Scholars on comedians on lyric poets:
Ar. Nub. 967 from Stesichorus to Didymus

Abstract

In a passage from Aristophanes’ Clouds, Just Argument evokes a golden
past when boys still learned to sing traditional songs; the incipits of two of
these are cited verbatim (Ar. Nub. 967). As the pertinent scholia show,
ancient scholars including Eratosthenes of Cyrene then sought to identify
the exact sources alluded to. In this connection, they clearly made
mention of compositions by Stesichorus, Lamprocles, and/or Phrynichus;
but due to the poor state of the transmission of the individual pieces of
evidence we have (which also include P.Oxy. 1611), the exact connections
and interactions between the various players are difficult to disentangle.
However, if appropriate attention is paid to the likely role of each of them
within the entire web, much less editorial intervention on the scholiastic
text may actually be required than has hitherto been assumed. According
to the new reconstruction proposed here, one of the ‘old’ songs
referenced by Aristophanes was in fact also mentioned, but parodically
transformed and arguably misascribed, in a comedy by Phrynichus.

1. Introduction

In the agon of Aristophanes’ Clouds, Just and Unjust Argument confront
each other by presenting what each of them considers to be an ideal
education. In doing so, Just Argument (Aikato¢ AdyoG) reminisces about
the good old times
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...when | was flourishing because | said what is just, and when decent
behaviour was the norm. First of all, no-one was to hear the voice of a child
making just the slightest noise; second, the neighourhood boys had to walk in
the street in proper order when going to the cithara teacher’s, without coats,
all in a group, even if the snow was coming down like thick meal; third, the
teacher would teach them to learn a song by heart (and not with the legs
crossed!), either “Of Pallas, destroyer of cities, terrible...” or “Some far-
travelling shout...”, pitching their voices to the tune our ancestors had handed
down.

Identifying and exploring intertextual references has been an important
part of Aristophanic scholarship ever since its beginnings in the early
Hellenistic period. It is therefore not surprising if the two incipits of—
ostensibly ‘classical’—songs mentioned by Just Argument in Nub. 967 also



already caught the attention of ancient scholars and made them look for
their exact sources. As in many such cases, we get a glimpse of this early
research activity in the scholia: these tend to preserve precious nuggets
of information even when they have come down to us only in garbled form
following centuries of (not always careful) copying, editing, abridging,
summarizing, and re-arranging. In the present case, however, the
scholiastic tradition, though fairly rich, is so confused that no modern
attempt of making sense of it has so far been entirely successful. In this
contribution we shall therefore take yet another close look at the matter,
which involves no less than two Greek lyric poets, two comic playwrights,
and two eminent Hellenistic scholars. Given this cast of figures, it seems a
fitting tribute to an equally eminent modern scholar, to whose wide-
ranging work on the history of both Greek comedy and Greek lyric poetry |
owe as much as to his friendship, mentorship, and intellectual generosity
over many years.

2. The scholia on Ar. Nub. 967

In order to get a sense of the difficulties we face when we try to illuminate
the intertextual allusions in Nub. 967, it is best to start from the scholia
themselves. Our focus in what follows will be the first quotation
(“NMaAAGda mepomoAly dewwdv”). Although the authorship of the second
one (“tnAénopdv TL Béaua”) was also somewhat contentious, the situation
there is simpler in the sense that the information given in the scholia is
entirely congruent: ‘they say that one cannot find out who wrote this; for
Aristophanes [of Byzantium] found it in a fragment [i.e., in a text without
authorship assignment] in the Library [of Alexandria]l. Some, however,
claim it was by a certain Cydidas of Hermione: “some far-travelling shout
of the lyre”’ (schol. Ar. Nub. 967aB Holwerda, ¢paol 6& un €vpiokeoOalt,
0tov mOTE €0Tv: €V yap amoomdopoatt €v TR PBPALOBAKN €LPEl
Aploto@dvn. Tweg 6€ paot Kudidouv tvog Eputoveéwg “tnAénopdv tL Béaua
AO0pac” RV; cf. similarly schol. Ar. Nub. 967aa sub fine and (abridged)
schol. Ar. Nub. 967ba sub fine (both in mss. ENp)).

The scholia vetera dealing with the first quotation are reproduced below
following the edition of Holwerda (1977); a translation of Holwerda’s text
is added. For no. [1] the main source is ms. E (= Estensis gr. 127), a
fourteenth-century manuscript with very full scholia that reflect the older
(pre-Triclinian) scholiastic tradition despite the relatively late date of the
copy. Nos. [2] and [3], by contrast, represent the scholia in the earlier
mss. R and V, i.e. the mid-tenth-century Ravennas 429 (the oldest and
most complete medieval manuscript of Aristophanes, whose scholia
however tend to be quite abbreviated) and the eleventh-century Venetus
Marcianus 474 (with particularly valuable, since generally less
abbreviated, scholiastic annotations). Holwerda’s text naturally includes
some unproblematic and uncontroversial minor amendments, the detail of
which need not concern us here. In a few places, however, Holwerda
either departs from the transmission in more substantial ways or makes
assumptions about lacunae that do require further discussion. These
points are underlined and Holwerda’s apparatus on them is also given:



[1] schol. Ar. Nub. 967aa
A EM NaAAdda EMNp nepoéntoAy f tnAEnopdév Tt Boapa E: tdugoteépwvt. T
MEV o0V MpdTePOV AaumnpokAEoug elval gaaotl Tod dBAnToD, Midwvog viod- ExeL
6¢ olTwg

“MoaAAGda nepoéntoAly KANZw EM moAgpoddékov ayvdv,

naida Alog peydAov dapdounrmov”. [...] ENp

Either “Of Pallas, destroyer of cities...” or “Some far-travelling shout...”: tof
botht The former is said to be by Lamprocles the athlete, son of Midon; it goes
as follows:

“Of Pallas, destroyer of cities, | sing, the august sustainer of war,

daughter of great Zeus, tamer of horses”.

[2] schol. Ar. Nub. 967ba (directly following on from [1], in ms. E preceded by
AAAwg ‘differently’)

<. . .> obtw¢ EpaoctooBévnc. dplviyoc 6& adtod TolTOL TOD HOPATOC
péuvnTal w¢ AaumnpokAéovg 6vto¢ Tod M{dwvog viod A pabntod. €xeL d&
olTwg

“MoaAAGda epo€nTtoAly dewav Beov £ypekbdoLuoV”. E
XopotAéwy 67 amopel, nétepov <. . .>
“KARCW TOAEPOOOKOV Ayvav,
naida Alog peydAov daudounmnov” ENp
0 KAt AaunpokAéa <. . .> OnotiBnol Kata AéEw. E

ante o0twg lacunam statui coll. B | ®pOvixog 6¢: scripsi coll. B [= no. [3], AW.],
epuvixov E | post métepov lacunam statui, quam sic explere possis: <kKaTQ
Ztnoixopov mapamnAnpot>, cf. POx., ubi I. 165 leg. obtw mapa[mAnpol] | A:
conieci, kal E | post AaunpokAéa lacunam latere suspicor

<...> Thus Eratosthenes. But Phrynichus refers to this very song as being by
Lamprocles the son or student of Midon. It goes as follows:
“Of Pallas, destroyer of cities, terrible goddess, stirring up strife”.
Chamaeleon, however, is unsure if <...>
“...I sing, the august sustainer of war,
daughter of great Zeus, tamer of horses”
or according to Lamprocles <...> he cites literally.

[3] schol. Ar. Nub. 967b
N MaAA&da R: dpyxn Qdoupatog¢ Xtnowxdpov, wG Epatoobévng RV @noiv. R
dpovLxog 6& abTod TovTOL TOD GOUATOG UYNUOVEDEL WG AAUTTPOKAEOUG BVTOG
“MaAAGda ePTEMTOALY KANICW TTOAEUADBOKOV Ayvdv,
naida AL0g peydAov”. RV

Ytnowdpouv: VanlLeeuwen (recte, cf. POx. et sch. Aristid.), @puvixov R,
¢(superscr. n) V

Either “Of Pallas”: The incipit of a song by Stesichorus, as Eratosthenes says.
But Phrynichus mentions this very song as being by Lamprocles,
“Of Pallas, destroyer of cities, | sing, the august sustainer of war,
daughter of great Zeus”.

That all of these scholia go back to a single archetype is immediately clear
given the substantial overlaps in wording across the manuscripts. Broadly
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speaking, version [2] is fullest since it not only contains a reference to
Eratosthenes at the beginning (as [3] equally does), but also a section
mentioning some aporia discussed by the Peripatetic Chamaeleon towards
the end. Version [1] offers nothing of substance that is not also seen
elsewhere, and in its wish for concision it leaves away some important
gualification of the ascription to Lamprocles of the Aristophanic “MNMaAA&da
nepoénoAwv” phrase; furthermore, it mistakenly changes the musician
Lamprocles from a ‘son or student (pa®ntric) of Midon’ into an ‘athlete
(&6ANnTNAC), son of Midon'. Version [3], finally, supports Holwerda’s point
that something must be left out at the beginning of [2]. The sequence ...
w¢ EpaoctooBévng. dpovixoc 6& avtod TtolTOL TOD QOopaToC... is largely
identical in [2] and [3] (if one disregards the inserted, though by no
means necessary, ¢nolv in R, but not V, and the fact that [2] has a
grammatically difficult gen. ®puvixov (without following 6¢) instead of
nom. ®puvixog), but the beginning of [2] is odd as it stands. When scholia
reference a named source immediately before some text quoted (or
paraphrased) from it—as would be the case in [2] if o0tw¢ Epatoabévng
were the start of the annotation and therefore taken as ‘Eratosthenes
[writes] as follows: ...—they normally give either just the name or put
o0twcg between the name and the quotation; more generally, obTw¢g thus
tends to stand next to quoted (or paraphrased) text, whether that text
precedes or follows.! Hence, there is every reason to believe that the
original behind [2] began very much as [3] still does, with &pyxn doupatocg
X?-ov, w¢ EpatooBévng (pnaoiv): ®pdvixoc 6¢ KTA. As we shall see later
(89), it may even be possible to make a guess as to why the compiler
responsible for version [2] eventually chose to leave away the initial
words.

3. The supplementary evidence

First, however, we must turn our attention to two more substantial and
closely interrelated issues, namely (a) the divergent text of the
(presumed) model of the song incipit adduced by Just Argument and (b)
its authorship. Let us start with (b). In Holwerda’s version of [2], things
seem to be deceptively clear in this respect: ‘the incipit of a song by
Stesichorus, as Eratosthenes says; but Phrynichus makes mention of the
very same song as one by Lamprocles’—and then a full eight words of the
model are quoted verbatim.

' Compare, for example, schol. Ar. Eq. 755a (lll) (AAAWG: ZOupaxog oUTwG: <text>), schol.
Ar. Eq. 963a (lll) (GAAWG: ZOpuayog: <text>, followed by EpatooBévng: <text>, and
ending with <text>: oltw Zwkpdtnc (lege obtwg 6 Kpdtnc?)), schol. Ar. Vesp. 343b
(Tweg 6¢ oltwg: <text>), schol. Ar. Pax 939c (twéec oltwg: <text>), schol. Ar. Av. 768e
((BAAWC-) AlBupog év T® mepl Sle@Bopuiag AéEewc olTwG: <text>), schol. Ar. Av. 1379b
(ZOupayog odtwg: <text>); schol. Ar. Ach. 398a (<text>: oltwg kol Aploto@dvng),
schol. Ar. Ach. 1076a (<text>: o0twg A{buuoc), schol. Ar. Ach. 1128a (<text>: olTtwg 6
20upoxoG), schol. Ar. Pax 916 (<text>: oltw¢ 6 ZOupaxocg), schol. Ar. Ran. 1413a
(<text>- oltwg Apiotapxoc). A case like schol. Ar. Pax 1353 (<lemma>: olTtwg
‘HAW6wpoG) is of course different because the lemma itself there represents the reading/
version promoted by the scholar named.

2 0On the question which name (in the o-stem genitive) is to be read here, see §3.
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In reality, though, there is no mention whatsoever of Stesichorus in the
scholia as we have them, let alone in mss. R and V (= version [2]). What R
has instead of Ztnowdpovu is ®puvixov. To justify the text he prints, which
was first conjectured by van Leeuwen (1898, 154), Holwerda refers to two
important additional sources we have not yet considered. The first is a
third-century AD papyrus from Oxyrhynchus, which apparently deals with
various matters of literary scholarship and which, within this general
framework, also discusses in one way or another the Pallas hymn
mentioned in Nub. 967 as well as its Aristophanic reception (= no. [4]).
The other is a scholion on a speech by Aelius Aristides in which Just
Argument’s description of traditional education in Clouds is fully excerpted
(= no. [5]):

[4] P.Oxy. 1611, frr.5 + 43 + 40 + 6 + ? (col. i 154-177), following Montanari
(1989, 414f.)3

.. [£15]
155 owl + 15 ]
adeo| + 15 ]

agopo[ *13  Kka]
8dnep[ pnoilv Epactoobé]
vng €[ +13 |

160 TG Ppuv[ixoly[ =5 ]
agnyodpevog [ =6 ]
“Ma[AIAG[b]a nepgén[oAv]

162a[kARC]w n[oAlen[adod]
[Kolv ayyvav n[aida Al]
[0¢ pleydAov d[audaotrn]

165 mov” oltw napa[eépet.]
dlamnopodaot yap QU[K 0]
AlyoL i[e]pt T[o0]TWY, K&
[Blanep XapaAEwy, T
[Tlepdv note Ztn[otlxdpov

170 €0TLV ) AQUTIPOKA[€]
[o]ug, K[aine]lp Tod PpuLV[(]
[xouv Aau]npokAEl pa[Aal
[aKPBLG] TPQGVEUQY
[Tog. Kal AlptoTopdvng

175 [6€ mapam]otel Aéywv-
[“NMoAA&da] nlelpgé[n]o[Awv b¢
[vav”...]

...as [Eratosthe]nes [says]...of Phrynichus...explaining/telling (?)...“Of Pallas,
destroyer of cities, | sing, the august sustainer of war, daughter of great Zeus,
tamer of horses” he cites (?) like this. For about this, quite a few people are
unsure if it is by Stesichorus or by Lamprocles, although Phrynichus attributes
it [very accurately] to Lamprocles. [But] Aristophanes [also] parodies it saying:
“Of Pallas, destroyer of cities, terrible”...

* Most of the supplements are similar to those already proposed in Grenfell/Hunt 1919,
135, 146f., but see below (§7) on I. 165 (nmapa[gépel) and note also Il. 172f. where
Grenfell/Hunt tentatively propose pa[0n{tfi) | M{dwvocg] instead of p&[Aa | dkplBRc].
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[5] schol. Ael. Arist. Or. 46, p. 162.8 Jebb (ed. J. J. Reiske; cf. very similarly
schol. Ael. Arist. Or. 46, p. 162.7 Jebb, whence the variant readings indicated
below)

GAAQ A MoAAGSA TEPCEMTOALY Bevav: TadTa APLOTOPAVOLG £V abTAlG Kelpeva
Tolc “Ne@éAalg”. €idog 6¢ T00TO doMATOC KAl &p)H. TOV H& oNTAY ALTOD
Polgpoc kal Altoviolog totopodotv év Th “Mouatki)” ®plOvixdév Tva, &AAoL &€
@aot AaumPoKAEQ, i 2Tnoixopov. TO 6& devov [I. bewav] yeAolwg avTikettal.
TO YApP Qopa oUTwG EXEL, “MNMaAAAdO MEPTEMTOALY KAELOOTIOAELODOKOVY, dyvnv [I.
ayvav] maida Alog peydAa [l. peydAov] dapvnnwAov [or dapvon®Aov] dioTtov
napBévov”. BD Oxon.

But “Either of Pallas, destroyer of cities, terrible”: This is by Aristophanes and
occurs specifically in Clouds; it is a type and incipit of a song. Rufus and
Dionysius in their Music name some Phrynichus as its poet, but others say
Lamprocles or Stesichorus. The word “terrible” is a comic replacement; for the
song goes as follows: “Of Pallas, destroyer of cities, *I sing*, sustainer of war,
the august daughter of great Zeus, tamer of foals, unseen virgin”.

Both [4] and [5] attest an ancient debate about authorship. Thanks to [4],
which highlights Chamaeleon’s uncertainty whether the song on which
Aristophanes drew was written by Stesichorus or by Lamprocles, we also
understand better the mention of an aporia of Chamaeleon in [2]. There
are thus very good reasons to believe with Holwerda that in [2], after
nétepov, a lacuna is to be posited. Against Holwerda, however, the most
likely text to have fallen out there is something very much in line with the
nétepov-clause in [4], i.e. métepdv (mote) Ztnowdpov (é0Tv) A
NapunpokAéouc. Not only does [4] not allude to a Chamaeleontic aporia
about wording, as Holwerda would have it,* but Holwerda also wistfully
interferes with the transmission of [2] when he changes kai into fj simply
because he wants to have a regular nétepov-fj structure; and in fact he
thereby still ends up with a rather strange statement since one might
potentially say ‘Chamaeleon is unsure whether one has to write A (with
Stesichorus) or B (with Lamprocles)’, but not ‘Chamaeleon is unsure
whether he fills in A or cites B’ (as presupposed by Holwerda’'s exempli
gratia supplements). Hence, whatever else may have happened to this
part of [2] in the abridgment process, we can already assert with some
confidence that Holwerda’s kal - 1 emendation as well as his insertion of
a lacuna in the last line are unwarranted.

4. The problem of the source

Nor can we be more generous with Holwerda’s handling of [3], in the wake
of van Leeuwen (who knew [5], but not yet [4]). Their reasoning seems to
be this: R’s version of [3], with ®puvixov, is paradoxical when it states
that ‘[This is] the incipit of a song by Phrynichus; but Phrynichus makes
mention of the very same song as one by Lamprocles...’; but since [4] and
[5] do inform us that both Lamprocles and Stesichorus were potential

4 Cf. also Arrighetti 1968, 87: “per il papiro i dubbi di Cameleonte vertevano sulla
paternita dell’ode, per lo scolio Aldino sul testo, mentre riguardo alla paternita
Cameleonte avrebbe avuto prove sicure per attribuirla a Lamprocle”; Arrighetti 1987,
216f.
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candidate authors, and since Lamprocles’s authorship is said to have been
promoted by Phrynichus in the second clause of [3], apparently in contrast
to what preceded (cf. ®poOvixoc 6¢ KTA.), the other option, i.e. Stesichorus,
must have featured in the first clause and ®puviyxov in R will be no more
than a simple mistake, perhaps triggered by the immediately following
mention of Phrynichus. In fact, if V's version of [3] shrank back from
adopting ®puviyov (with the scribe instead putting down what is to be
interpreted as an abbreviated ¢" ~ ¢noiv, inserted faute de mieux), and if
the editor of [2] even decided to leave away completely the beginning of
the scholion, the trigger in both cases might have been a similar feeling
that the ‘paradoxical’ version we find preserved in R simply could not be
the right one—only that the medieval copyists then adopted a more
cautious attitude than their modern counterparts did and therefore did not
go quite as far as conjuring up an entirely different name.

Unfortunately (or luckily), though, the existence of [5] more or less proves
that R’s ®puvixou is not just a careless copyist’s mistake. This is because
[5] tells us in no uncertain terms that already ‘Rufus and Dionysius report
in their Music that the poet [sc. of the MaAAdda mepaénoAly song] was a
certain Phrynichus’.® In fact, we may assume that the same source(s)
were also where the Aristides commentator had learned that ‘others,
however, say it was Lamprocles or Stesichorus’. The two scholars
mentioned here were both authors of a Movowkn totopia, which would be
convenient historical reference works for a commentator who was looking
for background information on musical history. The later of them, Rufus,
may belong to the third century AD and was probably himself drawing on
the work of Dionysius Musicus (AtovOolo¢ 6 Movolkdg), a Greek scholar of
the Hadrianic age.® But if we then further ask who Dionysius Musicus
might have got his information on the song from, and if we consider that
the entire matter was evidently of great importance in Aristophanic
scholarship, we are naturally led back to the influential Aristophanic
vnopvApata of Didymus Chalcenterus in the first century BC.” Meanwhile,
Didymus’ hand must be independently suspected behind [2] (and hence
also [3]) anyway because it is generally assumed, with good reason, that
whenever our Aristophanic scholia refer back to early Alexandrian
scholarship and similar sources (as is the case with the references to
Eratosthenes and Chamaeleon here), such knowledge has been channeled
through Didymus.® So, if we see that both [3] and [5] at least consider
‘Phrynichus’ as a potential author of the song under consideration, but

> Cf. Scorza 1934, 12 n. 1: “dalle parole dello scolio R [...] & nata, probabilmente, Ia
confusione commessa da Rufo e Dionisio [...], che accanto a Lamprocle e Stesicoro
ricordano anche Frinico quale probabile autore dell’ode a Pallade”.

® On Rufus see Schultz 1914, Bagordo 1998, 72, 162, and Ercoles 2019, on Dionysius
Cohn 1903 and Rocconi 2010.

’ Dionysius may have been too early already to have used the commentaries of Didymus’
main successor, Symmachus, whose date is somewhat uncertain (though likely also in
the 2nd cent. AD: cf. Montana 2003); but even if not, Symmachus would no doubt have
relied on Didymus for such a discussion.

8 The purpose and scope of P.Oxy. 1611 (containing [4]) remain uncertain, but in his full
discussion of the matter Arrighetti (1968, 89-98; 1987, 218-228) has suggested that the
most likely source of the pieces of information it contains is also an Aristophanic
Oméuvnua by Didymus.

7



also acknowledge that there can hardly be a direct link between the line
of transmission behind [5] (i.e. Dionysius Musicus — Rufus — Aristides
scholion) and the later scholiastic tradition of Aristophanes leading to [3],
the most likely conclusion is that Didymus’ commentary on Clouds was
the point where things bifurcated and that the possibility of Phrynichan
authorship must therefore have been mentioned in Didymus as well—
although, to judge by [3] (and less clearly [2]), he in his turn had
referenced Eratosthenes for it. Any interference with R’'s ®puvixov in [3] is
therefore rash, be it the change into Ztnowdpov promoted by van
Leeuwen and Holwerda or an alternative ‘correction’ into AaumpoKA£OLC
as advocated more recently by Benuzzi (2019, 135).° Instead, we should
rather try to establish whether reading ®puvixov in [3] is really as
paradoxical as has hitherto been thought.

5. The problem of the two versions

First, however, we must turn to the other major issue mentioned in §3,
namely the divergently quoted continuation of the song named by Just
Argument. Most of our sources give this continuation in what | will from
now on call the ‘kAACw version’, i.e. MaAA&da mepoénoAwv® KAACW
nmoAepadokov ayvdv, maida ALO¢ peydAov dapdaoinmov: see [1] and [4] up
to and including dapdownov, [2] (second quotation) from kARlw to
dapdownmnov, [3] up to pupeydAov, and [5] ending with
dapvnnwAov/dapvonwAov diotov mapbévov after peydAov. (The very end
is of no major concern for our purposes, but | suspect that [5] gives the
best text after peydAov, though it should probably read dapvamn®Aov
instead of OSapvnn@Aov/dapvon@Aov: as ayvhv for ayvdv as well as
noAepodokov for (metrically necessary) moAeuadokov show elsewhere in
[5] (moAgepaddkov only in [3], ms. R; contrast -pod- also in [1], [2], and [3],
ms. V), such a O6apvanwAov could easily give rise to both of the
transmitted variants. At the same time, none of them is a likely later
invention rather than a true poetic hapax; by contrast, given the relative
commonality of dapoaol- compounds, dapdownmnov could easily take the
place of such a O6apvan®wAov when some exegete felt that a word
continuing the previous dactylic run was required. In reality, though, after

® To support this, Benuzzi argues that “P.Oxy. 13.1611 [= our no. [4], A.W.] constitutes
significant evidence in favour of the opposite information preserved by a [= our no. [2],
A.W.], i.e. that Eratosthenes ascribed the MaAAdda nepoénoAwv (that he found alluded to
in the verse of the Clouds) to Lamprocles, because the comic poet Phrynichus quoted the
very same text in an extended form, explicitly saying that it was by him”. Not only is this
based on the problematic assumption that o0tw¢ Epatoobévng in [2] is cataphoric (cf. §2
on why this is unlikely) and makes unwarranted inferences from [4] (where it is far from
clear what exactly Eratosthenes said: cf. §7), but it also disregards how unnatural the
wording of [3] would thus become; for ®pdvixoc 6¢ KTA. would no longer entail any
contrast, but merely repeat the ascription already made (‘the incipit of a song by
Lamprocles, as Eratosthenes says; but Phrynichus makes mention of the very same song
as one by Lamprocles...”).

" The metrically impossible mepoéntoAw is read in all of [1], [2], [3], and [5], and it must
therefore have crept into the tradition (including that of the Aristophanic text itself) early,
perhaps already with Didymus’ commentary; but in [4] (col. i 176) the correct form still
appears (as also in Ael. Arist. Or. 46, p. 162 Jebb, as well as Dio Chrys. Or. 13.19, who
equally draws on Nub. 967).
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the dactylic hexameter at the beginning (MaAA&da—ayvav = | hex |), the
song may not have continued with another hexameter—it is not a passage
from epic, after all—, but with a combination of | D | 4da ||, or | D | Dxe
”.11)

In [2], meanwhile, an alternative ‘Ggwvdv version’ is quoted first, and
ascribed to Phrynichus, namely TMaAA&da mepoémoAly dewav BOeov
eypekLOoLpov. Since Aristophanes’ words in Nub. 967 include 6gwav, this
version is prima facie a better model; and so Wilamowitz (1900, 85)
concluded that “die beiden Komiker [sc. Aristophanes and Phrynichus,
A.W.] haben eine andere Fassung des Liedes gekannt als spater umgieng,
und wir werden geneigt sein, die ihre fir glaubwilrdiger zu halten”.!?
Wilamowitz's idea, however, was based on an inferior transmission of [2]
(in the Aldine edition as opposed to ms. E'3), without the words XoapatAéwv
0’ amopel, métepov intervening between é€ypekddowpov and KARCw.
Accordingly, his ‘more credible’ text would effectively have been an
extended combination of the 6gwvav version and the kKAjlw version, not an
entirely separate one as has now become clear thanks to ms. E. Also to be
discarded, for the same reason if nothing else, is the suggestion by Scorza
(1934, 11) and Arrighetti (1968, 88f.; 1987, 218), in the wake of Dindorf
(apud Dubner 1855, 442), according to which dewav 6edv €ypekOdoLUOV
would represent an autoschediastic insertion into the kKAlw version made
by some commentator who had noticed that Aristophanes’ dewvdv was
otherwise missing in the presumed model; and neither is there anything
to be said in favour of a more recent revival of this theory by Sgobbi
(2006, 294), who similarly believes that “uno scoliasta, accortosi della
discrasia tra lI'inno nella forma MaAAdda mnepoéntoAlv KARlw e quanto
riportato nelle Nuvole, abbia tentato di reintegrare le parole di Aristofane
[...]: sarebbe certo possibile che una mano, a fronte del testo NMaAAdda
nepoéntoAlv KANCw, abbia annotato &€xeL 6¢ ol0Twg: MaAAGdQ MEPOEMTOALY
dewav Beov &ypekddoluov (aggiungendo l'ultimo aggettivo per ricordo di
Esiodo) e che poi le parole siano state integrate all’interno dello scolio”.*

'One may compare what West (1982, 49) says about the Dorian metrical tradition of
Alcman and Stesichorus: “Alcman’s dactyls generally come in standard packets: | D |, |
xD |, | xD- ||, | D? |, 4da |, 4da_ ||, hex ||. He is particularly fond of the acatalectic
tetrameter. Hephaestion p. 22. 12 C. (PMG 27) says he composed entire strophes in
them; the final position must have been anceps, making the last colon in fact not 4da,
but DO-0O- ||. [...]1 All of Stesichorus’ poems were extensively dactylic, but we can discern
two categories. In one, iambo-trochaic elements were also present, mainly at the ends of
periods”.

12 Cf. similarly Grenfell/Hunt 1919, 146.

3 See Holwerda 1952, 228f.; but Wilamowitz’'s idea—though not attributed to him—is
reiterated in Steffen 1964, 49.

4 By trying to dismiss the XouatAéwv & dmnopel phrase in [2] as a secondary intrusion of
a different note into the scholion, Sgobbi (2006, 294-296) then even reverts more or less
to the position of Wilamowitz and Scorza as far as his views on the text of the ‘original’
annotation are concerned; his scenario of how this is supposed to have been split up is
most implausible, and not just because “the compresence of Eratosthenes’ and
Chamaeleon’s section in one cohesive exegetical cluster in P.Oxy. 13.1611 makes the
hypothesis of a dismemberment of the ancient annotation somewhat unlikely” (Benuzzi
2019, 140; but Benuzzi otherwise accepts the autoschediastic theory of
Dindorf/Scorza/Sgobbi and merely offers yet another variation on how the supposedly
composite nature of [2] would have arisen).
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Yes, commentators and scholiasts may be careless at times, but what is
imputed to them here goes far beyond carelessness: the annotator in
question would have completely made up, without any need, a fake
quotation by adding to the words cited in Nub. 967 a hexameter end of his
own invention (though inspired by 6gwvnv éypekbdolpov in Hes. Theog.
925). That such a ‘solution’ is a rather desperate ultima ratio hardly needs
stressing. But how else can we make sense of the conundrum?

6. Phrynichus’ role in the story

Let us ‘naively’ start from what [2] actually says, nothing more and
nothing less: namely that the &&wdv version is what was to be read in
Phrynichus. If this were the case, the beginning of [3], in the version of
ms. R whose validity has been defended above, would also be perfectly to
the point: since Nub. 967 includes 6gwvdv, not KARCw, its most immediate
correspondent should be the ©6&wav version, and if the latter is
Phrynichus’, it is correct to annotate that Aristophanes’ MaAAdda
nepoénoAwv dewvdv is ‘the incipit of a song by Phrynichus’. At the same
time, [5] tells us equally clearly that 6&wav is a ‘comic replacement’
(yeAolwg avtikeltal). This is a piece of information interpreters have so
far paid next to no attention to, although it is rather curious: for if we look
at Nub. 967, the introduction of dgwdv has not the slightest comic
dimension to it—the line is neither more nor less funny than if it read
KANCw instead. Furthermore, interpreters have also been oddly forgetful of
the profile of the person we are dealing with here. There is general
agreement that the Phrynichus referred to must be the comic poet
Phrynichus,'® a just slightly older contemporary of Aristophanes’ who
probably staged his first play in the late 430s or early 420s, but also still
competed, with his Muses, in 405 when Aristophanes won with the Frogs
and in that play dismissed Phrynichus’ humour as stale (Ar. Ran. 12-15).
On the basis of our scholiastic evidence beyond [2], it is generally
assumed that Phrynichus quoted a rather lengthy stretch of a song, by
Lamprocles or whoever the author was, displaying the conscientiousness
and accuracy of a modern academic and even providing a pertinent
source reference. But is this at all likely? Would Aristophanes ever have
done something like it? The answer is certainly no. So what if the
‘comicity’ (yeAolwg) of the dewav version was Phrynichus’ work? In that
case, he would have changed the older Pallas hymn by giving it a new,
and parodistic, continuation after the initial words MaAA&da MEPOEMOALY.
Of course, given our complete ignorance of the context, we cannot know
what exactly was funny about 6elvav Beov éypekbdolpov, which does look
like a Homeric-Hesiodean pastiche,® but it is certainly not impossible that

5 Only Holwerda (1977, 186) thinks of the imperial grammarian Phrynichus (against
Holwerda 1952, 230 n. 4), but this is impossible to reconcile with [4]; cf. Montanari 1989,
417; Sgobbi 2006, 291; Stama 2014, 351; Benuzzi 2019, 131 n. 23.

16 Cf. 6ewnv Bgbdv in the same metrical slot in /. 6.380 and 6.385 and line-initial dewnv
éypekOOdoLuov in Hes. Theog. 925. Note that feminine 6g4¢, though not entirely unsuited
to lyric poetry (cf. Alcaeus fr. 129.6 L.-P., Pind. Isthm. 8.34), is not otherwise attested in
Stesichorus or other melic fragments (contrast 8€é in Stes. fr. 193.10 PMG = fr. 90.8 D.-
F.; the index of PMG also lists for 8e& Corinna fr. 654.i.13 PMG, Timotheus fr. 791.128
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speaking of Pallas as a ‘terrible troublemaker’ instead of an ‘august
sustainer of war’ could raise a laugh if recited by the right person at the
right moment.

7. Gaps and uncertainties in P.Oxy. 1611

Importantly, P.Oxy. 1611, our source [4], does not contain anything to
contradict this hypothesis. It is desperately lacunose in the earlier parts
and becomes a little clearer only when the MaAAdda nepoénoAlv quotation
starts; but, tantalizingly, the words immediately after the quotation are
also incomplete, so that we do not know whether oltw mapal[pépet
‘adduces/quotes like this’ or oltw mapa[moiel ‘parodistically transforms
like this’'!” shoud be read in |. 165. This decision partly depends on who
the subject of the sentence is, the two most obvious candidates being
either Eratosthenes (who was almost certainly named in Il. 158f.) or
Phrynichus (who is named in |. 160). The fact that the participle
dgnyolpevoc in I. 161 probably agrees with that subject might help a little
if it were taken to be more or less synonymous with ¢€nyoouevoc and thus
to mean ‘explaining’; for in that case Eratosthenes would be a more likely
subject and hence napal[pépel a more likely predicate. However, as long
as agnyecopat (lit. ‘lead the way; (also:) tell’) is not well-attested with a
meaning of this sort, things remain uncertain—nor do Il. 174f. elucidate
them further: there it is virtually certain that reference is made to
Aristophanes ‘parodistically transforming’ the Pallas hymn (with kal
Alplwotogdvncg [6¢ nmapamn]olel being a most plausible supplement for the
size of the lacunae), but that still does not tell us whether Aristophanes
was thought to be the only one who created a napamnoinalg or whether he
did so as well. If anything, and if the supplemented kai ... 6¢ is correct,
the latter might be the case, not because kal in kal ... 8¢ has to mean
‘also’, but because the Aristophanes clause here does not thematically
address the authorship issue raised in the immediately preceding
dlamopodol yap sentence of Il. 166-174 and should therefore rather
resume the argumentative line before I. 166.'8

Be that as it may, there is nothing in [4] which tells us that the kKANlw
version as cited in Il. 162-165 was found as such in Phrynichus. If we read
oUtw mapal[notel in I. 165 and therefore take Phrynichus to be the subject,
o0Tw cannot possibly refer to the kAfiCw version itself since that version is
certainly not parodic; obtw would therefore have to refer to some other
version introduced earlier. If, on the other hand, we read obtw napal épet
with Eratosthenes as the subject, all we learn is that Eratosthenes in a
discussion relating to our problem ‘adduced/quoted’ the kKAQCw version as
a comparandum (cf. mapa- in noapagépel), making it again likely that it is
not what stood in Phrynichus. The only way how the non-parodic kKARCw

PMG, and fr. adesp. 923.3 and 933 PMG, whereas 0g4¢ in Timotheus fr. 791.160 PMG is
different, since accompanied by péyav, not peydAnv).

7 Not simply ‘took over’, as rendered by Davies/Finglass 2014, 595.

8 Cf. Denniston 1950, 201: “Usually kal ... 6€ is taken in the writer’s stride, like kal ... 61
and follows a weak stop”; where it “occasionally [...] marks a completely new start after
a stronger break”, the kai element seems to have more of an additive (‘also’) value (cf.
Denniston 1950, 202, “Introducing a new instance”).
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version itself could be what Phrynichus had according to the papyrus
would be if we read napa[@épel and nevertheless took Phrynichus to be
the subject;'® but that would then again raise the problem of what the
participle agnyoopevoc meant, and it would also jar with the rather
technical character of mapagépelv as a verb of ‘adducing/quoting’ (or
‘providing (further) evidence’). On balance, we may therefore exclude this
last option, no matter how we choose to supplement Il. 158-161. By
contrast, we cannot exclude, for instance, that our papyrus, perhaps in
the context of a wider discussion of the problematic Pallas hymn in
question, referred to what Eratosthenes had to say about a &ewdv
adaptation of it in Phrynichus—the damaged passage perhaps containing,
purely exempli gratia, something like ...ka]|8dnep [@nolv Epatoabé]|vng:
£[otL &6 £v Tolg Kwpaol|taic®® dpuv[ixolv. [Tadta &']| denyoduevog T[o
nev ouv]| “NMafA]A&[dla mepoEm[oAwv | KANC]w m[oAlep[add|kolv dyvav
nfoaida At|oc pleydAov d[apdoin]|nov” obtw mapa[@épel.] | Samopodot yap
KTA.

8. Chamaeleon’s aporia

If [4] thus does not contradict what [2] in conjunction with the beginning
of [3] has to tell us, what about the second part of [3] (and with it [1])?
This, after all, is the source on the basis of which it is widely assumed that
Phrynichus presented the kAAClw version as a verbatim quote from
Lamprocles; and further that there was “an interpretative controversy that
opposed Eratosthenes (fr. 101 Strecker) to the Peripatetic Chamaeleon”,
in the course of which Eratosthenes “explicitly quoted and refuted
Chamaeleon’s declaration of aporia”—whether declaring in favour of
Lamprocles because of the testimony of Phrynichus or in favour of
Stesichorus despite the testimony of Phrynichus. 2! Strictly speaking,
however, [3] only tells us that Phrynichus ascribed ‘the very same song’ to
Lamprocles (just as [4] also does in Il. 171-174), not what Eratosthenes
thought about that, let alone to what extent or how Eratosthenes engaged
with Chamaeleon. Learned as he was, he may of course have done so, but
we must not forget that whereas his philological interests in comedy are
well-attested, there is no strong evidence for a similar activity in the
domain of lyric poetry; in that sense, Eratosthenes’ field of literary
research did not entirely overlap with that of Chamaeleon, who wrote an

¥ Thus Benuzzi 2019, 141 n. 54.

» This attractive supplement is Holwerda's (1952, 230 n. 4); év] taic ®puv[ixolv [wdaig
(Montanari 1989, 415; cf. Grenfell/Hunt 1919, 146) is less convincing because there is no
fixed corpus of songs by a comic poet from which one would cite with such a generic
reference (# e.qg. ‘in the songs/poems of Sappho’). In I. 165, Holwerda (1952, 230 n. 1),
Arrighetti (1968, 86; 1987, 215), and Montanari (1989, 414) opt for napal pépet, Grenfell/
Hunt (1919, 135, 146), followed by others, for napa[nolel; see the apparatus in Montanari
1989, 415.

2 For the former view, see Sgobbi 2006, esp. 292, 296f. and Benuzzi 2019, from whom
the above quotations are taken (pp. 125 and 136), for the latter, which depends on
Holwerda’s conjecture Ztnaowxépov at the beginning of [3] (cf. §3), Holwerda 1952, 230f.
and Montanari 1989, 418. Wehrli (1969, 81) thinks that Chamaeleon already solved his
own aporia.
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entire treatise Meptl Ztnowdpov (alongside many other things, including
several books Mepl KWHWdlaC).??

In any case, if we now build on what has already been said about
Phrynichus not being an academic who faithfully quotes a source and
provides a bibliographical reference for it, we must also ask how
trustworthy such a comic poet’s ‘ascription’ is. When the begging poet
who visits Cloudcuckooland in Aristophanes’ Birds introduces himself as a
Mouvodwv Bepdnwy 6TpnEOC, Kot TOV Ounpov, ‘a nimble servant of the
Muses, according to Homer’ (Av. 909f., cf. 913f.), it would be misguided to
look for the exact phrase Movodwv Bepdanwv 6tpnpdc in Homer: it merely
consists of Homeric elements freely assembled as a build-up for a pun on
0TPNPOG in Av. 915. And when the same poet subsequently announces a
Mivdapelov €moc (Av. 939), we also know, thanks to the scholia, that the
following ‘quotation’ vouddeool yap &v Zk0Balg &Adtat otpatwv | 0G
veavtoddévntov £€060C oL mématal. |  AKAeNG & EBa | OmMOAAG Gvev
XLTQVOG. | Ebveg & Ttol Aéyw (‘for he roams among the Scythian nomads,
adrift from his band, he who does not own a garment swung in the
weaving: the jerkin without mantle goes without fame—understand what |
tell you!’), though Pindaric in style and containing some original Pindar, is
nevertheless nothing but a pastiche (including, for example, the comic
Leavtoddévntov £€06o¢ instead of Pindar’'s actual auago@dpntov olkov ‘a
home carried on a wagon’) (Av. 941-945; cf. schol. Ar. Av. 941b with Pind.
fr. 105(b) Sn.-M.). However, in order to confidently exclude the accuracy
of such ‘quotations’, one has to be able to check the original. In the case
of Homer and Pindar, that was relatively easy for an ancient scholar who
had access to a well-equipped library—but what if the reference was to a
lesser poet, such as Lamprocles? Or, even worse, what if the ‘referenced’
model for what was recognizably a parody or pastiche was known, yet
known as the work of a (far major) poet other than the one referenced? In
a situation like that, there was a real aporia, exactly of the type
Chamaeleon faced.

It has rightly been asked in the past why Chamaeleon ever expressed
uncertainty over the authorship of the MaAA&da song if Phrynichus
ascribed it in no uncertain terms to Lamprocles.? Yet, the likeliest answer
to this is not that Chamaeleon was simply unaware of Phrynichus’
ascription, whose existence would have been discovered only later by
Eratosthenes with the latter thereby solving an aporia that had
independently been around before; nor that both Lamprocles and
Stesichorus composed a song beginning with the same words MaAAdda
nepoénoAw.?* Much rather, the aporia will have arisen because Phrynichus
ascribed to Lamprocles a song that was otherwise—i.e., ‘normally’'—

2 That Chamaeleon’s aporia was formulated in the Mept Ztnowdpou is generally assumed
(e.g. Scorza 1934, 10-12; Wehrli 1969, 55f. and 81; Montanari 1989, 418; Giordano 1977,
141), though of course not absolutely certain; Grenfell/Hunt (1919, 147) seem to think of
the Mepl KWuWbdIaC.

# See especially Scorza 1934, 11f.,, who however confidently believes in Lamprocles
having been the real author.

2 For the former idea see Benuzzi 2019, 139 (next to an alternative hypothesis in which
Chamaeleon again simply made up things by postulating out of the blue a separate
Stesichorean hymn), for the latter tentatively Page 1962, 135, 379 (and cf. Holwerda
1952, 231 n. 1; Dover 1968, 215; Montanari 1989, 418; Cingano 1990, 212).
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attributed to Stesichorus and transmitted among Stesichorus’ poems. This
paradox could have suggested to a scholar like Chamaeleon that the
‘normal’ classification of the composition as Stesichorean was simply
wrong. However, to firmly assert that would have been unwise in view of
the fact that Phrynichus was, after all, a comedian, whose humorous
purpose in quoting (and adjusting) the text will have been clear enough.
Suspending judgment was therefore a more intelligent choice.?

Once again, a (partial) parallel in Aristophanes can be instructive. At one
point in the agon of Birds, Peisetaerus states that lpw 8¢ y’ ‘Ounpog
Epaok’ (KEANV €lval Tpripwvl meAein ‘after all, Homer said that Iris is
similar to a shy dove’ (Av. 575). The problem with this claim is that no
such description of Iris is found in the Homeric epics; and so, ancient
scholars faced a similar aporia as to how much faith they could put in the
Aristophanic reference. A scholion on the line bears testimony to this
(schol. Ar. Av. 575a): one group of exegetes decided that they were
dealing with a deliberate (humoristic) mis-attribution to Homer, while
another group preferred to take it at face value and hence sought to come
up with a different explanation (in the case at hand, the plausible notion
that hymn. Ap. 114 must be meant since ‘there are also hymns composed
by him [= Homer]’).

9. A new reconstruction of the scholiastic archetype

In line with all this, we can now postulate that some character in a play by
Phrynichus in one way or another announced that he was going to sing
‘according to Lamprocles’ (katd AaumnpokAéa),?® and then produced the
dewdv version (MaAA&Gda mepomoALy dewvav Beov éypekbdolov). That the
second half of this was parodistic (yeAolwg avtikeltal, as [5] puts it) will
have been recognizable both to the original Athenian audience and to
later literary scholars reading Phrynichus, especially if they were also
familiar with the model of the parody (i.e., the kKAfjCw version). But, as
sketched above, Phrynichus’ attribution to Lamprocles did not also have
to be wrong, or comic, merely because the KAN{w version was usually
regarded as Stesichorean. Chamaeleon therefore remained undecided—
but, for all we know, the same might have been true of Eratosthenes.

With regard to Aristophanes’ quotation in Nub. 967, meanwhile, it was
perfectly appropriate to say that it was ‘the incipit of a song by
Phrynichus’ as it contained the word &ewadv: only without 6gwvdv could one
have said that it was ‘the incipit of a song by Lamprocles/Stesichorus’. For
the sake of precision, however, it was still sensible to add, as the second
half of [3] in fact does, that ‘Phrynichus, however, refers to this very song
as one by Lamprocles’ and then also cite the original KACw wording (just
as, for example, the original wording of Pind. fr. 105(b) Sn.-M. is quoted in

» The song (with kAjCw) is unconditionally attributed to Stesichorus by Tzetzes, Chil.
1.685-687, but it is difficult to build much on that as long as we do not know how Tzetzes
(who knew of the authorship dispute: see Tzetzes, schol. in Chil. 1.686a) came to that
conclusion.

* Cf. G. Kaibel apud Kassel/Austin 1989, 427, on Phrynichus fr. 78 K.-A.: “Phrynichus
videtur carminis illius particulam quandam adhibuisse eodem fere quo Aristophanes
modo, addito tamen KaTtd AounpokAéa”.
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schol. Ar. Av. 941Db; cf. §8). The double mention of Phrynichus in ms. R’s
version of [3] is thus not paradoxical, nor does it require emendation (cf.
§4).

In [1], the information of [3] has been (misleadingly) condensed by
omitting any reference to Phrynichus; the person responsible for that, who
was somewhat careless also in other respects (cf. §2), may have done so
either because he felt that there was a paradox between a song being ‘by
Phrynichus’, yet said by Phrynichus to be ‘by Lamprocles’, and/or because
he thought that all that mattered was the ultimate origin (hence
Lamprocles).

[2] is more interesting. Here, too, there must have been some
condensation and some attempt to get to grips with the seeming paradox;
but, luckily, both song incipits are nevertheless retained. In its attempt to
overcome the apparent problem, [2] left away the beginning of the note
as we still have it in R’s version of [3] (&pxn dopatoc dpuviyxov), but kept
the actual incipit of Phrynichus’ dgwvdv text—though transferring it to the
place where [1] and [3] quite naturally give the kArlw text since the
sentence at that point has moved on to the Lamprocles question (so that
the quotation of the Lamprocles text is appropriate). This transfer in [2]
must have seemed legitimate if ‘the very same song’ was at stake (abTtoD
To0TOoL TOD @opatocg). Thus, the kKAACw version now only appears in the
second half of [2], where mention is made of Chamaeleon’s aporia—a
point that has been cut out altogether as unnecessary additional
information in [1] and [3]. However, as we have already seen, things have
become garbled in this second half of [2], too. This, we now realize, is
nothing but a consequence of the unfortunate intervention in the first half,
as the changes there made it difficult to understand how the kKAACW
version that is now cited can be a literal (kata A£Ewv) rendering of
Lamprocles’ text (kata AaunpokAéa) if Lamprocles’ text had just been
equated with the dewadv version.

In order to make these interventions easier to follow, | now offer a
(necessarily tentative) reconstruction of what the original ‘full’ annotation
may have looked like before it was adapted in the various ways just
outlined:

N NoaAA&da: dapxn Gouatoc dpuvixov, w¢ = [3], abridged in [2]
Epatoabévng gnaiv.

gxeL 6¢ olTWCG: = [2], but transferred
“MaAA&da TEQOETOALY devav Beov below
EypEKDBOLUOV”

= [2], shortened in [3]
®poOviyoc 6&¢ oabTOD TOOTOL TOD dQopatog (and[1])
MVNUoveDeEL WG  AaumpokAéouvg ©Ovtog Tod

M{6wvoc viod A pabntod <tod> = [1], [3]; omitted in [2]
“MaAAGda mepoénoAly KANCw moAepadokov due to transfer of ewdv
ayvav, text

naida Alog peydAov daudotnmov”.
= [2] (with garbled
XopoAéwy & amopel, métepov <Xtnowdpov | omission; but cf. [4], Il
NAQUTIPOKAEOLG TO> 168-171); omitted in [1]
“KAACW TOAEUADOKOV Ayvav, and [3]
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noida Al0g peyaAov dapdaounmov” = [2]
(Kol Kata AaumpokA&a OTOTIONOL KATA AEELY). (~ [5]; cf. [4], 1l. 174-177)
<TO 6& “dewav Bedov €ypekDdoLUOV” yeAolwg
dvtikeltal.>

“Or of Pallas”: The incipit of a song by Phrynichus, as Eratosthenes says. It
goes as follows:
“Of Pallas, destroyer of cities, terrible goddess, stirring up strife”
But Phrynichus refers to this very song as if Lamprocles the son or student of
Midon was the author of
“Of Pallas, destroyer of cities, | sing, the august sustainer of war,
daughter of great Zeus, tamer of horses”.
Chamaeleon, however, is unsure if Stesichorus or Lamprocles is the author of
“...I sing, the august sustainer of war,
daughter of great Zeus, tamer of horses”
(and he cites it literally in line with Lamprocles).
<The words “terrible goddess, sustainer of strife” are a humorous
replacement.>

Although a note like this might seem confusing or redundant at first sight,
and hence invite any copyist’'s shortening of intervention, its logic is
impeccable. It begins with the identification of the source apparently cited
by Aristophanes (i.e., Phrynichus) and names the scholar who first
discussed the matter (i.e., Eratosthenes). In order to prove the accuracy of
the identification, a little more than just the three words echoed by
Aristophanes are given. Next, attention is drawn to the fact that
Phrynichus introduces this song as if it were one by Lamprocles—although
the older song thus referenced in reality goes (i.e., continues) somewhat
differently. Moreover, all of this raises yet another issue because the song
that Phrynichus indirectly presents as a Lamproclean composition was
also (perhaps more commonly?) ascribed to Stesichorus, causing
Chamaeleon’s uncertainty which is now mentioned. In this context, it
matters that Chamaeleon was really thinking of the same song as
Phrynichus, and that is why it is important to stress that Chamaeleon does
indeed cite its words in exactly the same way as what has just been
presented as the ‘Lamproclean’ version. Finally—but of course this bit is
not found in any Aristophanic scholion, only inferred from sources [4] and
[5], and hence added merely to show how it could in principle have fit in
—, it would make sense to conclude by spelling out that the divergence of
Phrynichus’ (and Aristophanes’) version from the
Stesichorean/Lamproclean one had some humorous dimension to it.

10. More on Aristophanes’ text

Even with the above reconstruction, one point remains as unclear as it
was under the assumption that Phrynichus had taken over the kANCw
version in its entirety from Lamprocles: namely why Aristophanes wrote
dewdv, not KANCw. The wider context in Clouds certainly suggests that
Just Argument must be adducing the words of a serious poet like
Lamprocles or Stesichorus, not those of a contemporary comedian. This
problem does not, however, justify the uneconomical hypothesis that two
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completely independent old songs starting with the same two words
MaAAGda mepoénoAlv existed. If that had been the case, it would not have
made sense for any ancient scholar to discuss the NMoaAA&da mepaémnoAly
KANCw song at all; for only the NMaAA&da mepoémnoAv dewdv song could
then reasonably have been regarded as Aristophanes’ actual reference
point.?” More plausibly, it might instead be hypothesized that the third
word of the Lamproclean/Stesichorean song was known in two variants.
While Aristophanes (and Phrynichus) would have had in mind the d&wav
variant, later editors of the lyric author in question would have canonized
the KAfjlw alternative, and the latter would therefore also have been the
variant known to Hellenistic scholars working on Aristophanes. In that
case, the comic divergence of Phrynichus from his model would effectively
have started only after 6ewdv, with 06gov €ypek0ddoluov instead of
noAspadokov KTA. Regrettably, we simply do not have any evidence to
further strengthen or weaken such a theory—or indeed alternatives to it.?®

11. More on Phrynichus’ point

Similarly, not much can be said about the function of the reference to
Lamprocles in Phrynichus. Even if the original kKAfjCw song was (comically)
altered by Phrynichus, as has been suggested above, adding kot
NaunpokAéa to the new version need not have entailed a jibe at this early-
fifth-century?®® poet. After all, the ‘Pindaric’ compositions of the begging
poet in Aristophanes’ Birds also do not make fun of Pindar himself as
much as of contemporary singers performing (or imitating) Pindar. On the
other hand, there is nothing to suggest that Lamprocles played in quite
the same league as Pindar or, say, Stesichorus as a poetic reference
author; and that is why it is also conceivable that there was some more
specific point to Phrynichus’ mention of Lamprocles. However, the
temporal distance between Phrynichus and Lamprocles might speak
against this: Old Comedy tends to make fun of poetic contemporaries, not
of comparatively minor figures who lived half a century earlier. Against

¥ Thus, if it had been the case that “Chamaileon knew of a poem among the works of
Stesichoros which contained the words MoAAGSa...&ypekOdoLuov” [i.e., the dewdv
version], while “MaAA&da...6audowunmnov is what Phrynichos wrote” (Dover 1968, 215; cf.
Holwerda 1952, 231 n. 1; Campbell 1991, 187), it would have been odd for any
Aristophanic scholar to consider Phrynichus’ divergent text (and its ascription to
Lamprocles) relevant. By contrast, it is in line with the above argument to assign
MoaAANGda mepoénoAly KAR{w moAspaddokov ayvav maida Al0¢ peydAov dapdounmov (or:
dapvan®Aov, dlotov napBévov; cf. §5) a place among the fragments of Stesichorus (cf.
Davies/Finglass 2014, 202f. with Stes. fr. 322a/322b Davies-Finglass among the
“fragmenta fortasse Stesichorea”; contrast Stes. fr. 274 PMG with only MoaAA&da
nepo€noAwv). Meanwhile, neither this nor MaAA&da nepoénoAv dewwav Bedv €ypekdHOLUOV
can be ascribed to Lamprocles with any confidence (pace Page 1962, 379, with
Lamprocles fr. 1 (a)/(b) PMG).

% Such as the idea that Aristophanes made Just Argument borrow 6cwvdv from Phrynichus
on purpose, to raise a laugh about the traditionalist getting things wrong himself. Note
that even if something like this seems too contorted to be actually true, it could still be
what some ancient scholar might have suggested.

» The rough chronological placement of Lamprocles is inferable from schol. Pl. Alcib.
118c, according to which he was the teacher of Damon, who in turn taught music to
Pericles (c. 495-429 BC).
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this background, and also considering the fact that we know for sure that
Phrynichus made fun of a less remote—and arguably more prominent (cf.
Pl. Mnx. 236a, Aristoxenus fr. 76 Wehrli)—musician Lamprus (whom he
mocks as a ‘water-drinker, whining super-sophist, mummy of the Muses,
shivering fit of nightingales, hymn of Hades’: Phrynichus fr. 74 K.-A.), we
may perhaps, rather boldly, wonder if Phrynichus had not actually referred
to this Lamprus also in our case, deriding the way in which he performed
‘classic’ songs (like those of Stesichorus). If so, Phrynichus would of
course have written kata Adumnpov, not kata AaumnpokAéa, but the two
names might then have been confused in the transmission either before
or with Eratosthenes.?°

12. More on Eratosthenes’ interests

Finally, Eratosthenes’ role in the entire story also deserves further
reflection. We have already seen that the common view according to
which Eratosthenes responded to Chamaeleon and solved Chamaeleon’s
aporia about the authorship of the Pallas hymn by reference to Phrynichus
is everything but certain: more likely, Chamaeleon’s aporia arose because
he himself had already become aware of the Phrynichus passage while
working on his treatise Mepl Ztnowxdpov (§8). As also already mentioned,
no similar scholarly interest in lyric poetry per se can be ascertained for
Eratosthenes.?! By contrast, we have a good idea of one important facet of
Eratosthenes’ substantial work Meptl TA¢ dpxaioac kwuwdiag, which chimes
in with his wider interests in critical chronology. According to schol. Ar.
Nub. 553, Eratosthenes corrected Callimachus who had thought he had
found an error in Aristotle’s Didaskaliai as they dated Aristophanes’
Clouds to 424/3 BC, despite the fact that the parabasis mentions Eupolis’
Marikas of 422/1 BC; in response to this, Eratosthenes observed that the
transmitted text of Clouds must be a partially revised version, so that the
Didaskaliai were in fact correct. And along similar lines, he also dealt with
the question if Aristophanes had restaged his Peace, since the Didaskaliai
seem to have contained two pertinent entries, or if there had been two
plays of the same title, only one of which would have survived in the
Alexandrian library (cf. argum. A2 in Ar. Pacem).

In view of these and further indications3? that chronological matters were
central to Eratosthenes’ occupation with comedy, his concern about the

% Such a mix-up does seem to have occurred elsewhere, too, since Athen. 1.20e reports
that Sophocles was as a child taught napa& Adunpw; chronologically, moapd AapnpokAel
would make much better sense here (cf. Abert 1924, 587; Campbell 1991, 315 n. 1).

31 Apart from the matter discussed in this article, the only hint at some lyric topic comes
in schol. Pind. Ol. 9.1k mentioning Eratosthenes’ ideas on the hymnic refrain TAveAAa
KaAA{vike used by Archilochus (cf. Pfeiffer 1968, 162); but even this may originally have
belonged in the context of a discussion of Ar. Av. 1764f. (cf. schol. Ar. Av. 1764).

%2 See also schol. Ar. Plut. 1194 (dealing with the chronology of a comic motif found in
Plutus, Ecclesiazusae, Strattis, and Philyllius), schol. Ar. Ran. 1028 (on the implications of
an Aristophanic passage for the staging history of Aeschylus’ Persians), P.Oxy. 2737 (=
Aristophanes 27 CLGP), col. 11.10-17 (on the evolution of the dramatic career of Plato
Comicus), Cic. ad Att. 6.1.18 (on Eupolis’ chronology); elsewhere, the Aristophanic
scholia often cite Eratosthenes on lexical points (cf. in general Pfeiffer 1968, 161f,;
Bagordo 1998, 37-40 and 127-136; Geus 2002, 291-301; Montana 2020, 186f.).
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source behind Ar. Nub. 967 acquires a new dimension. If Aristophanes
cited the third word of the Pallas hymn as d&wav, in line with Phrynichus,
but not in line with the traditional (probably Stesichorean) kArjCw text, this
fact could be used to establish a useful bit of comic chronology: for at
least the relevant passage in Aristophanes’ Clouds then had to be
composed later than the play by Phrynichus which contained the same
distinctive 6ewdv wording. The demonstrability of a sequence
(Stesichorus or Lamprocles —) Phrynichus — Aristophanes could thus
potentially be of some help in pinning down the difficult chronology of the
Clouds script as preserved in Alexandria (cf. above)—and therefore easily
catch the attention of a scholar with Eratosthenes’ mindset.

13. Conclusion

It goes without saying that we have moved well into the realm of
speculation with the last three sections (§8§10-12); none of them s
essential to the central argument proposed above. The principal aim of
the preceding pages was to make sense of the various and at first sight
contradictory scholia on Ar. Nub. 967. Against earlier researchers who
either brushed aside the matter as irresolvable or intervened on the
scholiastic text in a heavy-handed manner, it has been argued that the
transmission is, on the whole, quite sound and that any apparent
incompatibilities between the sources we have can be explained by
invoking (and rationally accounting for) abridgment and condensation
processes that were applied to an internally consistent fuller annotation
(§89), perhaps compiled by Didymus (8§4). In doing such reconstructive
work, we must be careful (i) not to read more into the evidence than it
actually tells us—as with the alleged scholarly response by Eratosthenes
to Chamaeleon (§8)—, nor (ii) to forget that each of the figures we are
dealing with was a rational actor—be it a comic poet like Phrynichus, who
must not be assumed to have excerpted long stretches of serious poetry
without some intervention of his own (§6), or a scholar like Eratosthenes,
who will have had his reasons when he established a link of the
Aristophanic line with Phrynichus even though everything in the context of
Aristophanes’ quotation would have prompted the search for a non-comic
source (89). Even if we do pay attention to these two fundamental
principles, we may of course not find all the answers we are looking for,
but chances are that we at least get a little closer to disentangling the
complex web of literary and scholarly interactions of which the scholia
give us such a precious glimpse.
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