7 (208 Radt) was probably used to mark an omission and a
corresponding insertion by the corrector in the_top or bottom margin. In 2081(b) fr.8 (222 b
Radt) there is a trace which looks like a coronis or a stichometric figure (B=200) which would
indicate, as it is generally accepted, that the scribe counted the number of lines in order to
calculate his payment.

At the top right-hand margin of fr.5 (210 Radt), col.1 the remains of two marginal notes
cannot be examined thoroughly because the corresponding text is lost. However, the first one,
Tnliedo( ) obviously gives some information about Eurypylus’ father, Telephus. The second
one m]tnval / 0]npaocipo () could be either an element of the myth, paraphrase or possibly a

quotation.

In fr.5, col.2 two more notes are quite clear. The first one ... [8]akpUe[ig / ad yap adT[
looks like a prose paraphrase of the Chorus’ words to Eurypylus’ mother Astyoche: *
draivels: / €mel ktnoiwv ppevdv EEEGVC”. Its most important element is the explanation of
the verb dtaiveig as daxpvelc. The lexica offer similar interpretations e.g. Suda A 880
SraiveoOai: Bpéxecbat. Araive yéap 10 Vypaivw; Et. M 266,56 draivw: 1o Bpéxw, t0
bypeaivw and Hesychius & 1025 draivetar Bpéxetar- dakpiet, all drawn possibly from
Cyrillus and the Synagoge. Hesychius has another one in 8 1040 dicivetar Ppéyetat,
Oypaivetat, this time from Diogenianus. A similar explanation is given in the scholia on A.
Persae 1038 diaive mtjpor ddkpue t0 atiynue. The second marginal note is a very simple

paraphrase of a proverbial expression. The annotator turned into Attic what he possibly thought

to be Doric; perhaps also he was already familiar with the proverb in its Attic version. Nothing

2 For more examples see McNamee (1981a) 63 s.v. Ni(kdvwp?) and n.51.
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comparable can be found in the existing corpus of ancient proverbs. In Antigone 1327, however,
we meet the same idea: fpdyiota Y&p kpdtTioTe TG4V Tooiv kakd. Kamerbeek assumed a
reminiscence of Eurypylus which is thought to have been one of the early plays of Sophocles but
the line in Antigone can simply be resonance of a proverb known from everyday life. *

As a general brief remark after the examination of P.Oxy.1175, one could say that this
text was supplied with plenty of lectional aids and was collated with another copy. It was
probably a scholar’s text, like the papyrus of the Ichneutae together with which it was found.
Furthermore, as has been shown above, it contained some marginalia about the content of the
play but it is not easy to form a clear idea about their extent and quality since what survives is

too little and very fragmentary.

P. Oxy. 2452( 1479 Pack?) % Later second century
Sophocles, Theseus(?)

Fr.1=1r.730d

oikata Tpaooet[v.] ke . [ 5
ewnv obi[
JAe ou ev p’ “o Kapa .. [
Korto L[

Fr.2=f1r.730 e

[ ]mpou wt Tav
]
Jaxl.Jnvuke() aye- (ZELO[
Joen[. ]... ‘L'OIOU'COC[

% Kamerbeek (1978) 209-10.
25 Republished by R. Kannicht in S. Radt, TrGF 4, 730 a-g.
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Joderreg épovpeal...]. . [...]. [
Iv yap oxo tnpofuvtleg ndn ul 4
v
]vom €v et apt X Xw ueyv K(XA.(,OO[ 16
Joodparvon X veov T1 Tpek[

A€UKTV YoAn[vny

Jovope o) evet0 X wer §” afv]w OnAlera
).
]

P. Oxy.2452 offers fragments from a lost and unknown tragedy. The only certain fact is
that it dealt with the adventures of Theseus and his companions in Crete. Various stylistic and
linguistic observations led the first editor (E. G. Turner) to the conclusion that it can be
attributed to Sophocles and indeed to his play Theseus. There has been a series of objections to
the attribution of the fragments to Theseus but at least there seems to be unanimity about the
authorship.” For the purposes of this study it is enough to accept the title which the first editor
suggested, only with a question mark.

The papyrus has been dated to the later second century on the basis of the hand. Accents,
breathings, quantity marks and punctuation have been supplied by the first hand. A second hand
has corrected the text, added the names of characters and what is more important, has written
in the margins notes about textual criticism and interpretation. As it is the case with several texts
from this period (e.g. P. Oxy.1174 and 75), this one has also been collated with one or possibly
two other copies. Often we come across the formulaic abbreviated expression ob(Twg) €v
£T(épw) pd (vov) preceded by a variant. Unfortunately the loss of the corresponding main text
prevents us from a full study and evaluation of these alternative readings. In the left margin of

fr. 2,16, however, a reading is ascribed to a certain Apt or Apt*, that is Aristophanes of Byzantium

% See e.g. Lloyd-Jones (1963) 434-36: .. Prima facie Sophocles is the likeliest author; but
he should not be named as author without a question mark (436) ”. In his edition of the
fragments of Sophocles (344-5) he included P.Oxy.2452 among the “fragments not assignable
to any play”. Similarly R. Kannicht in TrGF vol. IV, 497-518.
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or Aristarchus respectively.” The interpretation depends on whether ¥ is part of the abbreviation
or simply the common siglum for a notable passage. It should be noted here that x has been used
many times in this papyrus together with x®, the sign that indicates a passage useful to an
anthologist. Since a similar ¥ can be seen at the same position a couple of lines below, it seems
to me that apt was what the annotator wrote and simply squeezed it‘rl‘Jelow the siglum that was
already there.

There are also a few examples of marginal notes of interpretative character but without
the main text only speculative and uncertain suppositions can be made. The note in fr.2 seems
to have been quite extensive if it was a continuous one. We have the end of five lines in the left
margin with a reference to night ( vokt(0¢)) anci possibly to darkness (oko /[t ]vti). Given
that in the main text there is a description of a nocturnal event possibly associated with a late
night guard, the marginal note must have contained a comment on this. In line 17, immediately
under a variant, there is the verb 6odpaivouat in the margin. One cannot tell whether it is a
gloss or part of a quotation but the first editor has already stated that it does not belong to the
vocabulary of tragedy. He suggested that a citation from Aristophanes’ Frogs 654: kpouuwv
dodppaivopuar, could give a solution. The commentator needed an example to distinguish
between kpopudwv and Kpoppvwv, the place where one of Theseus' adventures took place.
Because marginalia normally refer to preceding columns and in order that this theory functions,
fr.3 in which Kpoppvdv is mentioned should therefore precede fr.2. In my opinion, although
we have here a very plausible suggestion, the problem of the note has not found a fully
satisfactory answer. In the margin two lines below, Kannicht reads Ja{ouat instead of Juvouat
of the first edition but the latter looks to me more likely.

Generally speaking, P.Oxy.2452 is another example of a category of texts the
fragmentary condition of which does not allow us a detailed study of their marginalia. Most of
the annotation is lost or unclear and our study helps only to specify its nature, the methods used
and possible parallels. Naturally there is plenty of speculation involved especially as far as
sources are concerned. Despite all this, however, P. Oxy.2452 must have been a copy prepared
for and used by a person interested in the correctness and accuracy of the text. This is the reason

it was in all likelihood collated carefully with editions of recognized authority and also annotated

%7 See McNamee (1981a) 9-10 and n.15 about the uncertainty of the abbreviation.
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with notes of some value for the interpretation of the text.

P.Oxy. 1083+2453 ( 1739 Pack?®) Second century
Sophocles, Polyidos or Manteis and other plays

Fr.19= Fr. 1132 Radt Fr.46=Fr. 1133 Radt
1..L1x L el
Jpéooetar] .1..0p . ew|

] ].kAvervk.[

].. oouvtoo®. [ 4 .Jowdaka[ 4

] Jvtog v

TlanTanonnan{ot Jopeortatof

] Jwt $pev[

Juev ewnev o doi[wE 8
Joodouerv eudul

Right from the first publication of P. Oxy.1083 by Hunt in 1911 it was obvious from the
presence of a chorus of Satyri in fr.1 that the roll offered fragments from a lost satyr play. Its
authorship is uncertain but since one of the characters involved was king Oeneus or Schoeneus
and it is known from other sources that Sophocles wrote a satyr play with the title Oeneus,
editors usually include it in the editions of the fragments of Sophocles, although among the
dubia. The publication by Tumer of 27 additional fragments as P. Oxy.2453 in 1962, however,

showed the presence of another character, Polyidus. Given also that Phoenix is mentioned in fr.
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4.6, 14.3 and 19 i.m. it is impossible to imagine a single play with so incompatible characters.
It was, therefore, clear that this series of fragments comes from one or more rolls containing
more than one play or parts of several plays. There was definitely one satyr play, the tragedy
Polyidus or Manteis and possibly other plays as well.

What matters more for our study is not the attribution of the fragments to individual
plays but the fact that this papyrus was occasionally corrected, supplied with accents and
breathings, punctuation and some marginalia. There are also names of characters (Xo (pd¢)
oati(pwv) and Jotveug in fr.1 ) as well as paragraphi indicating the changes of speaker. It is
mainly the first hand which is responsible for all these and from what survives there is no sign
of collation with other copies as in the texts exanﬁr;ed earlier on. The corrections may have come
from the first scribe in the process of copying or in a later stage of collation with the exemplar
used.

A few marginalia appear in some of the fragments, such as 19 and 46 which are
reproduced above. Unfortunately, once again it is not possible to find out their exact meaning
or function because the main text is missing. Interestingly, however, some of them were quite
extensive with the one in fr.46 occupying three lines in the bottom margin.”® Apart from that,
it is also clear that they addressed various issues and not exclusively textual problems as it
happens very often elsewhere. The note in fr.19 talks about Phoenix whose role was more likely
in the satyr play Oeneus. In 1.9 where the first editor, Hunt, had read Joodoug iv’ éudv, Carden
(1974) 151 reads Joodoverv eudu which is preferable.

# Carden (1974) 156 offered a slightly different reading of the note ( 1. vtoann[/]. tontoto
[ /] wdpev( ) but I find Turner’s transcription, which has been printed above, more accurate.

81



The papyri of Sophocles

P. Oxy. 1174 (1473 Pack?) Sophocles, Ichneutae

Second century

Col. 3
Ziknvo(c) Beog Tuxn [k]ot darpov 1BvvIpLE clBlovmpie: Apttotodadng 9 (79)

tux[e]iv e Tpaydig ob Spapuny’ emeryetal
Col. 6

<Xo0> GKOLOOV QUTOC VL[V Ta]TtEP XPOVOV TLVE 4 (142)

0,10 T A ,ayevres €v,00d, eE[w]pyroueba Su wmhary (€vees) Ap(iotogavii)

Yodw tov ovde[1]g T[wnolt nrovoev Ppoty vk

<Z1> T pot Yloldpov: Pof...]. ka[ . ] derpaivete

wiopeBa ov(twg) v po(vov)

€v T(w) Be(wvog)

Col. 8

<> eo. <Xo> Tl €0TLV <Z1> 0oL pevw <Xo> pev’ €[1] Oelerc. 17 (205)
<X0> ouk €0TLV: aAA auTdG oL Tavd onn Bederg, VP dvve Per(mov)

{ritel te koL veve kot TASU[ wouTavd)” omm Bererg

The papyrus of the Ichneutae (P. Oxy.1174) is one of the most important of all the
papyrological finds of the lost plays of Sophocles. Since its first publication by Grenfell and
Hunt in 1912 it has been examined from various perspectives including textual criticism as well
its important contribution towards the understanding of satyr play as a poetic genre.

As one would expect, in all the editions of the papyrus apart from the main text the ample
marginalia have also attracted the attention of the editors. It is to be expected, therefore, that the
marginal notes have been more or less fully deciphered and nearly all mistakes of the first
edition corrected. What has not been done yet is a detailed research of the meaning of each note

separately for the interpretation of the text as well as a general assessment of the philological
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principles behind the scattered and often fragmentary variants. It is not in the aims of this
particular study to attempt such an extensive task in full, so it will be limited to a brief
description of the facts and presentation of some examples chosen at random.

P. Oxy.1174 has been dated to the late second century. As has been stated earlier, it was
found together with 1175 ( Sophocles, Eurypylus ) and both share common features in layout
and annotation, possibly written by the same hand. Similarities are to be seen also when the
papyrus is compared to other texts from the same period, such as P. Oxy.2452 and others. The
fact that 1174 is a very well preserved and quite long text allows us to observe the work of the
scribe and the diorthotes to a large scale and to base our conclusions on a firm and reliable
amount of material. -

First of all, the text has been collated with other copies. The presence and repetition of
the expression: obtwg 1v év 10 Ofwvog makes sure that one of the copies belonged to Theon
regardiess of whether Theon was the owner, the editor or both. The identification with Theon,
son of Artemidorus, seems doubtless and is confirmed by the appearance of his name in the
margins of other papyri as well.”” Apart from Theon, the names of other scholars are also
mentioned, very interestingly that of the famous Aristophanes of Byzantiumand of a certain Nt
(), possibly Nicander or Nicanor. I find it unlikely, however, that the text has been collated with
all these editions. It seems likely that some of these variants were quoted by Theon in his own
copy, probably as marginalia, perhaps in the discussion of the passages in a separate
commentary.

A look at the variants attributed to Theon and the other scholars shows that they can be
regarded as products of the scholarship that developed in the Hellenistic and early Roman
Alexandria either in the circle of the Museum or in provincial centres of Egypt such as
Oxyrhynchus.

In col. 3,20 of the main text stands the expression daipov iBuvtripie. The variant in the
margin attributed to Aristophanes lacks the second and third letters and was supplemented by
the first editors as €[i0]uvtnipte, thus denoting a poetic form or less likely an etacistic error.

Later editors, though, gave the preferable supplement e0Ovvtripte, the classical equivalent of

* P, Oxy.841 (P., Paeans), P. Oxy.2427 (Commentary on Epicharmus), P. Oxy.2536
(Commentary on P., Pythians) etc.
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iBuvtiipre.® It seems that it was not an unusual phenomenon in the textual tradition that some
scribes would write the epic form i00vw instead of the classical e08Gvw and vice versa and that
we would find the manuscripts divided between the two.*' Although it is unlikely that
Aristophanes suggested the rarer eiBuvtripue, it is indicative of his scholarly abilities that he
thought that an epic form like iBuvtrjpie might not be appropriate in a tragic dialogue especially
in a metrically indifferent place.

Two variants referring to the same verse appear in col. 6,5. The first one, ol
"xnAayévreg, comes from Aristophanes, if the abbreviation Ap is so understood. The second
variant, £v0ad " €€eviouebe, is attributed to Theon (fr. 28 Guhl). The reading of the main text
is not clear but it was definitely some form of a diigferent verb, possibly €£[w]pyioueOa (Hunt,
Radt et al.) or €€[n]y{opueBa (Siegmann). Theon suggested the verb Eeviouat not with its
classical meaning ‘receive or entertain as guest’ but in the sense of ‘be astonished’ which is
mainly post-classical and would not seem appropriate in a text of the fifth century. Of course,
one cannot be certain whether this was a reading Theon found in an earlier copy or his own
conjecture and in any case modern editors print éEevioueOa despite the objections.*?

Another point concerning the variants in the margins is that some of them stand on their
own, that is without any reference to a particular scholar. There is still the possibility that they
were found in the copies which this papyrus was collated with but it is equally likely that they
come from the anonymous person who annotated the text either for his own use or on behalf of
his client. There is an example where we can see clearly more than a mere presentation of
variants. In col. 8,18 the marginal note says: ta0]0 " 6nn dvve BéA(Tiov) / [tod tad)0’ 61y
BéAerg, according to Siegmann’s correction of Hunt’s supplement which was: ta0]0’ énn
d0ve BéA(Tiov) / 1a5]0 " o) B€Aerg. Two variants, one of which is probably the reading of

the main text, are compared and the annotator expresses his preference. No reasons are given for

% See e.g. Blomfield (1830%) 72 (note on A. Persians 779), Diehl (1912) 209 and (1913) 6,
Pearson (1917) 239 who provides a few relevant examples.

3! Barrett (1964) 387-8 (note on Eur. Hipp. 1223 and 1226-7).

3 Carden (1971) 42-3: “...The source for the corruption is not explained, but it seems possible
that €é€eviopueBe, not recorded otherwise for the classical period, was also liable to be
misunderstood ”.
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this preference but we can infer them from the context of the lines involved. The repetition of
the verb OéAetc in two consecutive lines seemed objectionable to the annotator who thought that
by replacing the second BéAe1g with 86ve, he would improve the text.* This suggestion cannot
be accepted for two reasons: first of all, a repetition may be intended by the poet in order to
achieve a particular effect. Secondly, as Pearson noticed, forms of the verb §6vaoBat tend to
gloss very often equivalent forms of the verb 8§Ae1v.* Although in this case there is no need
for an explanation of OéAewv, both arguments justify the rejection of the variant and all modern
editors apart from Grenfell and Hunt seem to agree in printing ta:00° onn B€A€ig in both
positions. It is interesting, however, that this marginal note is not attributed to the edition of an
eminent scholar but probably comes from the annotator himself who for the first time expresses
his personal opinion.

Apart from preserving large parts of a lost satyr play, P. Oxy.1174 is also a very good
example of a scholar’s copy. The careful corrections, the stichometric figures in the margins and
most importantly the marginal annotation indicate that this text was copied for a person whose
knowledge and acquaintance with classical literature was considerably above that of an ordinary
reader. The quality of the variants, as has already been said, is very good and this is of course
due to the copies used for collation. The names of known scholars such as Theon and
Aristophanes clearly confirm the above statement. It is rather unfortunate that no interpretative
marginalia exist and we can only assume that the scholar in question had at his disposal a

separate roll containing a detailed commentary.

33 See Siegmann (1941) 72.
3* Pearson (1917) 251 with several examples from scholia and lexica.
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Conclusions

The popularity of Sophocles was at its highest point in the fifth century BC but was
eclipsed in the centuries that followed by that of Euripides. Revivals in the festivals, citations
in other authors (Aristotle in the Poetics regards Oedipus Tyrannus as the highest point of Greek
tragedy) and Sophocles’ inclusion among the three dramatists whose text was chosen to be put
under state protection, however, show that his work continued to be in circulation, to be
performed, read and studied by later generations. The creation of new centres of philological
activity in the East, especially in Alexandria of the Ptolemies marked a new era for the fate of
Sophoclean drama, as it is of course the case with the whole of classical literature. A great deal
has been written about the contribution of the Alexandrian scholarship to the preservation and
study of classical texts. Although no complete work has survived, plenty of material has come
down to us in the corpus of the scholia in the margins of the byzantine manuscripts, through the
lexica which usually abridge or paraphrase material from lexica and glossaries of the
Alexandrians and last but not least in the papyri, whose proximity to the period in question
guarantees their preservation of reliable information.

The papyri of Sophocles as discussed above give us the opportunity to examine the
history of the text during the Ptolemaic, Roman and early Byzantine times in Egypt. Though
always bearing in mind that this sort of evidence comes only from a limited geographical area
leaving aside other important centres of scholarship, papyri can offer new information to
confirm, refute or expand our knowledge of the philological interest in Sophocles. At first, one
should mention the much repeated observation that the Alexandrians possessed the biggest part
if not the whole corpus of Sophoclean drama. The discovery of lost plays which still circulated
in the first centuries of our era shows that these plays were not only read but also studied and
annotated, probably with the help of independent commentaries. The examination of plays such
as the Ichneutae or Theseus illustrates not only that the texts of the “Selection” were subject to
scholarly attention but also that critical editions and commentaries for the rest were still available
and there was demand for them.

It is unfortunate for the study of Sophoclean scholarship that the material which survives
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comes in its entirety from the first centuries AD.” Papyri of the early or late Ptolemaic period
would perhaps enable us to learn more about the Hellenistic scholars, although similar examples
from the papyri of Euripides have shown that this is rarely the case. On the other hand,
fragments from late antiquity which are usually more heavily annotated are few and without any
marginalia. We should, therefore, limit our research to the papyri examined above and try to see
if there are any conclusions to be drawn from them.

In order to organize the presentation and assessment of the information provided by the
papyri, we can attempt to classify them in two categories: on the one hand we have P. Oxy.2180
+ PSI 1192 (from the same roll) and P. Oxy.18Q5; on the other hand, the fragments of the lost
plays, namely Ichneutae, Eurypylus, Theseus, Ajax Locrus, and the roll with the various plays.
The first group gives fragments from Oedipus Tyrannus and Trachiniae, both plays from the
“Selection”, and therefore, with scholia we can compare to the marginalia. It has been shown
already that papyri were supplied with notes from scholarly sources. The amount of the material
is admittedly limited but the main reason is that very little of the margins has survived. From
what we have, however, it scems that the marginal notes dealt with obscure passages,
inconsistencies and difficult words as well as with problems of textual criticism. The scholia of
the manuscripts on these specific passages do not contain anything like this, a fact which simply
confirms, however, the well established assumption that the scholia are the result of a long
process of amplification, abridgement and conflation of different ancient sources. It has also
been suggested that commentators of the late antiquity used to replace large parts of ancient
exegesis with trivial explanations and long paraphrases which are very common in the scholia.

If we now return to the three papyri in question, we see that their marginalia seem to
have been drawn from commentaries, possibly scholarly ones. More specifically, in the case of
P. Oxy.2180 and PSI 1192 which belong to the same roll, two of the notes are introduced by a
lemma. The use of lemmata is a feature of commentaries and their appearance in the margins of
a roll indicates an immediate relation between them. There are also other features of the
marginalia which illustrate their scholarly origin such as the quotation from Homer in PSI 1192,

the two notes on OT 177 and 184 in the same papyrus which show a careful reading and

% For the history of the text of Sophocles see Pearson (1917) xxxii-xlvi, Dawe (1982) 23-6
and Easterling (1982) 240-7 (Appendix 2). Also Testimonia W in TrGF IV 83-6.
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interpretation of the text and finally the presence of the very important variant j187 in P.
Oxy.2180. P. Oxy.1805 (Trachiniae) offers a couple of scholarly marginalia too. In the note
about the exact meaning of &yopd, in particular, there are two elements which point to a
scholarly commentary: first of all, the note seems to have been introduced by a lemma from
1.372 of the play and a quotation from 1.188. Secondly, if the explanation has been correctly
supplemented by the editor, it seems to have dealt with an inconsistency concerning the exact
place where Lichas’ speech took place. This indicates on the one hand a very careful reading of
the text and on the other a quite literary way of approach. The commentator was aware of the
double meaning of the word dyopd and his interpretation coincides with that given by the
lexicographers as well. We have also seen in (;ur discussion of this particular point that the
scholia offer only a one word explanation which reflects, though, the explanation given by the
papyrus and the lexica. Once again the scholia illustrate clearly that they preserve only a very
small amount of material in comparison to what was written in antiquity. Another indication of
the sources used for the annotation is the marginal variant &vOpdnwyv in P. Oxy. 1805. If it
definitely comes from the edition of Aristophanes, we should assume that the annotator had this
edition at his disposal or otherwise that he found the variant quoted under Aristophanes’ name
in the commentary he was using for the rest of the marginalia.

When it comes to the identification of the marginalia discussed above with the names of
scholars who worked on Sophocles, one has to be very speculative. We know from various
sources that Aristophanes of Byzantumclassified and edited the plays but also that he did not
probably write commentaries on them. Aristarchus must have been the first to write systematic
commentaries on Sophocles, although there is no absolute certainty about him either. The other
two persons who engaged themselves in the study of these plays were Didymus and Theon, both
from the late first century BC to the first decades of the first century AD. References to the
former in the corpus of the scholia confirm his compilation of commentaries and we should
expect that he made extensive use of the work of earlier scholars, possibly of Aristarchus. As
regards Theon, there is evidence that he worked on Sophocles; the evidence consists of variants
attested to have been copied from his edition. It is probable that the marginalia which, as noted
above, were copied from scholarly sources, must be related at least to the work of Didymus and
Theon. Furthermore, given the fact that there was close communication, even exchange of books

between Oxyrhynchite scholars and people from the Alexandrian Museum, it is very likely that
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Theon’s and Didymus’ commentaries or treatises were accessible for consultation. Some of the
surviving marginalia can indeed be excerpts from such works. On the other hand, it is only in
one case that one can find traces of Didymean scholarship. The marginal note at the top of PSI
1192 has plenty of parallels in the scholia and lexica as has been illustrated in the detailed
discussion of the papyrus above (pp.5-7). One of the two parallels in the Homeric scholia has
been cautiously attributed to Didymus but it is mainly the rest of the evidence which points
towards him. The lexicon of Hesychius, for example, and the scholia on Oedipus at Colonus™
and Aristophanes contain a lot of Didymean interpretative and lexicographical research, so the
appearance of versions similar to the note in PSI 1192 cannot but increase the possibility of a
common scholarly source. By common source c;ne should understand a hypomnema either by
Didymus or based upon him.

The second group of papyri of Sophocles with marginalia includes the fragments from
some lost plays, namely Ichneutae, Ajax Locrus, Theseus (?), Polyidus (?) and a few other
unidentified plays. Although in all these papyri we find marginal notes which refer not only to
different readings but also to points of interpretation, as has been repeatedly stated, these cannot
be studied further either because the main text is missing or the notes themselves are very
fragmentary. From what survives at various points, however, we can draw the conclusion that
they were of uneven quality, most of them trivial but some showing a more scholarly approach,
such as the metaphor from the defeated cocks in Ajax Locrus. Equally important, of course, for
the study of the various forms of ancient scholarship are the conclusions one can draw from
these papyri about the method in which they were corrected and annotated. A thorough
discussion about their owners and the overall atmosphere in the second and third century
Oxyrhynchus has been made mainly by Tumner and other scholars in various books and articles.?’
What is certain from this discussion is the conclusion that we have in our hands copies written
for and used by scholars. The texts were not only corrected by the first diorthotes with the help
of the exemplar but also collated with one or two copies of authority. To give an example, the

papyrus of Ichneutae because of its length and relatively good condition makes clear that its

% See Richter (1911) 37-70 and V.de Marco (ed.), Scholia in Sophoclis Oedipum Coloneum
(Rome 1952) xvi ff.

" Turner (1952), (1956) and Kriiger (1990).
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margins were supplied with variants of good quality drawn, as stated above, from the copy of
Theon. Some other variants are attributed to Aristophanes of Byzantiwmand some to a certain
Nicander or Nicanor. The fact that these latter variants are not said to have come from a copy
of Aristophanes or Nicander may mean that they were found elsewhere, for instance in the
margins of Theon’s copy, or in the first exemplar or in a commentary on the play. Furthermore,
from what we have seen and discussed in this second group of papyri, it becomes clear that in
the second and third century Oxyrhynchus there was a circle of scholars interested among others
in the plays of Sophocles. These so far unknown people were not satisfied with an ordinary
commercial copy but were keen on acquiring a reliable text collated with other editions which
were either in circulation or more likely stored in a_private or public library. The exact meaning
of the expression oUTw¢ 1V €V TG ... has been debated by many scholars as to whether it denoted
the copy belonging to an individual, the critical edition made by the person mentioned or even
a commentary. The last possibility seems more likely if one interprets the word &vtiypadov
as commentary.®® On the other hand, it is not easy to imagine the diorthotes or the scholar
himself going through a lengthy commentary picking up variants to copy them into the margins
of his text. The absence of interpretative notes, especially in the case of the Ichneutae, is a
serious indication that the owner of the text used to work with a commentary which was written
in a separate roll. The frequent occurrence of the sign ¥ is proof of the discussion of specific
passages in available commentaries.

As has been stated above, the fact that the Sophocles papyri with marginalia come all
from the second and third century limits our research to a very short period. The effect is that
we cannot follow the process of supplying the margins with notes of textual and interpretative
character throughout the post-Hellenistic times.The surviving material, however, shows that the
margins of the texts were often used for brief notes of all sorts. This annotation was usually
unsystematic and rather elementary but one should bear in mind that there was always a
widespread use of commentaries alongside the circulation of texts. These commentaries must
have been those of Didymus, Aristarchus, possibly Theon and other minor grammarians. Traces

of this intense philological activity can be seen sometimes in the margins where the scholar

3 pfeiffer (1968) 277:“These &vtiypada (sc. those cited in the subscription of the scholia
on Medea) were, of course, vrouviuate”, Treu (1974) 64 and Erbse (1959) 295f1f.
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copied short bits from the commentary he was using, often together with the lemmata as in PSI
1192. When these marginalia offer more information and indeed of better quality than the
corresponding scholia, we can once again confirm the process of epitomization which our
scholia have been subjected to. As regards the variants, which, together with the glosses, are the
commonest element of annotation, their appearance simply illustrates the reservations with
which one should treat the readings of ancient texts, especially when their tradition goes back
to only one exemplar from the late antiquity.” Finally, references to scholars such as
Aristophanes, Aristarchus, Didymus or Theon demonstrate both the extensive use of their works
and their deep influence upon annotators or later scholars. This influence lasted until the time
of the formation of the scholia in which a]r—eady selected parts of the writings of the

Alexandrians or works falsely attributed to them were included.

¥ Cf. “Die Spiirhunde des Sophokles” in Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1935)348:*...Beherzigen
wir nur, daB der Text (sc. Ichneutae) ziemlich stark geschwankt hat und einheitlich aussehen
wiirde, wenn der Korrektor nicht eingegriffen hitte”.

91



Chapter 3

The Papyri of Aristophanes



The papyri of Aristophanes

P. Oxy. 856 ( 138 Pack?)’ Third century
Commentary on Acharnians

1.3. The editors have suggested the supplement t]aig kw | [pwidrarg without reference to any
particular verse. It is likely, however, that what remains is part of an explanation of v.97:
dokwp’ €xelg Tov Tept Tov 6$pOaiudov kdtw, and more specifically of the word &okwpue. The
scholium on this verse is as follows: ...&okwpue 08, 6 iudg 0 LVEXWV THV KATNV TPOE T
okaAu®d. A comparison with explanations of the same word elsewhere gives useful parallels:
Sch. Ar.Ran 364D: doxwue, deppdtidv T1, ® v taic tpiipeot xpdviat, ked' 6 1) kKON
Balietar. A fuller version of the scholium appears in Suda A 4183 s.v.&okduate: T &v taic
KOTALG oKeTaoTHPLY £K Oépuatog, oig xpvtal &v Talg Tpripeot, xad’ & Tpfua 1 kOTN
BaAlietar. Other lexica such as Hesychius o 7724, Et. Gen. & 1284 and Pollux A 88 give
similar explanations, the ultimate source being Diogenianus and possibly Didymus. Line 3 could
be thus supplemented as t]atg kw | [ratg. Moreover, the supplement depuajtivov is likely for
1.2, although it is far from certain, given the length of the line and the huge range of possibilities
for JTivov.

1.5. xpv]oiov could be either an explanation of ¥p0co from v.104 within a paraphrase or part
of a lemma from v.108: o0k, &AL’ éydvag 60€ ye xpvoiov Aéyet which is found shorter in
the scholia.

1.6. £vi]ou or @AA]ot O(€) da(or) refers possibly to v.108. The scholia offer two explanations
of the word ddvn: it is either a Persian weight, according to Aristotle (fr.566), or a basket to
put food in: &ydvn p€tpov €oti Ilepaikdv... GAror &€ daoiwv 4t kiotn €otiv...
Lexicography too dealt with the exact meaning of the word and presented both alternatives by
quoting the authority of Aristotle for the first (Pollux X164 and others) and the atthidographer
Phanodemus (FGrH 325.19) for the second (Hesychius o 8818). Ael. D.a 202 and Paus.Att. o

! The papyrus was first published in the sixth volume of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri by Grenfell
and Hunt and was later reprinted unchanged in the preface of N. G. Wilson (ed.), Scholia on the
Acharnians (Groningen 1975) vii-ix. Plates and description can be found in Wittek (1967) 21
and plate 11, as well as in Turner (1987%) 122.
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179 have very similar explanations to those of the lexica. It is almost certain that all this,
together with the evidence from the scholia, goes back to Diogenianus and Didymus (See
Did.frr., p.299). If the papyrus really had a note on this word, is is very likely that this note had
similarities to the rest of the tradition.

11.7-9. The dicolon at the end of 1.8 indicates that two different lemmata were explained in these
three lines but it is not clear which specific verses of the text were examined. If we accept
something like ebvoUyw maplafdAiiov in 1.8, then an explanation emerges similar to the one
in the scholium on v.118: ...o0tog 8¢ 6 KAelo0évng del 1o yévetov Evpato Tpdg 10 del
daivesOar véog. dia Tolto edvovyw cbtov eikd(el. The presence of the participle £€xo(vt)
in the accusative case in 1.9 indicates a paraphrase or a brief note (e.g. eigdyet Tov KleraBévn
Pevdf nw]ywve Exo(vra) on v.120. % The scholia on the same verse point out the parody of
a verse of Archilochus,but it seems rather unlikely that such a remark was included in the
papyrus: the length of one line is not enough to accommodate both a lemma and a long
explanation even if the latter occupied a part of 1.10 as well.

1.10. The papyrus seems to have the same explanation as the scholia on v.127, although slight
variation can never be excluded. It mentions that v.127 was a proverb about the habit of the
Athenians to entertain too many state guests. The same appears also in Suda I 717 s.v. {oxeuv.
1.12. Similarly to the scholia on Ach. 11 and 140c but much more briefly the commentator
explains who Theognis was.

1.13. A likely supplement is TAN]v T@V | [Tapvénwv either as lemma or as part of the
explanation on v.152. The fact that so much is missing on the left of the column, however,
makes any further assumptions too speculative.

11.14-5. In these two lines, the papyrus has a lemma from v.160. k]ataneA| [tdéoovtat is quite
certain but we do not know how long the whole lemma was. It is impossible, however, to
reconstruct the content of the explanation. The corresponding scholia offer two possible
interpretations: KATATEATAOOVTAL: KATAKOVTIOOUOL, KATATOAELTOOVOL. TEATT Y&p €1d0C
pnxevic ad’ g dkévtie kol GAra Tive ddraory, fi ketadpapodvrat. éAtn Yap Gomic

pkpa ) €xovoe iudvra. The first definition of mé€Atn as catapult arises from a confusion of

2 Modern commentators find it more likely that Cleisthenes was wearing a beardless mask
suitable for a real eunuch. See Rennie (1909) 108 and Sommerstein (1980) 163.
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néAtn with katanéAtng while the second one provides the correct meaning of the verb
xotaneAtd{opat. A possible supplement of 1.15 could be méAtn yé&p €1dog unyaviiluatoc.
Hesychius x 1320 repeats the right interpretation, probably from Diogenianus, and associates
kataneAta{eobat with the troop of peltast 's who used to carry the pelte, a small and light
shield. One should not be surprised, though, if the papyrus had only the wrong explanation based
on a misleading etymology.

1.16. Here we have the end of an explanation, as the dicolon indicates. Perhaps it referred to the
word 0woinoALg in v.163, which is hapax in Aristophanes and occurs also in Strabo (14,1,41)
as an epithet of Zeus and in Pausanias 6.20.2.4 where it is attributed to a tutelary hero. Since
there are no traces of any relevant explanation in ancient lexicography, this could only be a
simplistic interpretation analyzing the two parts of the compound noun, e.g. 6 0®{wv $Inot
néALv. On the other hand, the whole line could apply to 6 Bpavitnc Aedc in v.162 with the
comment being something like: “the upper-oarfolk saves the city as the poet says”.

1.19-20. One of the numerous possibilities for supplementing Jevoi¢ in 119 is
gokopodiop]évoig with reference to v.166: ob uf) tpéoet tovtololv €oxopodiouévorc. The
absence of a high stop to indicate the end of a lemma is seen a few more times e.g. in 1.36 and
44. In such case the note as whole was about the use of garlic in cock-fight. On the basis of the
scholium on v.166 ¢ and the connection with the &Aextpuéveg a supplement like oEvtep]ot
(eror) in 1.20 is very likely.

11.25-7. After a lemma from v.378 the papyrus discusses in three lines the Babylonians, the
comedy that caused Aristophanés much trouble for having offended the Athenian authorities.
The scholia on v.378 have a quite long account of the issue with details of the circumstances of
the alleged offence. They also stress the presence of the allies at the theatre as one of the main
reasons Aristophanes should not have criticised so explicitly the political system of Athens. The
commentator of the papyrus seems to have concentrated more on the action of the play and to
have given some more specific information about it. Given that key elements of the explanation
are missing, however, there is inevitably a great deal of speculation involved. In 1911, just three

years after the first publication of the papyrus, Alfred Korte suggested the following
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supplement:’ eiorjyaye yé&p Tobg ovpudyouvg ¢ dobAoug otik]todg Thv TABnvainy kel
nedn[tag. . . eioayBeic 0]nd KAfwvog diknv &du[ye. One of the main arguments in favour
of this supplement is the evidence provided by Eustathius 1542,47: ... otiywv (sic) xal nédwv
dobAog 0 oTiyuatiog kol neditng mapd "Aprotodpdver (PCG III 2 frr.90, 99 and 871) and
also slightly rephrased in Suetonius IIepi BAaodnudv p.62 XII. The word otiywv is also
explained as otiypatiag with reference to the Babylonians in Ael. D. ¢ 34 and Hesychius. Both
lexicographers’ source was probably Diogenianus. On the other hand, there has been a debate
about the truthfulness of the assumption that Aristophanes presented on stage the allies as
chained and branded slaves. It is worth quoting from G.Norwood: * “... There is no shadow of
reason to suppose that they [certain slaves] wer‘e, or in any case represented, members of the
subject-states... (note 3)... but that [restoration], of course, is the result of his [Korte’s]
preconception.” In my opinion, regardless of the identification of the branded slaves with the
allies or not, the supplements otik]tovg and nedrj[tag look plausible. As regards now the issue
of them being the allies or not, there was probably no need for them to be named as such. Only
the presence of a group of chained and branded “Babylonian” slaves on stage would be enough
to make the audience associate them with their heavily exploited allied cities. As for the papyrus,
it would not be surprising if its information about the play was not completely accurate in
referring to allies presented on stage, as Korte also assumed.

1.29. Although the scholia on v.392 (&g oxAyv &y®dv obtog o0yl déEetar) have only the later
gloss oxfyriv: fjyovy npddaorv, the papyrus apparently contained more. The main if not the
only point was that the Aristophanean verse was a knqu proverb, moporuic. A search in the
ancient proverb collections shows that this was the case: Zenobii Centuria 11 45 *Ayov
npddaoiy odk Emidéxetar, olte Priia: 6 MOAwv 6 maporumoypddog Ifdketov thv
Topoyiay tavtny $naiv, i tpidTov xpnoauivov Tod “IBvkov. Also Greg. Cypr. 1,19 and
Cod. Leid. Cent. I, 10 and 11. Mylon the paroemiographer seems to be nothing more than a

name but we know that Zenobius in the age of Hadrian had made an epitome of Didymus’ and

3 Korte (1911) 268-9. This short presentation is the only study of the papyrus after its
publication.

* Norwood (1930) 1-10 (esp.4) (= Gr.Com. p.282-7).
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Lucillus’ collections of proverbs.’ The same proverb was often explained in lexica such as Suda
A 328, Photius « 317 and Paus.Att. ¢ 23. The source of Suda and Photius is indeed Pausanias
and he got some of his paroemiographical material from Didymus and the Paroemiographers.
Moreover, the scholarly treatment of numerous proverbs within the scholia on Aristophanes also
goes back to the work of Didymus, as frequent agreements with Zenobius indicate. We can
suppose that in a fuller version of the extant scholia there existed a reference to the proverbial
origin of v.392 which was later left out. I should also mention that variations of the proverb are
found in many classical authors, including Pindar, Aeschylus and Plato.’ As a final remark one
should note the alternation of Tpédaoig and okfyig in the various sources. Usually the first
glosses the second and eventually replaces it as is ‘the case in the corpus of proverbs cited above.
11.30-1. The lemma and the explanation which are contained in these two lines refer to vv.418-9:
t& Tola TPUYM; pdv €v olg Olvedg 081 | 6 dVomotpog yepardg nywvi{eto; The
corresponding lemma in the scholia is t& moie tpUym, whereas the papyrus had probably
Otveig 061 6 domotuog. The explanations agree in identifying Euripides’ Oeneus but are not
entirely similar. The scholia offer an account of the story of Oeneus drawn possibly from a
mythological work or a collection of tragic hypotheses. The events and the names of the heroes
involved are given in a very precise and concise manner. On the other hand, the papyrus omits
all details of the plot and probably names, thus concentrating on the figure of Oeneus and the
way he was presented by Euripides. For the commentator what matters is not the general
framework of the play but what was absolutely necessary for the understanding of the
Aristophanean reference and comic exploitation of the Euripides’ play. It is interesting to note
that the explanation is introduced by the formulaic expression: eiodyetal yap napd + Dative,
which is found very often and in many varied forms in the corpus of the scholia, e.g. Sch.
ArAch. 416: kol tobg mpoidyoug pakpnyopodvtag eiodyel Evpinidng and in v.424:
eionyaye tov @rAoktiTny év TR Afjuve Tevouevov.

11.31-2. In these lines the papyrus has an explanation of v.421: ta to0 tupAod Poivikog. The

scholia have only a very short note by Triclinius: Poivika A€yel Tov "Audvtopog. It was

5 For more details see Rupprecht (1949) esp. 1754ff.

$P.0 1,81, Aesch. Glaucus Potnieus fr.37 Radt, Pl.Crarylus 421d. A brief discusion of the
proverb with parallels is found in Gerber (1982) 124-5.
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Korte (1911) 269 who identified the reference in 1.32 and suggested the following supplement:
tudAwbeic yép OO Tod natpds, eiodyeltal tap’ avtd, vnd 6 Xeipwvlog Oepanevdeig
1é¢ 6Yerg ... His reconstruction of the line is based on Apollodorus’ account of the story.’
Although one is never certain about the relation between Euripides’ handling of myths and the
narratives in Apollodorus’ Bibliotheca, it is very important that the papyrus confirms that in the
play too, it was Cheiron who cured the blindness of Phoenix. From a structural point of view,
it should be again pointed out that the explanation starts with the common expression
elodyejror map' adT®, just as the previous explanation did, and indeed others, where the plot
of a play or a specific character is discussed. As regards the rest of Korte’s supplement, it should
be considered as one among many other possibiiities, since there is no indication that our text
is dependent upon Apollodorus.

1.33. As the dicolon indicates, the two glosses pd]kn and oyi{opate are at the end of an
explanation. Without the corresponding lemma, however, it is not certain which word of the text
they refer to. They gloss either Aakideag in v.423 or ondpyave in v.431. Aakideg is glossed
in the scholia as d1eppwydta ipdtie. Lexicography, on the other hand, explains the word
Aax{dec by using oxiouate, e.g. Orion 96,27 Aaxideg. éni oylopatog ipatiov... , Hesychius
A 200 Aakidec: to Aemtd thV dppufvwv oxiopote from Cyrillus® glossary and A 204 Aexig:
...oxiopc. On the other hand, the glosses on omdpyava include pdxn just as the papyrus does,
if the supplement is correct: Sch. Ar.Ach.431 t& andpyova] té ipdtie. kuping 08 T paxn
..., Hesychius 0 s.v. ondpyave: deaud, pdkn. The first editor’s assumption that it could all “go
back to tpvyn in 418 ” is not valid any more, after a new lemma (v.421) has been established
in 1.32. The two other options, however, are both equally possible.

11.33-4. The lemma oxipe[A{ow comes from v.444: dntwg &v adtodg pnuatiolg okipuaAiow.
The scholia offer a detailed discussion of the word, investigating both the literal and the
metaphorical meaning of the verb (é§ovBeviow 1} xA€vdow) as well as quoting a parallel from
Peace 549. Ancient lexica have dealt with oxipeAi{w too: Phrynichus 83, 13-5 De Borries:

katadokturilerv: ...to0To kal okipaAifely ol " Attikol Aéyovotv and from him Moeris:

7 Frr. 804-18 Nauck’ and pp.621-6 about the fragments of the play and Apollod. 3,13,8:
JIniede 68 adtdv mpog Xelpwve kouioag OT' éxeivov BepanevOévia tag dYelg
Baotdée katéatnoe AoAdTwy.
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okipeAioor” Attikoi, katadoxktvAicar  "EAAnveg, Hesychius  okipaAicor:
katadaktuAioot from Cyrillus, and Photius oxtpadicor ketadaktvAioat &oynpoévws. The
gap in the papyrus does not allow us to compare the explanation provided by our text with the
rest of the ancient evidence. What remains seems to point towards a sort of paraphrase combined
perhaps with some glossing of oxtuaA{{w in its metaphorical sense.

11.35-6. There is no high stop in 1.36 to indicate the end of the lemma that probably began in 1.35.
We can assume that it should be either supplemented after 80¢ or that the lemma stopped
immediately before the gap in the papyrus. The scholia have ioyvé pot pvAieia as lemma, but
as we have often seen, the lemmata between papyri and scholia are not normally entirely
identical. As regards the explanation, the scholia on v.469 are as follows: t& dnolenioucto
IOV Aaydvwv. “ioxve” 8¢ olov pepopopuéve kel edTedli TV Aaydvwv GGAAQ...
Hesychius s.v. pvAieila: ta 1OV Aaxdvwv & Tpootiféaot Toilg @voupévolg Ewia kal
¢adAo. Interestingly, PSI 892, probably a fragment from Diogenianus’ lexicon, has the same
explanation: & mpootiBéaol Toic dvovpdvolg fwia kol Gpadia Adyave.? The papyrus
explains as 80¢ t& ganpd GVAAa & €k t[ which could be either T[®v Aaydvwv or T[fig
pntpog, for which one can compare v.478: untpéBev dedeyuévog.

11.38-9. The comment refers to v.483, on which the scholia run as follows: ypauun 6 abtnt:
apxn, adetnpia, 1) Aeyousdvn BaAPic. éx petadopag odv TdV Spopéwv. The lexica offer
various explanations too (Pollux 3,147, Hesychius y 894), but it seems more likely that the
papyrus had simply something like ¢x petadpopdg t@v dplopéwv which is a quite common
form of interpreting similar passages in ancient scholiography.

1.40. This line is a real puzzle. The first editors célled it obscure and they could not think of any
other satisfactory solution but corruption. The problem starts first with the lemma, for which we
suppose that it was a{kvov {6o]iev but the scribe forgot to mark its end with a high stop. What
constitutes the explanation does not really make any sense. The scholia on v.520 have the
following: oikvov] &mo eVBeiag T 6 oikvog. Other instances in the scholia (Sch. Ar.Pax
1001) as well as in lexicography (Suda, Hesychius, Pollux) deal with various aspects of this
noun, including different kinds of cucumber and proverbial uses. Moreover, there was a question

of grammatical interest, namely whether the nominative case was 0 o{kvog or o1kv6¢. It seems

® This supplement was suggested by Korte (1932) 231-2.
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that the scholium on v.520 cited above, implied the same point. The only thing that one can
make out of the explanation in the papyrus with some certainty is some kind of parallelism
between oixvog and T1Owvée. If this was on a grammatical level, the choice of Tithonus looks
inexplicable. Tithonus’ name, however, obtained a proverbial use, especially as regards
T10wvod yfipag, namely from the fact that when he reached a very old age he was transformed
into a cicada. On the other hand, there was a distinction between o1kvo¢ Tp@¢ and OLKLOG
onepuatiog (unripe and ripe cucumber) with the former being of the best quality. Even the fact
that both nouns are in the dative case is strange, despite the presence of a form of £oika which
asks for a complement in dative. Perhaps there was a note indicating that oikvwt is also
accentuated on the last syllable, just as Ttewvw_l. does but this seems to me very unlikely. The
line remains obscure and the theory of corruption is still the only reasonable one.

11.40-1. The first editors have suggested ékkexkav]uévol as gloss on nepvoryywpévot. This is
only one of the many possibilities offered by the scholia on v.526 as well as by the ancient
lexica. It could also be: mepuonuévol, TenAnouévor or éokopodioué vor which would equally
fit the gap.

1.41. From what remains of the explanation of Tépva 800 in v.527, the papyrus does not seem
to have contained anything like the discussion in the scholia. On the contrary, it must have had
a very elementary remark, for example wg mopv[nt Tt Aonaociat ypntat without any
historical or other information of anecdotological character.

11.41-2. Although the scholia on v.532 do not offer any specific definition of the term okdéAtov,
in many other instances both in scholia and in lexicography we find versions similar to that given
in the papyrus,e.g. Sch. Ar. Vesp 1238c ok6Ara ¢ Aéyetan td mapoivia uéAn from Triclinius
and sch.Ar. Ran 1302:0k0Aiwv* okoAld Aéyovtol Td Tepoivie dopata. Also in Paus. Att.
o 16 from Pamphilus and subsequently Synagoge and its derivatives. The original source must
have been Didymus’ Zvurnooiaka as attested in Et.M. 718,35 (Did. frr., p.371). Finally see
Hesychius s.v. ok6ALq.

1.42. Once again and unlike the scholia, the papyrus has a very short explanation of Zepidpiwv
from v.542. The scholia offer an interpretation of the whole context in v.541 together with a note
about Seriphus itself: ... tfi¢ Zepidov, Tfic ebtereotdng vijoov T@V "ABnvaiwv. As a
supplement for 1.42 one could think of something like Twv AB[nvaiwv cvppayor ot Zepidiot
or twv AB[nvaiwv vnoog n Zepidog.
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1.44. The scholia have nothing on 8iktbotg in v.550. The explanation offered by the papyrus
is a gloss which is in turn explained by lexicographers such as Hesychius y 1023, Pollux 10,158
and Suda I" 508. They all refer to Aristophanes’ Daitaleis fr.226 K.-A. The use of the verb
A€yetis common in the scholia in cases of explanations of glosses. Its subject can either be the
author or the gloss itself. In the second case A€yet gets the additional meaning of onuaivet or
&nAoi.’ What seems interesting in this comment is the fact that the commentator felt the need
to gloss a rather easy word which even the scholia omit. It is another example of an approach
which serves the needs of the school. ’

11.46-9. In these four lines there must have been a summarizing account of verses 557-65. The
scholia on v.557, as the editors of the papyrus—also noticed, have a sort of similar comment.
Furthermore, an indication of the content of these lines is given by a]ywvi{o(uevwv) in 1.48
which can be compared with 0 Ly dptov 0 svvaywvi{éuevov adT® in scholium on v.564
and also by Joutog ey [0 which can refer either to Dicaeopolis or Lamachus. Not much can
be said with certainty, however, given that very little of the text survives and that we do not
know how many lemmata were discussed.

1.50. The scholia have no comment on v.568. The papyrus, on the other hand, comments on &
duAéta, one of the characterizations given by the Chorus to Lamachus, and the explanation it
provides is @10 ¢ a0THG PuAfc. A search in the scholia and lexicography shows that the term
was discussed in many places. In Sch. Ar.Aves 368 we find kal pvAéta ovunatTpLdTa... Suda
in @ 832 s.v. pvAétng: ovyyevnig, ouddurog. It is very interesting that the formulation is often
identical: Hesychius s.v. d)l)lé‘t‘l]g"t;:l( ¢ (a0tfic) PuAmfg, 6 €otiv ouddPuviog, Erotianus p.116
fr.60 ... kol T 'PivOoct év td Ilept tiig 'A‘Ettlcﬁ.g ouvnBeiag pnoiv: “ol utv odv ék Thg
a0Tfg PuATic Gvteg uAétat Adyovtar ...” and Orus A27 (Alpers) ... dnudtny &€ ToOv Tod
a0tod 81juov, ©¢ uAdtnv TOV Thg adTfig GLATC ... Also Pollux 3,51:...oikelog, PuvAétng,
dnuoétng, ¢pdtnp and Eustathius 901,8. From all the sources quoted and especially Erotianus
and Orus who offer an elaborate discussion, it is clear that grammarians dealt with the problem

of a group of nouns which denoted people belonging to the same social group such as dnudtng,

® Similar cases together with passages from the scholia can be found in W. G. Rutherford
(ed.), A Chapter in the history of annotation being Scholia Aristophanica Vol. Il (London
1905) 341.
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Loyitng and ¢ppdrnp. The ultimate source must have been Aristophanes of ByzantiumIIepi
ToALTIKGV 6vopdtwy.'” In classical Attic one did not need the pr eposition obv to imply
membership to the same group as somebody else, and terms such as dnuotikdg were used to
imply simple belonging to the group. It is not surprising that the Atticism and its representatives
in scholia and lexicography (e.g. Ael. D. 6 12) would pay special attention to such subtle usages
of the Attic dialect. I also assume that similar points would be of particular interest in the course
of school lectures or in the writing of exegetical works addressed to students. It is a bit strange
that this note occurs in the papyrus but not in the scholia on the same verse. '

1.52. It is not easy to make sense of the remains of letters in 1.52. There is a possibility, however,
that this was a note on v.571: €y®d yap é’xbum p€oog. The scholia explain as &vti ToD
frTnuat, &nod petadopdg ToOV GOANTOV TV Ta péoa AndOEvtwy. In Sch. Ar.Nubes 1047¢
for the same expression we find: 1} petadopa &nd TOV madaiévtwv, whereas in Sch.
Ar.Ran.469 we read: To0t0 0¢ £k petadopac tdvV aOAntdv. It is likely that in 1.52 the text
was 1) petadop &no] T(®v) &[OAInTdV, although other possibilities cannot be excluded.
11.58-9. The explanation, the final part of which can be seen in 1.59, started in 1.58 and refers to
v.598: Aducyog: €xelpotévnoayv yap pe -At: kékkvy€g ye tpeic. The interpretation offered
by the scholia, &vti o0 dtaktol kol dnaidevtot. kol yap 6 k6kkLE duovodv T1 GOEyyetar
is unsatisfactory and furthermore unrelated to the interpretation in the papyrus. In Hesychius
3294, however, there is a note which is more appropriate to the context in the play and also very
close to the meaning of ¢]pnuia in the papyrus comment: KOKKLYEG <YE Yy > €mi
vovonBévrwv TAELévwy elvar kol OA{ywv 6vtwv. Alfred Korte has already suggested for
the papyrus the supplement d1ét1 {®ov katd thv €]lpnuiav ol 6pvels and stated that this
version should be preferred to that of the scholia.!’ Although Hesychius seems to point to the
right direction, his note does not offer a straightforward explanation either. In other ancient
sources, however, we find more about the behaviour of the cuckoo which gave rise to proverbial

expressions: In Arist. H.A.563b18: 0 82 k6xkvE daivetar €n' 6ALyov yxpbvov Tod BEpoug,

1 See Ar. Byz. fr. 298A-305 Slater and p. 97 (introduction to the relevant fragments).

' Korte (1911) 269: “In letzterem Verse ist die Auslegung der tpei¢ kdkkvyeg, die den
Lamachos wihlten, etwa 81611 (Dot ket thv €]pnuiav ol dpverg der unserer Scholien 6
k6kkvE 10 (Qov duovadv t1 POEyyetar wohl vorzuziehen”.
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T0v 62 yewpdva ddpavifetar. In Et. M. 524,50 s.v. it is its cowardice that is stressed: ...Hj
deldotatov, d¢ ¢pnot " Avakpéwv. This characteristic of its behaviour appears also in Sch.
Lyc. 395: ...81& derAiav o0 ouvavAifetar Toic Aoinoig 6pvéorc.'? The fact that the cuckoos
live in isolation is stated also in the note of the papyrus and apparently explains in a much better
way the phrase of Dicaeopolis “By three cuckoos (you have been elected)”." This case is one
of the few where the papyrus has to offer something much better than the scholia.

11.61-5. In these lines the commentator abandons the explanation of very specific passages or
individual words and provides a paraphrase or rather a prose summary of a longer part of the
text, possibly from v.603 to 615. The unity of the explanation is illustrated by the absence of any
paragraphus in the left margin after 1.60. The onl_y objection one can bring is that the lemma in
1.61 is from v.614. It seems, however, that the commentator deals with it in 11.64-5 after he has
made a brief presentation of what the poet said in the previous lines. First of all (11.61-2) various
names that Aristophanes enumerates are referred to. Some of them are characterized as
mpoddétor and a di stinction is made between them and those who served the army by means
of the construction oi (€v) and ot d&. The adverb ékeige at the beginning of 1.63 probably
refers to some of the names of places mentioned in the text such as Ecbatana or the land of the
Chaones. Again in 1.63 the phrase eita TuvBdvetal summarizes the questions that Dicacopolis
addresses to the Chorus in vv.607-13. The final part of the passage (1.64) apparently deals with
the four names that the poet invented for some of the members of the Chorus. The commentator
points out that the names denoted the social and professional status of their bearers. The noun
t6€1¢ used in 1.64 clearly speaks of the social class to which the addressees of Dicaeopolis
belong. In 1.65 the reference to Megacles and Lamachus must have been part of the same
discussion and not of a new lemma. The paragraphus in the left margin indicates a lemma

probably at the end of the line.

2 All relevant material has been collected by Thompson (1936) 151-3. For the passage from
the Acharnians 598 see p.153: “Of the “three cuckoos” who voted for Lamachus in Ar. Ach.598
no satisfactory explanation has been given, unless we accept that of Hesychius”.

13 A different interpretation is suggested by A.Sommerstein (1980) 186: “i.e. by an ill-
attended Assembly acting stupidly. For “cuckoo” meaning “imbecile”, cf. Plato com. fr.64
[65K.-A.]". This is supported also by Phryn. PS, p.48,11: ... k6kkvya A€yovat TOV KEVOV Kal
Kobdov.

103



The papyri of Aristophanes

11.65-7. The paragraphus above the beginning of 1.65 is the only indication of a new lemma
which must start and finish in the same line, despite the high stop in 1.66, normally signifying
the end of lemmata. “€Aeyov ¢é£{0Tw” is not in the text, so it must be part of the explanation.
The scholia on v.617 have a quite similar version to that of the papyrus: ei®Oecav, el Tote
gxyforto gnévintpae &nod TdV Bupldwv, iva un tic Bpaxt TOV Tapiéviwy, “¢Eiotw”
Aéyerv. With some reservation we could suggest the following supplement: t0 6(&)
ané[vintpov €kyéovteg (oi apyaiot or oi Ppidor) ... Inpodwvodory €€iotw iv[a un Tig
Bpoxhi TV Tapiévwy.

1.68. As the first editors suggested, Aduayog in 1.68 was part of a new lemma, or perhaps a
complete one, since there was no paragraphus above the previous line (67). This lemma refers
to v.619: o0 dMit” €av ut) probodopti ye Aduayog on which the scholia have no comment at
all. The explanation given by the papyrus is again a sort of paraphrase of the words of
Dicaeopolis. More specifically, the theory of a paraphrase is strengthened by the supplement
€10’ 0 AikaiédmoAig od 8[fita... which is very close to the original verse. On the other hand,
it is tempting to see in this line a short note about the staging of this scene. Six lines below, the
action stops and the actors leave the stage in order that the Chorus perform the parabasis. Given
that after this note the commentator proceeds with the interpretation of lemmata from the
parabasis, it would not be surprising to find here a reference to the end of the scene. A form of
the noun o0d0¢ which means “threshold” together with the appropriate verb would indicate the
fact that Dicaeopolis approaches the entrance of his house and thereby is about to quit the stage.
It seems that both ways of supplementing the text are plausible, with that of paraphrase being
more likely as ov 8[nta is part of the verse in question.

I1I. 69-72. In these lines the commentator deals with vv.647-49 or even 650. He gives a
paraphrase which is very close to the text and repeats entire bits of it such as “np&®tov u€v)
TOTEPOV Tl vav[oil kpatodolv” from v.648. The scholia have notes on the same passage but
there does not seem to be any similarity between them and the papyrus. Moreover, the papyrus
interprets the attitude of the poet as one of pride or arrogance - depending on the translation of
peyaiodpootvn in 1.72. From the same point of view, it is likely that v]mep eavtov should
be supplemented at the beginning of 1.70, as the editors suggested. The presence of a
paragraphus above mep in 1.70 indicates a new lemma somewhere in the line but this would

interrupt the paraphrase which appears to continue naturally into the next line.
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11.73-4. These two lines refer to vv.652-4 and continue to give a prosaic version of the text. Line
74, however, explains the relationship between Aegina and the poet, as also do the scholia on
v.654 in a more detailed and scholarly way. The absence of the second half of 1.74 does not
allow us to see which explanation the commentator adopted if he ado;;ted one. Another point that
is worth mentioning, however, is the role of the paragraphus above the beginning of 1.73. As the
first editor noticed “[this line] seems to have been tacked on to the previous note without a new
lemma”. If this remark is correct then the paragraphus is sometimes used to indicate only the
transition to a new section without the presence of a lemma being necessary, as it was for most
part of the commentary. It is very likely that the paragraphus in 1.70 served the same purpose,
although the survival of only the left hand side of _thc lines does not permit definite conclusions
for what is missing on the other side.
11.75-7. This comment refers to vv.657-8 and seems to continue the paraphrase that started in
1.69. The scholia on v.657 run as follows: o0 Bwnebwv: ob KoAakebwV, oUK ATATOV, OVSE
Tiol uioBov d180dg ive abToV énaivéoworv. The commentator is more precise and talks
about 0 dikaoTikOv. According to the ancient sources (Arist. Ath.Pol.27,3 and Plut. Per.9)
maB0g Sikeotikdg was introduced by Pericles and Cleon raised it in order to gain the favour
of the people. Contrary to the vagueness of the scholia, the papyrus must have given a much
more precise explanation based on historical facts. The scholia and lexica have more details too
drawn from Diogenianus (= Hesychius 61813) or from Aristotle (Sch. Ar. Vesp 684). As regards
1.76, the comment probably refers to o00¢ katdpdwy in v.658, for which the scholia offer
analogous interpretations, the closest being o0 katafpéywv buag Toig énaivolg wg dutd.
Finally, €10 ovtw xatenpattov] in 1.77 bas no equivalent in the scholia. It probably concludes
the long paraphrase by adding a short remark about the content of the six verses, the so-called
pnigos, that follow. It is also likely, however, that it refers to the same people who unlike

Aristophanes, were flattering and playing tricks against the citizens.
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P. Mich. 3690 Second / Third century
Aristophanes, Heroes (?)

TOLTOLG HEV Voooug dtdopev 7
omAnviév Prnttety Vdepav uibpolmay

kopulav ywpav Ttodaypav

potvecBatl Aerynvag exelv 10
pLyos ovk nmaiov

BovBwvag pryog TupeTov

[...]...[.. ) l.xkAenta[ic] drdouev

P. Mich.3690 (PCG 1112, fr.322) is fragment of a papyrus roll from the second or third
century AD.' It contains part of a speech by a Chorus of heroes which led the editors to attribute
it to the lost comedy of Aristophanes, Heroes. What is important for our study is the two glosses
in the right margin. Both refer to a long list of diseases which the Chorus enumerates in the form
of present infinitives. The first gloss is V[dpw]mi&v and explains Udepav from 1.8 of the text.
Although the first editors have not commented further on this, a look at the ancient lexicography
shows that the same glossing occurs quite frequently: Hesychius s.v. 00ep&®v* 0OpwmiIdV and
s.v. Ddap1d- VOPwWTMLE. Photius s.v. DOEPOV VOpwWTLDYV; similarly Suda Y45. Both Photius and
Suda derived the gloss from Synagoge and it is very likely that in Hesychius we have a gloss
from Cyrillus’ glossary, which is among the prime sources of the Synagoge. The fact that
Cyrillus is the source of the Hesychian gloss is confirmed by its reappearance in the atticistic
lexicon of Moeris (Y7 Hansen): 0depog kai 0Udpav 'Attikolr DdpwY kal VOpWRLEY

"EAAnvec.” With the term “EAAnveg one should understand the lexicographer's

' The first publication was made by Merkelbach (1967). The articles by Th.Gelzer in ZPE
4 (1969) 123-33 and B.Gentili in QUCC 13 (1972) 141-3 do not contain anything relevant to the
marginalia.

15 See K.Latte (ed.), Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon (Copenhagen 1953) XIV: “...Haec
Byzantina e Cyrillo maxime ad Hesychium venerunt, et eiusdem originis sunt quae totidem
verbis in Moeride recurrunt, ita ut quae ille Atticorum dicat, lemmatis vice fungantur, quae
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contemporaries in contrast to the Athenians of the fifth century whose dialect served as model
for imitation. In this context, the person who supplied the papyrus with this gloss on Ddepéa.v,
provided as explanation for himself or another reader a word current in the everyday vocabulary
since the classical term was no longer intelligible.

The second marginal is not exactly a gloss. It is a longer note that refers to v.11:
BovBivag piyog mupetov. This makes clear that piyog and TupetdG are two separate diseases
and not one, the so-called pryondpetov for which there was the special word imiaAog. The
meaning of firieAog is discussed in many instances both by lexicographers and scholiasts.'® It
seems that some identified it with that kind of fever which is accompanied b)'z shivering and
others took it as the shivering that actually px_'ecedes fever. More specifically, in Sch. Ar.
Ach.1164a we find: ...Mwi{adog yap kupiwg O petd piyouvg wupetdc... In Sch. Luc. Gall.9
p-90,IR: ... 1} piyog ovvnpuévov tupetd (from ms. A in which the Erweiterte Synagoge was
used). Also Ael. D. 1 13: infadog: 6 pryonGpetog from which Phryn. PS. p.73,7: <iriaioc>
...£T€P6V TL onpaivet, TO kKaAoGpuevov pryonipetov and Timaeus Lex. Platon. inieloc: 6
pryonipetog. Suda H433 s.v.” Hniadog: 6 pryomdpetog (from Synagoge like Phot. 72,15,
both from Phrynichus) ... iniaAog yap 6 peta piyouvg Tupetdc(from sch. Ar. Ach.1164 a).
Very interesting for the ancient distinctions between different kinds of fever is a passage from
Galen, De diff. febr. I 6: ..ToGtov t0d yévoug éoti kol NmicAog mupetdg 1diwg
ovopaléuevog, 6tav aua wupéttovai te kal Pryodot... paivovrar & TdOV ATTIKOV
&vOp@V €viol kol TO TPO Tod TupeTod Piyog odTwe dvoudlovtec. The second alternative
definition is found also in many sources such as Sch. Ar. Vesp.1038c:...tpoeipntal ydp, 6t1
fniadog Aéyetatl 10 Tpod tod TupeTod kplog. "Aprotodpdvne Nedéraic (fr.399 K.-A.) kel
Oeopodoprafodonig (fr.346 K.-A.)... Atdvpog 8¢ ¢nov (Did. fir., p.51, n.1). Also in
Hesychius 1} 687 s.v.niadog: piyog mpd mupetod, Sch. Luc. Gall.9 p.90,1 R:niciov]piyog
npd mupetod and Moeris H23 Hansen s.v. jnioAdov: & mpd t0d mupetod Ydyog. Gue
&’ fniaAog nupetod TpGdpopog. It seems that this was the definition adopted by Aristophanes
in the second Thesmophoriazousae (fr.346 K.-A.), according to the scholium on Wasps 1038,

and possibly Galen included the comic poet in his group of Attic men who regarded fmiaAog

"EAArjvwv, explicationis”.
'6 A detailed discussion of fjn{aAog is found in Deichgraber (1956) 23ff.
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as the shivering that occurs before fever.

Returning to the note in the margin of the papyrus, we notice that the annotator follows
the first interpretation, namely that fini@Aog is the simultaneous occurrence of shivering and
fever, the pryomtipetov. It seems likely that pryonipetov could be a variant in the text but the
existence of two separate words makes it clear that the poet intended them to be two separate
diseases. As regards now the quality of the annotation and the scholarly abilities of the annotator,
the two notes are not enough to allow firm conclusions. It is enough to say that he must have
consulted good sources (possibly including atticistic lexica) or that his education was adequate

in order to explain difficult medical terms by using also technical vocabulary of his times.

P. Grenf. 12 ( 1625 Pack?®) Third century
Aristophanes, Gerytades or Thesmophoriazousae I1 (?)

aLTaL AdAovaat Tov|
autov ATpwt Tpuyjovoly kal v<o>u- ‘CpUXODO'l TEOA.A.OI.C 1:[
BeTouot en]ifovAevouot KOKOUUE VALE Y Op V[

Jouxtov exer 0OTO UM TPLOV TE ko[t

ouvk NAB apniwv aA[A 5

XaAOU)or TEvTa-

VLV oLV aToLve T

oupLyyov EJudovevw
o1 katadixor xoliafovrat KaTo TnV MEA(XVI'JT['JTT]V
Jovewy x- arra Eeotwv €]
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P.Grenfell 12 (PCG VI fr.1005) was first published as a fragment belonging to a lost
tragedy. O.Crusius, however, in a detailed article showed that it was rather a comic fragment
than a tragic one."” He also argued for the assumption that it belonged to Aristophanes’
Gerytades, a play whose action takes place in the underworld, a sort of “comic Nekyia” in which
the dead Euripides was presented being tortured by the women he had criticized in his tragedies.
The problem has been discussed by many scholars since then but their opinions differ.'®

What is more important for the purposes of the present study is the annotation that the
papyrus offers in its left margin. Given that the text has been dated to the third century AD, the
presence of so ample marginalia is quite surprising, although a considerable number of papyri
with scattered marginalia or systematic annotation- come from around this period. Naturally the
smaller the fragment, the less certain any conclusions about the entire roll can be. There is
always the possibility that the annotation did not spread evenly throughout the roll. One of the
problems that the first editors faced is the location of the marginalia on the left of the column
to which they are supposed to refer. In papyrus rolls the notes are usually related to the text on
the left and not on the right. In this papyrus, however, a closer look at the annotation shows
clearly the opposite: the notes match exactly bits of the column on the right. As Crusius
admitted: “Toutefois, si ’on compare de plus prés les restes subsistants avec les débris du texte
placés en regard, on découvre bient6t certaines analogies et certaines relations qu’il est
impossible de mettre sur le compte d’ un pur hasard”.

The supplements that vario»us scholars have suggested for the better understanding of the
marginalia look more or less acceptable, although different supplements cannot be ruled out. The
first note in 11.2-3 and the second in 1.5 belong to the category of paraphrase, which is a very
common form of exegesis especially for poetic texts. The annotator rephrases the text in a
prosaic form and replaces obsolete and unintelligible words or expressions by others he draws
from the contemporary vocabulary. Two small points are worth mentioning: first, the insertion

of an ypsilon in 1.2 in order to make the supplement v<o>v8etob0ot possible does not seem

" Crusius (1898).

8 For example Kuiper (1913) 237-8 who thinks of Thesm.b and Wilamowitz-Moellendorff
(1935) 446 who makes also useful suggestions for the restoration of the text. Full bibliography
in PCG VIII, p.296.
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absp]utely necessary. The interchange of ov and v in the papyri is a phenomenon that occurs
frequently and is due to phonological changes."” This is, however, something concerning mostly
documentary papyri and any attempt to apply it also to literary texts is risky. Of course, the verb
vouBetelv seems to apply well to the present context in the sense of ‘chastise’ or ‘rebuke’ but
there is also another possibility, vixtwp, according to the suggestion by Wilamowitz (1935)
446. My second point is about 1.5 Jolktov £xet, which probably refers to ok A" &priEwv
GA[A and takes as subject a person, possibly Euripides, who did not show any compassion to the
maltreated women and is therefore punished by them. O08€ve, once again a suggestion by
Wilamowitz, seems to me a very likely supplerqent.

The second marginal note covers lines 6-8 and apparently explains the way of
punishment the person on stage was subjected to. The instrument of torture was called
TevteoUplyyov EGAov and its use is attested in many ancient sources including Aristophanes’
Knights 1049: tovtovi/ dfioal o’éxédev’ €v mevteovpiyyw E6Aw. Both in scholia and in
ancient lexica we find descriptions of this instrument such as in Hesychius s.v. Tevteaipiyyov
goAov mévte Omag Exov katd 10 deouwtriptov..., Photius s.v. Tevreoptyyov EGAov-
TEVTE OMaG kel Tprjpata £xov, TpayiAw, xepal, Tooiv: "Apiotoddvne and s.v. oavic: kai
£v 1] Tobg kakolpyoug E3ouv... The last one is first attested in Ael. D. 67 s.v.cavic, possibly
from Diogenianus and in P. Oxy.3329 fr.1! 1-2 (Diogenianus ?) as well as in Eustathius
1923,46. Given the Aristophanean origin of the word it is likely that the explanation ultimately
goes back to Didymus’ Kwpukt) A€€1c. Interesting is its frequent identification with Todoxdk,
e.g. in Sch. Ar. Eq.1049 mevteovpiyyw E0Aw] T modokdkn ¢naoiv... and Hesychius s.v.
Todokdkn) 0 &v T& E6Aw deapds, £v & ol kaxodpyor Seopebovtal, olov Todokatoyt. See
also Harpocration s.v. modokdkkn). The explanation of the papyrus is quite elementary, probably
without any specific description or function of the instrument. For this reason one should not
assume that the annotator had consulted an independent source. The text itself would be enough
to allow him to formulate this short note. There is always, of course, the possibility that the next
line had more on the same topic but this cannot be confirmed because of the big gap. Finally,
the form mevtaopiyyov, which the note contains, is a later development of the classical

nevteobpryyov. Ael. D. n35 discussed this morphological development. Similarly other

% See Mayser (19707 79 and Gignac (1976) 214.
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Atticists such as Phyn. Ecl. 386 Fischer and Moeris II 63 Hansen. Et. M 346,18 has also a
remark on this issue: ..pvAdttovor yap tO télog tdV &p1Oudv év 1f ouvvOéoer,
TeVTEUN VoV AEYOVTEG Kal €V Tevieovpiyyw EBAw ueic 88, mevidunvov.

Although the fragmentary state of the papyrus prevents us from drawing important and
definite conclusions about this particular text, the density of the marginalia is still a factor that
makes it worth studying. As has been shown above, the notes combine paraphrase with
explanation of difficult words and are not concemned only with variants and glosses as is
normally the case. On the other hand, the problem of the identification of the play has not been
solved and its authorship cannot be taken for granted as its classification among the adespota in

the latest edition of comic fragments (PCG VHi) illustrates.

P. Amh. 13 ( 1626 Pack?) Third century

Aristophanes, ?

Col. i

ey(pn)t(at) Tapa To PoPTIK(OV) EXTIPAOWV

1.0' 7 uf) 'uParor

] €€ vatiog: 0 40 ATpas.. L] ..atpovf)
]..1ve . e Mayvnie
Jti 6n pabwv
JAeyewv av(m) oukieyery 5
JoTt
]
Jotog
]. Taetwv
TOOOJUTOUL XPOVOL 10
Ixpovog o teAog v dal
]BUCaV‘L'lOU ToTEPOV ATOA[
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Jie oAt Bewr ol
Jtog npE' ey *
JAA. sov w 15
Jouvto gg- e mepal
v uaptopag

. Jvier

ednluepor. av(m) onpeprvon

1.[].00a g avtike 20

P. Amherst 13 (PCG I 2, {r.593) is a fragment of a papyrus roll from the third century.
It contains remains of two columns of text and intercolumnar space of considerable length which
has been filled in with marginalia. The identification of col. i,2 with a known citation from
Aristophanes (Pollux vii 138) shows that our fragment belongs to a lost comedy by
Aristophanes, the title of which is unknown.

The marginal notes refer to col. i, from which only the endings of twenty lines survive.
What makes the situation more difficult, is that most of the notes themselves are incomplete as
well. The examination of what remains shows that the annotator’s interests went beyond
problems of textual criticism or glossing of words and expressions. Some of the notes are, of
course, glosses introduced by the technical &v(ti) (toD) or possibly lemmata, such as the note
next to 1.11 10 tédog thv da[ndvnv. This note explains a word from the text but it is not
absolutely clear whether téAog was a lemma or the first of the two glosses. The presence of
lemmata from the main text is usually an indication that the scribe has transferred into the
margins explanations that he found in a commentary. In this case, however, the nature of the
comments as well as the vocabulary used seem to point towards a quite learned source. TéAoc
is explained by Ael. D. 17: téAog ol "AtTikol TdTTOVLOL Kol &vTl TdEewe Kal damdvng,
£vBev 0 moAuteAi)c kol ebteAfc kal ouvteAfg... Similarly in Sch. Plat. Symp 205a. Also in
Sch. Hom. 11 K 56b: onuaivel 8¢ tAeiova 1} Aéig moté pév dandvnue... ¢ Edpinidng...
kol AnpooBévng. Expressions like efpntatl mapd to6 Goptikdv, eic Mayvnra and nailet
Tapd... are found elsewhere in the scholia on Aristophanes and one can claim that they are part

of a technical terminology. At least they indicate an acquaintance of the annotator with the
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scholarly exegesis. Apart from the indications arising from the above mentioned expressions,
the content itself shows a good level of erudition. The first note in 1.1 explains the meaning of
an expression that stood in the text as deriving from a vulgar equivalent which is also quoted.
With no traces of it attested anywhere else, it is impossible to reconstruct its exact meaning and
how it applied to the comic text. It is also uncertain whether ei¢ Mdayvnte in 1.3 is the
concluding part of the note or it stands on its own. In any case, it illustrates the ability of the
annotator or his source to understand the allusion to a comic poet whose work may not have
survived until such a late date. In one of his articles, Allen has suggested that Magnes relates
with the expression ].0' fj un) 'uBdAw in 1.1 of the main text and with the reference to his person
in Knights 525: ¢£eA10n Tpeofitng OV but it is difficult to confirm it on the basis of so
insufficient and unstable ground.”

Another interesting point is the presence of an additional verse in the top margin of
column 2 preceded by an antisigma.” The same symbol appears in 1.4 of the second column and
shows that the omitted line should be inserted here. It’is likely that the annotator corrected a
mistake by the scribe or that the scribe himself collated his text with the exemplar he used.
Generally speaking, P.Amherst 13 is a carefully annotated text with notes drawn from some kind
of scholarly source, possibly a hypomnema. It is also important, as also the first editors have

noted, that plenty of free space was left perhaps for convenience of the annotator.

% Allen (1901) 425 col. 1: “...The text may presumably be restored éxBaidv ¢’ ui)
" pPard, and if the reference to Magnes extends to this line we are reminded of ¢£eBA1i0n
peoPitng OV Knights 425 .

?! For the function of antisigma see McNamee (1992a) 14-5 and notes 26-34.
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P. Rain. 3.20 ( 1725 Pack?) * Fifth century
Commentary on Aristophanes Clouds

11.1-4. The explanation refers to v.186 of the Clouds: toi¢ éx II6Aov AndBeiot, toig
Aoaxwvikoic. The scholia on this line concentrate primarily on the point that Aristophanes
makes about the state of the Spartan prisoners during their imprisonment in Athens and explain
the reasons for their bad physical appearance (€ixd¢ o0V TobTOUG... DYPOLS Kol duoeLdeis
yeyovévat). On the other hand, the papyrus focused on the events that came before their
captivity, namely the siege of the island of Sphacteria and Cleon’s role in the whole expedition.
Since the battle at Sphacteria and the fate of ;he Lacedaemonian prisoners are mentioned
frequently in other comedies as well, the scholia on those passages with their various accounts
of the events give us the opportunity to compare and look for similarities with the version of the
papyrus. The most striking parallel is found in the scholium on Knights 393c: ... &vTl TGV
alyperdtov obg {dvtag &Eewv xatemayyetddpevog 6 Kiéwv toig "ABnveaioig
¢umpoBéouwe Tiyayev. As in our papyrus, the emphasis is on Cleon’s promise to bring the
Lacedaemonians to Athens as captives within a limited period of time. From other parts of the
scholia on the Knights we hear further detaﬂs of the story, as well as a reference to Thucydides
as source of 10540 ...kel O@ovkvdidng 8¢ dnorv... In fact, Thucydides was the single most
reliable ancient source about events of this period and it seems that the scholia made extensive
use of his work on many occasions.?® As the second editor of the papyrus has also noted, in this
passage the papyrus presents some verbal similarities with the text of Thucydides which cannot
be accidental or negligible: Thuc. IV 28,4: ...évtdg nuepdv eikoorv fj dEerv Aakedaipoviovg
{Hvtog f adtod dnokteveiv and IV 39,3: ... €vtdg yap eikooiy Nuepv fiyayev Tobg
Gvdpag, domep Oéatn. There can be no doubt that the accounts of the story in the scholia and
probably the one in the papyrus are all reiated to the narrative of Thucydides. The fact that the

papyrus is only partly preserved does not allow us to trace closely the extent and accuracy with

2 The identification and second edition of the papyrus have been made by Gronewald (1982)
61-9.

3 See the Index Scriptorum in F. Diibner (ed.), Scholia Graeca in Aristophanem (Paris 1842)
706 s.v. Oovkvdidnge.
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which the unknown commentator was reconstructing the events. It seems, however, that the
papyrus offered a summary of the story in a version shorter than the ones surviving in the scholia
on Knights 55. The issue of the use of Thucydides in the compilation of the scholia on
Aristophanes in late antiquity has been briefly discussed by Zuntz in his study of the
Aristophanes scholia on papyri and more specifically in the section about the historical accounts
of the death of Themistocles. One of his conclusions that seems to apply also to our case is the
existence of a rhetorical tradition (chronicles, historical handbooks etc.) that derived some of its
material from Thucydides. It is not easy to reconstruct the various stages in the formation of this
tradition but the mixing of selected parts from the original narrative of Thucycides together with
other historians and later compilations seems the most likely pattern. It is in this context that one
should put the short narrative in the first four surviving lines of the papyrus.

11.5-6. These two lines refer to v.192: obtot &' épefodidpdory Ond Tov Tdptapov. The second
editor compared this with the scholia vetera (RV) and thus suggested the following supplement:
T 0]no v YAV[ {nrodot xal katapavOdavovorv. This supplement would indicate an
immediate relationship of the papyrus commentary with the sources of the scholia and would
indeed confirm the editor’s assertion that “Da man nicht umbedingt an Phaeinos und erst recht
nicht an Symmachos denken will, diirfte man unseren Kommentar am sichersten denen der
&AAwv TIv@VY zurechnen” (with reference to the subscription to the scholia on the Clouds).”
There are, however, some other options which should also be taken into account: in the scholia
recentiora on the same verse we find explanations of the word Tartarus as 0 UTO YAV
KaTOTATog ToTOoG. The same is fouﬁd_ also in Hesychius s.v. tdptapog and similarly in the
scholia on lliad ©13b. It is therefore equally likely that the papyrus offered an explanation such

as these. In addition, the following line can be said to continue somehow the discussion of the

% Zuntz (1975) 29-47. See e.g. in p.35: “Allen drei Fassungen des Scholions ist gemeinsam
mit Aristodem die Ankniipfung der “rhetorischen Vulgata” an eine im Wesentlichen an
Thukydides orientierte Vorgeschichte” and p.47 n.1: “Ein Beispiel: das Scholion (sc. sch. Egq.
814) ist eine rhetorische Bearbeitung des Thukydides (wértliche Beriihrung...) wie es,
unabhiéngig, auch Diodor-Ephorus und Aristodem sind ”. Also F. Jacoby, FGrH 2C, (Berlin
1926) 319-20: “daB fiir das erhaltene Herodot und Thukydides die letzten Quellen sind, ist
sicher; ebenso sicher aber, daB fiir die eigentliche Darstellung nicht sie, sondern eine jiingere,
bereits fortgebildete Tradition benutzt ist, die ganz auf athenischem Stadtpunkt steht”.

% Gronewald (1982) 62.
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same point by adding a remark concerning the connection between Tartarus and Hades.”
Already in classical times but also in the later literature Tartarus stopped being a separate part
of the world and became identical with Hades. In the scholia on Iliad © 13b we find for
example: Tdptopog T OTO TNV YNV E0KOTIOUEVOV pEPOG KaTWTaTov Tod ~Ardov and in
Et.M 747,14 s.v. Taptapog: 0 katotepog tod &dov témog. Likewise in Suda T 135 and
Photius, obviously from the Synagoge. In this context one could think of the following
supplement for 1.6: Aé]yel a0nv 1} t[&ptapov, although some of the letters are very uncertain.
1.7-8. Nothing important emerges from these two lines. It is an explanatory remark on v.195:
&AL’ €lold’, iva un "kelvog Duiv €Lty giving the reason for the student’s advice to the
others. The scholia offer a similar comment only in different words and they accompanied it by
paraphrase. Apparently the poet implied that more than one student. have come out of the
phrontisterion, contrary to Socrates’ instructions. The commentator finds it necessary to state
clearly what happens on stage and what the reason is for the student’s sudden reaction. Similar
notes are often found in the scholia. Gronewald’s supplement £€£w dJavévtwv av[BpdTwy
TLVOV Afyel avtolg eloeAbelv tva un 6]lapdoiy OO Tod[ Zwkpdtoug seems plausible and
appropriate.

11.9-11. It is not absolutely clear to which specific verses these lines refer because no lemma has
survived. Nor do the scholia offer anything particularly profound for vv.196-206. The first
supplement that Gronewald suggested is ye[wpetpiav in 1.9, probably referring to v.202 and
Strepsiades’ question about geometry. The second one is Te]piuetpog which glosses mepiodog
from v.206: abtn &€ oot yfig mepiodog ndong. The scholia vetera do not comment on this
term of geography as used in this context. In the scholia anonyma recentiora, though, tepiodog
is explained as t0 diaypauuce, yewypadic, diédevoig thic mepiuétpov, 1 nepipetpog.
Although the spectators of the comedy in the fifth century would understand with tepiodog
something like ‘map’, ‘chart’, in a later period it was necessary to give a more technical and
precise explanation by using the term nepiuetpog.

11.11-2. The lemma, the beginning of which is visible in 1.11, comes from v.209 of the text: ®¢

%6 See for more s.v.Tdptapog in RE 4.A2 (1932) col.2442: “... Diese Erweiterung des
Tartarus wird der Grund dafiir sein, daB er seine selbststiandige Stellung als Teil der Welt verlor
und mit dem Hades vereinigt wurde”.
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t[o0t' 6AnOG¢ ' Attikdv T0 Ywplov. The scholia offer a paraphrase with the remark that this
verse can be read also as a question: v €pwTnoeL: “wg To0T6 ot dokel atTikdv xwpiov, v
@ koOrjuevor dikdovov; . Part of the paraphrase can be seen in 1.12 of the papyrus and we
assume that to some extent the commentator had made a similar remark. The ambiguity and
briefness of the scholia vetera is overcome with the help of a scholium from the Aldine edition:
Tiveg évBev Ewe tod “ol " pol dnudtar” tod YEpovtog dpaaory, Eviot 8¢ draipodary. kel
kot $pidtnoty 8¢ elvar to Tod Prlocédov kal €v dnodpdoer Sdvatat. The implication of
giving v.209 to Strepsiades and not to the Student is that the verse should be read as a question.
If spoken by the Student, v.209 should remain in affirmative. |

1.13-7. Gronewald saw correctly the lemma from v.211 (1) 8¢ vy’ ESPoia d¢ 6pdc) in 1.13. Its
explanation could go on up to 1.14, although without a visible lemma it could extend even up to
the end of the present fragment. Possibly, however, there was a new lemma from v.213 starting
between 11.14-5. The issue is the conquest of Euboea by the Athenians under the leadership of
Pericles and 1.15 fits this context. The scholium on v.213 runs as follows: €ToAL0pKTOQY
abtnv 'AbBnvaiol peta Iepikiéoug, kol pdAiota Xarkidéag kal *Epetpiéac. A possible
supplement in 1.14 is: kpat]ioavieg kabd[mep, as part of a longer historical narrative similar

to that on Sphacteria and Pyles in 11.1-4.

P. Rain. 1.34 (2865 Pack?) ¥ Fifth century

Commentary on Aristophanes’ Peace

Recto 1I.1-2. There is no introductory lemma for the explanation in 11.1-2 of the papyrus but
from the content we see that it refers to vv.410-1 from the Peace of Aristophanes: Mueig (sc.ot
"EAAnveg) pgv Ouilv Boopev, Tovtoiot (sc. the Sun and the Moon) 6¢ ot PapBapor Bbovot.

The scholia on these verses confirm the cult of the Sun and the Moon by the barbarians and point

77 Published together with P.Rain.3.20 by Gronewald (1982) 64-9. See n.22.
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out their identification with Apollo and Artemis respectively: ...0 u&v yép fjAtog " AnéAdwv
gvevouroto, 1 6¢ “ Apteprg oeAnvn. The papyrus commentary seems to have contained also
this remark as it can be seen from what survives in 11.1-2. It is, of course, equally likely that there
was more information in the part of the text that is now lost. Another scholium on the same
passage quotes Herodotus as a source for the cult of the Sun and the Moon by the barbarians and
Sch. Ar. Nubes 595 inform us: 6 a0to¢ 6¢ "HArog kal " AnéAAwv. In Herodotus’ account of
the Persian culture we read: (I 131,2) ... 06ovot 6¢ (sc. oi IIépoat) fAiw te kal oedrjvy. Also
in Book IV188: ... B0ovot 6¢ (sc. AiPuec) "HAlw kal ZeArivn podvorot. Another element
that strengthens the theory of the identification of the two Greek deities with the two Persian is
given again by the scholia on Pax 410-1: ... 61&‘1:01310 0¢ kol v Afjdov xal thiv “Edecov
oV dredlvurivavto (sc. ot BapPapot). This piece of historical information is not attested in the
same straightforward manner in any other of our sources. Herodotus in Book VI 97 has Datis
saying to the Delians: ...kai ot éx Pacidéoc dde éméotaltar, év 1 xdpn oi o Oeol
gyévovto, tabtnv undév oiveobar... Modern commentators have seen in this speech an
example of the Persian policy of religious tolerance towards conquered peoples or a
premeditated and deliberate political gesture prompted by Datis’ advisors.? In any case, it has
been suggested that the identification of the Greek with the Persian gods was easy and could
serve well the political purposes of the time. Insofar as the Persian religion is concerned, the
evidence shows that gods like Mithra were related to the Greek Apollo and also goddesses like
Anahita to Aphrodite or more frequently Artemis.* It is very likely that this religious proximity
gave good argument to the Ephesians whose Artemision survived when all other sanctuaries
were destroyed by Xerxes during his campaign against the Ionian cities (Strabo 14.5(c.634,25)
and Solinus Mem.166,7 (40,2)).

11.3-6. The lemma in 1.3 comes from v.413 of the poetic text: iva Ta¢ TeAeTag avTol AdPorev
T®v Bedv. It is uncertain, however, how many lines the explanation covered since nothing

intelligible appears in 1.6. From what survives it seems that the main point was about the

% See Macan (1895) 352, who talks about a policy of religious tolerance and How and Wells
(19647 103: “...The Persians may well have seen in them their own gods of Sun and Moon,

Mithra and Mah (cf. i 131.2) .

* For more about Persian gods see Cook (1983) esp.148 and Briant (1996) esp.171, 566 and
724.
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meaning and the usage of the word T€A€t1) in this passage. Gronewald suggests the supplement
Buoia)g Aeyerv tledetag for 1.5 on the basis of the scholium on v.413b: Tapatnpntéov, 6Tt
¢vtadOa avti tod “tég Buolag” keltar 10 “teAetds”. Lexicographers show that the two
words are indeed related to each another: Ael. D. 16 teAetr Bvoia- puotnpiddng and from
him Tim. Lex. 251R and probably the Synagoge and its derivatives such as Suda T267. Also
Hesychius s.v. teAetai- €optai. Quoiar. pvotripia and Et. M 751,11 s.v. teAets: Ouvoia
pootnpeLwdng. As regards now the nature of this scholium, it is very interesting to quote the
scholium on v.419 ndoog te TG <EAAOC> TEAETAS: Kal ToDTO TPOG TAG AL TEAETAC (in
v.413). cadpéotepov 8¢ €v Toltolg Tolel, OTL 00 TEPLYEYPAUUEVWCE ETL TOV BLoLDVY TAC
teAetag eipnkev. The continuity in interpretati_on seen in the response of sch.419 to sch.413
is certainly an element of importance. Firstly, it shows clearly the existence of separate
constituent parts in the compilation of the existing scholia which were all mixed up at various
stages. Secondly, and by taking the point that the scholiast makes into consideration, we can say
that it is one of these remarks that are products of the classroom. According to Rutherford who
studied carefully and also classified a large part of the Aristophanic scholia into categories, this
scholium belongs to “others [which] are merely scholiasts’ prattle in which they use the day’s
lesson to Aristophanes to remind the boys of some trifling piece of information that they have
often been given before”.* Although this analysis refers only to the scholium, the fact that in the
papyrus we assume the existence of a similar explanation allows us to draw conclusions about
the general character and origins of this commentary as well as about the educational purposes
of the commentator. Another point that is worth mentioning is the use of Tapatnpntéov 611
in the above cited Sch. Ar. Pax 413b as a technical expression that crops up in several places in
the scholia, e.g. Sch.Ar. Pax 323, 380, 578 and 865.

11.6-9. The abbreviated Jepe® has not been commented upon by Gronewald whereas the first
editor suggested tentatively ¢pet). It is likely, however, that it stood for n]apét(pwyov) from
v.415: kol ToD kUKAoL TopéTpwyov DG GuaptwAiec. It is known that lemmata were often
abbreviated in commentaries. In this case one should transfer to 1.6 the lemma from v.415 which

Gronewald suggested for 1.9 and consider 11.7-9 as part of the relevant explanation. The

*W.G.Rutherford (ed.), A Chapter in the History of Annotation being scholia Aristophanica
Vol.II (London 1905) 373 and n.53.
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reappearance of m]apét[pwyov in 1.9 could simply imply the existence of a paraphrase of
vv.414-5.

Verso 11.1-5. These five lines contain the explanation of v.457: Tp.” Apet 8¢ p1). Ep. u1}. Tp.
pnd' 'Evvalrie ye. Ep. pn. The problem that both the ancient and modem commentators
discuss is about the god Enyalios whom some identify with Ares and others regard as a separate
deity.” In this passage Aristophanes seems to adopt the second option, a fact acknowledged also
by the scholia: mpd¢ todg olopévoug TOV vewtépwv tOV adtdv eiver “Apea kol
"EvvaAiov. They also inform that the poet Alcman was balancing between the two alternatives.
The fragmentary state of the papyrus does not allow us to tell which was the ancient
commentator’s view, if he had one. The existence_ of moté §[&, however, in 1.2 makes likely the
presentation of both views. Gronewald, the second editor of the text, suggested a bold but also
uncertain reconstruction based upon the information we have about Alcman: "AAkucv] 0
n[otg pEv OV abtdv elvar” Apea ' Evuadlie, moté [& od tov abtdv elval T(] Apet oV
"Ev[vdAtov. The reference to Sophocles in 1.4 has been considered by Gronewald to be to Ajax
179 where, according to the reading of the manuscripts and the scholia, the poet clearly
distinguished between Ares and Enyalios: fj xeAko8dpeE 1i tuv’ *EvudAiog.* Although a
satisfactory solution has been given to the mentioning of Sophocles, the presence of Hecate in
1.5 is puzzling. Gronewald thought correctly of the identification of Artemis with Hecate as a
parallel given by the commentator to the existence of the two names for Ares. What urged him
towards this assumption is the reference to Artemis in the same strophe in Ajax as Ares and
Enyalios (v.172: 1} pé oe Tavponéra Ardg *Aptepic). The issue of identifying Artemis with
Hecate is often discussed in the scholia, e.g. Lys. 443: v} Thv ®woddpov: thivAptemv
obtwg EkdAovy, £Tel dadodyoc. 1) vt yap th "Exdrn. 1 énel kal tf) oeAnvn 1} adTH.
Also sch. Pl. 594 and Ran. 1356. According to Rutherford’s classification, these scholia belong

to a category which deals with nvope and Stdvope.” Among other examples he includes the

3! See Sommerstein (1985) 154.

32 Modern editors adopt Reiske’s emendation 7 xaAko8dpa coi tT1v’ "EvudAiiog or
Elmsley’s €l t1v’ (Dawe and others), thus making Enyalios an epithet of Ares. For more see
Garvie (1998) 143 and Lloyd-Jones and Wilson (1990) 13.

3 W.G. Rutherford, History of annotation, p-372 and n.51.
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scholia about Hecate and the scholium on Pax 457 with which our papyrus deals. It seems that
here we get another argument in favour of the theory mentioned above. The commentator used
the case of another d1cyvupov which was possibly fresh in his mind after the reference to Ajax,
in order to offer a fuller presentation of the schema.

11.6-8. The siglum that introduces the lemma in 1.6 is called dotted obelus and is usually
associated with commentaries or marginal notes excerpted from commentaries.* This particular
lemma comes from vv.465-6: 00 EvAATPeaO’; ol’ dykiAAeaO’/ oiudEeod’ ol Boiwrof.
Unfortunately nothing important survives from the explanation but on the basis of the scholia
the second editor suggested the following supplement: 6Tt undév attoig uéiet g ellpniv(neg):
¢[m1l yap "AAikaiov etc. A newly published I;apyrus (P.Duke inv.643 recto) provides some
marginalia referring also to this passage of the Peace™. The note on v.465 is tepiféAieo[O]e
[tOv 8ykov] / Jobtor ovy EA[kovory, 6t undév] / Javtoic pé[Let trig €iprivng] / onjovdal

¢n[enoinvro toig 'AOn-]/ vailoig eig Aa[kedaiuove &vev Boi-]/ wtldv.

3% See McNamee (1992a) 18.

35 Smith (1996) 155-60 and Luppe (1997) 7-10 with important corrections and new readings
of the marginalia.
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Conclusions

The papyri of Aristophanes with scholia have been fortunate in having been discussed
thoroughly by Giinther Zuntz in a long article of his in the late thirties. Zuntz reexamined the
extensive marginalia in some papyri of late antiquity and thereupon based an influential theory
about the development of scholarship on Aristophanes and its various stages that ended up with
the formation of codices fully supplied with scholia sometime in the ninth century. His theory
has implications for most texts of classical authors, so it gave rise to a long discussion which is
still vivid among scholars today. )

No attempt has been made in the present study towards reexamining papyri already
discussed by Zuntz since there is indeed very little left to add insofar as decipherment and
interpretation are concerned. Our purpose was to study some texts which were left aside or were
published thereafter. Any results that have emerged from the present study will be tested against
Zuntz’s schema of the transmission of the scholia on Aristophanes with a view to whether they
strengthen or weaken his argumentation. It should be stated in advance, though, that his main
points will not be disputed and, of course, are not going to be repeated here.

P. Oxy.856 is a commentary on the Acharnians dated to the third century. Its format is
indeed very interesting: very long columns combined with brief comments on very selected
lemmata would make it possible to cover the whole play in very few columns (for the 1233
verses of the Acharnians the space of three columns was enough). It is highly likely that the
original roll contained commentaries of a similar kind on more than one play ', a sort of epitome
useful to a basic study of the comedies of Aristophanes. Are we justified in assuming that the
roll dealt with those plays which from approximately this period onwards formed the so-called
“Selection”? This papyrus commentary has been regarded as being of very low quality since its
first publication and for this reason has remained outside the interests of scholars studying the
Aristophanic scholia. Indicative of this attitude is Zuntz’s brief judgement: “...es zeigt knapp so
viel Beriihrung mit den Scholien unserer Handschriften, wie sich bei zwei Kommentaren zum
gleichen Gegenstand selbstverstidndlich ergibt; stellt aber ein ganz drmliches Schul-Hilfsbuch

dar, viel kiirzer als unsere Scholien, und ohne Verwandtschaft mit diesen”.® After our detailed

36 Zuntz (1975) 28 repeated by Machler (1994) 124.
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discussion of the text, however, it seems that this papyrus contained plenty of information about
points of major interest, so that it should be regarded as anything but useless. References to
people from the Athenian society to which Aristophanes alludes, such as Cleisthenes, the tragic
poet Theognis and the politician Megacles, indicate a familiarity with sources useful to
Aristophanean exegesis. The summaries of lost plays given in two instances (Babylonians in
11.25-7 and Oeneus 11.30-2) show again access to good sources which the scholia seem to ignore.
Although the explanations of the papyrus are usually shorter than their counterparts in the
scholia, they often offer more or completely new elements of interpretation, the validity of
which is confirmed by their reappearance in the scholia on other authors or in le);icography (e.g.
11.29, 44, 50 and 58-9). On the other hand, much of the material offered by the commentator is
elementary. It is often derived from the text itself and not from an appropriate source.
Interestingly enough, however, none of this is nonsensical or excessively inaccurate as it is the
case with plenty of material in the scholia. The commentator has been careful to avoid any
misinterpretations and his scholarly level is quite satisfactory. Another element that characterizes
this commentary is the quite long sections of paraphrase which summarize the main points of
the text and which are often combined with elements of interpretation, such as in 11.62ff. and
70ff. From what has been said very briefly until now, it seems to me that Zuntz’s view that the
commentary is a schoolbook is very likely to be correct. His judgement that it was “a very poor
schoolbook”, however, can be seriously disputed. Its comparison with the scholia shows that
there are hardly any similarities which would indicate a considerable relationship between the
two. Given the temporal distance between them this is only reasonable but on the other hand this
commentary can be regarded as one of the school by-products of the scholarly ancestors of the
scholia vetera.

The second group of papyri which we examined in this chapter comprises three papyri
from around the third century AD. They are all fragments of lost plays of Aristophanes carefully
annotated by their scribes or by another hand. The first one is P. Mich.3690 which is believed
to come from Aristophanes’Heroes. Its two notes are short glosses on the medical vocabulary
of the extant passage. The glossing of difficult words had been a common feature in the margins
or the intelinear space of the papyri already since the last centuries BC. What makes the glosses
in question worth including in this study is the fact that they seem to reflect some discussion

possibly made in a commentary on this play. The first gloss (0UdpwmiL&V) is simply the term
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which substituted in later periods the classical one (08€pav), as the atticist lexicographers
inform us. At a first glance the second note looks quite ordinary, but as has been demonstrated
in the discussion earlier on, the problem behind it was very complicated and had divided the
ancient commentators and lexicographers into two groups. It is not clear whether the annotator
was aware of the problem he was touching on but it looks probable that he was, since, as has
been shown, he adopted one of the two views in a rather indirect way.

The other two papyri of the group (P.Grenf.12 and P.Amherst 13) have been studied here
because of the extent of their marginalia. Although the notes are once again fragmentary, what
remains gave us the opportunity to reconstruct their function and meaning in a quite satisfactory
manner. From many papyri of this period, it is known that annotation used to be about variant
readings and other points of interest in the text that in one way or another affected the
interpretation. The quality of the notes varies a lot depending on the abilities and needs of the
owner or user of the papyrus. In this particular case, the study showed that at least some of them
were of learned origin. As regards the papyrus Grenfell 12, its notes seem to be on a relatively
elementary level. If the reconstructions are correct, the first two of them are paraphrases which
seem to have become more and more frequent in the later centuries of antiquity. The third note,
the one about mevteavpryyov EOAov, does not go further than giving a very general description
of this instrument of torture unlike the more specific and accurate ones in the scholia and lexica.
P. Amberst 13, on the other hand, has not preserved enough of the text in order to enable us to
understand the full meaning of its annotation. From what survives, though, one may conclude
that they come from a scholarly source, most likely from a commentary. The references to
Magnes and the ability to understand the poet’s allusions to everyday expressions or other jokes
(elpnrar mapa, waifel Tapea) indicate an acquaintance with Aristophanean exegesis. In both
papyri, apart from the value and quality of the notes themselves, their frequency and density next
to the column is striking, especially if one accepts that the same happened throughout the rest
of the roll. Of course, there has been published a substantial number of heavily annotated papyri
on other authors as well, such as Pindar’s Paeans (P. Oxy. 5.841) or Alcman’s Partheneion (P.
Par.71). These two texts of Aristophanes, however, have the additional advantage of showing
an interest in Aristophanes in a period earlier than the fifth and sixth centuries from which there
is much more evidence.

In the third group of the papyri examined in this chapter we include the two
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commentaries from the fifth century, namely P. Rain.3.20 on the Clouds and P. Rain.1.34 on the
Peace. These two have been identified as commentaries on comedies by their second editor
M.Gronewald in 1982. Zuntz in his study of the transmission of ancient exegesis on
Aristophanes has stated: “... und zwar haben die Benutzer offenbar, mit Hilfe der alten, neue
Hypomnemata hergestellt. Uns ist zu Aristophanes kein solches erhalten - kein Wunder, da von
ihnen natiirlich nicht viele Abschriften genommen wurden ... Die Existenz spiter Hypomnemata
auch zu Aristophanes erschien wahrscheinlich wegen der Lemmata in dem oben besprochenen
“Wolken” papyrus”.”’ After the publication of these two commentaries from late antiquity, this
view should be modified, although the overall theory is still valid. As far as the material offered
in the hypomnemata is concerned, the secor;d editor tried to prove that this was in close
connection with the scholia vetera on the basis of some occasional similarities. In my opinion,
the similarities indicated are rather accidental or even not sufficient especially when compared
to the marginalia of the papyri examined by Zuntz. It should be admitted, however, that the
content is by and large the same. If the supplements suggested are correct, the commentators
discussed the same points as the scholiasts do but only formulated them differently. Considering
now the origins and the quality of these two texts, it emerges quite clearly that they are products
of a school environment or at least that they reflect a school-centred attitude towards classical
literature. The brief summary of the events at Pylus and Sphacteria, the discussion of the use of
teAetal instead of Buoiat or the glossing of Tepiodog and Taptapog are a few characteristic
examples of this tendency. It is rather unlikely that the papyrus contained any references to
scholars of earlier periods or parallels from other texts as the scholia often do. Paraphrase must
have occupied a great deal and I assume that some of the very fragmentary notes are remains of
this sort of comments. When we return to Zuntz’s study and his reconstruction of the archetype
of the scholia we find reference to school commentaries of late date which have been
incorporated into the main stream of tradition.*® It is highly likely that our commentaries should
be also included in this category.

A papyrus which was published recently (P.Duk. inv.643) offers remains of the Peace

together with marginal notes. The papyrus was rather mistakenly assigned to the third century

%7 Zuntz (1975) 114.
38 Zuntz (1975) 27 and also his stemma of the transmission of the scholia.
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AD: palaeographical reasons as well as features of the format point towards the fifth century.”

Being a leaf from a papyrus codex, it was supplied with plenty of marginalia, especially in the
recto. The examination of the notes by the first editor and subsequently by W.Luppe shortly
afterwards showed their very close relations with their counterparts in the scholia of the
manuscripts and only some minor differences as far as wording is concerned. What matters most
for the purposes of the present study is that here we have another example of a late papyrus with
marginalia, probably copied from a commentary of this period and which was among the
ancestors of the scholia. It is unfortunate that there is hardly any margin preserved in the verso;
from some traces it seems that there was annotation there too.

Finally and after this summary of the most conclusions which have emerged from this
chapter, it should be pointed out that none of the papyri studied above managed to overturn any
of Zuntz’s main arguments. It was only made possible to look again at some of the main stages
in the transmission of Aristophanean exegesis. We started from the papyrus rolls of the second
and third centuries which were sometimes supplied with marginalia of scholarly origins and we
concluded with later codices also annotated but this time with notes very close to the
corresponding ones in the scholia of the manuscripts. The existence and circulation of
commentaries in the fifth century that Zuntz had already assumed and which has been seen in
the case of other authors, such as Euripides, has been finally confirmed by the new evidence also
for Aristophanes. The fact that some of these texts seem to have been compiled for use in
schools confirms once again the theory about the role of “school books” in the compilation of
a homogeneous corpus of scholia on Aristophanes, which were subsequently transferred partly

or wholly into the margins of parchment codices.

% See n.35. I owe this suggestion about later dating to Prof.Maehler.
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Didymus, Glossaries and Lexica, Marginalia

Rudolf Pfeiffer named the final chapter of his History of Classical Scholarship “The
Epigoni: from Aristarchus’ Pupils to Didymus” and dedicated the last pages of this very
influential book to Didymus. In his own words the scholar who lived during the passage from
the Hellenistic to the Imperial period “... was enabled to become the most efficient servant of
an ancient intellectual community”.! This description as well as a look at the catalogue of his
works shows clearly that Didymus was, in fact, one of the main figures which dominated nearly
all fields of ancient exegesis on classical Greek literature.” The quality of his contribution has
been debated already since antiquity and continues to be a matter of interest even today. What
impressed the ancients and still impresses today anyone dealing with Greek literature is the
amount of his work. It is well known that in z;ntiquity one used to talk about 3,500 or 4,000
books which even if fictitious is still indicative of the number and the varied range of Didymus’
interests.?

When it comes to the area of dramatic poetry which is the central point of the present
study, it is not surprising to find that Didymus was the author of commentaries on Sophocles and
Euripides as well as on Aristophanes and other comic poets. According to Pfeiffer, these
commentaries were not accompanied by an edition but relied upon the texts of Aristophanes of
Byzantiumand Aristarchus. Apart from hypomnemata, however, Didymus compiled collections
of tragic and comic vocabulary under the titles of A€€1g Tpayik, or Aé€ig Tpay wOovpév,
and A£E1¢ kwpkT) respectively. These were part of a large section of his work on lexicography,
in which the main focus was probably on the vocabulary of rhetoric since it is well known, and
attested in papyri, that Didymus wrote on orators as well, especially on Demosthenes.*

Furthermore, there can be no doubt that he devoted many of his monographs to the study of

! Pfeiffer (1968) 279.

2 A list of titles attested for Didymus can be found in M. Schmidt (ed.), Didymi Chalcenteri
grammatici alexandrini fragmenta quae supersunt omnia (Leipzig 1854) 11-4.

* See Suda A 872 s.v. Alduvpog: daoi yap adtdv cuyyeypadévar bnép ta Tpioyiiia
mevtoakooia BiPAia.

* H. Diels and W. Schubart (eds.), Didymos, Kommentar zu Demosthenes (Pap. 9780) in
(Berlin 1904) [ BKT1]. The latest edition is by L. Pearson and S. Stephens (eds.), Didymi in
Demosthenem commenta, BT (Stuttgart 1983).
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particular problems arising from tragedies and comedies but this is beyond our purpose at this
present stage.

The personality and the works and methods of Didymus have been studied by various
scholars under many different perspectives throughout this century, his fragments, however,
were collected and published by Schmidt in 1854 and this edition has not been replaced since
then despite later discoveries and new approaches.’ Like most collections of fragments, the
general principle behind this particular one was that it should comprise all items, however small,
that bear the name of Didymus as well as those which look probable in the editor’s judgement
to originate from some defined or undefined work of his. The criteria which Schmidt used in
order to classify a fragment as Didymean or not were not always reliable. This is especially true
for the fragments derived from lexica given that by the middle of the nineteenth century some
lexica had not been properly edited or had not been edited at all. It is not always enough to claim
that an entry in Hesychius’ lexicon with an equivalent in the scholia indicates its provenance
from Didymus. The same can be said about Schmidt’s argumentation in some other cases, for
example on p.299 where the nature of the scholium on Ar. Equ.546 is claimed to apply well to
a scholar who had travelled around, like Didymus to Rome.® Despite the deficiencies or
reservations one could express about specific passages or even groups of passages, however, it
remains undisputed that Didymus’ writings constitute the nucleus of the scholia on tragic and
comic poets as well as most of the lexicographical material derived from or simply commenting
on these poets.

As regards the survival and influence of Didymus’ work during late antiquity, it is more
useful to examine the fate of hypomnemata separately from that of glossaries, although their
existence was parallel and there was a constant and intense exchange of material between them.
The brief outline of the transmission of hypomnemata and glossaries is crucial to the present
study, since it was always our purpose to compare the small remains of scholarship preserved

in the margins of the papyri with what is known from later sources (corpora of scholia and

5 See e.g. Cohn (1903), Wilamowitz (1907) 157-68, Pfeiffer (1968) 274-9, West (1970),
Harris (1989) and Gibson (1997).

¢ Zuntz (1975) 15 and note 1 argued about the origin of the same scholium but on a purely
scholarly basis contrasting himself with Schmidt.
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lexica) and thereby to make clearer the ways into which Hellenistic scholarship developed and
survived for many centuries to come.

The name of Didymus is the last one in a series of renowned scholars who worked on
Euripides.” After him the situation becomes vague and it seems that nothing comparable to the
scholarly achievements of earlier generations was added to the corpus of scholia as this was
acquiring a standardised form by the end of antiquity. The question of the successive stages
towards the formation of the scholia, of course, is not going to be discussed here. What matters
and should be mentioned, however, is the evidence provided by the subscription at the end of
the scholia on Euripides’ Medea: mpog Siddopa évriypade Atovuoiov 6Aooyepic kol Tive
T®dv AtdVpuov. Despite the internal obscurity of‘thc phrase as well as its uncertain date, it is
obvious that during later centuries commentaries bearing the name of Didymus were still in
circulation. It is highly likely that these were adaptations of the original (or even
pseudepigrapha) augmented or epitomized according to the taste and the needs of a new era in
classical studies.

It is interesting to explore for how long Didymus’ glossaries were still in circulation and
were used by scholars directly and not through the work of others. It is quite certain that these
glossaries survived at least until the fifth century: we know that Orus used A€€1¢ xwpikT) and
that he lived sometime around the beginning of the fifth century.® In the following century
Hesychius was able to quote in his prefatory letter to Eulogius the glossaries of Didymus and
Theon but material from them reached him mostly through the lexicon of Diogenianus.’

The history of early lexicography, namely of the period before the great byzantine lexica,
is quite complicated because in most cases we have to deal with fragments or very severe
abridgements of the originals and also because the people responsible for them are usually

obscure figures of uncertain date. Some of the fragments were incorporated into later lexica

7 Among others Aristophanes of Byzantimwho edited and possibly commented on some of
the plays and Callistratus, his pupil. See Barrett (1964) 45-50.

8 See Orus 117-20.

® Hesychius 1 (Latte): &A1 ol pgv tac "Ounpikéc pévag &¢ "Antiwy kal " AnoAddvioc
6 Tod "Apyifiov- ol 8¢ tag kwpikag idig kal T Tpayikdg O¢ Ofwv kel Alduuog kol
£tepot TotodToL.
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either with a name reference to a source which is now lost or even without ascription.

One would have expected that papyri would throw some new light upon problems
relating to Didymus and other scholars who compiled lexica and glossaries. Indeed they have
often provided some missing links, as in the case of the lexicon of Apollonius Sophista
(P.Oxy.2517)" or the papyri of Diogenianus (PSI 892 and P.Oxy.3329). In general, however,
most of the published material cannot be identified with any of the known lexica and remains
scattered in papyrological publications, unfortunately not yet collected and brought together into
a special corpus.!’ An attempt to categorize these glossaries is in itself a very demanding task,
given that the boundaries between different kinds are not clear. Roughly spez‘lking, one could
distinguish between Homeric glossaries which are the commonest group, rhetorical glossaries,
tragic, comic and mixed ones. There are also cases of specialized lexica, namely devoted to a
specific author or even a particular work, such as a speech by Demosthenes or a hymn by
Callimachus (P.Oxy.3328). Ancient readers must have made frequent use of such glossaries and
the existence of many glossaries on Homer is a good example of this widespread practice.

What is really striking about the glossaries on tragic and comic vocabulary is that very
few of them have survived. A comparison with similar compilations on other genres such as
oratory and epic poetry shows the predominance of such glossaries over the tragic and comic
ones.”? This can be partly explained by the practical use of rhetorical vocabulary in the writing
of exercises by students or even by professionals of rhetoric which flourished during late
antiquity. Another reason could be the influence of Atticism which used some of the attic orators
as models for linguistic and stylistic purposes. As regards Homer, it is very well known that his
use in schools and the intrinsic difficulties of his language gave rise to the compilation of various
glossaries already from an early stage, and quite a great deal of them has survived on papyri.”
Drama was treated differently, it seems. The fact, however, that famous scholars such as

Didymus and Theon whose activities included commentaries on plays dealt with lexicography

19 See Alpers (1966).

I'" A brief presentation of his unpublished dissertation on Greek lexicography has been made
by Naoumides (1969).

12 A look at the section of glossaries in Pack® pp. 115-6 confirms this view.
'* See Henrichs (1971).
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as well (this is certain for Didymus, less certain for Theon'*) made their work indispensable to
all subsequent general lexica. The gradual limitation of the number of plays in the so-called
“Selection” would also prevent any fresh attempt to create new glossaries from achieving its
goal. The effect was that one had to rely on the two glossaries which existed already.” The
limited interest in classical literature would necessarily result into a limited demand for new
works especially if such works were to be large and of such specialized interest.

Among the group of papyri published as glossaries and lexica, there are two which deal
most clearly with drama and they are both on comedy. The first one is P. Oxy.1801, published
in P. Oxy.vol.15 together with a few other papyri all belonging to the same category, that of
glossography.'® Grenfell and Hunt did not link the text to any of the known authors from
antiquity but only noticed the reappearance of all the lemmata in Hesychius. They also pointed
out the fact that it was a glossary with lengthy explanations and plenty of citations which are
missing from Hesychius. The papyrus is dated to the first century AD and its lemmata treat
words starting with B, the first one being BapfBaxebtpiatr and the last before the papyrus breaks
off, Bripnkeq. The arrangement was alphabetic according to the first two letters. This had been
the practice in the earlier periods and it seems that it remained in use for small glossaries of later
centuries. According to Hesychius in his prefatory letter, it was Diogenianus who invented the
fully alphabetical arrangement, although Galen’s Hippocratic lexicon, also fully alphabetized,
is nearly contemporary."” The evidence from the two papyri which presumably represent his
lexicon confirms this theory.

The lemmata of P.Oxy.1801 have been taken from comedy and there are many known

names listed as sources, together with citations from surviving or missing plays. It seems that

'* On Theon’s life and works see Guhl (1969).

> There is evidence that Artemidorus, Theon’s father, compiled a AéEewv Zuvaywyn which
contained also comic vocabulary ( Sch.Ar. Vesp 1144, 1169 etc.).

' Republished and discussed by Luppe (1967). Also in CGFP 343 and PCG 8 frr.1037-44
and Naoumides (1964) who claims that the papyrus preserves Theon’s comic glossary intact.

'” Hesychius’ own words are: TpoéOnke 8¢ kot &pxfjv éxdotng AéEewg Tpidv 7
1€00dpwV atoiyeiwv tdfiv... About Galen’s lexicon and for a detailed discussion of the
general topic see Daly (1967) 34ff. and review by K. Alpers in Gnomon 47 (1975) 113-7.
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there were references also to satyr plays, such as Sophocles’ Salmoneus in 1.10. The scope of the
lexicon must have been very ambitious and it was justified that the subsequent editors looked
for one of the big names in lexicography to ascribe it to. On the basis of its clear
correspondences with Hesychius, the papyrus most likely offers one of his sources. Diogenianus
himself should be excluded on the grounds that he lived in the age of Hadrian and also because
his lexicon was of a general character. Among his sources for the vocabulary of drama, however,
were the lexica both of Didymus and Theon. For reasons having to do with Theon’s presence
in Oxyrhynchus’ literary circles and the improbability that we possess a fragment of Didymus,
it has been convenient to assign the papyrus (always hypothetically) to the former. Indicative of
the uncertainties surrounding such attributions Vis Latte’s judgement: “ ...in hac compilatorum
provincia diiudicari nec potest nec attinet”." Since the focus of this chapter is on the description
of the origin of the marginal glosses on the papyri of dramatists and given that Didymus, not
Theon, was the person whose work has exercised the most influence in this field, P. Oxy.1801
should not be discussed in detail. However, it is still of some use as it provides us with a model
of what the comic glossaries of the time looked like and what their structure and content
basically were.

The second papyrus in question is P. Sorbonne 1.7 dated by its editor to about 200 AD."
This has also been identified as a comic glossary though of a different nature from the previous
one. What remains is fragments of three consecutive columns from the end of the work with
lemmata from the letters X, ¥, and Q. The lemmata are separated from their explanations by
some space left blank and are in ecthesis as is common in most similar texts. The
explanations are not very long and interestingly there are no citations. Twice the explanation
extends to the next line. The arrangement of the lemmata follows the order of the first two
letters, as we have already seen in P. Oxy. 1801.

When it comes to the examination of the explanations and their re. ccurrence in later
lexica, there are some interesting remarks to be made: first it is clear that the material explained

is from various comic poets, not only from one among them; for example the word xpvoig

'8 Hesychius XLIT (Latte).

1% Published by Cadell (1966) no.7 as * Fragment d' un vocabulaire des poétes comiques .
Also CGFP 342.
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appeared in Aristophanes, Cratinus and Hermippus, y0pe: in Cratinus, Y01c in Pherecrates and
dmAle in Eupolis. We have, therefore, a comic glossary of the same kind as the previous one
" but it is not possible to determine its size because, as the first editor remarked, the beginning and
end of the columns are missing and in general the amount of words beginning with the last
letters of the alphabet is limited. There is no reason, of course, to assume that the papyrus roll
contained only a small glossary.

A second point we should make is that all the lemmata with their explanations are also
found in the later large lexica. Most interestingly, all of them but one appear in the Suda and
Photius. The similarities are very close, although these late works have collected more material
including the citations which the papyrus omitted. In the case of XPLeLy, its glossing as TOTTELY,
is found out of all lexica only in Suda X 466 s.v.ypeielv and Photius in the complete version
of codex Zavordensis. The word xpeuynO€atpov is followed by an explanation in two parts in
the papyrus and strikingly enough it is only Suda which offers an exactly identical one: étt
eloiévteg eig 10 Oéatpov xpéuntovrar 1 6Tt Xpeuntéuevor ékPairovrar (X 456). Also
in Hesychius (Schmidt’s edition) under the same lemma there is the beginning of the same
explanation with the rest marked as missing.

Photius and Suda both relied upon an earlier lexicon, the so-called Erweiterte
Zvvaywyn, a short version of which is offered by the manuscripts Coislinianus 345 and 347.%°
The original source of the Synagoge was the glossary ascribed to Cyrillus of Alexandria in
which various important sources were incorporated, such as atticistic lexica (e.g. Aelius
Dionysius and Pausanias from the second century AD), Diogenianus and Aé€elg pntopiket.
As for Hesychius, it is very well known that his main source was Diogenianus. The fact that the
glosses of the papyrus appear almost identical in Suda, Photius and Hesychius indicates that they
all go back to Diogenianus. It is rather unlikely, however, that P. Sorb.7 preserves a portion of
that very popular lexicon which was probably arranged in strict alphabetical order, was not
confined to comic vocabulary and was compiled at roughly the same period as the papyrus. It
is more likely that as in the case of P. Oxy.1801, what we have here is one of Diogenianus’

sources. To be more accurate, the papyrus must have drawn on one of Diogenianus’ sources,

2 For the discussion of the Synagoge I have drawn heavily on the relevant discussion in the
edition of Orus, especially the chapter B2 of the Introduction “Zur Uberlieferung der Zuvaywy™

AéEewv xpnoiuwv ” (69-79).
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namely Theon’s or Didymus’ comic glossaries. The original must have contained the citations
and presumably more lemmata but it is quite difficult to identify the criteria for such a selection.

So far we have seen two pieces of evidence from the period shortly after Didymus. They
are both examples of the kind of glossaries which were in circulation at this time for use by
readers of classical comedy and reflect in one way or another the influential compilations by
Didymus and Theon. It would not be accurate, however, to consider either of the two scholars
as responsible for these papyri. It is well attested that subliterary works such as commentaries,
lexica and all sorts of treatises were subjected to constant modifications, epitomizations or
amplifications. It is much more plausible, therefore, to regard both texts as being very close to
the original glossaries, perhaps derived directl_y from them with alterations ranging from
omission of citations to selection of lemmata. It is worth recalling again Latte’s description of
Oxyrhynchus as a “compilatorum provincia”. On the basis of the two papyri, however, one can
also get an idea of what Didymus’ lexicographical works looked like and how they were
organized. For this task the fragments transmitted by indirect tradition can also be of significant
help. Like probably most of his works, the glossaries seem to have been of substantial length.
There is evidence from Harpocration that the lemma EnpaAoideiv appeared in the twenty-
eighth book of AéEig tpayikii?!, therefore, that the glossary as a whole was much longer. This
is, of course, not surprising given that by the end of the Hellenistic age most of the corpus of
Attic drama was still available, especially to someone working in Alexandria, for centuries the
centre of scholarship. The lemmata were arranged in alphabetical order, probably according to
their first two letters. The explanation must have contained the reference to the play from which
the lemma came as well as the citation itself, as P.Oxy.1801 has indicates. It is very likely that
next to his own preferred explanation, Didymus quoted briefly previous scholars’ opinions, as
is well known to be the case in his commentaries. In the lemma “Achelous” (A€1¢ Tpayiki
fr.2) transmitted by Macrobius, Sat.5,18,9-12, he offered a citation from Agesilaus’ Histories
in order to find another argument for his case. In the lemma 6peiyaikog (A€E1c kwuLkT
fr.34a), after the favoured definition follows a series of sources and authorities such as

Stesichorus and Bacchylides, Aristotle and Aristophanes of Byzantiunlt is interesting also that

2! Harpocratio s.v. Enpaiotdeiv Dindorf-... Eleyov 10 xwpic Aovtpdv dreideabar, v
Aiduvpog v xn” Tpayikiic AéEewg.
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the evidence that has been collected seems to cover the whole of classical life with precise details
about aspects of social and private life, politics, mythology, geography and natural history. There
are also some elements of grammar and etymology, such as different forms of the same word
or analysis of compounds. Apart from cases where more than one explanation is possible (e.g.
A€ xoux) fr.36: pivBov ot v Tov 100oopov, ol 8¢ thv tvyye), Didymus often attacked
other lexicographers’ views such as Eratosthenes’ for fovAog (Aé€ig kwpuikfy fr.32) or
Lycophron’s and Eratosthenes’ for fapaxeg (fr.25). What is not clear is whether there were also
points of textual criticism involved in cases of doubtful readings and also whether the methods
of presentation were the same in the tragic and the comic collection.

Didymus must have relied a lot upon ilis own earlier works, above all on his
commentaries on tragedies and comedies. It is not certain, however, whether he had written on
Aeschylus or on each one of the plays included in Aristophanes’ editions of drama. Although
the relevant material may have been available to him through the works of others as well as from
personal research in the Library, there may have been an unevenness in the treatment of some
plays or poets. It is natural, however, that in order to cover any gaps or deficiencies in his own
glossaries he drew upon earlier lexicographical works. In Hellenistic Alexandria lexicography
began with “Ataxtol yAQooat by Philitas®? and grew up gradually to a more systematic and
scholarly level with Zenodotus’ I'A®ooat, Eratosthenes and Callimachus as well as with AéEeig
compiled by Aristophanes of Byzantum? This last work was of great significance and the
evidence in later lexica such as the Antiatticist, and Orus shows that it had been one of their
sources. Moreover, in the case of the atticistic lexicon of Orus it has been clearly demonstrated
that it was through Didymus that AéEe1c and their own sources were made known to him. * This

is another proof that Didymus exploited the products of earlier scholarship. In any case, this is

22 p. Hibeh 172 = Suppl. Hell. 991, a poetic onomasticon, illustrates an early stage in the
development of the compilation of ‘glosses’. The fact that one of its glosses is attested for
Philitas’ glossary made it tempting to ascribe the entire papyrus to Philitas. However, the fact
that unlike the papyrus, Philitas’ glossary contained explanations of the glosses makes the
ascription rather unlikely.

3 For more information about the early stages of lexicography see Cohn (1913*) 681-6 and
Tosi (1994).

24 See Orus, 109-11.
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exactly what Didymus is always credited with or criticized for by modem scholars. His
commentaries made use of all the earlier works stored in the Museum, to which he was able to
add plenty of historical and antiquarian material of all sorts.

The usefulness of Didymus’ work was undoubtedly felt and recognized by his
contemporaries and above all his successors in the study of ancient drama. The use of his
glossaries has already been indicated in the case of the so-called Antiatticist, Orus, and writers
such as Macrobius of the fifth century. Didymus’ work serves also as a basis for an Attic
“Onomastikon” compiled in the middle of the second century which has been shown to be
among the prime sources of Harpocration, the AéEeig pntopikai (Bk') and Pollux'
Onomasticon. The richness in information about private and public life in classical Athens made
A€E1¢ kwuikt) useful to the study of other texts with similar problems such as rhetorical
speeches and history. Finally, as far as the transmission of Didymus’ texts is concerned, it was
common in this period and for the rest of antiquity that huge compilations such as those of
Didymus were subjected to epitomization in order to be more practical and more convenient to
use. The needs of education were very different from those of scholars and there was much
freedom in adapting the philological writings according to educational needs without much
hesitation. The two glossographical papyri we examined above could be two characteristic
examples of this tendency.

Another aspect of the transmission of Didymus’ glossaries is their use as a prime source
by later lexicographers. We know for certain that Pamphilus who lived in the first century AD
used Didymus as a source for his 95 volume onomasticon, Ilept YAwoo®dV kal dvoudtwv.
From his lexicon very few fragments have survived and as has been already quite rightly
assumed its size made it very unpractical and difficult to use. It is not surprising, therefore, that
this lexicon was very soon epitomized. The name of Julius Vestinus is the first to be mentioned
in this process. Diogenianus in the age of Hadrian probably used the epitome of Vestinus and
perhaps Didymus’ and Theon’s glossaries themselves which were still in circulation. Since was
more or less the same material from tragedy and comedy which was to be found in most of these
lexica, the routes of its transmission during the first two centuries AD are not clear.
Diogenianus’ lexicon was also epitomized at a later stage with the effect that citations and
references were omitted for reasons of economy of space or perhaps lack of interest. We have

already mentioned the two papyri which seem to preserve fragments of this epitomized
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Diogenianus: PSI 892 of the fourth century with lemmata starting with ¢v- and P. Oxy.47.3329
of the third or early fourth century with lemmata in oca-. The comic provenance of most
words treated in the second papyrus is obvious but given the small size of the fragment and the
fact that some lemmata are not exclusively comic, it is unlikely that what we have here is the
remains of a comic glossary such as P. Oxy.1801. Citations are completely absent from both
texts. The epitomization must have already taken place. The two fragments of Diogenianus give
us an idea of what the copy that Hesychius possessed may have looked like. He lived probably
in the sixth century and one of his main sources was the lexicon of Diogenianus. In, the prefatory
letter to Eulogius he criticized Diogenianus for “[teBetkévar] tag e{nTnuéveg tdOv AéEewv
oUK €xovoag Td TE TOV KEXPTUEVWV 6v6;ux'c<;a kol tag TV Pifiiov émypadig EvOa
dépovtar” and claimed to have carried out this task himself. Since the epitome of Diogenianus
perished at some point during the Byzantine period, what we are basically left with from this
material, enormous in quantity and importance, is to be found in Hesychius. Material from
Didymus and Diogenianus can be found, of course, in other lexica of earlier or later date as well,
such as those of the Atticists Aelius Dionysius and Pausanias and those derived from the
Erweiterte Synagoge (Photius and Suda) but none offers so much as Hesychius. It has also been
shown by Latte that scholia such as those on Aeschines, Plato and Hermogenes claim
Diogenianus among their sources.?

It has already been stated that Didymus compiled his glossaries on tragedy and comedy
partly by drawing upon the commentaries and perhaps also monographs he himself had written
on most of these plays. Furthermore, for some authors such as Euripides, Sophocles and
Aristophanes one could maintain with a considerable degree of certainty that their corpus of
scholia is largely based upon Didymus’ commentaries, although in the case of Aristophanes there
are also the names of some rather obscure people who seem to have contributed at a later stage,
namely Symmachus and Phaeinus. The appearance of a gloss, longer or shorter, on its own or
within a scholium on one of these poets and at the same time in one of the above mentioned
lexica, especially Hesychius, makes it inevitable in most cases to see Didymus’ hand behind all

this. This must have been one of the main criteria of Latte’s edition when identifying entries as

% The most detailed discussion of Diogenianus is in the Prolegomena to Hesychius by Latte,
Ch.8 (XLII-XLIV).
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coming from Diogenianus. What is a tricky question, however, is the attribution of the glosses
either to Didymus’ commentaries or to his glossaries. In antiquity the boundaries between such
works, especially when they came from the same scholar, were not very strict. We know that in
the case of Didymus both commentaries and glossaries survived, probably after many
modifications, up to the fourth or fifth century. Pamphilus, Diogenianus and the Atticists could
have easily gone through some of these commentaries in order to enrich their lexica and find
passages to justify their definitions of rare and difficult words. It is not, therefore, guaranteed
that all glosses of Didymean origin go back to his glossaries. Another aspect of the problem of
the attribution of glosses to a specific source is our ignorance of the impact of Theon’s Tpay ik
and Kwpikn) A€€1 upon other lexicographers, let alone scholiasts. His influence and esteem in
the literary circles of Oxyrhynchus has been illustrated by papyri which provide examples of his
activities: to give two examples, P. Oxy.2536 (on Pindar’s Pythians), references to his antigraphs
in the margins of texts and P. Oxy.1801 if it represents his glossary). It is interesting that
Hesychius in his prefatory letter mentions Theon’s glossaries on the same level as those of
Didymus and probably as another of Diogenianus’ sources. It is possible, therefore, that some
of the glosses which have been credited to Diogenianus may in fact come from Theon and not
from Didymus. The scholia can be of great help in clarifying the situation, especially when they
give a name reference. Finally, one should bear in mind that Byzantine lexica such as Suda have
used the scholia on Aristophanes as a source and have copied entire portions of them, therefore
no links to earlier lexica can be inferred. Usually, of course, the extracts are not short glosses but
quite substantial notes proper to the enqyclép_aedic charécter of the Suda.

The above discussion brings us eventually to the main point of this chapter, namely the
origins of the shorter or longer glosses of the papyri we have examined in relation to their
reappearance within the surviving corpus of scholia and lexica. The relevant material which has
arisen from the limited number of papyri we selected for this research is in no case adequate to
provide us with a general pattern for the whole of literature and scholia. Other poets and authors
mighthave led us towards different directions depending on the history of the texts in question.
The great number of Homeric texts or the papyri of Hellenistic poets are possible candidates for
a research of similar nature. As far as dramatic poetry is concerned, namely Euripides, Sophocles
and Aristophanes, the situation is more or less clear. As often stated above, it was above all

Didymus with his scholiographical and lexicographical work who dominated the field of ancient
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exegesis on these poets. The originality and accuracy of his statements has often been disputed,
especially after the discovery of a commentary, or for others of a treatise, on Demosthenes
bearing his name.” His position, however, as a scholar of great influence cannot be challenged.
In general, most of the papyri examined have in their margins a mixture of notes. Others
offer variants or explanatory remarks on obscure and problematic passages. Others simply
paraphrase the text or point out grammatical and syntactical schemata such as metaphors.?”
Finally, quite often we find short glosses explaining rare or obsolete words. The length of the
glosses can vary according to the occasion but in their vast majority they are quite short,
extending to only a couple of words. What is also interesting is that they are very rarely
introduced by the appropriate lemma. Like the rest of the marginalia they usually stand next to
the word they refer to or even above it, so the link is sufficiently clear. It is generally assumed
that all sorts of notes introduced by a lemma have been copied from a commentary. This is going
to be an important criterion when it comes to the discussion of the origins of the marginalia.
After the special examination of each one of the glosses in the previous chapters it
remains to be examined in a more general context what their scholarly value is and whether there
are some conclusions to be drawn about their origin and function. In their majority, the glosses
in papyri are not negligible trivialities. On the contrary, they tend to reappear in the lexica of
later periods, primarily in the most important ones, Hesychius, Suda and the Etymologica. Since
there were no specialized ancient lexica for tragedy and comedy, such as Harpocration and the
Bekker Lexica for rhetoric, Timaeus for Plato and Erotianus for Hippocrates, one should confine
one’s research to the general lexica like the ones just méntioﬁgd. Occasionally, however, like in
the case of mevteoUpryyov E0Aov in P.Grenfell 12 (Ar.Gerytades or Th. II) or the two glosses
in P.Mich. 3690 (Ar.Heroes), important references can be found also in the atticistic lexica,
namely those of Moeris and Phrynichus as well as those of Aelius Dionysius and Pausanias.

These are very useful examples of how varied and interrelated the roots and resonances of a

% See note 4 and West (1970) who on the basis of Ilept Anpoc@évouc criticizes strongly the
methods and achievements of Didymus: “What we have here is potted scholarship, hurried
compilation rather than intelligent re-interpretation, and that is no proper activity for a learned
man. I think we should be cautious in estimating his achievement”.

% See e.g P.Oxy.44.3151 (Soph. Ajax Loc.) and P.Berol.13929 (Ar. Equ., note on v.546) with
the relevant discussion by Zuntz (1975) 10-4.
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gloss can be and how the same material was dispersed in different lexica of different periods.

Research in Hesychius confirms what has already been illustrated in theory: most glosses
from the papyri reappear in this lexicon in the same form or slightly modified. Compared to
other sources, it seems that Hesychius is by far the richest as far as dramatic material is
concerned. The situation is less clear, however, when in the lexicon the gloss is referred to a play
different from the one the gloss of our papyrus comes from. For example, the explanation of
£nwdO¢ in P.Oxy.3718 (Eur.Or.and Ba.) is found in Hesychius under the lemmata
y6n¢/yonteer together with a reference to Euripides’ Hippolytus 1038. Elsewhere, however,
the gloss of the papyrus agrees with the scholia, but the lexica, Hesychius included, offer
something different. This is the case with éonepé)g Beog in PSI 1192 (Soph.OT): the papyrus
glosses it correctly as “Hades” similarly to the scholia, whereas the lexicographers prefer the
vague explanation “the one from the west”. It seems that this last example can be very helpful
in the investigation of the sources of the papyrus glosses. Concerning the grammatical case in
which glosses in papyri are given in comparison to their counterparts in lexica, we note that
normally the former follow the case that the text has (e.g. &pkvoi: mept]BAfucot in
P.Oxy.3718 (Eur.Or. and Ba.) and"Hdéwviotr Opaxkicig in P.Oxy.6.852 (Eur.Hyps.)). To this
rule there are exceptions which probably have to do with the source, more likely a commentary,
from which they were excerpted. It has been shown, however, that even when the papyrus
follows the case of the text, the lexica, here Hesychius, have a tendency to turn their lemmata
into nominative. This could naturally have happened also in one of their sources like
Diogenianus. The prominent position that Hesychius’ lexicon has in the reappearance of most
of the papyrus glosses in it is easily explained by the fact that one of his main sources, namely
Diogenianus, has incorporated in his lexicon the glossaries of Didymus. The papyri then simply
confirm what has already been stated on a theoretical level.®

The presence of glosses from the papyri within the rest of lexicography is not quite as
regular and systematic as in Hesychius. As far as Photius’ lexicon and Suda are concerned, there
are correspondences but often these do not go further than the lemmata. The explanations are

usually different if not completely opposed. The common ground between Photius and Suda has

2 As Latte noted in his Praefatio (pp. XIV-XV), some sort of interpolation from a paraphrase
of Euripides compiled for school use can be found in Hesychius but this is not relevant to the
problem of the glosses under discussion in this chapter.
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already been explained as due to their common source, the so-called Synagoge (7-8th cent.). This
was a lexicon based upon the glossary ascribed to Cyrillus of Alexandria® but expanded by
incorporating plenty of material from other lexica, such as the Atticists Aelius Dionysius and
Pausanias, Phrynichus, Orus, Apollonius Sophista, rhetorical lexica and also Diogenianus whose
epitome survived for many centuries after its use by Hesychius. It is natural that through the
channel of these expansions, some of the glossographical material of earlier centuries on drama
found its way into Suda and Photius. Some of the similarities between these lexica and
Hesychius, however, are due to Cyrillus’ glossary with which Hesychius was also heavily
interpolated. Yet these similarities can be important and indicative of ancient origin only when
the lemma in Hesychius is with certainty ascribed to Diogenianus, therefore only when Cyrillus
is excluded. In all other cases, the gloss derived from the Cyrillus’ glossary (around the fifth
century), which is why the explanations of the same words can be very different, with some
lexica transmitting material from the Roman period while others from the early Byzantine
period.*® The comic glossary in P.Sorbonne 7, which we examined in pp.133-5, represents
strikingly the early stages of lexicography with some of its material reappearing in almost
identical form in lexica such as Photius and Suda compiled many centuries later.

The fact that what remains from the various lexica of the Imperial period is fragments
scattered in other lexica or grammatical treatises of later centuries, does not allow us to trace the
glosses of the papyri to a full extent. It is only by coincidence that a gloss appearing in the
margin of a papyrus would reappear among these fragments. It is known, however, that some
of these lexicographers such as Aelius Dionysius, Pausanias and Orus had access to Didymus’
works, the first two probably through Pamphilus, the third directly.”’ As examples one could
mention the glossing of TeA€tT) in Aelius and the similar notes in P. Rain.1.34 (comm. on Ar.
Pax republ. in Gronewald (1982) 64ff.) as well as in Timaeus and in the derivatives of the
Synagoge. Also interesting is the presence of a note on pvA€tng in P.Oxy. 856 (comm. on Ar.

Ach.) as resonance of a discussion in most lexica such as Orus A27, Aelius D. and Pollux 3,51.

? For the Cyrillus’ glossary see Drachmann (1936) esp. 37-43
% Such seems to be the case in P.Oxy.1805 (Soph.Trach.) with the exact meaning of ¢yopd.

3 For Aelius Dionysius and Pausanias see Erbse (1950) 67-9 with the corresponding
footnotes.
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One can make analogous remarks about the rest of the lexica of this period, namely Orion’s
Etymologicon, Phrynichus, Moeris and Harpocration. Scattered evidence in all these lexica,
however, does not really contribute much to our research and does not above all indicate
anything similar to what we have noticed for Hesychius, Photius and Suda.

The tracing of glosses from the margins of papyri in the corpus of lexicography is of
great importance: first, it indicates the parallel run of two separate branches of scholarship
already from the late Hellenistic period up to the Byzantine times. The process is quite well
known both for the scholia and lexicography. What is highly interesting is the relation between
the two and the ways in which one drew on and took advantage of the other. More about this will
be said later on (pp.145-7). Secondly, for texts \;n'hich are fragmentary or without scholia, the
presence of glosses attested also in lexica illustrates the scholarly attention they had received in
an earlier period and provides specific examples of it. The presence of glosses is all the more
important when together with them the papyri have notes on interpretation. There is a fair
chance, then, that they were all excerpted from a commentary on the play which survived
without scholia or did not survive at all. In this study, we have tried to apply these methods and
theories also to the glosses that were included in papyrus commentaries. The reappearance of
papyrus glosses in lexica would be a good argument in favour of the scholarly origin and value
of the commentary.Aniselated gloss, however, can °l§e evaluated with safety. It is not easy to tell
a scholarly gloss from an ordinary one when what remains is a single word. One needs more than
one gloss or something of more striking value in order to avoid judging as scholarly the product
of a simple coincidence. On the other hand, papyri such as P. Oxy.1370 and P. Oxy.3718, both
of a late date, can be regarded as cases where the value of the glosses appears certain.

The question which arises after this discussion of the compilation of the first glossaries
on tragedy and comedy, of their development as attested in the papyri and of their eventual
incorporation into the general lexica, concerns the origins of the marginal glosses which are
frequently found in papyri with annotation. From where did the annotator copy the glosses with
which he supplied his text? Supposing that they were not products of his personal background,
did he copy them from a commentary he consulted or from a glossary at his disposal? Both
options seem possible but the problem needs to be discussed further so that the respective

arguments are fully presented.

The problem has not been discussed anywhere by Zuntz whose work on the Aristophanes
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scholia on papyri is by far the most detailed and reliable study of the subject until today. This
is mainly due to the fact that the papyri of Aristophanes that Zuntz chose for his research have
obviously drawn their material for marginal annotation from commentaries where one could
easily find exegetical and glossographical material brought together by earlier scholars. There
are moments during the discussion, however, where his general views about the marginalia
become evident: “Herkunft und Wert dieser Notizen sind ganz verschieden: ein Schiiler mochte
sie nach dem Vortrag seines Lehrers beifiigen; sie kdnnen Exzerpte aus einem grossen
Hypomnema sein etc.””> And a bit below:“sie sind es (diese Unbekannten), die, nach dem
Vortrag eines Grammatikers, auf Grund eines geborgten Hypomnemas, eines Lexi’kons, oder gar
proprio Marte ihre Noten an den Rand der Texte setzten.” So, according to Zuntz, for most part
of the marginalia, glosses and exegetical notes, it is from commentaries, lectures and personal
ideas that the annotators drew their material. Lexica remain an option but obviously of limited
use. At other stages of his discussion, Zuntz emphasizes the role of lexicography by using it very
often as a tool in order to clarify the origins of a marginal note or a scholium. Sometimes his
results go back to lexica and glossaries, such as those of the Atticists or Didymus. A good
example of this is provided by his conclusions regarding the notes on oixétng (1.5) and
&deAdprdf (1.47) in P. Oxy.1371 (Ar. Nub). For the first one he says:“... es ist unwahrscheinlich,
daB hier iiberhaupt Didymus vorliegt; und wahrscheinlich, daB unser Scholion aus Aelius
Dionysius stammt” and for the second “wenn dort ein attizistisches Lexikon dem Scholiasten die
Lehre des Aristophanes von Byzanz vermittelte, wird man das auch hier annehmen”.>® The role
of lexicography, therefore, emerges once again as ¢rucial in the process of the compilation of
the scholia. What is not shown, hbweve'r, in Zuntz’s remarks is the direct transfer of the glosses
from the glossaries and lexica into the margins of rolls and codices. Zuntz implies clearly that
the lexica were incorporated into the independent commentaries at the various stages of
amplification and transformation which the latter underwent. This must have happened gradually
from the first century AD to the fifth, the period during which the original Alexandrian
commentaries were provided with new material, more often of trivial character suitable for use

in schools and at the expense of valuable information about the text that earlier scholars had

32 Zuntz (1975) 79.
3 Zuntz (1975) 52-3.
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accumulated and which finally perished. Again Zuntz in the examination of P. Berol.13929 and
the etymology of p60iov in Equ.546 notes: “das stumpfe Nebeneinander einer grammatisch-
technischen und einer "philosophisch"-stoischen Etymologie dlterer Art ist nicht fiir die Zeit des
Didymus, wohl aber seit dem 2.Jahrhundert moglich ... wird also diese Etymologiensammlung
in die Aristophanes-erkldrung aus einem Lexikon aufgenommen worden sein ”. Once again the
point made by Zuntz refers to lexicographical material infiltrating commentaries and scholia and
not to individual glosses transferred into margins.

The same question is discussed by K. McNamee in an article appended to her monograph
on sigla and marginalia.* This article stems from her study of marginal glosses which do not
follow the inflection of the words they are set t(-> explain. Her discussion concentrates on the
question of the origins of the glosses. McNamee begins with the widely accepted view that in
commentaries lemmata and, therefore, glosses, follow the inflection of the corresponding words
of the main text. The natural explanation for that is that any “problematic” glosses are of
different origin, namely that they have been copied from lexica in which the lemmata had
already been turned into the nominative case. We have earlier presented the two comic glossaries
on papyrus (P. Oxy.1801 and P. Sorb.7) and discussed the fact that such lexica were in
circulation already from the first century AD. Although it is highly likely that the cases in the
original texts were different, the predominant case of the lemmata is nominative. Two objections
to this assumption, however, make McNamee’s argumentation turn into the opposite direction:
first, the anomalous glosses in question are usually mixed with others inflected correctly.
Secondly, the tendency of glossaries not to follow the inflection of the text is not always to be
taken for granted. Furthermore, the distinction between glossaries and commentaries is not as
strict as one would imagine by using standards of modermn scholarship. After that, McNamee
states that what appeared as anomalous actually reflects “the question-and-answer method of the
grammatikos which, as a matter of course, transforms lemmata into the subjects or objects of
explanatory sentences”. She comes to the right conclusion, then, that all these glosses and notes
have been copied from commentaries:“the information they provide may have found its way into
lexica too, but the immediate source of the notes on papyri was commentaries, not lexica”. Her

discussion closes with an overall view of the lexica in which glosses in the nominative case seem

3 McNamee (1992a) 65-81.
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to be very frequent regardless of the case of the original text.

The balance seems to be very much in favour of glosses being copied together with the
rest of the notes from commentaries and not from lexica. A couple of arguments can be added
here to strengthen this view: at first, commentaries on tragedy and probably comedy were
circulating at least until the sixth century AD. These are represented by two papyri: P. Oslo
inv.no.1662, a commentary on Euripides’ Troades from the fifth and P. Wiirzburg 1, a
commentary on Phoenissae from the sixth century (see Appendix to Ch.1). There is no reason
why similar texts could not be used by annotators even at this late period whep the tendency
towards supplying the margins with extensive notes became more and more common. The nature
of later commentaries especially of those on drama is not very clear because the evidence from
papyri is quite limited. It seems that the scholars of late antiquity compiled new commentaries
on the basis of earlier scholarly works by adding plenty of new material serving the needs of the
new era. This new material would be similar to the paraphrase which is predominant in the
scholia of the manuscripts, in%l?s?ses and etymologies from glossaries, . notes from lexica and
grammars of the new grammarians as well as: mythographical material very useful to school
purposes. There can be no doubt that the marginalia in the Aristophanes papyri studied by Zuntz
come from such commentaries. As far as glosses themselves are concerned, it is very likely that
annotators could easily have used either commentaries or glossaries depending on which one was
available at the time. This is based on the assumption that the commentaries had already been
infiltrated with glosses from lexica and glossaries which had been compiled after the first-second
century AD. Another factor in favour of the wider use of commentaries over lexica is the
complete absence of tragic glossaries from .th.e corpus of papyﬁ published so far. Comic
glossaries have indeed been found and two of them were discussed above but they are still
something of a rarity. Moreover, no glossary on a specific play has been found either.
Arguments ex silentio are not very safe, of course, but they are indicative of the situation. One
should also be reminded of the general lexica into which material from tragedy and comedy was
incorporated. Furthermore, one should compare the situation in drama to that in oratory (see e.g.
P. Berol.5008, an alphabetical lexicon on Demosthenes’ In Aristocratem) and that in Homer with
the numerous glossaries and lexica. Once again, we see that it was more likely that the glosses

we find among the rest of the marginalia were copied from the new commentaries and less often

from lexica.
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Another aspect of the same problem deals with the fact that in many papyri one finds a
mixture of glossographical and exegetical notes, as one does in the scholia of the manuscripts.
As examples one could mention P. Oxy.1371 (Clouds with marginalia), P. Amh.13 (Ar,,
unknown) and P. Grenf.12 (Ar. Gerytades or Th II). It has already been demonstrated that these
marginalia were copied from some sort of commentaries. It is impossible, however, to maintain
that the annotator used a commentary for the exegetical notes and a glossary for the rest. Rather
it all came from one and the same source. The task of bringing together all this material had
already been carried out by the people who compiled the mixed commentaries which apart from
some other secondary sources constitute the main element of the corpus of the scholia.

Although the balance of the arguments lc;ans more towards the view that glosses were
copied from commentaries than from glossaries, there are still cases where the opposite remains
an option. P. Oxy.1370 (Eur. Medea) for example, has two glosses which McNamee considered
as coming from commentaries. [lcot@dwv and edudprorv could indeed have originated in a
commentary and been copied from it, but, since there is no other note in the fragments of the
papyrus, copying from a lexicon cannot be absolutely ruled out. In addition to that, P.Oxy.3718
(Eur. Or and Ba) offers a series of glosses in one word which in their shortness and accuracy
may have come from a glossary. Interestingly, both these papyri are of a quite late date, namely
from the fifth century. We know that during this period exegesis of classical authors was
acquiring a standard form (pp. 172-5), and in this respect it is common for the marginalia to be
similar to the scholia. The increasing need for explanation of classical vocabulary which became
more and more difficult to understand probably led to greater use of lexica, such as those of
Diogenianus or Cyrillus which were quite rich in material as well as easy to consult. The
possibility that annotators had direct access to them at this stage is much bigger than in earlier
centuries.

At the end of this discussion of the origin of marginal glosses in the papyri, the
conclusion seems clear: in most cases, glosses were copied from commentaries in much the same
way as the exegetical notes. The same problem, however, that applies to the latter applies also
to the former: marginalia are often school products, notes from lectures or improvisation on the
basis of the information provided by the text itself. It is not always easy to name their origins
unless the supporting evidence is quite strong. The fact that glosses are normally very short

makes classification even more hazardous.
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Conclusions

In this study we have dealt primarily with a series of papyri chronologically ranging from
the late Ptolemaic to the early Byzantine period, namely shortly before the conquest of Egypt
by the Arabs. It was a thematic selection which consisted of papyri from the quite extensive
corpus of Sophocles, Euripides and Aristophanes. As has been set out in the Preface, we have
focused our attention on annotated texts from these authors as well as on a few hypomnemata
which deserve more attention than they had received in their original publications. Our main
purpose was to examine the meaning and value of individual marginalia or explanations of
lemmata in commentaries from two perspectives: firstly, from the point of view of the annotator
or commentator as an individual with his own personal motives and aims (often very modest)
and secondly within the wider framework of classical tradition and scholarship, one end of
which goes back to the glorious Hellenistic Alexandria whereas the other one reaches the
medieval ages and the famous Byzantine scholars. It was necessary to follow at the same time
the development of scholarship in its various stages and its close links with education and book
production mainly during late antiquity. Although it is through the corpus of the scholia that we
normally approach the immense amount of ancient exegesis on classical literature, the marginalia
and hypomnemata on papyrus constitute the direct evidence at least as far as the Graeco-Roman
and early Byzantine periods are concerned.

Before we enter the discussion of the conclusions which have arisen from the study of
the material in the previous chapters, it is necessary to point out the difficulties and therefore
limitations which we faced in the course of our research: first of all, the focus on material from
the corpus of the three dramatists and the inevitable exclusion of other authors such as Pindar,
Callimachus or Theocritus does not allow a general view of the whole spectrum of literature as
one would wish in order to follow the transmission and change of ancient exegesis in its entirety.
For all that has been left aside, it is necessary to rely on other studies. Some of them were
monographs (e.g. G. Zuntz’s study of the Aristophanes papyri)', whereas some others were the
conclusions which accompany the publication of individual texts (e.g. P. Oxy. 2536, Theon’s
commentary on Pythian 12, P. Berol. 5865 on Aratus Phen. [APF 27(1980) 19-32]).

The second problem was that the relevant material for dramatists is not extensive if

compared to that of other authors such as Homer, Callimachus or the lyric poets. In the case of

! Zuntz (1975).
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Aristophanes the most heavily annotated papyri from late antiquity have been studied by Zuntz,
whereas the rest belong to lost plays, therefore without scholia to compare. The limited material
is even more striking when we come to Euripides who is definitely the most popular of all
tragedians according to the statistics based on papyri published so far.? Most of his papyri carry
no annotation at all and when they do so it is usually variants and glosses. With the notable
exception of two late commentaries®, this is the case throughout the period in question, even
during the flourishing period of the Antonines. For Sophocles the situation is more or less the
same, with the addition, however, of the so-called scholars’ copies from the second and third
century Oxyrhynchus, about which more will be sgid below. It is very common to find a couple
of learned notes dispersed among glosses, variants and paraphrase. It is very rare, however, to
find more of them put together in the margins and even rarer to find them copied from a
scholarly source, namely a hypomnema. For this reason we have made as much as possible out
of the material available to us and although some of it may look like isolated instances, as a
whole it has helped us to create an overall picture of the nature of annotation and of its relations
to classical scholarship of the period in question.

Despite the above difficulties there are still interesting conclusions to be drawn from the
study of marginalia and hypomnemata on drama. Most of these conclusions have already been
reached or simply touched upon by various scholars in the past. For some like Giinther Zuntz
and K. McNamee® research started with the study of a selection of papyri small for the former,
much larger for the latter. On the basis of this material they developed theories about the early
stages of annotation and tried to reconstruct the process of the formation of scholia. Others such
as N. G. Wilson® or E. G. Turner® treated the same issue in the much wider context of the history

of scholarship, transmission of texts and book production mainly relying on evidence from select

? For the most recent statistical survey see Bouquiaux-Simon and Mertens (1992) 95-107.
> These are P.Wiirzburg 1 on Phoenissae and P.Oslo inv.no.1662 on Troades.

¢ McNamee (1995). Her main argument is about the need for annotation of legal texts already
from the fourth century and the subsequent manufacture of codices of very large format suitable
for heavy annotation.

SHis two most detailed contributions are Wilson (1967) and (1982).
S Turner (1968) 118-24 (esp.122-4).
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papyri, early manuscripts and the indirect tradition. J. Irigoin, H. Maehler and occasionally
others have also studied annotated papyri and scholia but each of these studies should be
considered separately in the light of the evidence and in the special context in which it was
studied. Even so, there is still plenty of primary evidence, namely papyri and manuscripts, to be
assessed. In our research the inspection and study of a substantial number of papyri as well as
a close look at some other texts outside this limited selection has led to conclusions which are
going to offer arguments in favour or against the existing theories and so to contribute to the
ongoing debate on the formation of scholia.

It is well known that from the Hellenistic period onwards scholarly exegesis was
transmitted in separate rolls in the form of _hypomnemata which were in parallel and
simultaneous use with the text editions. As often repeated, commentaries, editions, lexica and
monographs were the main products of Alexandrian scholarship which enabled the transmission
of the vast amount of Hellenistic scholarship during late antiquity. The form and layout of
hypomnemata is quite well known since the papyri from Egypt have supplied us with many
examples from almost all periods. It is also certain that those people who needed to study
carefully the works of classical literature would have to consult two rolls at the same time,
admittedly not the most convenient thing to do. Readers in antiquity did not enjoy any of the
advantages that we nowadays take for granted, such as word division, full punctuation,
accentuation, line numbering and a meticulous system of lectional signs. It is not surprising,
therefore, that with some outstanding exceptions (Alcman’s Partheneion or P. Oxy. 841/ Pindar,
Paeans) annotation in papyri is on a very limited scale. With a large number of hypomnemata
in circulation and probably easy access to them, especially where big libraries existed, there was
no need to fully annotate the texts given the limited space between columns. The availability of
commentaries has been confirmed by the papyrological discoveries at least of the period until
the third century AD after which fundamental changes in society and book production promoted
new practices, among which the gradual disappearance of the book roll and hypomnemata. More
about this will be said later on but I should stress at this point the wide range covered by
commentaries as for example lost plays or works of lyric poetry not surviving in the manuscript
tradition. With such a variety of exegesis available in hypomnemata within relatively easy access
it is to be expected that annotation was normally kept at a low and not particularly scholarly

level, since its role was purely supplementary.
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The study of the annotated papyri of Euripides, Sophocles and Aristophanes allows us
to distinguish between different kinds of annotation and trace their frequency within this group.’
The picture does not change considerably in the case of other authors, although use of dialectal
and obsolete words by an author (Iyric poetry) or the occurrence of technical vocabulary
(Aratus) in the text affect the kind of annotation needed. What is very clear is that the
commonest form of marginalia is glosses and variants. These can be found either round the
column of the text and close to the words they refer to or even between the lines and above the
problematic word or expression. Normally they are not introduced by a lemma, a practice proper
to commentaries, but they stand on their own. The question that usually arises and which we
tried to answer in the previous chapter (pp.143-7) concemns the origins of the glosses and perhaps
the variants, although for the latter there is more to be said. It seems more likely and is often
clear that glosses were copied from commentaries. For reasons which have been mentioned in
the previous chapter (pp.146-7), glossaries and lexica were not used as sources of annotation,
or at least they were used scarcely. Moreover the fact that at the basis of the collections of tragic
and comic vocabulary there is Didymus, whose commentaries are one of the most important
elements of the scholia as well, does not allow us to tell clearly in which of the two works of
Didymus did a gloss originate. What is also very common in the papyri is that elementary
annotation of this kind is a mixture of glosses and variants or sometimes exegetical notes. This
shows in my opinion that the annotator, whoever each time this person was, would consult a
commentary and select from it whatever he found useful, always feeling free to abbreviate,
reformulate or expand. There is also the possibility of notes taken down from a lecture but this
is difficult to prove. What is really important is that annotation of such sort is a private procedure
carried out by the owner of the text according to his preferences and needs.

When it comes to variants the situation is slightly different. On the one hand it is certain
that in most cases variants, like glosses, were also copied from commentaries. Ancient scholars
would be expected to have included their preferred readings or conjectures in the hypomnemata
and not insert them in the text. We find plenty of such material both in hypomnemata on papyri

and in the corpus of the scholia usually introduced by ypddetar or €v Tio1v etc. Annotators

7 A lengthy study of annotated papyri combined with lists and statistical data was made by
McNamee (1977).
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often found it useful to quote a variant in their text, especially when this entailed noteworthy
changes to the meaning. On the other hand, in a number of papyri, some of which have been
examined in this study, the biggest part of the annotation consists of variant readings introduced
by the standard expressions: o0tw¢ f|v v T ¢” or B” or &v £Tépy. Moreover, some of them
are attributed to specific scholars such as Aristophanes of Byzardum, Theon and possibly
Aristarchus and Nicanor. The exact meaning of these notes is not always clear, as has been
pointed out in the chapter on the papyri of Sophocles (pp.89-90). What exactly was meant by
the expression “so it was in Theon’s copy” or simply “in the second one” ? Was this a
commentary by the scholar in question, an editiqn he produced or perhaps just a copy found
among his books? More questions may be asked concerning the circumstances and the procedure
in which these variants were so systematically copied into the margins of the rolls. What seems
to be agreed by the modern scholars who have dealt with this problem is that these papyri are
the product of collation against one and often more copies of the same text. It is of great interest
to our research that this task was carried out by the scribe himself or by some other professional.
He would compare the new copy at least to its exemplar. Further collations could be made by
the scholar who had ordered the copy. He may have had access to the copies of other famous
scholars (borrowing copies from friends or consulting them in a public library are likely
options®) or even to commentaries by them. One small problem, of course, is the availability of
all these works. In my opinion it is very likely that some of these variants, especially the ones
from famous people such as Aristophanes of Byzantium were copied directly from annotated
private copies or from commentaries and not from Aristophanes’ original editions themselves.
For all these reasons, we believe that these papyri were scholars’ copies and we know that in
Oxyrhynchus there was a wide circle of highly educated people and scholars with links to
Alexandria.® It is really unfortunate that such variants are often in the margins of texts now
completely lost or so fragmentary that no clear conclusion can be drawn from them about the

basic principles of textual criticism in antiquity.

® We could mention here two papyri exemplifying the private exchange of books: P.
Oxy.2192 from the second century shows the interests of scholars in Oxyrhynchus in acquiring
books and exchanging them with friends, P. Berol.21849 from the fifth illustrates the loan of
books between orators, one of them living in Hermopolis (published in Maehler (1974) ).

® Turner (1952) and (1956) and Kriiger (1990).
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The second category of texts we examined in our study were commentaries from
different centuries and on different authors. There was P. Oxy. 856 on Aristophanes’ Acharnians
from the third century AD, P. Rain. 3.20 on the Clouds and P. Rain. 1.34 on the Peace from the
fifth century as well as P.Wiirzburg 1 on Euripides’ Phoenissae from the sixth century. A
number of other commentaries on Aristophanes has been deliberately left out because they deal
with lost plays and any conclusions about their position in the history of scholia would involve
a lot of speculation. The first immediate conclusion we could draw is that there are no striking
similarities between our commentaries and the existing corpus of scholia. This is e:specially the
case with the earlier commentaries. Obviously none of them brings to light any of the
hypomnemata that were later transferred into the margins of parchment manuscripts either.
Nevertheless, one should not necessarily condemn them as useless examples of scholarship in
decline. In the past, it was common among editors to ascribe such texts to mediocre
schoolmasters of late antiquity or clumsy epitomators. A closer look at individual points,
however, showed that in them there is plenty of useful information either linguistic or related
to interpretation. Occasionally these commentators come up with much more accurate
explanations than and use sources absent from the scholia which although they collect all sorts
of information often miss the main point. The value and scholarly origin of such elements is
clearly confirmed by their reappearance in other parts of the tradition such as mythological
compendia like Apollodorus’ Bibliotheca or lexica such as Hesychius and Suda. This is one of
the main reasons why each comment must be examined on its own merits and on what it has to
offer and not be rejected in advance on grounds of the overall inferiority of the hypomnema. On
the other hand, of course, it is also very common to find comments simply paraphrasing the
poet’s text and seeking solutions to problems only with the help of the context, that is without
any further investigation in other works of the same author and works of reference by earlier
scholars. One possible way to assess the value of papyrus commentaries is to regard them as by-
products of the mainstream scholarly works. By this I mean compilations based upon famous
hypomnemata by authorities such as Aristarchus or more likely .Didymus which were
subsequently abbreviated and augmented according to the personal preferences and needs of the
compiler. Normally they were closer to the standards of school environment which would ask
for more of elementary paraphrase and explanation of difficult words, at the expense of long

citations from other literary works and references to the views of earlier scholars.
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The discussion comes inevitably to one of the main aspects of the ancient exegesis,
namely the way it was perceived and transmitted by copyists and users. To start from the users,
their attitude was characterized by lack of respect towards the actual words and arguments of
earlier scholars and commentators. This had the effect that when copying scribes felt free to omit
entire sections or more often to paraphrase in order to shorten or emphasize specific points.
Moreover it would be very common to add material drawn from other sources. Even
commentaries bearing the names of famous scholars such as Aristarchus, Didymus and Theon
did not escape this process. There are two characteristic examples of this practice: the first one
is P. Amh.12 from the third century AD, a commentary by Aristarchus on the first book of
Herodotus which seems to have been abbreviated because it covers a large amount of text in a
rather brief manner. The second is P. Oxy. 2536, a fragment of Theon’s commentary on Pindar’s
Pythian 12 from the second century; this one illustrates clearly the process we have described
above. Not one but two people thought it necessary to add more material to Theon’s original
text. For this they used every available space such as the bottom margin and the space between
the columns. It would not be surprising if a subsequent copyist inserted all additional notes into
the main text without any indication whatsoever about different authorship.

The flexibility and relaxed attitude of the copyists and users towards commentaries led
the transmission of ancient exegesis to a direction very different from that of the classical texts
themselves. As far as the classical texts are concerned, a very deep sense of respect and
faithfulness was reserved to the readings of tradition.” Very few of the textual alterations
suggested by the Alexandrians entered the manuscript tradition. Their views were expressed in
hypomnemata and monographs. In the case of glossaries and lexica, on the other hand, a
situations't'?)l that of commentaries must have occurred; their abbreviation and conflation must
have started at a very early stage, even within the same generation as the original."! As a
conclusion, one can regard ancient exegesis as circulating in a form far from standard. This
notion looks definitely very strange to the modem reader who is used to books being reproduced

mechanically and with care for the slightest detail. It should always be borne in mind that in

10 See Turner (1968) 100-12, Fraser (1972) 475-9 and Pfeiffer (1968) 173-4.

' One can mention as a striking example Pamphilus’ lexicon which was epitomized by
Diogenianus and possibly J.Vestinus soon after it was written because of its large size.
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antiquity the publisher’s system was very different and works like hypomnemata were not
intended for a very wide public in libraries outside Alexandria.

Although a hypomnema usually occupied one roll and was used together with the
corresponding text, which was also in one roll, other possibilities cannot be excluded. As P. Oxy.
856, the commentary on Aristophanes’ Acharnians indicates, a very selective commentary could
cover a whole play in a limited number of columns, thus allowing the accommodation of more
than one hypomnema in a roll or a codex at a later period. Reasons of convenience must have
favoured such practical innovations especially after the so-called “Selection” established itself
by limiting the number of texts in circulation and study to a very small one. Schools and private
libraries are very likely candidates for the ownership and usage of such compilations.

It is unfortunate that for the purposes of our research the number of surviving
hypomnemata on tragedy and comedy is small, contrary to what one may have expected.
Commentaries on lost plays, especially from the first to the third century AD, can offer clues as
to what earlier hypomnemata looked like and what sort of exegesis they contained. It is
impossible, however, to draw from them any conclusions relevant to our research without
relying on speculation. The absence of scholia and more importantly of the text itself deprives
us of one of the main methods, which is comparison between material offered in hypomnemata
and material in the margins of manuscripts. Commentaries on lost plays, therefore, can be of
limited use, despite the fact that they illustrate the interests and wide range of ancient exegesis
as well as how much has been lost during late antiquity.

Before we enter into a different period in the development of ancient scholarship, we
should mention a couple of general points concerning the relations between commentaries and
marginalia. First of all, it has been often pointed out that the origin of marginal notes is not
easily determined. Some of them may be the work of the annotator himself, products of his
wider readings, lectures he gave or attended, personal thoughts and interpretations. Some other
notes have been copied from hypomnemata, available to the scribe or more likely to later users
of the papyrus. The quality of the notes taken from hypomnemata is generally higher. The way
to identify notes which have been taken from hypomnemata is usually by the presence of
lemmata used to introduce the explanations in commentaries. When copying from commentaries,
annotators would often copy the relevant lemmata as well, although these were no longer

absolutely necessary in the margins. Secondly, the main limitation imposed on the marginal
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notes was that of space. As a result of this, the material derived from hypomnemata underwent
considerable changes: as a rule, names of scholars were omitted, hence, the marginalia are
anonymous. Moreover, the process of abbreviation entails omission of citations from other
scholarly or literary sources, shortening or complete omission of lemmata and slight or more
serious changes in wording. The above mentioned freedom in adapting and abbreviating
commentaries is conspicuously present in the procedure of transferring hypomnemata into the
margins. Finally, it is clear that after so many modifications it is a difficult task to assess the real
value hidden behind brief and obscure marginalia. It is usually with the help of reappearances
of the same material in other texts, namely scholia and lexica, that we are able to identify
scholarly elements and distinguish between importax;t and trivial pieces of information. Even this
method, however, has its own risks since scholia and lexica are themselves a mixture of material
derived from sources of unequal value.

Up to this point, all the major and minor conclusions discussed concern scholarly and
scholastic exegesis and their main features during the Ptolemaic and the biggest part of the
Greco-Roman Egypt. Hitherto, for reasons relating to the dates of most papyri in this study, the
emphasis has been upon the first three centuries AD. The situation, however, changes immensely
after the third century. New developments occur in the whole of the Empire and therefore in
Egypt as well, where the evidence of papyri makes them more visible and better documented.
The first radical change is the gradual Christianization of the Roman Empire, a process
culminating in the fourth century when Christianity acquired finally the status of the official
religion. The second development concerns the slow decline of classical letters during a period
of great social and political changes when classical studies had to compete with the ever
increasing Christian literature and education. The first two changes coincided with, and perhaps
caused, important changes in book production: the traditional papyrus roll was replaced by the
codex and the number of classical texts in circulation shrank considerably. What took place was
the so-called “Selection”, a process of picking out a small group of texts from each author
suitable for and dictated by the demands of the school curriculum. All these radical changes
happened in a period when many new centres of studies developed outside Egypt. To what
extent each new centre influenced scholarship and more specifically book production is not
always clear, given that papyrological evidence from Egypt continues to be far richer and often

more reliable than the indirect information on scholarly activities in the rest of the Eastern
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empire. The effects of these changes on the nature and transmission of scholarship are great and
at the end of the sixth and beginning of the seventh century nothing seems to be as it was in the
Greco-Roman period we examined earlier.

After a period of strong persecution by the Romans, the Christian religion managed
eventually to overcome all obstacles and become the most powerful force both in the higher and
the lower classes of society. Constantine became the first Christian emperor and with the
exception of Julian, the fourth century saw an immense advance of Christians in administration,
education and literature.'? This is the period of Christian fathers and strong bishops such as
Athanasius were ready to fight even against the Emperor’s will. In the following centuries
paganism retreated to very limited circles of people whereas Christianity as the predominant
religion embraced and promoted by the Imperial household managed to close down pagan
Schools such as the one in Athens in 529, destroy pagan temples and gradually isolate the last
remaining pagan intellectuals and teachers by not allowing them to practise their profession in
546." After the reign of Justinian paganism is almost extinct.

During this period of change, conflict and fanaticism, classical literature and education
found themselves under threat and in a defending position. Rhetorical and philosophical speech
did not seem appropriate in addressing the wide public and communicating Christian preaching
to ordinary people. Christian morality was not to be very happy with the models and examples
provided by pagan literature either. It is not surprising then that some Christian writers attacked
severely pagan authors, even tried to exclude them from the school curriculum. Despite the
official anti-pagan policy, however, classical literature did not disappear from education, let
alone circulation in general.'* On the contrary, educated classes continued to study classics and
scholars to write commentaries, lexica and monographs as the earlier generations did, only on
a more limited scale. Christian fathers did not reject classical education but instead favoured a
selective use of pagan authors since they themselves had studied in pagan Schools like Athens

under famous pagan teachers like Libanius. The result was that gradually Christian and pagan

2 For more details and extensive bibliography see CAH (1998).
1 There is a detailed description of the period and events in Cavallo (1978).
' On education and culture see Cameron (1998).
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elements mixed and began to coexist in the educational system of late antiquity. Classical
education escaped the danger of becoming completely extinct but its adaptation into a system
very different from the old one and also in a socially and culturally shifting environment brought
about many changes."

The problem of education in late antiquity does not belong to the field covered by this
study and has been discussed from many different perspectives elsewhere. It is apparent,
however, that scholarly activities and book circulation in late antiquity are very closely linked
to the standards and limitations imposed by educational practices. It should be briefly mentioned
here that the older system of education was based on rhetorical studies and the ability to
understand and possibly imitate classical style and_language. Still in the fourth century famous
orators like Themistius and Libanius continued this tradition, being both powerful and influential
personalities themselves. At the same time, however, the need for new members in the imperial
administration equipped with knowledge of Latin and notarial skills made more traditional
qualifications irrelevant and unpractical. Professional and vocational training led fast to the
decline of rhetorical studies and the formation of a uniform and more focused curriculum.'® This
affected considerably classical studies and increased the demand for technical works such as
grammatical treatises, glossaries like the one attributed to Cyrillus of Alexandria, and legal and
medical studies. The level of literacy gradually decreased and the situation became very serious
after the period of Justinian until the beginning of the so-called “Dark Ages”. The reasons for
the decline are, of course, more complicated and coincide with a period of wars, natural disasters
and disappearance or heavy destruction of cities of the Eastern Empire.”” In the West the
situation is not very different from that of the East. Because of social and political changes

circulation of books in the fourth and fifth centuries tends to diminish and stays in the hands of

'* See Mango (1980) 125-37 and Marrou (1956) 314-29.
'8 See Cameron (1978) 673-9 and Cavallo (1986).

1 For more see Mango (1980) 60-79. He writes for example: (p.66) “the period in question
witnessed a remarkable succession of droughts, plagues of locusts, earthquakes and other
calamities (...) It would have taken many years, indeed several generations, to recover fully from
such a combination of calamities. This respite was not granted to many eastern provinces”.
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the aristocratic élite of Rome and other cities like Ravenna.'® We hear also about grammarians
equally famous to their colleagues in the East and also very attached to the authorities who
occasionally grant them public offices and honours."” The decline in classical studies and
circulation of books is rapid and more visible after the reconquest of Italy by the forces of
Justinian.

The new cultural, social and political conditions which the classical heritage faced after
the fourth century affected seriously the production and circulation of pagan literature. It is
known that book production, at least according to the evidence from Egypt, reached a peak in
the second century AD due mainly to the revival of classical studies in the age of the Antonines.
Immediately after this period a gradual and stead;/ fall begins in the number of texts, some of
which will never appear again in the manuscript tradition. A recovery in the case of authors such
as Aristophanes in the fifth century is exceptional and does not change the overall picture as
stated above. Despite the absence of a complete up-to-date list of published papyri, the
conclusions from some provisional lists do not seem to alter the data derived from Pack® and it
is likely that further publications will only add a few more exceptions to the general rule.”® From
a historical point of view, as has been already indicated for the field of education, the age of
Justinian was marked by a much faster decline after which any prospects of complete recovery
were no longer realistic.

Historical sources and modern research by and large agree that during the reigns of
Theodosius (379-395) and Justinian (527-565) the policy against paganism and classical studies
was strengthened and that it employed every method of suppression including the burning of
pagan books in 562.2' On the other hand, however, efforts were made to preserve at least part

of the classical heritage, namely books under risk of destruction. Two instances from the fourth

'® In Cavallo (1978) 201-11 one finds a brief account of the period. Also in Reynolds and
Wilson (1991°%) 36-9 and 79-86.

1 Kaster (1988) discusses all aspects of a grammarian's role and personality and gives a
prosopographical list from 250 to 565 AD.

® A detailed study Cavallo (1986). For lists of texts from late antiquity see Maehler (1997)
125-8 and Treu (1986). It should be stressed, of course, that Christian texts are not included in
such statistics for obvious reasons.

2 1 Malalas, Chronographia 18, p.491 di Bonn.

160



Conclusions

century are worth mentioning: first, in a speech by Themistius addressed to the emperor
Constantius in AD 357 the orator praises him for having organized the rescue of old decaying
books containing the wisdom of the ancients. This did not aim so much at the preservation of
standard authors such as Homer whose survival was guaranteed by their authority, but primarily
of works of secondary rank which were threatened by lack of demand and increasing
indifference.” Themistius specified the provision of resources for this task and one can assume
that it was all part of the reorganization of the public library in the newly founded capital of
Constantinople. A second example of a similar imperial initiative can be seen in the Theodosian
codex. The entry of May the 8th, 372 orders the appointment of four Greek a;ld three Latin
copyists “selected for copying the manuscripts of the library and for repairing them on account
of their age” (Cod.Theod. XIV 9,2). The job must have included also the transfer of some texts
from rolls into codices but this was not necessarily the main objective.? Fifty years later, in 425,
Theodosius II founded the University of Constantinople, which though not a university in the
modern sense, was an institution providing state supported education by grammarians, orators
and sophists as well as professors of philosophy and law both in Greek and Latin. This act
together with the arrival of many scholars such as Orus, Pamprepius and Horapollo from the
provinces to Constantinople illustrates the attempts of the Emperor to elevate educational
standards and general cultural life by taking advantage of the traditionally pagan system. It
would be surprising if this did not mean some sort of encouragement for the production and
circulation of classical texts at least within the capital.

The period we have been discussing is marked not only by changes in the attitude
towards classical literature but also by more specific modifications in the form and number of
texts in circulation. During the first centuries AD a new kind of book, the codex, started to

compete with the traditional papyrus roll. Various reasons made the codex much more suitable

2 Themistius, Or. 4.59 d - 60 c: ... doo1 62 dmadol Te tkeivwy Kal Td £pya adTOV obK
¢€apkel tavtoig mpodg drapoviiy ... ToArolg pev Oprjpov dTodntag kel vewkbépoug,
noAiodc 8¢ ' Hoédov Oepanevtdg, Xpboinndv te adtov 101 kol Zrivewve kel KAedvOny
... On this speech see Vanderspoel (1995) 96-100.

3 Irigoin (1952) 99 n.2: “Je comprendrais volontiers que Thémistios fait allusion a des
éditions commentées d' Homeére e d' Hésiode, c'est-a-dire des poetes en général ”. His
interpretation agrees with his theory about an early archetype of the scholia.
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for the reading public and therefore destined to become the only type of book after the fourth
century. These reasons have been discussed thoroughly elsewhere,” so it is enough to repeat
them here very briefly: the codex was much more convenient in use compared to the roll since
it created for the first time the unity of a page, still today the main element of books and of
electronic communication (e.g. ‘web pages’). In a codex one can accommodate more text than
in a roll. This gave the opportunity to form groups of texts by the same author and bring them
together in one easily consulted book. Furthermore, codex facilitated reference, very difficult
in the long papyrus roll of the past. Apart from practical reasons, however, it seems that
Christians favoured the new book form and adopted it to a certain extent in order‘ to dissociate
themselves from the roll which had been the exclusive means of transmission of pagan literature
for centuries. The abandonment of the roll is in itself a revolution in book production; although
it did not happen suddenly but progressively, it was due to affect seriously other aspects of book
circulation too.

Until the second century AD the amount of classical literature in circulation was more
or less the same as that possessed and edited by the Alexandrians. This is confirmed by
papyrological evidence as well as by quotations in authors of the time. A look at the number of
tragedies and comedies as well as of lyric poetry from Oxyrhynchus of the first two centuries
AD illustrates clearly how much did not survive for long after. From the third century onwards
the number of texts shrinks and we end up with a so-called “Selection”, pretty close to the corpus
which through Byzantium reached modemn times. Another earlier process of selection had
happened in Alexandria probably in the time of Callimachus and Aristophanes of Byzantiwnand
had led to the formation of the canon of classical authors. In both cases what was left outside the
selection fell into oblivion and perished with the exception of occasional appearances in
anthologies and quotations.

The selection of classical texts has been much discussed since Wilamowitz who argued
for a systematic and quick process carried out by a schoolmaster possibly in the early third

century AD. Arguments against this theory have not disproved it completely but only modified

2 Roberts and Skeat (1983). For more specific effects on literary texts see Canfora (1974)
and Irigoin (1994) esp.671f.
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it and added further dimensions prompted by the evidence of papyri published in this century.”

It seems more likely now that the selection of the third century was the end of a process which
started much earlier and related to readers’ preferences, availability of commentaries and
certainly educational usefulness. Moreover, this theory applies better to dramatic texts to which
it referred in the first place and should not necessarily be applied to all authors. Despite the
various considerations about the earlier origins of the selection, however, it remains a fact that
from the third century the selection gets its final and standard form. The beginning of a decline
in classical studies as described earlier on is definitely the main historical factor which in a way
created and pushed forward the conditions for the diminishing of the number of texts people read
and studied. School cannot be disregarded, of cc_)ursc, as its environment, needs and purposes
were best served by the selection. Literature was adapted to the school curriculum, which as we
have seen, tended towards a more uniform and practical character for the purposes of a more
vocational and less idealistic education appropriate to bureaucrats and administrators. Of course,
what was thought suitable to education must not have been far from common and popular
choices, as it is the case with tragedy and comedy.

The invention of the codex and the gradual disappearance of the roll facilitated the
process of selection. For the first time, it was made possible to put together a substantial number
of texts which would otherwise need the space of several rolls. The new book form encouraged
the creation of corpora, groups of texts from one author or genre. The seven plays of Aeschylus
and Sophocles and the book of Pindar’s Epinicia are well known examples of this. Although
individual texts outside the selection have appeared on papyri after the third century, these are
so exceptional that they cannot change the overall picture. Finally and as far as commentaries
are concerned, the ones on plays outside the selection became immediately useless and therefore
perished. Even the commentaries that survived underwent severe changes in the period that
followed the selection but these will be discussed later on.

Up to now it has become obvious that revolutionary changes in the most crucial areas of
book production created entirely different conditions for the survival and continuation of

classical studies. On top of them, however, the scholarship shifted from the traditional urban

3 Wilamowitz (1907) 173-219. See also Zuntz (1965) 254-61 and Barrett (1964) 50-3.
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centres to the new ones which flourished in late antiquity.?® In the past Alexandria, Athens and
Rome were the places where famous scholars lived, taught and wrote. At the time when the
situation in the West was changing dramatically, cities such as Antioch, Berytus and Gaza set
up schools of rhetoric, philosophy and law. Personalities such as Libanius and Procopius of Gaza
taught in these places and their schools were attended by many pupils. From this list of cities one
cannot omit Constantinople, the new capital, which did not manage, however, to eclipse the
glory of Athens or Antioch at least until the sixth and seventh centuries when a series of natural
disasters and enemy invasions brought the loss of the provinces of Syria, Palestine and Egypt.”
The biggest part of scholarly activities continued to take place in big provincial cities with long
literary traditions. As regards Egypt in particulal:, the school of Alexandria, which took up the
activities of the Museum, existed until the Arab conquest, although it is likely that the Library
was destroyed in the late fourth century, a period of strong fanaticism and conflicts between
Christians and pagans.” Like elsewhere, however, the focus had already shifted mainly to the
interpretation of Platonic philosophy and science such as medicine and astronomy. There is also
evidence about literary and possibly scholarly activities in the rest of Egypt. Early Byzantine
Oxyrhynchus provides us with a number of classical texts written in codices, often heavily
annotated. Panopolis was probably an equally important city with a school where Greek was
taught and a library with books of classical authors such as Homer and Menander.” Nonnos, the
poet of Dionysiaca also came from there. Papyri seem to indicate that in Hermopolis too one
could have access to plenty of classical books. A group of papyrus codices from the excavations
in Hermopolis includes authors such as Homer, Aristophanes, Sophocles, Euripides, Theocritus,
Apollonius and Menander. It would be useful to know in whose hands all these texts were and

whose literary interests they reflect but this is not an easy task given the problematic fate of the

% For a thorough discussion see Wilson (1996) 28-60.

27 Cavallo (1995).

% The temple and the library of the Sarapeum were attacked and destroyed in 391. There is
still controversy as to whether this was the end of the library; it is possible that some volumes
continued to exist until the Arab conquest. See El-Abbadi (1990) 145-78 and Canfora (1989) 81-

99.

* The question of a library belonging either to a private school or a monastery has divided
papyrologists. See Fournet (1992) 253-66, Blanchard (1991) 211-20 and Bagnall (1993) 102-4.
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papyrus findings from Hermopolis since their discovery at the beginning of this century. It has
been suggested that most of these papyri belonged to the élite of the city, big and powerful
families of land owners prominent in the late fourth and fifth centuries.” This must have been
a private library going from one generation to the other. There is, of course, also the possibility
of a number of books being part of a library of a school or even of a Christian institution
together with books of Christian literature. As regards the general literary atmosphere in Egypt
in this period, the literary movement of pagan poets in the fourth and fifth centuries included
people such as Claudian, Horapollon and Olympiodorus, some of whom were well educated by
famous scholars or were scholars themselves.”! It has been suggested that these people came
from rich families of landowners in Upper Eg);pt, like the ones we saw in Hermopolis with
interest in Homer and the dramatists and in possession of large codices of these works.
Libraries continued to exist also outside Egypt and it is likely that discoveries in the
eastern provinces such as Syria or Palestine will bring to light fragments of literary texts from
codices of late antiquity. Indirect evidence gives plenty of information on possession of books
but the nature of works of late antiquity and their strong rhetorical features do not always allow
modern scholars to conclude whether the author had the classical text in his hands, was quoting
from memory or from an anthology. Libanius is a characteristic example of a library owner of
the fourth century.?® His library included among others the three tragedians and Aristophanes.
Euripides seems to have been his favourite but it is also quite certain that his collection of drama
did not exceed the number of plays that have come down to our era. More interestingly, Libanius
had in his collection some commentaries, for instance one on Aristophanes - not necessarily on
all the selected plays - and one on Demosthenes. The authorship of the commentaries cannot be
proved but there is some evidence for a Dionysius and Didymus. Especially in the provinces that
suffered from earthquakes and invasions until their conquest by the Arabs, the fate of these
libraries must have been that of destruction, although isolated examples of survival cannot be

excluded given the interest of the Arabs in scientific, philosophical and medical texts.

% See Maehler (1997) 119-25 and by the same author BGU 12 (Berlin 1974) xvi-xxviii. For
a more cautious interpretation of the evidence, van Minnen and Worp (1993) 151-86.

3! Cameron (1965).
32 More in Norman (1964) and Wolf (1952).
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From what has been said above, it is absolutely clear that the period of late antiquity and
early Byzantium was not simply a troubled period lacking completely in scholarly achievements.
As far as book production and general scholarship are concerned, slow decline at the beginning
and rapid decline towards the end is a rather indisputable fact. The changes that occurred in
these times, however, and in particular the innovations in books, determined to a great extent the
subsequent appearance of books as well as the survival or disappearance of a large part of
classical literature. Moreover, the choices and compilations of this period are more or less what
the scholars of the ninth and tenth century used in compiling the archetypes of texts and scholia.
The importance of these changes can be practically seen when one compares the appearance of
books from the second and third centuries with thc:ir equivalents of the ninth and tenth centuries.
On the one hand you have papyrus rolls written in majuscule and usually accompanied by
hypomnemata written separately and containing all the relevant scholarly exegesis. On the other
hand, in the tenth century there are large parchment manuscripts written in minuscule with large
amounts of scholia surrounding the main text on each page.

Our attention will now focus on the process of the formation of scholia, as this emerged
during our study of the selected papyri of Euripides, Sophocles and Aristophanes as well as of
some other important texts already examined by others in monographs and articles. It is a known
fact that the history of scholia has been the object of a long debate among modern scholars
which started earlier this century and continues to divide scholarship even today, although the
existing gap is no longer as big as it used to be at the beginning. A brief historical presentation
of the most influential contributions will enable us to understand the extent of different views
and follow the development of the debate together with some new aspects that research has
added to the traditional argumentation on the problem.

The first pole in the controversy over the creation of scholia was established by
Wilamowitz who spoke in his Einleitung in die griechische Tragédie of the edition of the select
plays as having scholia in its margins.” His view was universally adopted as valid and remained
influential for the first four decades of this century. Other scholars elaborated the theory further
by extending it also to authors such as Aristophanes. J. W. White in his edition of the scholia on
Aves spoke of a parchment codex of the fourth or fifth century that contained the select comedies

* Wilamowitz (1907) 196: “...DaB die Schulausgabe Scholien hatte, liegt in ihrer Natur”.
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with a full scale commentary in the margins.> No doubt this was thought to be the archetype of
the manuscripts of the tenth century, especially as far as scholia are concerned. J. Irigoin is
another scholar who followed Wilamowitz’s steps in his detailed account of the history of the
text of Pindar. According to him, “il est donc trés vraisemblable que, vers la fin du 2e siécle, le
choix des Epinicies avec son commentaire, a été transcrit sur un codex de papyrus”.** This theory
seems to have had impact on most classical authors, Homer and Hesiod included.

The ever increasing papyrological evidence during the first half of this century, however,
was not in support of Wilamowitz and his followers. It should not be much‘ of a surprise,
therefore, that the theory that still represents the other pole of the debate started with a research
relying basically on the papyri of Aristophanes._With two long articles published in 1938 and
1939 G. Zuntz maintained that it was no longer possible to argue for an archetype of the scholia
dated as early as the third or fourth century.36 On the contrary, his conclusions led to 2 much
later date, namely the ninth or tenth century. The material he used consisted of late papyri of
Aristophanes with plenty of marginalia. A very thorough and exhausting analysis of the notes
in relation to all available sources such as lexica and scholia on other authors revealed a very
complex system of links between the notes on papyri and the scholia of the manuscripts. Zuntz
achieved an exemplary presentation of the history of Aristophanic scholia in late antiquity by
focusing especially on the multiple strata of exegesis which were eventually brought together
in the margins of the byzantine manuscripts. He was also the first to point out the importance
of the catenae, running commentaries on ecclesiastical texts compiled from different sources,
as a model for the scholiasts on secular literature. In order to support his theory for such a late
date, Zuntz accepted the survival of commentaries and monographs through the Dark Ages
(seventh and eighth centuries) and claimed that it was only after the invention of minuscule that
scribes were able to transfer into the margins such a big amount of ancient exegesis.

Zuntz’s theory was not universally accepted and in the following years there were still

scholars arguing for the old view of an early annotated edition of the select plays and of lyric

3 White (1914) Ixiii-1xv.
* Irigoin (1952) 97-100.
% Zuntz (1975).
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poems. We have already mentioned Irigoin who rejected the idea of a late archetype of scholia
in his study on Pindar but there were also other scholars who were not not convinced by Zuntz.
Irigoin continues to support the model of an early annotated codex until today although there are
not many who would share his view as a whole. Zuntz, on the other hand, reconsidered his
original conclusions twice on the basis of new evidence. In a brief discussion of the problem in
1965 he conceded that it was possible for some commentaries to have passed into the margins
already in late antiquity and that in some cases the compiler of the scholia had to use both
commentaries and annotated codices.”” Given also the nature of late antique hypomnemata as a
combination of extracts from various older sources, it becomes likely that at least for some
authors the process of compiling a corpus of sch;>1ia had begun definitely earlier than the tenth
century.

The third major contribution to the debate was made by N. G. Wilson in 1967.* From
the point of the evidence used it was again papyri that necessitated a review of the existing
theories. The publication in 1952 of P. Oxy.2258, a codex of Callimachus from a very late
period, brought to light a type of book especially designed for and indeed supplied with plenty
of marginalia. It is an exceptional text since it is of very large size and offers more than one
comment on each lemma.* For the first time scholars came across an example of a compilation
from different sources coming from late antiquity, a unique piece of evidence to base the new
theories on safer ground. Wilson attempted to bridge the gap between Wilamowitz’s and Zuntz’s
theories by examining each aspect of the problem separately and not only from a technical side.
On the one hand he saw as likely the survival of some commentaries into the ninth century,
which together with the annotated codices of earlier times were used by the scholars of this
period to create the corpus of scholia. On the other hand, however, he searched in late antiquity
for known technical features of the scholia such as GAAw¢, manuscripts of large format and early
examples of amalgamation. His results showed that all of them can be found in late antiquity,

although not always in the fully developed form of the tenth century. In addition, the

37 Zuntz (1965) 272-5.
3 See Wilson (1967).

* For a description see the first edition and Turner (1977) 49 and 84 as well as Turner (1987)
67 with plate.
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examination of the catenae took him to the problem of their relation to scholia, one of Zuntz’s
main points. Procopius of Gaza who is considered the inventor of the catena lived at the turn of
the fifth century. Some of the features, however, that catenae and scholia have in common have
already been found in even earlier periods. According to Wilson, direct imitation of the catenae
by the scholia cannot be proved. It would be surprising if scribes did not imitate one of the main
features of the catena, that of citing sources by name.*” Wilson’s influential contribution finishes
with an attempt to link the compilation of scholia to the Gaza School, definitely at an age three
or four centuries earlier than Zuntz had originally assumed.

Since 1967 when Wilson offered a well founded alternative to the two existing theories,
no study on a similar large scale has appeared. Ins_tead, scholars have focused their efforts upon
very specific aspects of the problem such as the format and nature of exegesis in late antiquity.
Interestingly enough, Zuntz in the second edition of his articles (1975) offered some more
thoughts on the subject. Basically he did not move from his original view about a late date for
the archetypes of codices with full scholia. He simply conceded to the view that there were some
earlier stages, one of them represented by the Oxyrhynchus Callimachus. In his own words:“eine
solche [die neue, aesthetisch und materiell befriedigende Form] war gegeben mit der
hochbyzantinischen “Ersten Renaissance”. This updated version of the old theory of 1938 was
supported also by H. Maehler in 1993 with the argument that the Oxyrhynchus Callimachus is
not enough proof for an early compilation of scholia and that there is no example of a
manuscript from late antiquity with the full corpus of scholia written even in a very small
majuscule script.*’ On the other hand, K. Dover in his lengthy introduction to Aristophanes’
Frogs argued for late antique manuscripts of Aristophanes with scholia. It is worth quoting two
passages illustrating his views: “When the first medieval codices of Aristophanes were made in
the tenth century, the texts surviving from late antiquity were already furnished with a variety
of scholia, which had only to be transcribed”. And later on: “... but there is one consideration
which strongly supports the hypothesis that ancient scholia, not an ancient commentary, were
the immediate source of the scholia in medieval manuscripts of Aristophanes. An alternative

explanation of a passage is sometimes introduced by GAAwg (...) On the assumption that no

“ A very recent brief discussion of the issue is in Wilson (1997).

4! Maehler (1994) 137.
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commentator repeated himself so grossly, this type of scholion cannot be taken as a whole from
a commentary, but must be the product of combining two scholia, from different exemplars,
which were originally both excerpted from one and the same item in a commentary”.*?

The most recent discussion of the problem has been offered by K. McNamee in three
articles expanding the same idea, namely that it was in the law schools of the East that the
practice of heavy and systematic annotation developed. They even combined elements from
different sources similarly to the scholia of the manuscripts and the Oxyrhynchus Callimachus.*?
McNamee gathered examples of heavily annotated papyri from late antiquity and came to the
conclusion that this is the first time there seems to be a relation between format and annotation,
since codices were specially manufactured in order to accommodate large portions of exegesis.
The task of annotating these texts was possibly carried out by the scribes themselves even before
the codices were assembled. Moreover, the evidence shows that from the fifth century there was
also a relation between the predominance of Greek over Latin and the need to use extra space
in margins for relevant annotation of Latin legal texts. More students without good knowledge
of Latin meant greater need for translations, notes and glosses for the study of the Latin
originals. On the basis of three specific examples, P. Ryl. Il 477 (Cicero), P. Ant. 3.153 (Law)
and the Scholia Sinaitica (on Ulpian’s Libri ad Sabinum) which McNamee thinks illustrate a
deliberate transfer of scholarly material, and indeed from multiple sources in the second and
third case, she concludes that (McNamee (1995) 414) “the process [of the compilation of
scholia] may have begun even earlier, possibly as early as 400.” The only reservation that she
expressed refers to the majority of annotations in these codices of large format being scholastic
and not scholarly. Strikingly enough, one of the two paﬁyri with purely scholarly annotation on
a literary text is the Oxyrhynchus Callimachus. '

After this brief presentation of the debate over the stages and date of formation of the
scholia, we will attempt to reconsider the major aspects of the problem and by taking into
account the results of our study we will also express our personal opinion, to the extent that this
is possible.

At first, it should be said clearly that both Wilamowitz’s and Zuntz’s theories about an

“ Dover (1993) 94-102.
4 McNamee (1995), (1997) and (1998).
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early or late compilation of scholia are no longer tenable. The former was contradicted by the
huge amount of evidence from papyri published during this century, the latter by papyri such as
the Oxyrhynchus Callimachus and further research into the sources from late antiquity. Zuntz
was even compelled to adapt his theory to the new discoveries and to start talking of “Vorstufe”,
namely earlier stages of manuscripts with scholia such as the much discussed Callimachus. In
order to form a clear image of the development and various stages of the transmission of ancient
exegesis in late antiquity we have to examine separately each one of the factors which led to the
abandonment of commentaries and the eventual creation of scholia.

The first important factor involved is that of the format. It is understandable that there
could be no “scholia” in the limited space prox;ided by rolls. Annotation in rolls has been
discussed many times in this study but the conclusion even in the most prominent cases has been
that rolls by definition and manufacture were not made to receive huge amount of exegesis.
There can be no question of transcribing entire commentaries in rolls nor of conflating from two
different sources. It was only after the establishment of the codex as a medium of transmission
of texts that scribes allowed more and more space to be left blank for the accommodation of
notes. The advantages and capacity of the codex have already been described above. It is
interesting to quote here E. G. Tumer’s remark on the topic since it conveys in the best possible
way the meaning and function of the codex: “One portion of Justinian’s work is entitled Codex
Justinianus, that is comprehensiveness is the final aim of the codex. That a work should be all-
inclusive is now its raison d’étre. Such a work must be in large format, and the large format
offers the opportunity to include alongside the sacred text the annotation the reader will need.
Space for such annotation has been deliberately provided in the papyrus codex of
Callimachus.”** Apart from Turner’s lists and categorizations of papyri according to dimensions,
McNamee too has published a list of codices with heavy annotation and big format. In all lists
the Oxyrhynchus Callimachus has a prominent position. Its dimensions are extremely big
(37x28cm), the margins are full of notes probably from different sources. It is indeed a very
exceptional papyrus but one should always bear in mind the limitations set by a unique piece of
evidence. The format of codex, however, seems to have developed to the direction of the well

known manuscripts of the byzantine period, that of large margins suitable for plenty of scholia.

“ Tumner (1977) 84.
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The second factor involved in the formation of the corpus of scholia is the script. The
invention of minuscule in the eight and ninth centuries facilitated decisively the squeeze of
exegetical material in the margins and even between the lines of the main text. On the other
hand, majuscule has been considered as the main obstacle for scribes in late antiquity since there
was no way of transferring in the margins the amount of scholia offered for example by Venetus
A of the Iliad. Further research and evidence from papyri, however, has shown that there are
cases of majuscule script adapted to the needs of the circumstances. The Oxyrhynchus
Callimachus is again the first example of text and annotation written in the same coptic uncial
script but with the notes in a much smaller size. It seems that uncial could be written in a very
small form, as in the cases of PSI 1182 (legal te;(t) and the Mani codex.* Furthermore, we can
see in manuscripts of the ninth and tenth centuries that although the main text was written in
minuscule, scholia were still in majuscule of a very small size. In my opinion this illustrates that
majuscule script was not by definition an unsurpassable obstacle in compiling scholia. From a
different point of view, however, it was the adoption of minuscule that gave the final solution
to the problem of space in the margins. As regards the amount of scholia offered by famous
codices such as Venetus A, one should bear in mind that Homeric scholia are huge in quantity
whereas the ones on authors such as Sophocles and Plato are limited. It is very likely that for
some texts it was much easier to combine text and scholia in the same manuscript at an early
stage. For other texts the process continued even after the creation of the archetype, every time
the scribe or reader could find a source providing extra material.

Very important for the transfer of hypomnemata from separate rolls into the margins of
manuscripts are the developments and changes that affected ;dncient exegesis itself during late
antiquity. It is well known that the Hellenistic and Roman periods were most productive as far
as scholarly works are concerned and that there were several hypomnemata, monographs and
lexica for the biggest part of Classical and Hellenistic literature. This diversity of material
indicates the flourishing of classical studies ranging from the school environment to the literary
circles of scholars in big cities such as Alexandria, Rome or Oxyrhynchus. Many papyn have
preserved examples of hypomnemata on known or unknown works, especially on lyric poetry,

oratory and epic. From a chronological point of view, however, what is most striking is the rapid

% Wilson (1982) 107-8.
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change in the nature of exegesis after the fourth century AD. Whereas commentaries from
previous centuries only rarely have similarities to scholia, similarities become very common in
late antiquity. In our research this has been illustrated by the commentary on the Acharnians on
the one hand and the two late commentaries on Aristophanes’ Clouds and Peace on the other.
The commentary on the Acharnians, although it contains some material of real value, does not
seem to be among the immediate predecessors of the scholia. The commentaries on Clouds and
Peace, however, dated to the fifth century, discuss more or less the same points as their
counterparts in the scholia. It should be pointed out that the differences which sometimes occur
are only in wording not in content.

In the case of marginalia, notes in early papyri such as in PSI 1192 (Soph. OT), no matter
how scholarly they are, usually discuss different points or from a different point of view. On the
other hand, notes in papyri from later centuries such as P. Ant.1.23 (Eur. Medea) and the ones
studied by Zuntz are very close to scholia both in wording and content. The obvious conclusion
from all this is that after the fourth and fifth centuries AD there is a sort of standardization of
exegesis on classical texts. In a way this reflects the gradual decline of scholarship and the need
to adapt classical studies to the general tendency for uniformity in the new educational system.
The selection of texts mainly for the school curriculum must have been followed by a selection
of hypomnemata suitable to the same environment. Demand for high quality commentaries full
of textual criticism and quotations must have been very low, as one needed new compilations
focusing predominantly on language and myth. The evidence of papyri confirms this assumption
and it is indeed rare to find in late antiquity hypomnemata or marginal notes of high scholarly
value. It is much more common to come across a rruxture of different elements of interpretation
where paraphrase and glosses are occasionally interrupted by bits of scholarly exegesis. This
process has been studied thoroughly by Zuntz in his articles on the Aristophanes papyri. The
situation with other poets and authors is not very different, although one has to adjust the theory
to each case separately. Apart from minor objections it is generally agreed and verified by the
evidence of papyri that exegesis on classical literature becomes less original and much less
important in the last centuries of antiquity. We hear about people who wrote commentaries on
Euripides, Aristophanes, Sophocles and others and we can assume with all probability that it was
they who combined ancient exegesis with paraphrase, glosses and mythological information, so

common in scholia. Because they are to us nothing more than names, their exact contribution
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cannot be evaluated. Their names appear in the subscriptions to the scholia and sometimes in the
scholia themselves. We do not know, for example, who Dionysius was, although his commentary
on Euripides is mentioned in a subscription alongside that of Didymus. Pius, Sallustius and
Horapollo wrote hypomnemata and perhaps other works on Sophocles but apart from the last
one, the other two have not been identified nor dated. On the other hand, things are easier with
Symmachus and Phaeinus, two late commentators on Aristophanes.® The former lived in the
second century AD, the latter very close to the Byzantine period. The general opinion about
these obscure people who played a crucial role in the transmission of scholarshjp during late
antiquity is very low. We hear about ignorants, low level schoolmasters and unoriginal
compilers.*’ It is very likely, however, that it was only through their commentaries that some
valuable exegesis from the Alexandrian times managed to survive and find its way into scholia.
No matter how free these scholars felt to epitomize, adapt and expand earlier works on literature,
it is very unlikely that they did not feel respect for great names of the past and the necessity to
safeguard what was still available for the present and future generations. At this point, we should
recall the fact that in periods of transition and decline works of secondary rank, such as
hypomnemata, are the first to be threatened. Galen who lived in the second-third century AD
wrote that “ZebE1d0¢ Umouvipata unxétt onovdaldueve anavifer”,* and following this
remark one can assume that in the more turbulent centuries that followed, access to old
hypomnemata must have been difficult. Commentaries on plays outside the “Selection” must
have disappeared soon after the “Selection” took place. It is natural, of course, that a period with
different priorities and objectives in the study of classics would create its own commentaries.
We have seen or mentioned such examples in this study (P."'Wiirzburg on Phoenissae, P. Oslo
on Troades, P. Rain. on Aristophanes) but none can be attributed to any of the known names.
Apart from the Wiirzburg commentary, however, the others exhibit clearly the fact that by this
time exegesis had acquired a standard form and there was very little new material that late

commentaries have to offer compared to the scholia. Finally, the mention of hypomnemata under

% See e.g. Koster (1973).

T Wilamowitz (1907)181 (about Phaeinos): “...ein jaimmerlicher Ignorant, der sich nur in der
gewohnlichsten Exegese versucht”.

8 Galen in Hipp.Epid.IIl, Comm. 1 4,605 / CMG 10.2.1, 78-9 Wenkebach.
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the name of Didymus in the subscriptions to the scholia is very unlikely to refer to genuine
works of the Alexandrian scholar. It would make better sense for this period to be considered
as a pseudepigraphon or a compilation containing a few parts of Didymean exegesis.

The brief presentation of the changes in exegesis during late antiquity helped to show
that the conditions for its transfer into the margins of the manuscripts were already there. Instead
of a big variety of commentaries we find a much smaller amount of material in a standard form
with only slight differences in wording when compared to scholia. Moreover, amalgamation of
earlier works has brought together information from many different sources, often of a very
uneven quality as in scholia. Scholia, of course, are characterized by the use of &AAw¢ which
has not been found yet on any of the published papyri.* N. G. Wilson showed, however, that
there are examples of the Latin equivalent “aliter” even as early as the fifth century in the Latin
scholia and of the Greek ¢AAwg in various other contexts. The Oxyrhynchus Callimachus is also
considered as illustrating the practice of putting together material from more than one source.

After this discussion of the separate factors that contributed towards the formation of
scholia, what one needs in order to provide a complete picture of the situation in late antiquity
1s concrete evidence coming from manuscripts and papyri of this period. Although we have
already mentioned some of this evidence, a brief listing of this testimony will help to fully
understand the extent and limits of the relevant material: first of all, there is a series of legal texts
from the fourth, fifth and sixth centuries indicating a change in format very convenient for the
accommodation of scholia. Then we find some papyrus codices, such as those of Aristophanes,
full of marginalia which are in turn very close to the ‘corresponding scholia. Catenae is also a
very important piece of evidence, although their uncertain history does not allow any
specification of their relation to scholia. As regards individual texts, the Vienna Dioscorides with
its large margins and the attempt to copy there parts of writings of more than one author can be
placed next to the much discussed Oxyrhynchus Callimachus, a much more developed form of
annotation, the one closest to the scholia from the ninth century onwards.

The presentation of the different theories together with the discussion of most factors

related to the formation of scholia showed clearly the complexities and uncertainties surrounding

* In the Oslo commentary on the Troades the editors supplemented &AAwg similarly to the
corresponding scholia. It seems very unlikely to be correct.
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the problem. Of course, the uncompromising character of the earlier theories has been replaced
today by more flexible considerations and efforts to study the problem from new perspectives
and with a deeper understanding of the existing evidence. On the other hand, however, many
questions remain open and the date of the compilation of scholia keeps moving from one century
to the other. In my opinion, compilation of scholia cannot be seen otherwise except as a process,
a long procedure which started as early as the fourth century and did not reach its final stage
before the ninth. The two theories which support either a very early or very late date have proved
false by the evidence of papyri which seems to be in favour of different stages, of “Vorstufe”
according to Zuntz. In a broader sense, the process had started much earlier, from the period of
papyrus rolls when scribes or readers felt that t};ey could use the limited space provided for
adding their own remarks or for copying from available hypomnemata. Such a procedure, of
course, despite outstanding examples such as Alcman’s Partheneion and Pindar’s Paeans, was
not due to last given the unfavourable circumstances and the lack of those factors which in later
times led to the creation of scholia.

It is only during late antiquity, a period of revolutionary changes that all factors needed
for scholia started functioning together: new format, limited and uniform material as well as
flexibility in the size of script. On top of that, we saw already the new social conditions, the
selection of texts and predominance of codex. In fact, nearly all elements characterizing the
scholia of byzantine manuscripts are found in late antiquity as well. What is missing is
conclusive evidence, namely more manuscripts from this period with clearer examples of
amalgamated scholia in their margins. McNamee’s list of papyri is certainly helpful but it would
be too hazardous to claim that it points to something more than a new larger format suitable for
annotation on a bigger scale. Her conclusion that “the process may have begun even earlier,
possibly as early as 400" possibly holds true but the real evidence for the compilation of scholia
from multiple sources is once again provided only by the Oxyrhynchus Callimachus. On the
other hand, if our objective is to find the archetype of scholia, in my opinion this cannot be
found earlier than the ninth century. Manuscripts such as Venetus A of the Iliad presuppose the
invention of minuscule in order to accommodate the amount of scholia to be preserved. Besides,
this achievement of scribal and scholarly activities needed the intervention of strong and
influential scholars such as Arethas and Photius, absent as far as we know from the so called

Dark Ages that preceded the “Byzantine Renaissance”. In conclusion, one can visualize the
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process of compilation of scholia as located between two great inventions in book production:
the invention of the codex and the “Selection”, on the one hand, and the translitteration that was
prompted by the invention of minuscule in the ninth century on the other. The first marks the
starting point of the process, the second its completion, although the practice of adding some

extra material to the existing corpus continued occasionally into later Byzantine times.
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P. Rain. 1. 34: Commentary on Aristophanes’ Peace
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