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Abstract: Right from its beginnings in the Alexandrian period, ancient scholarship
on Aristophanes showed a particular interest not only in the linguistic and histori-
cal explanation of the comedies, but also in the intertextual connections between
them and their many intertexts. By surveying the piecemeal and often elusive evi-
dence provided by the Aristophanic scholia, the present contribution seeks to map
out both the achievements and the limitations of this strand of research. While the
identification of specific ‘source texts’ was clearly pursued with great — and some-
times even excessive — zeal, much less time and effort was spent on evaluating and
interpreting the material from a literary perspective.
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1 Introduction

The scholia on the extant eleven comedies of Aristophanes are our most important
window onto ancient scholarship on comedy. Like other scholiastic corpora they
have a complex history, many details of which remain controversial. However, it is
clear that the core of the scholia goes back to an extensive tradition of commenting
on comic texts which started in the early Hellenistic period, not long after Lyco-
phron of Chalcis had been tasked to collect and arrange for the Alexandrian library
whatever texts written for the Athenian comic stage were still accessible at the
time.! In fact, the novel format of writing scholarly commentaries (Umouvipata)
may have been tried out first in the context of comic scholarship. In a medieval
excerpt from the late antique scholar Orus’ manual on orthography (Lexicon Mes-
sanense, Rabe 1892, 411), reference is made to a Umopvnua on Aristophanes’ Plutus
by a shadowy scholar called Euphronius whose activity probably belongs to the sec-
ond half of the third and/or the very start of the second century BC at the latest; this
would make him a contemporary of the great Aristophanes of Byzantium, editor of

1 For historical overviews of ancient Aristophanic scholarship see White 1914, ix-1xxxv, the classic
treatment by Boudreaux 1919, Dunbar 1995, 31-49, and Willi fthc., for up-to-date summaries on the
activity of individual figures the relevant entries in LGGA.
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Homer and of Aristophanes of Athens, and hence assign his work to a time before
Aristarchus wrote his commentaries on Homer.? Euphronius was soon followed by
others, including Aristarchus, Aristarchus’ contemporary Callistratus,® someone
called Apollonius (perhaps a son of the second-century grammarian Chaeris), an
Asclepiades (who may or may not be the famous Asclepiades of Myrlea),* the Rho-
dian Timachidas, and finally, in the first century BC, Didymus of Alexandria. Didy-
mus’ comic commentaries engulfed and superseded all that had come before, and
they remained the last word on the matter, until, in the 2nd century CE, a certain
Symmachus felt another overhaul was due. Thanks to manuscript subscriptiones to
the scholia on some Aristophanic plays (Clouds, Peace, Birds) we know that Symma-
chus’ work then directly fed into the scholiastic tradition, whereas Didymus’ work
probably did not: so, just as we “read” Euphronius, Callistratus, Aristarchus, Apol-
lonius etc. only through Didymus, we most likely also “read” Didymus himself
mainly through Symmachus — and Symmachus only through the scholia.

One regrettable consequence of this quintessentially indirect transmission of
knowledge, with its constant flow of excerptions, expansions, abridgments, and
contaminations, is that there was much room for errors and distortions to creep in.
When we investigate what the scholia can tell us about the transmission of classical
texts in antiquity, and especially of those texts that are otherwise lost, we must al-
ways keep in mind at least three major problems that arise time and again. Firstly,
texts that are quoted (or also just referred to)® may be ascribed wrongly, be it be-
cause of scribal errors in the scholiastic tradition itself or because a mistake was

2 Cf. Pfeiffer 1968, 160f., Novembri 2020; according to Choerob. in Heph. 10.6, 241.15-17 Consbruch,
Euphronius was one of Aristarchus’ teachers, but according to the same source “some” even counted
him as a member of the Alexandrian Pleiad, who were active during the reign of Ptolemy II Phila-
delphus (283-246 BC) (Choerob. in Heph. 9.3, 236.14 Consbruch).

3 Callistratus has traditionally been presented as a rival and opponent of Aristarchus, but the ac-
tual evidence for this is limited (beyond what is said in Ath. 1.21c): see Montana 2008.

4 The matter is not made any simpler by the conflicting evidence about the date of Asclepiades of
Myrlea; see Pagani 2007, especially 12-16, 121-129, as well as Pagani 2009a; 2009b; 2009c. The iden-
tification is doubted more often than accepted (cf., e.g., Wentzel 1896 and Boudreaux 1919, 86f.,
against the more positive attitude of Roemer 1908, 269, and Adler 1914, 41).

5 Since textual quotations could be removed at any stage of the transmission process, the question
whether a text is quoted, or merely referred to, in the scholia is usually not very important. Overall,
there is a greater readiness for the verbatim quotation of verse, but even substantial prose passages
are not always paraphrased (cf, e.g., schol. Ar. Eq. 793b quoting Thuc. 5.16.1, schol. Ar. Nub. 1364c quot-
ing Dicaearchus fr. 89 Wehrli = fr. 90 Mirhady, schol. Ar. Plut. 586¢ quoting Arist. Mir. 834a12-22).
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already made by an ancient commentator.® Secondly, both ancient scholars and
later scholiasts may be careless readers, work hastily, and therefore misunder-
stand, misremember, and/or simply misrepresent the sources they refer to.” And
thirdly, during the epitomization process which led to the scholia as we have them,
relevant information could disappear, so that it is not always clear where any given
quotation or reference is coming from and/or what it was meant to illustrate in the
first place; thus, it may even happen that one scholion, wishing to abridge, ends up
presenting information a fuller parallel scholion drawing on the same source ex-
plicitly rejects.?

Having said that, it remains true that the comic scholia are an invaluable strand
for the indirect transmission of classical literature. This is because ancient scholars,
in their attempt to explain what their by no means homogeneous target audiences
found (or were expected to find) difficult or noteworthy in reading comedy, relied
on what they could gather from other texts no less than modern commentators do.
Moreover, Aristophanic comedy is such a profoundly intertextual genre that ena-
bling itsreaders to decode its intertextual connections has to be one of the principal
tasks of any commentator who wants to offer more than just the most elementary
linguistic elucidation. Given constraints of space, the following pages will concen-
trate on this latter domain alone, i.e. focus only on quotations and references in the
Aristophanic scholia that tell us something about the ancient critics’ interests in and

6 See, for example, schol. Ar. Eq. 214a (no pertinent line is to be found in Eur. Heracl); n. 37 on
schol. Ar. Ran. 704ab, schol. Ar. Vesp. 1292, schol. Ar. Pax 741b, and schol. Ar. Plut. 690c; n. 26 on
schol. Ar. Ran. 105; n. 34 on schol. Ar. Ran. 1477b.

7 Likely instances of misremembering are seen in schol. Ar. Ach. 1086a (quoting Homer as a parallel
for the use of the word xiotn for “food-box”, but lumping together Od. 3.480 and Od. 6.77) and schol.
Ar. Nub. 602a (similarly making up a Homeric phrase from more than one Homeric line), one of
blatant confusion in schol. Ar. Eq. 55a, which mixes up Messenian Pylos with the Thermopylae.

8 Tor a case in point, see the annotation on the adverb amapzti “just the contrary” in schol. Ar. Plut.
388a. This mirrors the Byzantine Zuvaywyn Aégewv xpnoipuwv (a 1637 Cunningham), which distin-
guishes amapti “exactly” (~ annptiopévwe) and amapti (or dnapty) “just the contrary” (~ éx 1o
évavtiov), the ultimate source probably being Didymus’ ITept Stagopdg Aé€ewv (cf. schol. Ar. Plut.
388b where a third meaning “just now” is added; Montana 2020: 66f.). However, of the five illustra-
tive passages adduced in the Zuvaywyr (Hdt. 2.158.4, Pherecrates fr. 98 and fr. 77 K.-A., P1. Com. fr. 59
K.—A., Teleclides fr. 39 K.—A.), only two also show up in the scholion, in a strongly abbreviated form,
and one of these is the Herodotus passage in which, according to the Zuvaywyr, drnapti does not
have the meaning seen in Plut. 388. For a more detailed presentation, and fuller illustration, of the
many problems arising by scholiasts working superficially, see Roemer 1902 (who stresses, above
all, the lower quality of ms. R in comparison with ms. V).
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ideas on comic intertextuality, or allusivity,’ while leaving aside the vast quantity
of secondary texts adduced by the scholia for the purpose of linguistic'® and factual
explanation." As we shall see instantly, even in the area of intertextuality itself dif-
ferent “layers” are to be distinguished, as some pertinent annotations appear to be
aimed at less advanced readers of comedy, whereas others undoubtedly respond
to, and originate from, more scholarly lines of enquiry. The latter ostensibly hark
back to the above-mentioned large body of Alexandrian scholarship on comedy, but
it would be unwise to equate the “layering” too readily with changes in the ways
Aristophanes was read: Symmachus and his contemporaries in the Roman imperial
age could be just as critically sophisticated as Callistratus or Aristarchus had been,
and the very fact that the scholia do preserve some of the Alexandrian material,
though sifted by Didymus and Symmachus, proves that even in late antiquity, when
Aristophanes was part of the school curriculum, there must have been people who
continued to see in these texts more than just a quarry to be used for rhetorical
instruction.

2 Homeric intertextuality

That the “intertextual subcorpus” is only the tip of the iceberg when we look at the
indirect transmission of texts in the comic scholia as a whole is seen very clearly if
we start with Homer. With some 230 references in the scholia vetera alone, and with

9 This is not the place to discuss the relative merits of the terms “intertextuality” vs. “allusivity”.
Most of the following material is concerned with the textual half of how Miner 1993, 38f., defines
“allusion”, namely “a poet’s deliberate incorporation of identifiable elements from other sources,
preceding or contemporaneous, textual or extratextual”. Given this textual focus, combined with
the fact that in common parlance “allusion” would not normally be taken to include, e.g., quota-
tions, imitations, and parodies, while the potential alternative term “reference” has its own short-
comings vis-a-vis “allusion” (cf. Hinds 1998, 21-25, responding to Thomas 1986), “intertextuality”
seemed the most intuitive term, even if its practical restriction to phenomena where an element of
auctorial intention is (taken to be) present may be criticized as reductive from a more theoretical
point of view.

10 For a list of “scholia in yAwtt®v (Aé€ewv) anddootg in which attesting citations are furnished”,
see Rutherford 1905, 374-378.

11 The meagre remains of ancient commentaries or annotations on papyrus do not enrich the
picture substantially. In addition to P.Oxy. 35.2737 = CLGP Ar. 27, col. 1.19-27 (cf. n. 37), see only
P.Stras. inv. 621 = CLGP Ar. 16 (but schol. Ar. Nub. 1372ab offer more detail) and P.Flor. 2.112 = CLGP
Ar. 28, fr. C+D+E, col. L5-9 (on auoi pot avtig; cf. schol. Ar. Nub. 595¢); the references to Aristopha-
nes’ own Babylonians and to Euripides in P.Oxy. 6.856 = CLGP Ar. 1, fr. B, 1l. 2-5 and 8-9 remain very
vague. Most of the material treated by Perrone 2010 is of a different (non-intertextual) nature.
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most of these involving a literal quotation, however brief it may be, Homer takes
pride of place among the secondary sources cited by the Aristophanic commenta-
tors; even cross-references to other passages and plays of Aristophanes himself are
slightly less frequent. In view of Homer’s central place in the educational canon and
curriculum throughout antiquity,” this is unsurprising. What may be a little more
unexpected, is how many of these Homeric references have a purely linguistic focus
and belong to the most elementary layer of the scholia. When starting to read Aris-
tophanes, students would already be familiar with the Iliad and the Odyssey, and
so any lexical or grammatical phenomenon that called for comment would prefer-
entially be paralleled from (or on occasion contrasted with) Homer, no matter how
common it was in other texts too. As a consequence, many Homeric references are
of no more relevance to a deeper understanding of the Aristophanic text than ref-
erences to LSJ or Kithner—Gerth are in a modern commentary. Furthermore, a sim-
ilar diagnosis holds for many annotations where Homer is not just a linguistic com-
parandum. In Acharnians, for example, it is of course possible to compare the
chorus of old men’s reminiscing about their past prowess with Nestor’s similar at-
titude in the Iliad (schol. Ar. Ach. 211, quoting Il 7.133 and 7.157f.), but there is no
evident link between the two passages; and when Trygaeus in Peace speaks to his
dung-beetle as if it were a fiery horse, neither is it pertinent to make reference to,
and selectively quote, a Homeric passage describing such a fiery horse when there
is no lexical or other clue in the Aristophanic text to establish even just a remote
connection (schol. Ar. Pax 83c, quoting Il 6.506 and 6.509).

Importantly, the scholia in these cases do not in fact suggest that the Homeric
passage is anything more than something that might be worth thinking of. Instances
where Homer is presented as an actual intertext are much rarer.” Some of them
are unproblematic, like ex. (1) where Av. 685 (from the parabasis of Birds) is said to

12 Cf, e.g., Cribiore 2001, 179, 194-197, 204-213, 225f.

13 The dividing line between these two possibilities is often blurred in scholia that adduce textual
comparanda: cf. Nunlist 2009, 231, and see, e.g., schol. Ar. Nub. 223d and schol. Ar. Nub. 299b, whose
formulation suggests, but does not affirm, that Aristophanes is to be thought of as imitating Pindar
(Pind. fr. 157 and fr. 76 Sn.—M.). To be on the safe side, the following pages concentrate on unam-
biguous cases, but the exact extent of any intertextual comparison often remains ill-defined even
then (cf,, e.g., schol. Ar. Eq. 498e with Soph. fr. *496 R.; schol. Ar. Lys. 706a with Eur. fr. 699 K.; schol.
Ar. Thesm. 215 (cf. Austin/Olson 2004, 125, “whether [Aristophanes] borrowed [sc. from Cratinus’
Idaeans, fr. 90 K—A.] whole lines or parts of lines or (more likely) simply took over the idea of a
scene in which a male character is shaved, depilated, and dressed like a woman is impossible to
say”); schol. Ar. Thesm. 855/857 and schol. Ar. Thesm. 912 hinting at Eur. Hel. 1-3, 16-27, 566; schol.
Ar. Ran. 471a (= ex. (11)).



160 —— Andreas Willi

allude to a Homeric passage." Equally unproblematic, but more interesting is ex.
(2), a scholion on Av. 575, where the Aristophanic text itself references Homer (Ipwv
8¢y 'Ounpog Epaok’ ikéAnv elvat tpripwvi meAein “Homer said that Iris is similar to
a timid pigeon”). Since a pertinent Homeric description of Iris — as opposed to
Athene and Hera — is not found in the Homeric epics, ancient commentators ap-
pear to have debated two possibilities: either (a), that the Aristophanic reference
might be deliberately misleading, aiming at a humoristic effect,® or (b), that
“Homer” here did not mean the author of the Iliad and the Odyssey but the author
of the Homeric hymns (where there is a relevant mention of Iris, at h.Hom. Ap. 114,
although the scholion fails to spell this out):*

(1) schol. Ar. Av. 685i: UMWV yeved RET tpoaopotot ET: (¢ Beol éa0uevol TpoeuTeAifovat Tog
avOpwmovg. RVETMLh mapd T0 ounpkov “oin mep @UAAwV yever|, RVETM toin 8¢ kal avépiv”
[= 1L 6.146]. RVET

“Similar to a generation of leaves: About to become gods, they belittle mankind. <The expres-
sion is created> after the Homeric ‘as is a generation of leaves, so too is one of men’.”

(2) schol. Ar. Av. 575a: Tpwv 8¢ y’ RT "Ounpog RVT: 611 Yeddetat maiwv. ov yap £mi "Iptdog, aN
énl ABnvag xal ‘Hpag' RVMoI'MLh “ai 8¢ Bdtnv tpripwot RVIMLh meAetdowv Bpad opolal”
[=11 5.778]. RVI®MLh oi 8¢ &v £tépolg moujuactv Opuripov pact Todto Pépeabda. eiot yap avTod
kal Opvol. VILh

“But Homer — Iris: <To note> that he is jokingly lying; for <the relevant passage> is not about
Iris, but about Athene and Hera: ‘And they went off, similar in their movements to timid pi-
geons’. But others say that this <phrase> is used in other poems of Homer; for there are also
hymns composed by him.”

While both (a) and (b) seem legitimate approaches in this case, they illustrate two
different attitudes towards intertextuality we also come across elsewhere. In one,
which is here exemplified by (b) and which is hugely dominant in the Aristophanic

14 Surprisingly, there are no scholia listing Homeric (or other epic) parallels for Pax 1273 £., 1276,
1281-1284; see only schol. Ar. Pax 1270b (referencing Epigoni, [Antimachus Teius] fr. 1 Bernabé) and
later scholl. Ar. Pax 1298ab and 1301 (referencing Archilochus fr. 5 West).

15 Cf. schol. Ar. Pax 1090, where a humorous (doteiwg) Homeric medley (mapénAege) is correctly
identified (sc. for Pax 1090-1094), even if no exempli gratia source passages are quoted. A deliberate
(but poor: kak®¢ naifel) humorous “mistake” also seems to be implied in schol. Ar. Av. 609 (with
Hes. fr. 304.1 M.-W.).

16 Throughout the text, scholia are numbered and quoted after the authoritative edition by
Koster et al. 1960-2007; in a few cases, however, the artificially analytic presentation adopted (inter
alios) by Holwerda 1977 and Chantry 1999 has been reversed (see exx. (16), (22), (23), (26); for deci-
sive criticism of the analytic approach cf. Montana 2017, esp. 195-199).
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scholia, the search for the “correct” intertext trumps everything else and the liter-
ary dimension of the matter is disregarded. The other, much rarer attitude, here
seen with (a), tries harder to understand what is going on when there is intertextu-
ality, however imperfect it may be, and to pin down its place and function in the
texture of Aristophanic comedy.

Meanwhile, more problematic, or daring, assumptions of Homeric intertex-
tuality also exist. Were it not for the formulation with mapd t0 6unpwkév, where
napd can hardly mean as little as the modern commentator’s non-committal
“cf.”," one would hesitate to assume that any ancient commentator could have
thought that Aristophanes had a specific Homeric passage in mind® when he com-
posed Av. 400-402 where the bird chorus are calming down a little after their initial
hostile reaction to the intruders Peisetaerus and Euelpides (dvay’ eig Ta&v méAw
€l¢ TavToV / Kal TV Bupdv katdBov kUag / Tapd v 0pynv womep OmAlTnG “get
back into formation together, bend forward and put down your temper by your
anger, like a hoplite”) (cf. ex. (3)); or that the conventional phrasing of a da quia dedi
request by means of a conditional clause (“if I have ever given you X, do now Y”) in
the chorus’s prayer-like address to Hermes at Pax 385-388 (el TL keyaplopévov
Xotpidlov oloBa map’ uod ye katedndokwg “if you are conscious that you ever got
from me some pleasant piglet to eat”) should be directly related to an — albeit fa-
mous — instance of the same prayer structure in the first book of the Iliad (ex. (4)):

(3) schol. Ar. Av. 402a: mapd v 6pynv RV: mapd 1o ounpikov “domniot kekAtpévor, RVMLh mapd
&' £yyea RVLh paxpda némnyev [= I1 3.135]. Lh olov “6mAa i £gwv Bupd moAépel pévov”. RVMLh

“By your anger: After the Homeric ‘leaning against their shields, and next to them the long
spears are stuck in the ground’. As if <they were saying>, ‘having no weapons, fight only with
your temper’.”

17 Where something like “cf.” is actually meant, wg (t6) or olov (t6) would be a standard way of
expression (cf. Niinlist 2009, 11). For two further examples of exaggerated mapa 0 6unpKov, see
schol. Ar. Nub. 585e (the sun is topically said to threaten not to shine, but the scholion sees a specific
allusion to Od. 12.383) and schol. Ar. Ran. 18 (associating the motif of Ran. 17f., where Dionysus says
6Tav TLTOUTWV TV 00PLoPATWY (8w, ALY 1} 'viauT® mpecPutepos anépyouat “Each time I see one
of these tricks, I go home more than a year older”, with verses about premature aging through
hardship as well as harsh old age at Od. 19.360 and Od. 15.357). Without mapd, it is less clear that a
direct dependence must be meant: cf,, e.g., schol. Ar. Pax 758a on @wkng 6opnyv “the stench of a seal” ~
0d. 4442. On apd and ék, which come be used interchangeably in the scholia (cf., e.g., schol. Ar. Av.
275a with a modified quotation of Soph. fr. 654 R. presented with simple ¢k rather than nmapd), see
also Roemer 1908, 248-253, Rau 1967, 8f.

18 And one that is moreover rather less comparable than I 22.111-113, which Dunbar 1995, 290,
highlights (without detecting a direct allusion).
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(4) schol. Ar. Pax 386: €l TL kexapLlou€vov: mapd 0 OunpLkov “el moTé ToL yapilevt €mi vnov
épeva” [F1L 1.39].T

“If some pleasant: After the Homeric ‘If  have ever built for you a delightful temple’.”

One may suspect that the point of Homeric references like these is not so much to
posit a real intertextual connection as to display the teacher/annotator’s, or en-
hance the student’s, familiarity with Homer’s works: pointing to Homer has become
an instinctive reflex for the ancient instructor.”

3 Intertextual (over)specificity

At the same time, ex. (4) puts on display another tendency that is observed else-
where in the scholia too. If we question the Homeric intertextuality here, it is not
because we deny the parodistic dimension of the chorus’s words to Hermes. We
simply prefer to think of a stylistic parody rather than intertextuality in a narrower
sense. The Aristophanic scholia, on the other hand, are often reluctant to content
themselves with a mere diagnosis of stylistic parody; they tend to prefer the identi-
fication of concrete sources. It is true that there are scholia, like ex. (5),° where an
Aristophanic verse or phrase is said to be taken “from tragedy”, without further
specification, and it is likely that this is not just the result of some tragic author’s
name having been cut out in the epitomization process. Even then, however, the
(perfectly reasonable)” implication seems to be that a parody was recognized but
no specific source text could be discovered even though there must have been one.

19 Rutherford 1905, 378, observes that “[q]uotation from Homer is carried to a ridiculous extent by
the commentator to the Acharnians who quotes him for every kind of purpose”, and it is true that the
scholia on Acharnians are particularly full of Homeric references. However, numerous equally insub-
stantial items also occur in the scholia on other plays (esp. Knights, Clouds, Wasps, Peace). Annotations
such as schol. Ar. Vesp. 544b, schol. Ar. Vesp. 606a, and schol. Ar. Vesp. 696b prove that some Homeric
bias already existed in the earliest phases of Aristophanic scholarship.

20 And similarly schol. Ar. Eccl. 110, but the Ecclesiazusae scholia are generally less substantial
than those on Acharnians. In schol. Ar. Eq. 221a (to¥to 8¢ mapw8noev €k Tfig Tpaywdiag), it is unclear
what is taken to be parodic in Eq. 221 (GAAG ote@avod kai omévde @ KoaAéuw “but take a wreath
and libate to Coalemus”).

21 Compare the insertion of both Ar. Ach. 33 and Ar. Eccl. 110 (cf. n. 20 above) among the fragmenta
tragica adespota (fr. 41 K.-S. for Ach. 33, fr. 51 K.-S. for Eccl. 110). Modern scholars proceed in a
similar way: see, e.g., trag. adesp. fr. *45 K.-S. = Ar. Ach. 1184f. (with the cautionary note “potius e
locis tragicis compositum qu[am] totum e tragoedia quadam sumptum?”, referencing Fraenkel 1962,
39f., and Rau 1967, 140f.; the Aristophanic scholia have nothing to say here).
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By contrast, at least where (para)tragedy is concerned? it is exceptional that a
scholion, like ex. (6),” openly commits itself to something being “just” style parody,
not parodic interaction with a precise model:

(5) schol. Ar. Ach. 33: 6 otiyog ék Tpaywdiag. ELh
“The line is from tragedy.”

(6) schol. Ar. Plut. 639c: 6 voUg ménawktat ig Tpaysiav: 6 yap YapakTip TPAYIKOE, ¢ Kal £V
“Opéotn” “avapodcopat matpt TavtdAw” [~ Eur. Or. 984f.]. VE@BarbRs(Ald)

“The sense is a joke on tragedy; for the style is tragic, as in the Orestes: ‘I will shout out to my

forefather Tantalus’.”
One consequence of this aiming for intertextual specificity is the need sometimes
to accept fairly vague similarities as indicative evidence. In ex. (7), which detects
something Sophoclean in Strepsiades’ triumphant lyric praise of his son as np6fo-
A0G €udg, owtnp Souolg, &xBpoic BAAPN, / Avoaviag TaTpwwv HeydAwy Kak@®v “my
shield, saviour to the house, harm to the enemy, undoer of sorrows for fatherly
great evils” (Nub. 1161 f.), the wording is cautious enough to underline that the only

22 For (para)dithyramb the situation may have been slightly different (cf. schol. Ar. Nub. 595c,
schol. Ar. Pax 831abc, Symmachus ap. schol. Ar. Av. 1379ab; also schol. Ar. Eq. 1323 on the Avpikof,
although a specific allusion to Pindar could be assumed: see schol. Ar. Eq. 1329b = Pind. fr. 6 Sn.—M.).
This could be because already the ancient commentators had less access to a well-defined dithy-
rambic corpus. However, we still see the desire to point to specific dithyrambic authors rather than
just the genre as such in schol. Ar. Nub. 335c(a) (tadta eig¢ ®1AdEevov Tov Stbupaupornodv: ENM 10
yap “otpentaiyAav” avtog einev. EN émel oOv ocuvBétolg kal oAvmAdKolg oi StBupauporotol
XP@VTAL Aé€eoty, katd OV Eketvwy fjdov kal adTdg TolavTalg xpiitar xpitat 8 ov EvTikpug
T0<nwv> ¢geatpappévatg. VEN “This is aiming at Philoxenus the dithyrambic poet; for he coined
the word “twist-gleaming”. Because the dithyrambic poets use compound and convoluted expres-
sions, he also uses such expressions here, in accordance with their obsession; but he uses them
completely changed out of context”) and schol. Ar. Av. 930b (¢uiv Telv ET: yAevadel tdv §16vpappo-
TOL®V TOV OLVEYT} €V TOTG TOLOVTOLS SwPLoPOV, Kal uaAtota Tov Iivsapov cuvex®dg Aéyovta €v Taig
aitioeot T0 “éuiv’. RVETMLh “To me, to you: He is making fun of the dithyrambists’ constant use
of Doric in such phrases, and above all of Pindar who constantly says éutv in his requests”).

23 Cf. also schol. Ar. Ach. 1190b (8pnv®v mapaypaywdet “in his lament he is paratragic”, about
Lamachus), schol. Ar. Vesp. 1484 (nmapatpayikevetal, about Philocleon); Roemer 1908, 254 f., Rau
1967, 15, Niinlist 2009, 218. In schol. Ar. Plut. 39ab &\axev is identified as a tragic lexeme (cf. schol.
Eur. Or. 162 Dindorf), but at the same time (unnecessarily) taken to mock Euripides in particular
(cf. Roemer 1908, 271 f.). The original point of schol. Ar. Thesm. 39, by contrast, may well have been
merely that Aadg is a tragic form or word, not that ebgnuog mdg éotw Aadg “let the entire people be
silent” was borrowed wholesale from tragedy (cf. mapd 70l tpayikolg obtw Aéyetal “it is said like
this among the tragedians”).
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actual tertium comparationis between Aristophanes’ lines and the quotation from
Sophocles is the lexical parallelism between Avcaviag and mtavoaviag. Yet, a similar
reticence is not seen when, for example, a reference to “(the hide of [Argos]) the
all-seer (mavomntg)” in Eccl 80 is turned into a specific allusion to Argus in Sophocles’
satyr-play Inachus, as if the myth of Argus keeping guard over Io was to be found only
there (ex. (8));** or when something in Philocleon’s lament at Vesp. 752-754 pij pot
TOUTWV UNdev LTILoYVOU. / Kelvwv Epapal, KETBL yevoipay, / v’ 0 kipUE pnot “tig -
©LoT0G; AvioTacbw” (“Don’t promise me any of these things! I love yonder things,
may I be yonder, where the herald says ‘Who has not voted? Stand up’”) is said to
be “from Euripides’ Hippolytus” (ex. (9)): that a precise comparandum is not then
quoted need not mean that none was ever given in the commentary tradition, but
its omission is in any case revealing as there is nothing in the Hippolytus that would
really substantiate the claim.”

(7) schol. Ar. Nub. 1163d mp0g TV 6vopatomnotiav. 1ov ZogokAfjv yapaxtpilel Aéyovta
“1Zeb @vooTog dyolto vikopdyav kat mavoaviav kat atpidavi” [= Soph. fr. 887 R., with Zevg
voaTov dyol Tov KTA.]. E

“About the word coinage: He introduces a note a la Sophocles, who says ‘fZeus, may he carry
off without return, the battle-winning, sorrow-ending and Atrid{’ [possibly ‘May Zeus bring
battle-winning, sorrow-ending, Atreid return’ vel sim.]”

24 That a single anchoring point is not necessarily required when the Aristophanic text merely
contains such a general reference was however acknowledged by Apollonius in his explanation of
the phrase Kpntikag povwsiag at Ran. 849. In response to those who held that Aristophanes must
here have had in mind a monody of Icarus in Euripides’ Kpfjteg, Apollonius stressed that one may
“also” (kai) think of the song of Aerope in the Kpfjgoat (see schol. Ar. Ran. 849ab; cf. the discussion
in schol. Ar. Ran. 850ab on the Euripidean referent for the mention of yapot évdaotot in the following
line).

25 Eur. Alc. 866 f. kelvwv €papat, kelv' mbuud xTA. may be compared with kelvwv épapat, kelbL
yevoiuav, but the lemma of the scholion is not keivwv £papat; Eur. Hipp. 215-222 (with elut 1tpog
VAav [...] tva [...] €papay) and Eur. Hipp. 230 (with €{0e yevoiuav) are even less pertinent (pace Rau
1967, 153). Given the lemma, Koster 1978, 120, thinks of Eur. Hipp. 503, which he reads as un pot ye
1pog Bedv (instead of kal ur| ye mpodg Bedv, as transmitted); however, even if this were correct, it
would only illustrate further how tenuous the connection was. An additional problem, of course, is
that there cannot be certainty that the scholiastic note does not ultimately go back to a reference
to Euripides’ first Hippolytus (InmoAvtog kakvntopevog). Similar questions arise, mutatis mutandis,
with schol. Ar. Ran. 1309f., which names Euripides’ Iphigenia in Aulis as one source for an Aristo-
phanic passage that bears no similarity to anything in that play (cf. Eur. fr. 856 K. with Kannicht
2004, 2.890); a mix-up with Iphigenia among the Taurians is conceivable (thus, e.g., Dindorf 1838a,
142f., pointing to Eur. IT 1089 f. since this could pass off as a remote parallel), but wrong attributions
are a much wider issue (cf. Section 1 with n. 6).
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(8) schol. Ar. Eccl. 80a: <to0> ITavomtov I': 1od v Id guAdTTovTog. aivittetal 8¢ wg §vtog avtod
Seopo@UAaKoG. avagépel 8¢ TodTov €mi TOV mapd I'A @) A Zo@okAEL év “Ivayw” Apyov. TA

“Of the all-seer: <i.e.> of the one who guards Io; he alludes to him as a prison guard. He relates
this man [sc. Lamius] to Argus in Sophocles’ Inachus.”

(9) schol. Ar. Vesp. 750: wij pot to0Twv: £ “InnoAvtov” Evpunidov. VILh(Ald)

“Don’t etc.: From the Hippolytus of Euripides.”

Further instances of the phenomenon are not too difficult to find. In the passage
elucidated by ex. (10) Strepsiades reports how he asked Socrates to recite something
from Aeschylus while holding a myrtle-branch, as was apparently usual during
symposiastic recitations — a valuable piece of information offered by Dicaearchus
(fr. 89 Wehrli = fr. 90 Mirhady) and quoted in one helpful scholion on the passage
(schol. Ar. Nub. 1364c); but why another scholion then thinks that “holding a myr-
tle-branch” must allude to an Aeschylean phrase “since there are meadow flowers
there” remains obscure.” And when we are informed in ex. (11) that the monstrous

26 In addition to the illustrations in the main text, both above and in the discussion of Homer
(Section 2, with exx. (3) and (4) as well as n. 17), see also, e.g., schol. Ar. Eq. 1290ab (comparing Eur.
Hipp. 375£.); schol. Ar. Nub. 138 (Strepsiades’ tnAoD yap oik® tdv ayp®dv “for I dwell far away in the
countryside” may well be parodic in style, but is the phrase sufficient to evoke Eur. fr. 696.13 K.
AoD yap oik®Vv Blotov €E8puaduny “dwelling far away I built myself a life”?); schol. Ar. Nub. 603
(a generic hymnic invocation of Dionysus dancing with the Bacchae on the Parnassus, anachronis-
tically thought to be echoing the prologue of Euripides’ Hypsipy!le [fr. 752 K.]; on such anachronism
see further Section 4 and cf. also schol. Ar. Nub. 543b, schol. Ar. Vesp. 1025b); schol. Ar. Av. 1301b
(Simonides fr. 597 PMG = 307 Poltera was clearly not the only lyric composition mentioning a swal-
low; cf. the other references in Dunbar 1995, 644, and contrast schol. Ar. Av. 1302a pointing to both
Stesichorus and Ibycus); schol. Ar. Lys. 963 (hardly a specific reminiscence of Eur. fr. 116 K., pace
Kannicht 2004, 240; cf. Rau 1967, 200, Henderson 1987, 183); schol. Ar. Lys. 1257a (as the other pas-
sages mentioned by the scholion itself demonstrate [Soph. fr. 687a R., Aesch. fr. 372 R.], foam at the
mouth was a common enough motif, making a specific allusion to Archilochus fr. 44 West doubtful);
schol. Ar. Ran. 1320a (only the word oivavba “wine-flower” is matched in the quoted verse from
Euripides’ Hypsipyle [Eur. fr. 765 K.]; cf. Rau 1967, 130); schol. Ar. Plut. 203b (as the Aristophanic
context suggests, the cowardice of rich people was proverbial, so that no direct reference to Eur.
Phoen. 597 must be sought; cf. Rau 1967, 207). By contrast, in schol. Ar. Ran. 105 the Euripidean line
cited (Eur. fr. *144 K\) is a plausible enough parodic model for Dionysus’ words; only its ascription
to the Andromache is wrong (cf. n. 6) and at best the result of erroneous epitomization of a note
that also, somewhat misleadingly, compared Eur. Andr. 237 (but a simple mix-up of Andromeda and
Andromache is equally possible; cf. Rau 1967, 119).

27 Abold but utterly speculative attempt to account for the note was made by Holwerda 1968, who
postulated that some ancient commentator wanted to explain why Aeschylus’ songs were (alleg-
edly) sung mpog puppivny, thought of Aeschylus’ origin from Eleusis with its cult of Demeter, to
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punishments the angry doorkeeper of Hades tells Dionysus(-Heracles) to expect in
the underworld, including an &y6va ékatoyképaiog, are shaped after a corre-
sponding passage in Euripides’ Theseus with Theseus threatening Minos, we would
probably pay more heed to this claim than seems to be warranted if we did not at
the same time get a notably dissimilar quotation of the supposed model lines from
the Theseus in one of this small series of scholia.?® In other words, for all the reas-
suring counterexamples where the scholia can still be checked and shown to sug-
gest perfectly reliable connections,” a certain degree of scepticism always remains
appropriate wherever alleged parallels are not, or no longer, spelled out in full in
the scholia.

(10) schol. Ar. Nub. 1364b puppivnv Aapovta R: mapa ta AioyOAov “olvek’ ékel dvOea Aelpwvia”
[= Aesch. fr. 374 R.]. RVEGN

“Taking a myrtle-branch: After the <words> of Aeschylus, ‘Since there are meadow flowers

> »

there’.

(11) schol. Ar. Ran. 465aa: 170 yap “Ltuyog” [470] énl mAnoiov ine TovToIG.T 0Tt 8¢ TadTa &v
“@noel” memownuéva Evpuidn: kel yap to10076g ¢0Tt omovdadwv 6 Evpunidng olog évratiba
naiwv <Aptoto@avng>. VE@Barb(Ald)

“tHe said ‘of the Styx’ near to these <words (?)>.t These <words/lines (?)> are composed by
Euripides in the Theseus: Euripides is being serious there in the same way in which Aristoph-
anes is here joking.”

schol. Ar. Ran. 465b: towadta Aé(yer) <@noevg map’ Evpunidn?> npog tov Mivwa. V
“Theseus in Euripides says such things to Minos.”

whom the myrtle was sacred, and then dug out a passage in an Aeschylean play where a pertinent
reference to Demeter and Eleusis was made.

28 Cf. Roemer 1908, 255f., Rau 1967, 115-118, Dover 1993, 253f. (“470-8 are not a parody of any par-
ticular tragic scene [...] but an accumulation of bombastic and not always entirely coherent tragic
motifs and phrases”).

29 See, e.g, ex. (1) from Homer; schol. Ar. Eq. 16 (only EvpuntiSov, but cf. Eur. Hipp. 345); schol. Ar. Eq.
813a with Eur. Med. 168; schol. Ar. Eq. 1251a with Eur. Alc. 181f; schol. Ar. Nub. 1415 and schol. Ar. Thesm.
194 with Eur. Alc. 691; schol. Ar. Av. 711a with Hes. Op. 45 and 629; schol. Ar. Lys. 155a with Eur. Andr.
629f; schol. Ar. Thesm. 275/276 (only &v “InnoAdTw” TodTo elnev Evpunidng, but cf. Eur. Hipp. 612, as
cited in schol. Ar. Ran. 102a and schol. Ar. Ran. 1471); schol. Ar. Thesm. 1130 (only mapd @ €x
Mn8eiag, but cf. Eur. Med. 298); schol. Ar. Ran. 303a with Eur. Or. 279; schol. Ar. Ran. 931 with Eur.
Hipp. 375; schol. Ar. Ran. 1126ab with Aesch. Cho. 1; schol. Ar. Ran. 1185ab with Eur. Phoen. 17-20,
1595-1614; schol. Ar. Ran. 1232 and 1233 with Eur. IT 1f,; schol. Ar. Ran. 1276a with Aesch. Ag. 104;
schol. Ar. Ran. 1284-5b (only kai To¥to ¢§ Ayapéuvovog, but cf. Aesch. Ag. 108f.); schol. Ar. Ran. 1289
with Aesch. Ag. 111; schol. Ar. Ran. 1317 (only ¢€ “HAéktpag” EvputiSouv, but cf. Eur. EL 435); schol. Ar.
Ran. 1382 (only to0to ék “Mndeiag”, but cf. Eur. Med. 1); schol. Ar. Plut. 935 with Soph. EL 1416.
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schol. Ar. Ran. 471a: AyepovTidg Te...] ek “Onoéwg” EvputiSov. VE@BarbVY kai ta pév ¢auvt@d
TAGTTWVY Aéyel, Ta 8¢ £€ EvputiSou. VE@BarbV>(Ald)

“And the Acherontian...: From Euripides’ Theseus. Some of this <Aristophanes> says creating
it for himself, some is from Euripides.”

schol. Ar. Ran. 473: £y18va ékatoyké@otog VE: 6 T01og 00T0g Ttapd Té &€v “@nosi” Evpurisouv:
“kapa e ydp oov ouyyéw Kouaig opod, pavial e 81 éyképarov, opudtwy 8 dmo aipootayelg
TpNOTipes tpevoovtat kdtw” [= Eur. fr. 386c K.]. VE@Barb(Ald)

“The hundred-headed snake: This passage is <modelled> after the <lines> in Euripides’ Theseus:
‘I shall confound your head together with its hair, and scatter (?) your brain; blood-dripping

>

spouts will flow down from your eyes’.

schol. Ar. Ran. 475a Taptnoia popawva R: tapd ta év ¢ “Oncel” Evputidov. RVE

“A Tartessian murry: After the <passage> in Euripides’ Theseus.”

4 Ancient disagreements

Although it seems legitimate to say that the hunt for intertextual connections was
carried too far in cases like these, there will always be grey areas where it is more
difficult to state with certainty that an allusion was or was not intended. Different
interpreters may be more or less confident when forming pertinent judgments.
That such matters were also debated in antiquity, if not in the abstract then at least
with regard to individual passages, is revealed by incidental remarks here or there.

Someone, for example, did express misgivings about the validity of the link be-
tween Ar. Ran. 465ff. and Euripides’ Theseus (ex. (12)),° and even the idea that the
bird cosmology which starts in Av. 693 should be directly connected with “Hesiod
or some other genealogist” was questioned by a sceptical mind (ex. (13)). Moreover,
when a scholion notes that “some” assume an intertextual relationship, the impli-
cation has to be that “others” — often including the present commentator him-
self — do not (see ex. (14), on a far-fetched para-Hesiodic theory for Carion’s words

30 Roemer 1908, 255f., underlines the use of ptpeitat in this scholion, recognizes in it a “Geist echter
und wahrer Wissenschaftlichkeit”, and argues that scholia like those assembled in ex. (11) are the
work of “[d]ie Spéteren [...], die gar nicht mehr in der Lage waren, die Originale nachzusehen und
noch viel weniger den terminus pipnotg verstanden”. Although there may be some truth in diag-
nosing diachronic changes in critical attitude (cf. Section 5), one problem with assuming a neat
chronological ordering and continuous decline in scientific standards is that ex. (12) already pre-
supposes the less reticent attitude which allegedly characterizes only later scholarship.



168 —— Andreas Willi

at Plut. 253 ¢ oA 81} T¢) SeamdTn TAvTOV OVUOV Paydvteg “You who have often
eaten the same thyme as my master”):*

(12) schol. Ar. Ran. 465c (following schol. Ar. Ran. 465a, which matches schol. Ar. Ran. 465aa
quoted above in (11)): Stotdoat &v i pn dpa tabta pueitat Aptotoeavng. V

“One might disagree on whether Aristophanes is imitating this [sc. the passage from Euripides’
Theseus].”

(13) schol. Ar. Av. 693aa: Xdog v kai NUE EI': Tadta o0k dvaykaiov arevfivewy mipog té ‘Holdsov
i TpAg TLva dAAoL TLVOG yeveaAdyov. VEIM

“Chaos existed and Night: It is not necessary to relate this to the <poetry> of Hesiod or some
<work> of another genealogist.”

(14) schol. Ar. Plut. 253b: Tvég gaoty 6Tt tapodntat ék Tév Hatodov' “o008” oov v poAdyn te kat
G0po8éAw uéy” dvelap” [= Hes. Op. 41]. RME®Barb(Ald)

“Some say this is a parody on Hesiod’s ‘Nor how much of a great benefit is to be found in
mallow and asphodel’.”

Only very exceptionally do we come across a justification for a reservation or re-
jection of this kind. In ex. (15), for instance, it is likely that Symmachus offered his
own explanation of the description of a running messenger in Birds as AAQ€LOV
nvéwv because he felt that a far-fetched intertextual hypothesis by Didymus (fr. 242
C.—Pr.) did not hold water, given the formal and semantic distance between the al-
leged model and the Aristophanic copy; but this is not spelled out in the scholion as
we have it, and maybe it never was.* In ex. (16), by contrast, an explicit case is made,
this time perhaps by Didymus himself:*

31 See further schol. Ar. Av. 1410b, although at least the first reference, to Alcaeus fr. 345 L.-P.,
looks quite unassailable there (unlike the second, to Simonides fr. 597 PMG = 307 Poltera; cf. Dunbar
1995, 675, and note that examples like this, schol. Ar. Pax 1325 with Hes. Op. 235, or exx. (13) and (14)
in the main text show that epic and lyric echoes were suspected no less readily than tragic ones);
schol. Ar. Pax 741c (on the question whether Cratinus was here a target of criticism as much as
Eupolis); schol. Ar. Pax 531D (the idea of “some” that a specific song from Sophocles’ Inachus [Soph.
fr. 278 R.] was hinted at by the reference to ZopokAéoug péAn in Pax 531 is qualified as meptépywg
“strained”); cf. also schol. Ar. Av. 842a (“perhaps” (unmote) a parodic reference to Euripides’ Pala-
medes [Eur. fr. 589 K.]).

32 On schol. Ar. Av. 1121a = (15), cf. now Benuzzi 2020, 59.

33 Apossible, if notoriously insecure, indicator of this is the use of ufjmote as a qualifier: see Bou-
dreaux 1919, 110f,, after Schneider 1838, 112 n. 2, Schmidt 1854, 212, and others (but already Schnei-
der 1838, 111f. also vindicated this for Symmachus).
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(15) schol. Ar. Av. 1121a: GAX’ oVtoot VET Tpéyet E: ZOppayog 00706 00Tw 6LuvTOvwg Tpé)EL hoel
oAvpmakog otadlodpdpog. VETLh 6 8¢ Aidupog mapd t0 IIvSdpov “dumvevpa oepvov AAeelod”
[= Pind. Nem. 1.1]. 8iy®¢ 8¢ Twveg “Adgelov nvéwv”. VETMLh

“But this one is running: Symmachus <explains>: This one is running with such intensity as if
he were an Olympic runner. Didymus, on the other hand, <says>: <Modelled> after Pindar’s
<phrase> ‘revered resting-place of Alpheios’. However, some write differently, ‘breathing
‘AA@eLog [sc. with proparoxytone accent]’.”

(16) schol. Ar. Ran. 1082aa + schol. Ar. Ran. 1082b (on Aeschylus criticizing Euripides for staging
women who claim that living is not living): kal gackovsag o0 {fjv RVME 10 {ijv M: €oTL pév
napd T £k “@pi€ov” EvpuniSov: RVEOBarb(Ald) “tig §' olSev i 0 {ijv pév éott Katbavelv, To
katBavelv 8¢ {fjv” [= Eur. fr. 638 K,; cf. Eur. fr. 833 K.]. RVME®Barb(Ald)

AN 0 Aéywv ol dpitog, 00T0G 8¢ wg mapd yuvatkog eipnuévov avtod Aéyel. RVE@Barb(Ald)
{8€1v 00V Xpr| uimtote TOV avTOV vov Ttap’ Evpurtisy yuvi Aéyn, kail wirote t0 U110 Tiig Tpo@ol
v “ImmoA0Tw” Aeyduevov: “4A” 6 Tt Tovtou (lege Tod Cijv) eiAtepov iAlo VEOBarh(Ald) okdtog
aumioyov kpumtel veeéhalg” [= Eur. Hipp. 191f.] (Ald) kal ta £€fj¢. VE©@Barb(Ald)

“And claiming that living is not living: This refers to the passage from Euripides’ Phrixus:
‘But who knows if living is dying, and dying living?".

However, the speaker is Phrixus, while this one [sc. Aeschylus] mentions it as something
said by a woman. One must therefore see if some woman in Euripides does not perhaps make
the same point, and perhaps <think of> the statement of the nurse in the Hippolytus: ‘But eve-
rything else that is dearer than this [sc. to live], darkness surrounds it and hides it with clouds’,
etc.”

While the argument in ex. (16) pays due attention to context but is conceded to be
tenuous in view of the good match between the initially proposed intertext from
Euripides’ Phrixus and the Aristophanic line (cf. the double pjnote),* in two other
instances more confidence is displayed, and understandably so (exx. (17) and (18)).
The core of these two sets of annotations is again likely to go back to Didymus, for

34 The lines quoted by the scholion (and with kdtw vouiCetat added at the end also by S.E. Pyrrh.
3.229) are in fact attributed in schol. Eur. Hipp. 192 to Euripides’ Polyidus [= Eur. fr. 638 K], and the
Phrixus passage, though conceptually close, is reproduced somewhat differently in Stob. 4.52b.38
[= Eur. fr. 833 K.]. We do not know who the speaker was in the Polyidus. In principle it is imaginable
that the original annotation from which schol. Ar. Ran. 1082a derives mentioned both the Polyidus
and the Phrixus, with one passage then being cut out and the other misattributed in the process;
once that had happened, it would have made sense to change the name IToAVi80¢ into ®pi€og in
schol. Ar. Ran. 1082b (with the gist of the argument staying the same). This is unprovable, of course,
but a similar process of careless epitomization led to the erroneous attribution of the same Euripi-
dean lines to the Hippolytus in schol. Ar. Ran. 1477b (contrasting with schol. Ar. Ran. 1477a, which
again names Phrixus; for a similar issue, see also n. 26 on schol. Ar. Ran. 105).
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Didymus is known to have had an eye for chronological matters — and he never
shied back from criticizing his predecessors:®

(17) schol. Ar. Vesp. 1326b: dveye, mapeye: petd Aaunadwv épyetat Kal petd avAntpidog armo-
ondoag avThv €k 100 oupmociov. 6 8¢ volc mapd v év “Tpwdaot” KasdvSpav: “dveye, mapeye,
0OG Pépw, oéPw, PAEyw” [= Eur. Tro. 308]. Tolto mdvteg dpoiwg Votepel 8¢ 1 TOV “Tpwadwv”
k@Oeoig £teaty C. VI(Ald)

“Stop! Make way!: He [sc. Philocleon] is coming with torches and a flute-girl, whom he has
dragged out of the symposium. The sense is after Cassandra in [Euripides’] Trojan Women:
‘Stop! Make way! I am bringing a light, worshipping, kindling...” All <the commentators> write
this; but the staging of the Trojan Women took place only seven years later.”

(18) schol. Ar. Av. 348b (on SoUvat pUyxeL poppav “to give food to the beak”): mapd 10 Evpuri-
Sov €€ “AvSpopédag” “éxBelval kitel @opPav” [= Eur. fr. 115a K.], ¢ AoKANTLAdNGg Té undénw
818ayBeiong VMSI® tijg Tpaywsiag mapatiféuevog g kai to “od yap tadta mdvta kai o Tiide
Kai 70 keloe” [= Ar. Av. 423f] mopd & €k TOV pndénw SdaxBelo®v “@ovico®dv” gnotv “kal
éxeloe Kal 8e0po, Ui §61og Ti§ {” [= Eur. Phoen. 266]. kai 6Awg 10Ad tap ndot to Tolobtov. VI?

“<Modelled> after the <phrase> from Euripides’ Andromeda, ‘to expose [her] as food for the
sea-monster’, according to Asclepiades, who <thus> compares what is in a tragedy that had
not been staged yet; just as he claims that ‘all this is yours, both what is here and what is there’
is <modelled> after the <phrase> in the Phoenician Women that had not yet been staged, ‘both
there and here, lest there be trickery’. In fact, this sort of thing commonly happens in all <the
commentators>.”

schol. Ar. Av. 424: 10 Tij8e kal 0 keloe VI 1 I': 10070 €k TV Undénw S18ayOela®@v “@ovico®v”
@noL VMI'M “kakeloe kal 10 8e0po, VMI' uij 8610 Tig §” [= Eur. Phoen. 266]. V kai 6Awg mapd
ndot 0 Tolodtov. VMl

“Both what is here and what is there: He [sc. Asclepiades] says that this is from the Phoenician
Women that had not yet been staged, ‘both there and here, lest there be trickery’. In fact, this
sort of thing happens in all <the commentators>.”

35 Cf. also schol. Ar. Ran. 1206abc, which suggests that Aristarchus had cast doubt on an earlier
ascription of Ran. 1206-1208 to the prologue of Euripides’ Archelaus, but qualified this by allowing
for the possibility that Euripides himself might have changed the text at some point, while Aristopha-
nes was still quoting the first version here (cf. n. 54 below for a similar theory of Aristarchus; Muzzo-
lon 2005, 102). The more categorical formulation of the rejection in schol. Ar. Ran. 1206b (&g TLveg
Yeud@g paactv oL yap eépetal viv EvpurtiSov Adyog o08elg Toloditog “as some say untruthfully, for no
such passage of Euripides is transmitted today”) may well be Didymus’ way of putting things since it
is usually assumed, in the wake of Schmidt 1854, 291-296, that most or all named references to pre-
Didymean scholars of Aristophanes ultimately go back to Didymus (cf. also Boudreaux 1919, 107).
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Despite the strength of the objection in these latter two cases, it is indicative of an-
cient scholarly conservatism or inertia that the intertextual claims nevertheless
survived into the scholia: Didymus’ (?) point was taken, as it were, but not acted
upon.*

However, disagreement about intertextual relationships did not always sur-
face as a yes-or-no issue. Especially, but not only, when the Aristophanic text more
or less overtly intimated the existence of some intertext, the search for it could lead
to divergent results.”” For example, towards the end of the scene in Acharnians

36 For (17) one might perhaps argue that the formulation 6 8¢ vo¥g mapd v év Tpwdol Kaodv-
Spav is vague enough to allow a reading which sees in the Troades line merely a semantic parallel;
but schol. Ar. Vesp. 1326a, which bluntly states ék “Tpwadwv” EupuriSov, proves that this is not how
things were understood. Note that the same reference to Eur. Tro. 308 in schol. Ar. Av. 1720c is not
anachronistic (though again overly specific).

37 Compare already ex. (2) above (schol. Ar. Av. 575a), and see further also schol. Ar. Vesp. 1239
(on the attribution of a quoted skolion line to Alcaeus, Sappho, or Praxilla), schol. Ar. Pax 741bce
(on Aristophanes’ dismissal of “chewing and hungry Heracleses” as carping at Eupolis, Cratinus, or
simply a topical motif [énemdAace tadta; cf. schol. Ar. Ran. 63b]), schol. Ar. Plut. 312bc (the chorus’
intention to hang up Circe/Carion “by the balls, imitating the son of Laertes” is alternatively related
to Od. 12.432-437 and Od. 22.192f.), as well as P.Oxy. 35.2737 = CLGP Ar. 27, col. 1.19-27 (recording a
disagreement between Euphronius, Aristarchus, the “author of the mapamioxy”, and the present
commentator [Didymus?] over the direct or indirect source(s) of a phrase from some parabatic ode;
for detail see F. Montana in Esposito/Montana 2012, 169-173). By contrast, the situation may be dif-
ferent with schol. Ar. Ran. 704ab, according to which Didymus (fr. 264 C.—Pr.) saw in v moAw kat
TadT €ovTeg Kupdtwy &v dykdiaig “keeping, moreover, the city in the embrace of the waves” a
borrowing from or allusion to Aeschylus (apa 0 AioyxvAov; cf. Aesch. fr. dub. 462 R.), when “in
reality” (6vtwg) the line echoes Archilochus (fr. 213 West). Whether or not Didymus himself actually
wrote AioyUAov, a slip of the pen is possible here (so that one need not even think of Aesch. Cho.
587 mévtial T aykdAat with Fritzsche 1845, 268, and West 1971, 82; cf. also Roemer 1908, 267; Benuzzi
2020, 59). Similar slips occur elsewhere: see schol. Ar. Ach. 332a (with xaté 0v Tpaywdonolov
AloyVUAov, where either no personal name or Euripides’ name is required); schol. Ar. Vesp. 1292
(where oi mepl Aptato@dvn almost certainly has to be emended into oi mept AplatoTéln: Aristotle
does speak of animals such as snails and shellfish as 6otpakdSepua “shell-skinned” at HA 523h9;
cf. also Chantry 1999, 26, on schol. Ar. Ran. 141b with ént tAploto@davougt for €mt AplototéAoug?);
schol. Ar. Vesp. 1064a vs. schol. Ar. Plut. 1002c (téAat ot Roav &Akiuot Midjolot “once upon a time
the Milesians were strong” must belong to either Anacreon [426 PMG = Bernsdorff = 53 G.-P.] or,
with Didymus [fr. 214 C.—-Pr.], Timocreon [fr. 7 PMG; cf. Benuzzi 2020, 59]); schol. Ar. Pax 741b (with
transmitted E0putiSnv although schol. Ar. Pax 740ba proves that EbmoAtv must be meant); schol.
Ar. Ran. 357d (with ToUg ept Aplotogevov where toug ept Apiotapyov must be meant in view of
Su. 1169 A.; cf. Muzzolon 2005, 62, with further slips involving Aristarchus’ name); schol. Ar. Plut.
690c (with AvkoOpyog instead of ‘Yrnepeibng as the author of a speech Against Demades in which
the term mapeiag 6@Lg for a type of snake occurred; cf. Harp. mt 26 K., Su. 7 585 A.); perhaps also
schol. Ar. Pax 528d (if the reference to an otherwise unknown Euripidean Tlepolemus in &otwv
Evpuntidou €k “TnAépov” fj “TAnmorépov” “<the line> [sc. Eur. fr. 727 K.] is from Euripides’ Telephus
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where Dicaeopolis visits Euripides in order to borrow a rag costume and Euripides
gets increasingly annoyed, Dicaeopolis exclaims kai yap ey’ dyav / 6xAnpdg, ov
S0k®V e kolpavoug atuyelv “For I am too burdensome, not thinking that the lords
abhor me” (Ach. 471f.). The wider context, the tone, and the metre of this phrase
suggest that it is parodic, and because the preceding scene has centred around Eu-
ripides’ Telephus, a play into which such a lament might fit well, it is natural to
suspect that the line was adopted and/or adapted from there. However, a scholion
on the line informs us that the parody is actually taken, “obscurely” (doiuwg),®
from Euripides’ Oineus. To this, Symmachus is said to have added that it was “also®
from the Telephus” (ex. (19)). In our assessment of the situation we are not helped
by the fact that the scholion does not quote either of the alleged models. In principle
itis conceivable that an identical or at least very similar line occurred in more than
one Euripidean play.” However, given the Aristophanic context, any ancient com-
mentator would no doubt have looked at the Telephus first. So if something close to
Ach. 472 had really been discoverable there, to come up with the Oineus instead
would have been quite pointless. It is therefore more likely that the line is from the
Oineus, but that Symmachus could not see why it should then be inserted into this
particular scene, therefore disqualified the parody as dorjuwg, and suggested that
an allusion to something in the Telephus, perhaps a similar rejection motif, was in-
tended (or at least intended at the same time). The absence of a quotation from the
scholion might not then be due to epitomization, but to the fact that no quotation
for the Oineus line was needed since it was identical to the one in Acharnians, while

or Tlepolemus” results from someone at some point inadvertently writing TAnmoAépov instead of
TnAégou: the existence of a Tlepolemus finds no support in schol. Ar. Nub. 1264b, which is based on
a misunderstanding of the information given in schol. Ar. Nub. 1264a).

38 That the meaning of the difficult term donuwg is here likely to be “unverstindlich” was plausi-
bly suggested by Roemer 1908, 258; but the “obscurity” may relate more to the unexpected source
(cf. below) than to the semantic inapplicability of kotpdvoug to Euripides.

39 This is the simplest way of understanding xai in the scholion. Although xai can sometimes also
be translated by Engl. “actually”, “in fact”, such “responsive” xai does not normally have the cor-
rective force the English adverbs often have, but rather resembles emphatic 81 (cf. Denniston 1950,
316f.). However, since “[sJometimes kat contrasts the objective reality of an idea with its subjective
reality or with the unreality of something else”, so that “in translating examples of this class the
stressed word is some part of the verb ‘to be’, or an auxiliary (‘do’, ‘might’, etc.)” (Denniston 1950,
321), it is also possible that the scholion rather meant something like “But Symmachus actually does
say it is from the Telephus”, in response to an implicit “It is odd that Aristophanes is borrowing
here from the Oineus rather than the Telephus”. The essence of Symmachus’ “correction” would
remain the same in either case.

40 Cf. Olson 2002, 195f.; but Olson is less ready simply to believe Symmachus than, e.g., Sommerstein
1980, 179, is.
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no quotation from the Telephus could be given since the resemblance was not close
enough to convince on the verbal plane. Such a reconstruction of events, though
speculative, is probably not without parallel if we compare a scholion on Trygaeus’
line mtnvog mopevoel A0S 00 vavcobAwoouat “A winged foal will carry me, [ will not
go by sea” at Pax 126; for here again the context suggested the adoption of a line from
Euripides’ Bellerophontes, which “some” therefore believed in, but the only quotation
the scholion is actually able to offer as a source (albeit in a badly corrupted shape)*
is from the Stheneboea (ex. (20)):*

(19) schol. Ar. Ach. 472: dyAnpog, o0 S0KGOV PE KOLPAVOUG <oTLYELV>: ToUTO MEMapdnTat
aonuwg €€ “Otvéws” EvpuniSou [= Eur. fr. 568 K.1. 6 8¢ Eoppayog kat ¢k “TnAépov” enoty avto.
ElLh

“Too burdensome, not thinking that the lords abhor me: This is parodied obscurely from Eu-
ripides’ Oineus. But Symmachus says it is also from the Telephus.”

(20) schol. Ar. Pax 126a: 0 Adyog éx “EBevePoiagc” Evputidov. Twvég 8¢ olovtat ék
“BeAepo@ovTov” mapwsijodat. £oTt 8¢ év i) “LOevefoiq” mapd @ Tpaykd odTw “méAag 8¢
TavTNG Sevog (SpuTtal kpdTog EvBnpog | ANoTIG PPoLPETTAL KAUSGOVL §ElVE Kal PPOTOg TOVY
BpéueL mTnvog mopevyel.” [= Eur. fr. 669 K., reading Kpdyog, j Anotaiot, and Bpotootove] V

“The phrase is from the Stheneboea of Euripides; but some believe it is parodied from the
Bellerophontes. However, it goes as follows in the Stheneboea of the tragic poet: ‘Close to her
a terrible power (?) is placed, full of wild animals or a robber is on his guard (?), it roars with
a terrible surf that sounds like a human groan; a winged will carry (?)...””

If they are correctly untangled in such a way, these scholia thus point to disagree-
ment arising from a tension between the expectation that (at least parodic) inter-
textuality be appropriate or significant in context, i.e. on the level of the signifié, and
the expectation that it also be formally recognizable, i.e. operative on the level of the

41 Cf. Rau 1967, 94, who — after others, and no doubt rightly — assumes that the Stheneboea pas-
sage originally contained the complete line after which Pax 126 is modelled; if so, “mTnvog nopevyel”
might be understood to stand for something like “ntnvog mopevoet kTA.”. As Olson 1998, 93, stresses,
if mtnvog mopevyel did not belong to the Stheneboea passage at all, but was a misplaced scholiastic
lemma (cf. Dindorf 1838b, 25), “there would be no real similarities between the two passages and
thus no reason to cite E[uripides]”.

42 Another comparable case is seen in schol. Ar. Pax 1012. The context of Pax 1013f. suggests that
these two lines were quoted/adapted from a Medea by the tragic poet Melanthius, but while some
(ot 8¢) did assume this (just as modern scholars still do: see, e.g., Dihle 1976, 146-148, Olson 1998,
263; but contrast Snell 1971, 137, 148, who gives the verses as Morsimus TrGF 29 F 1?), they were cer-
tainly not able to ascertain it from the text itself because otherwise no-one would seriously have
entertained the alternative idea that the Aristophanic verses might echo Eur. Med. 96f. instead.
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signifiant. Of these two criteria, the latter, formal, one is more basic since less de-
pendent on subjective judgment. Unless a similarity between two passages is only
fleeting, or confined to a structural parallelism, hence arguably a product of
chance, the two passages must form an intertextual relationship of some sort.

5 Variations of intertextual scope

The available scholiastic evidence makes it clear that the earliest Aristophanic
scholars very much concentrated on the primary elucidation of the text. In doing
so, however, they not only sought to explain unusual expressions or to supply fac-
tual background information, but also already to identify overt intertextual allu-
sions. For instance, the commentary of Callistratus is named in ex. (21) as the source
citing an intertextual reference to Sophocles, and ex. (22) intimates that such mat-
ters were already of some concern to Aristophanes of Byzantium and touched upon
in Eratosthenes’ investigations on the history of comedy as well. In the latter case,
the exact detail of who ascribed what to whom could hardly be more controversial,
given the poor state of the transmission, but one thing that seems safe to assert is
that Eratosthenes (fr. 101 Strecker) traced the phrase ITaAAd8a epaE€moiLy Setvav,
which is anonymously quoted by the Strong Argument in Nub. 967, back to some
lyric model, be it Stesichorus (fr. 274 PMG, cf. fr. 322ab Davies—Finglass) or the early-
fifth-century poet Lamprocles (fr. 735 PMG), and that Aristophanes of Byzantium
(fr. 379 Slater) unsuccessfully tried to do the same for the parallel phrase TnAémopdv
TL Boapa:®

43 For a recent discussion of the matter, see now Benuzzi 2019, with earlier literature and a cri-
tique of the text given by Holwerda 1977, 185f. This is not the place to engage in this complex debate,
but I am not sure that P.Oxy. 13.1611 frr. 5+6+43, however supplemented, is sufficient to conclude
that Eratosthenes “in his interpretamentum to Nub. 967 [...] explicitly quoted and refuted Chamae-
leon’s declaration of aporia” concerning the actual authorship (Lamprocles or Stesichorus; cf. Stes.
fr. 274 PMG = fr. 322ab Davies—Finglass) of the lyric song in question, let alone that he settled the
matter in favour of Lamprocles (Benuzzi 2019, 136; cf. Chamaeleon fr. 29ab Wehrli = frr. 32-34
Giordano = fr.31AB Martano). Instead, in view of the available evidence, which is sadly corrupted,
it is at least equally plausible (a) that Eratosthenes derived Aristophanes’ ITaAAdSa mepGEMOALY
Sewav from Stesichorus, while acknowledging that Phrynichus ascribed the song to Lamprocles
(cf. mss. RV: ®pvviyog 8¢ avtol TovToL 100 dopatog uvnuovedel wg Aapnpokiéoug 6vtog kTA.), and
(b) that Lamprocles had written a different song that began with the same two words ITaAAd8a
nepoéntoAlv but continued with kAR{w moAepaddkov ayvav. Among other things, this scenario
avoids the unlikely hypothesis that the original ITaA\d8a epaénToAlv Sevav Bedv éypexiidoluov
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(21) schol. Ar. Av. 1337c: yevoipav detdg VEL: év toilg KaAlotpdrtov tadta RVETM &g
“Otvopdov” 100 ZopokAéovg. RVETLh

“May I become an eagle: In the <commentary> of Callistratus: This is from the Oenomaus of
Sophocles.”

(22) schol. Ar. Nub. 967bB + schol. Ar. Nub. 967ap:* fj TaAAd8a R: apy Gopatog RV Etnoty6pov
[coni. Van Leeuwen, Holwerda : ®puvixov R, @(superscr. n) V], wg Epatocbévng RV gnaiv R.
®puvLyog 8¢ avTod ToVTOVL TOU GOUATOG UVNUOVEVEL WG AaUTPoKAEOLS GVTOG “TTaAAGS A TTEpaé-
TTOALY KAN({w modepadokov ayvav, maiSa Ao peydAov.” RV ij R [t0 8¢ V] tnAémopov Tt Boapa:
Kal to0To péloug apyn. eact 8¢ i evpiokeadal, GTov TOTE £0TLV" €V Yap AmooTacpatt &v T
BLBAL0OKN VeV AplaTo@dvn. Tvég 8¢ @aat Kudidou Tvog Eppiovéws “tnAémopov Tt foapa
AUpag”. RV

“Or Pallas: The beginning of a song of Stesichorus, as Eratosthenes says; but Phrynichus says
of this very song that it is by Lamprocles: ‘Of Pallas, the destroyer of cities, I sing, the holy
sustainer of war, the child of great Zeus’.

Or the far-reaching shout: This too is the beginning of a song. They say that its author cannot be
identified; for Aristophanes [of Byzantium] found it in a fragment in the Library [of Alexandria].
But some say that it is by one Cydidas of Hermione: ‘The far-reaching shout of the lyre’.”

Unsurprisingly, such searches for a contextually presupposed intertext were not
always successful. They could on occasion result in a non liquet verdict like that of
Aristophanes of Byzantium in ex. (22)* or, more problematically, give rise to auto-
schediastic emergency solutions.”® A prime example for the latter phenomenon is
the way several ancient scholars tried to make sense of the stage Dionysus in Frogs

sequence, which the scholion in ms. E cites in full, was the random invention of a commentator
(as assumed by Benuzzi 2019, 138-140, in the wake of Sgobbi 2006, 294-296).

44 To keep matters simple, I give only the text of mss. RV (recomposed and in the original order,
cf. n.16). Inms. E (= schol. Ar. Nub. 967aa + schol. Ar. Nub. 967ba) the basic information is the same,
but it is arranged differently, and additional reference is made, without much clarity, to a divergent
model reading Sewvav Bedv éypekvdolpov as well as an aporia of Chamaeleon that is also mentioned
in P.Oxy. 13.1611 frr. 5+6+43 (cf. n. 43).

45 Cf. also schol. Ar. Ran. 13b, according to which no pertinent intertext could be found in the
extant work of the comedian Phrynichus (@p0Oviyog 6 kwuikog o08ev To0TwWV énoinaev €v 101 ow-
Touévolg avtod. VME®Barb(Ald) ikog 8¢ v Toig amoAwAdowv elvat adtod tolodté Tt VE@Barb(Ald)
“Phrynichus the comedian did no such thing in those plays of his that are preserved; but it is likely
that something like that was in the lost plays”).

46 Apart from ex. (23), see also, e.g., schol. Ar. Av. 1376b and schol. Ar. Ran. 963, where the vague-
ness suggests autoschediasm. Vice versa, no intertext was needed for Ran. 689, because the
Phrynichus mentioned there is certainly the general (cf. schol. Ar. Ran. 689bef; Dover 1993, 73); yet,
someone still thought of the tragedian Phrynichus and hence came up with an intertextual proposal
(schol. Ar. Ran. 689c).
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recalling how he rejoiced, while watching Aeschylus’ Persians, when he “heard
about dead Darius, and the chorus immediately clapped their hands together like
this and said ‘Woe!” (Ran. 1028f., &ydpnv yolv, Nvix’ tfikovoa nepit Aapeiov Te-
Bve®Tog, 6 xopog & VOGS T XEIp’ W8I cuYKpovoag elney “iavol”). That there is no
relevant scene in Persians could of course be quickly ascertained by anyone who
was spurred on by the Aristophanic wording to check the alleged intertext; and so,
while one scholar, Chaeris (fr. 22 Berndt), rather desperately suggested to under-
stand the genitive Aapeiov (teBve®drog) as meaning “the son of (dead) Darius”
(= Xerxes), another, Herodicus of Babylon, perhaps in the wake of Eratosthenes
(fr. 109 Strecker = fr. 6 Bagordo), apparently surmised that since Persians was
known to have been restaged at Syracuse there might have been a second version
of the play which did contain the kind of scene Aristophanes was referring to (plus
a presentation of the battle of Plataea):”’

(23) schol. Ar. Ran. 1028aa + schol. Ar. Ran. 1028ba + schol. Ar. Ran. 1028¢c + schol. Ar. Ran.
1028ea + schol. Ar. Ran. 1028f:* ¢ydpnv yobv, (vix’ fjkovoa RVE: &v Toig gepopévolg Aioyviov
“Tlépoatg” obTe Aapeiov Bdvatog dmayyéAetal odTe Yopog TAG XEIPAG GUYKPOVGUS AEYeL
“Tavol”. GAAQ TA P&V TTpAypaTa DTTOKELTAL €v ZoVOOLS, Kal TepipoBag £oTv i untnp E€pEou &€
oveipou Tvdg, xopog 8¢ TIepativ yepOvTwY SLOAEYOUEVOG TTPOG AVTHV. ElTa GyyeAog AmtayyéA-
Awv TV mept Zadapiva vavpayiav kat Tv Eépgov uynv. RVE@Barb(Ald)

Xalpig 8¢ gnot 10 “Aapeiov” avti 100 Z€pEov: ouvnBeg yap Tolg monTals mt TeV LIMV TOTG TRV
TAtéPwV 6vopaaot xpfiadat. Tpog 6v EoTLy einelv 4TL v T Spapatt Aéyetat

“Z€pEnc uév avTog i Te xal PAETEL aog” [= Aesch. Pers. 299].

Hpddikog 8¢ pnot Surt<ag> yeyovéval <kabéoelg>t ttod Bavatov, kal v Tpaywsdiav tadtnv
nepLéxe ™V év Mataiaig pdynv. Sokobowv 82 obtot ol “TIépoar” Vo ToD AloyvAou 8e8184-
x6at év Zupakovoatg, omovdacavtog Tépwvog, (G nowv Epatocbévng év y' “Ilepl KOUWSIHV”.
VE®Barb(Ald)

47 For further discussion of this well-known source, see, e.g., Roemer 1908, 393-396, Totaro 2006,
97-100, Broggiato 2014, Montana 2017, 215-221. A definitive solution of the problem posed by the
Aristophanic line is still outstanding: cf. the cruces in Dover’s text of Ran. 1028 f. (printed above),
with Dover 1993, 320f., and the doxography of modern emendations given by Totaro 2006, 100-103.
Although replacing nept by napd may be one of the more promising ways forward, and might even
have been suggested already in antiquity, as argued by Broggiato 2014, 11-13, on the basis of schol.
Ar. Ran. 1028g (ot 6¢* 611 €i8wAov Aapeiov PBEyyetal, kel<vov> Tebvnkdtog, SnAovott VEOBarb(Ald)
“Others say that the ghost of — obviously: dead — Darius is speaking”), mapd cannot have been an
established textual variant in either Lycophron’s or Aristophanes of Byzantium’s collection/edition
of the Aristophanic plays since otherwise the entire inconclusive discussion would have been futile.
48 That all this derives from Didymus is clear from the parallel summary in schol. Ar. Ran.
1028ap + 1028ef + schol. Ar. Ran. 1028d + schol. Ar. Ran. 1028bp, which omits the doxographic at-
tributions but cites Didymus as the overall source (Didymus fr. 269 C.—Pr.).
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“I did rejoice when I heard: In the Persians of Aeschylus as they are transmitted neither the
death of Darius is reported nor does the chorus clap their hands and say ‘Woe!’; instead, the
plot is set in Susa, the mother of Xerxes is scared because of some dream, and the chorus of
the Persian elders is talking to her. Then a messenger <is> announcing the naval battle at
Salamis and the flight of Xerxes.

But Chaeris says: ‘of Darius’ stands for ‘Xerxes’; for it is common for the poets to use the names
of the fathers for the sons. To this, it has to be objected that in the play it is said:

‘Xerxes himself is alive and sees the light’.

Herodicus, on the other hand, says that there were two productions <...> tof the death, and
that this tragedy comprised the battle in Plataea; these Persians seem to have been staged in
Syracuse, at the invitation of Hieron, as Eratosthenes says in the third <book of his treatise>
On comedies.”

Meanwhile, a different, though no less interesting, issue is the question when com-
mentators first dared to move beyond the “necessary” minimum and began to pos-
tulate intertextual connections that were neither obvious nor directly demanded
by the comic text. One scholar whose name repeatedly appears in pertinent situa-
tions is Asclepiades, who probably belongs to the late second century BC. In ex. (18)
we have already seen how Asclepiades was berated, probably by Didymus, for two
anachronistic claims that were based on insufficiently substantial textual similari-
ties. Similar boldness, but no patent anachronism, is on display in ex. (24), accord-
ing to which he related a passage from Aeschylus’ pastiche of Euripidean monody
in Frogs (Ran. 1331-1333 & NUKt0g keAawvogang 6peva, / tiva pot Sbatavov bveipov /
népnelg KTA. “O black-shining darkness of Night, what wretched dream are you
sending to me...”) to a specific passage in Euripides’ Hecuba:

(24) schol. Ar. Ran. 1331b: ® vuktog kKehawvo@ang VE: AckAnmiddng VE@Barb(Ald) mapd ta €
“Exapng” Evputidov, RVE@Barb(Ald) év piunoet dndovotl. VE@Barb(Ald) oltw yap mapayé-
ypamntar VEBarb(Ald) “6 otepoma Atdg, @ okotia VUE, T Mot aipopat vvuyog obtw” [= Eur.
Hec. 68f.] RVE@Barb(Ald)

“O black-shining ... of Night: Asclepiades: <The phrase is modelled> after the <passage> in Eu-
ripides’ Hecuba, obviously in imitation; for it is adduced as follows: ‘O lightning-flash of Zeus,
o dark Night, why am I stirred up like this in the midst of the night?”

Given the parallelism consisting of an address to Night followed by a lament about
a worrying dream in both Frogs and Hecuba, Asclepiades’ theory is not implausible
here;* but what is more important is the fact that, apart from a few generic words
(VUg, dvelpog, 0PLg), there is no conspicuous sharing of lexical elements. In other

49 Cf, e.g., Dover 1993, 358.
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words, for Asclepiades at least, intertextuality is something which can operate on a
more abstract level of similarity.®

In all likelihood, though, Asclepiades was not alone in beginning to read and
analyze like this. Regrettably, we are unable to date the origin of ex. (25), which is
unusual among the Aristophanic scholia because it posits an intertextual depend-
ency that revolves entirely around a humorous structure, without lexical resem-
blance being of any relevance.” When Trygaeus in Pax 185-187 answers Hermes’
questions about his name, father’s name, and family name with nothing but a re-
peated plapwratog “super-vile”, this is said to be inspired by a similar scene in
Epicharmus where a basket (poppdg) replied nothing but onkig “house-slave, maid”
to a series of questions about its mother’s, father’s, and brother’s name. But if we
keep in mind that any serious study of Epicharmus’ work must have been greatly
facilitated by the ten-volume edition and commentary Apollodorus of Athens com-
piled in the second half of the second century BC, we obtain a plausible terminus
post quem that is in fact close to Asclepiades.

(25) schol. Ar. Pax 185: To0T0 paAtota pév mpog o Vo To0 Epuol eipnuévov “6 utaps kal may-
uiope kal plapwtate” [= Ar. Pax 183] Sokel Te€ ekelvwvt AeAéyBal, 0 8¢ dAnBEg ThV aopuiv
¢k 100 “Exelpwvog” map” Emydpuov €ye, énel Kakelvog memoinke 0V opuov épwtnoévta “tig
€0TL LT P;” AmokpLvouevov 8Tt “onkic”, kal “tig éotL matp;” eindvta “onkig”, kal “tig adei-
006" Opoiwg “onkig” [= Epich. fr. 123 K-A.]. GAX" éxelvog uév €50&e TPOg TO EPWTWUEVOV TO

50 Cf. Roemer 1908, 257. Of course this does not always have to be the case. According to schol.
Ar. Ran. 1344b, Asclepiades also diagnosed a borrowing from (a specific version of) Aeschylus’
Wool-carders in the phrase NUugat opeaaiyovol of the same parodic monody. Since the context
would demand a borrowing from a Euripidean original (cf. schol. Ar. Ran. 1344c), in some manu-
scripts ék TV “Eavtpldv” AisxvAov (mss. RV) was changed into €k t@v “Eavtpidv” Evpuridov
(mss. EB), but there are no Wool-carders of Euripides and the change also underestimates Asclepi-
ades’ confidence. If “in POxy 2164 [...] the line has not 6pecaiyovol but vauapteig” (Dover 1993, 358),
this helps to explain why Asclepiades had to specify that his was the reading of a particular manu-
script he saw in Athens. Modern doubts about P.Oxy. 18.2164 (= Aesch. fr. **168 R.) really containing
a passage from the Edvtpuay, rather than from Aeschylus’ Zepéin fj 'YS8pogdpol (see especially Latte
1948, 47-54, followed by others), are not strong enough to prove that Asclepiades mixed up the two
titles (cf. Radt 1985, 282f.).

51 Cf. further schol. Ar. Ach. 398a on the structural similarity between Ach. 398 f. and Euripidean
lines “such as” (olov) Eur. Hipp. 612; possibly schol. Ar. Thesm. 215 if this implies that Aristophanes
borrowed a comic scene from Cratinus (n. 13). There are also a few more scholia where parallel
structures of humour are highlighted, but no intertextual relationship is posited: see schol. Ar.
Thesm. 682 (comparing Alexander fr. 5 K.—A. for the comic separation, in phrasing, of yvvaikeg and
Bpotol/évBpwnol), schol. Ar. Ran. 308c (Demetrius Ixion, comparing Plato Comicus’ ITawSdptov
[PL. Com. fr. 101 K.—-A.] for what he takes to be the mocking of (a member of) the audience), schol.
Ar. Ran. 1159 (comparing Pl. Com. fr. 120 K.—A. for the humorous use of lexical synonymy).
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£Zh¢ amoxpiveabat €Tl yap TIG TOIG POPUOIG CUYYEVELD TTIPOG TG onKidag. évtaiba 6 ovKkéTL
Katd 10 ovyyevig obTog anekpion. V

“This seems to be said primarily in response to, and drawn from (?), Hermes’ words ‘you vile,
totally vile, super-vile person!. In reality, though, its starting-point is in the Sciron of Epich-
armus since the latter similarly made his basket answer ‘Maid’ when asked ‘Who is your
mother?, reply ‘Maid’ to ‘Who is your father?, and again ‘Maid’ to ‘Who is your brother?".
However, <the basket> seemed to give a pertinent answer to what was asked; after all, there
is a relationship between baskets and maids. This one here, on the other hand, no longer gave
an answer to do with relationships.”

Moreover, another scholion on Frogs — a comedy which was of course a particu-
larly rich field for intertextual enquiry — equally points to horizons of intertextu-
ality becoming broader at that time, the trigger no doubt being that scholars who
wanted to come up with new insights simply had to cast their nets ever more widely
(ex. (26)).% At Ran. 1264-1277 Euripides is mocking in his turn the incomprehensi-
bility of Aeschylus’ songs, and in this context a pastiche of Aeschylean phrases is
created; this includes the line k08107 Axai®v, ATpéwg moAvKoipave pavBave pou
nal “Noblest of Achaeans, wide-ruling child of Atreus, listen to me” (Ran. 1269f.).
Unlike the earlier verses Ran. 1264 and Ran. 1266, which were apparently attributed
without controversy to Aeschylus’ Myrmidons and Necromancers (Pvyaywyoi) re-
spectively (see schol. Ar. Ran. 1264b and schol. Ar. Ran. 1266a, with Aesch. frr. 132
and 273 R), this one proved so challenging that both Aristarchus and Apollonius, a
critic who is named together with Aristarchus not just here and may therefore have
followed in Aristarchus’ footsteps,® had to admit defeat, being unable to identify
the Aeschylean source. Since there can be little doubt that both of them had tried
hard and searched the Alexandrian library thoroughly, it is somewhat suspicious if
Asclepiades then pointed to (presumably Aeschylus’) Iphigenia, while Timachidas,
a rough contemporary of his, thought of Aeschylus’ Telephus (Timachidas fr. 26
Matijasic). This can only mean that, once again, Asclepiades and Timachidas found
some passage in each of these two plays that was vaguely reminiscent, but not sim-
ilar enough already to have caught Aristarchus’ attention.*

52 Recomposed from Chantry 1999, 143; cf. n. 16 and for this item specifically Montana 2017, 200-202.
53 Cf. Boudreaux 1919, 77f., Montana 2002, Muzzolon 2005, 60.

54 Cf. Roemer 1908, 262. For a similar situation, which shows that Aristarchus himself was no
overly conservative critic of Aristophanes, see schol. Ar. Ran. 1400abcde. Even if the matter is not
entirely clear, it looks as if Aristarchus had declared that Dionysus’ line B¢BAnk’ AxtAAeg 800 KUPw
kal téttapa “Achilleus has cast two ones and a four” is an adespoton fragment, but might go back
to Euripides who had represented some people throwing dice in a scene of the Telephus he subse-
quently removed (cf. Roemer 1908, 264, Muzzolon 2005, 104f). This type of argument is not
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(26) schol. Ar. Ran. 1269c + schol. Ar. Ran. 1269a + schol. Ar. Ran. 1269b: k08t0T Ayai@®v VE:
Aplotapyog kal Amodwviog émioképacbe modbev eiciv. VEOBarb(Ald) Twoayidag 8¢
VME®Barb(Ald) ék “TnAépov” AioyvAov. RVMEOBarb(Ald) AokAnmiadng 8¢ €€ “Ipiyeveiag”.
VME®Barhb(Ald)

“Noblest of Achaeans: Aristarchus and Apollonius: Try to find out whence <these two lines>
are. Timachidas: From Aeschylus’ Telephus. Asclepiades: From the Iphigenia.”

6 Missed opportunities

If one looks at all the evidence cited so far, which is representative of the entire
material, one aspect is striking. For all the effort spent on identifying intertextual
relationships, their existence is simply taken for granted and virtually no attempt
is made to explore what function they have as a constitutive element of comedy. It
would of course be anachronistic to expect the level of interpretative subtlety mod-
ern commentators often display when evaluating intertextuality, but since ancient
Aristophanic scholars, too, sometimes did express views on how the text works or
what the poet wanted to achieve — notably with regard to comedy’s humorous di-
mension and its aim to ridicule people and make the audience laugh —, this absence
is still worth highlighting. Moreover, it is closely connected with another notewor-
thy feature: the almost complete lack of contextualization of the actual or presumed
intertexts. Where dramatic texts are referred to, speakers are sometimes named,
but even this is fairly rare;® and building any kind of argument on what scene is
alluded to or on who is speaking, as happened in ex. (16), is truly exceptional.

untypical for Aristarchus (cf. already n. 35), but someone else (Didymus?) later questioned it, on the
grounds that Dionysus rather than Euripides is speaking, while still others — again no doubt after
Aristarchus — proposed the Philoctetes, Iphigenia in Aulis or even Aeschylus’ Myrmidons as (par-
tial?) intertextual models. To judge by schol. Ar. Eccl. 1c, different commentators also came up with
different conceivable (Oomrevetal) models for the paratragic first line of Ecclesiazusae (hence Aga-
thon TrGF 39 F 32 = Dicaeogenes TrGF 52 F 6?).

55 See schol. Ar. Ach. 883 (on Aeschylus’ ‘OmAwv kpiolg: no speaker identification, but some con-
textualization), schol. Ar. Nub. 1264-1266 (on Xenocles’ Licymnius: comparatively substantial con-
textualization, going back already to Euphronius [fr. 99 Strecker]), schol. Ar. Vesp. 313 and 314a (on
Euripides’ Theseus), schol. Ar. Vesp. 1326ab (= ex. (17): speaker identification), schol. Ar. Av. 807b
(speaker identification), schol. Ar. Thesm. 136 (on Aeschylus’ H8wvol), scholl. Ar. Thesm. 1018ab,
1022/1023, and 1098 (on Euripides’ Andromeda: speaker identification), schol. Ar. Ran. 184a (on
Achaeus’ satyr-play Aethon: speaker identification), schol. Ar. Ran. 1425a (on Ion’s ®povpotl: speaker
identification), schol. Ar. Plut. 806b (on Sophocles’ Inachus: some contextualization), schol. Ar. Plut.
935 (on Sophocles’ Electra: some contextualization).
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The one instance that probably comes closest to an interpretative evaluation of
an intertextual connection is ex. (27), a scholion on the passage in Frogs where the
Doorkeeper of Hades is whipping both Dionysus and Xanthias in order to find out
which one is immune to pain and therefore really a god. At some point, Dionysus
exclaims AnoAAov —, but immediately seeks to correct the impression that he did
feel pain by adding 6¢ mov A fjAov ij ITvB®V’ €xetg “you who hold Delos and Pytho”,
as if he had merely recited an iambic line of (as he says) Hipponax (Ran. 659-661).
Now, the general thrust of the scholion on this is comparable to what we have al-
ready seen in the case of schol. Ar. Av. 575a (= ex. (2) above), with its idea that Aris-
tophanes might have misattributed the comparison of Iris to a pigeon deliberately,
in order to raise a laugh; for it not only states that Dionysus’ line in reality belonged
to Ananius rather than Hipponax, but again sees this as a deliberate distortion of
facts by Aristophanes. However, in doing so, ex. (27) is even more sophisticated in
that it proposes to relate the perceived” misattribution to the state and character
of the speaker in whose mouth it is placed (Dionysus), so as to credit the poet with
an additional twist:

(27) schol. Ar. Ran. 661: {aupov Tnnwvaktog E: g aAyfioag kai cuykeyuuévog ovk olde Ti Aéyel,
émel ovy TMmWvakTog AAX’ Avaviov. émtpépel 8¢ 6 Avaviag adt@d’ “fj Nagov i MiAnTtov | Beinv
KAdpov (kov ka6’ iép’, j Zx00ag agi&ear” [= Ananius fr. 1 West]. VE@Barb(Ald)

“An iambic line of Hipponax: Having felt pain and being confused he [= Dionysus] does not
know what he is saying, since <the verse> is not by Hipponax but by Ananius; Ananius then
continues: ‘or who have come to Naxos or Miletus or divine Klaros, for the rites, or who will
reach the Scythians’.”

56 Apart from this, cf. also schol. Ar. Eq. 526a, which suggests that Aristophanes’ description of
Cratinus as moAAD pevoag énaivw “flowing with great praise” might be inspired by a passage in
Cratinus’ Pytine because the latter was self-referential (Cratinus fr. 198 K.—-A.).

57 We have no way of ascertaining whether the commentator’s ascription is factually correct or not;
“[v]ariant attributions are not uncommon in the history of the text of archaic poets” (Dover 1993,
274). For a further comparandum, see scholl. Ar. Thesm. 21ab, which talk of a misattribution to
Euripides of a verse properly belonging to Sophocles (fr. 14 R.) in Ar. fr. 323 K.-A. (from the Heroes)
and wonder if Aristophanes might have introduced this “on purpose, in order to mislead the oth-
ers” (énitndeg, tva xal Tovg dAlovg é¢amatrion); but a chance coincidence between the Sophoclean
line and a lost line of Euripides or an honest error are also considered.
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7 Inverse intertextuality

Finally, any survey of assumptions of intertextuality in the Aristophanic scholia
would be incomplete if it did not also mention one or two scholia in which Aris-
tophanes himself is identified as the source, or target, of subsequent intertextual
referencing. It is at least conceivable that something like this was implied by
ex. (28). According to this note, Cratinus retaliated for being described as “babbling
nonsense” in Eq. 531 by denigrating Aristophanes in his ITutivn; yet, the idea that
any particular Aristophanic line should have triggered the older playwright’s
sneering looks anecdotal and need not have had a textual anchoring point in Crat-
inus’ play (cf. the similar claims in schol. Ar. Eq. 400a).® By contrast, a more con-
crete intertextual relationship is probably suggested by ex. (29). This could mean no
more than that Eubulus, in parallel with Aristophanes (Thesm. 136-140), echoed or
parodied a passage from Aeschylus’ Edonians (fr. 61 R., based on schol. Ar. Thesm.
136). However, the formulation with évted0ev mirrors exactly what we read in the
unambiguous ex. (30).°° So, whether or not there was a factual basis to the claim,
Eubulus may also have been thought of as being indebted to Aristophanes’ adapta-
tion of Aeschylus’ scene, although he would have exploited even further the comic
potential offered by a series of questions centering around the juxtaposition of
seemingly incompatible things. And finally, ex. (30) itself offers the spectacular hy-
pothesis that the proem of Demosthenes’ Speech on the Crown may have been in-
spired by the comic prayer to Athena which the Paphlagonian (Cleon) pronounces
at the beginning of the agon in Knights (Eq. 763-768) — but it has to be said that the
(perhaps quite late) commentator who came up with thisidea at least felt compelled
to hedge it by means of an introductory Soxel pou:

(28) schol. Ar. Eq. 531a: mapaAnpodvta: Stamopodvta kal doynuovodvta. tadta akovoag 6 Kpa-
Tivog £ypae TV “TIutivny”, 8etkvig 6TL 0UK EAPNOEV" €V ] KAK®DS AEYEL TOV APLOTOPAVIY ()G
70 EvoA8og Aéyovta [= Cratinus fr. 213 K—-A.]. VETOM

58 Since they were alluded to also in Ar. Nub. 553f. as well as Eupolis fr. 89 K.—A., the allegations of
dependency or plagiarism involving Aristophanes and Eupolis were of interest to ancient theatre
historians anyway; cf. schol. Ar. Eq. 1291 and scholl. Ar. Nub. 540a and 554a.

59 Cf.Rau 1967, 109, Hunter 1983, 117, Kassel/Austin 1986, 203.

60 And again in the Triclinian schol. Ar. Eq. 542b, where Gregory of Nazianzus is said to have ele-
gantly transformed (e0@udg peteppBuLoev) the ship-crew metaphor of Eq. 541-544 (paoxkev épé-
v xpfivat tpdra yevéoBal kTA. “He said one first needs to become a rower etc.”) in one of his
speeches (Greg. Naz. Or. 43.26.1).
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“Babbling nonsense: Being helpless and disgracing himself. When he had heard this, Cratinus
wrote his Wicker flask, thereby showing that he did not talk nonsense; in it, he speaks badly
of Aristophanes, <claiming> that he was plagiarizing Eupolis.”

(29) schol. Ar. Thesm. 137a (on the Inlaw’s question to Agathon t{ BapBLTog AaAel KPOKWT(H;
‘How does the lyre converse with the saffron robe?’): évtedbev tnv apxnv EbBoviog énotjoato
700 “Alovuaiov”, Ta avopoLa TV év Tij Atovuoiov oikia kataréywv: ént mAéov pévtol [= Eubu-
lus fr. 24 K-A.].R

“<Starting> from there, Eubulus composed the beginning of the Dionysius, in which he lists
all the incongruous things in Dionysius’ house; but he expands things further.”

(30) schol. Ar. Eq. 763: Tfj uév 8eomotv’ ABrfvn: évtedBev Sokel pot kai Anpocsbévng weeAneig 1o
npooiutov ein@évat &v @ “Tlepl To0 0Te@AVOL” Adyw. Pnaot yap odTwg “mpdTov uév @ Abnvaiot
T01g Beolg elyopal miol kal maoag, 6onv ebvolav Exwv SlaTtedd Tij Te moAel” [= Dem. 18.1].
VEI'6Lh

“To Lady Athena: Demosthenes seems to me to have borrowed and taken from there the
proem in his speech On the Crown. For he says the following: ‘To start with, o Athenians, I pray
to all the gods and goddesses, as much goodwill as I constantly have towards the city...”

Even if there were more substance to any of these few items, their exiguous number
would still demonstrate that the Nachleben and reception of Aristophanes’ come-
dies were of little interest to his ancient commentators.” As is shown by ex. (28),
they did of course try to evaluate whatever might be relevant to theatre history, but
beyond that there was simply not enough relevant material to be found in other
ancient sources to make a systematic exploration of this aspect of intertextuality
feasible or worthwhile.

8 Conclusion

The corpus of the scholia vetera to Aristophanes’ comedies comprises more than
1,300 annotations in which some other text is quoted or at least referred to; and

61 Aristophanes is twice identified as the victim in Clement of Alexandria’s extended discussion of
“plagiarism” within the pagan tradition (Clem. Alex. Strom. 6.24.9 on Ar. fr. dub. 976 K.-A. and Epicu-
rus fr. 519 Usener; 6.26.5 on Aristophanes [AaiSa)og test. ii K—A.] and Plato Comicus; cf. also Clem.
Alex. Strom. 6.26.6 on the Kwkahog [test. iv K—A.] and Philemon’s ‘YroBoAwatog); slightly more often
he is seen as the “plagiarizer” (Clem. Alex. Strom. 6.14.5f. on Ar. fr. 616 K.—A. and Theognis 457f,
6.23.1f. on Ar. fr. 711 K.-A. and Hdt. 6.86.y.2; 6.26.4 on Ar. Thesm. 215ff. and Cratinus fr. 90 K.-A. (?);
6.26.5 again on Aristophanes [Aai8aAog test. ii K.—A.] and Plato Comicus).
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since many of these cite more than one text, the overall total of “secondary” pas-
sages mentioned is even higher. However, the vast majority of these references re-
late to grammatical, lexical, or historical (including prosopographical) matters. Dis-
cussions of intertextuality in a broad sense are found in some 260 scholia.
Unsurprisingly, a majority of these are in turn concerned with the relationship be-
tween Aristophanic comedy and tragedy, notably Euripides who on his own ac-
counts for about half of the data; but Aeschylus (c. 30 exx.) and Sophocles (c. 20 exx.)
are also more strongly represented than Homer, Hesiod, or Pindar, who ranks first
among the lyric poets. Other Attic comedians are constantly consulted when pros-
opography is discussed, but unless an Aristophanic line overtly suggests a connec-
tion their plays do not normally appear among the intertexts mentioned.* To a
large extent this uneven distribution reflects the actual nature of intertextuality in
Aristophanes’ oeuvre, but we have also seen that the commentators did not always
refrain from making unwarranted intertextual claims. As far as Homer is con-
cerned, these must be due to the prominence of the Homeric poems in the educa-
tional curriculum (Section 2), but the tendency was also fed by a certain reluctance
to allow for merely stylistic parody (Section 3)® as well as an increasing degree of
confidence in diagnosing less obvious intertextual ties with tragedy in particular
(Section 5).% Where disagreements arose over such matters, these may be recorded,
but a proper evaluation of competing claims is mostly missing, except in one or two
cases where chronological issues come into play (Section 4). As always, we do not
of course know how much has been weeded out and lost in the genesis of the scho-
liastic corpus as we have it; yet, given the variety of the material we still possess,
coupled with the fact that the abridgment process never seems to have been en-
tirely systematic, it is impossible to believe that a substantial body of more in-depth
exploration of intertextual matters should have been removed in such a way. Much
rather, intertextual scholarship on Aristophanic comedy was regularly practiced as
a mechanical art, which managed to highlight a complex web of — sometimes

62 Cf. scholl. Ar. Eq. 529b and 530a (Cratinus); schol. Ar. Pax 741bce (Eupolis, Cratinus; cf. above,
nn. 31 and 37); schol. Ar. Lys. 158ab (Pherecrates); schol. Ar. Ran. 13ab (Phrynichus); schol. Ar. Ran.
357f (Cratinus); exceptions occur in scholl. Ar. Nub. 540a and 541ab (Eupolis, Hermippus); schol. Ar.
Vesp. 1025b (Eupolis), schol. Ar. Thesm. 215 (Cratinus).

63 Niinlist 2009, 227f., observes a comparable tendency in the Pindaric scholia when they detect
allusions to historical events and persons: “Generalising statements, in particular, are at risk of
being pinpointed to a specific event or person”.

64 Based on these, Roemer 1908 put forward his argument that one should draw a strict line be-
tween “sensible” Alexandrian scholarship on the one hand and “misguided” post-Alexandrian crit-
icism. Such a claim is not, however, free from preconceptions (cf. n. 30 above) and hard to substan-
tiate with the available material.
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chronologically significant — “dependencies” but which paid little attention to
questions of literary interpretation as such (Section 6) and whose perspective was
almost entirely retrospective (Section 7). Despite these limitations, however, it re-
mains true that we ourselves would very often tap in the dark when it comes to
Aristophanic intertextuality if ancient scholars had not already begun, and indeed
completed, much of the cumbersome collection of evidence that is a necessary first
step towards an adequate appreciation of Aristophanes’ comic art.
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