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Introduction

1. Content and goals of this study

The present dissertation constitutes the first commented critical edition of the fragments ascribed to the
Alexandrian scholar Didymos Chalkenteros (1 cent. BCE — 1% cent. CE) in the scholia to Aristophanes’ Birds
and Frogs. The exegetic material on these two plays alone preserves more than half of the Didymean fragments
found in all the Aristophanic scholia. Overall, with 66 quotations, Didymaos is by far the most frequently cited
ancient commentator in the whole scholiastic corpus, and the sheer number evinces the pivotal role played by
the grammarian’s hypomnémata in the history of the interpretation of Aristophanes. This study aims to provide
an updated reassessment of Didymos’ contribution to the centuries-old exegetic tradition on Birds and Frogs.
Its ultimate objective is to reconstruct in as much detail as possible the exegetic reasoning, the sources and the
influences underlying each Didymean interpretation, regardless of its actual correctness. Past inquiries into
Didymean scholarship (most notably Roemer 1908, S. West 1970 and Harris 1989) have been specifically
aimed at evaluating the grammarian’s capability in relation to modern scholarly standards: their results, which
ultimately discredited Didymaos as a scholar on the basis of a limited pool of texts, had a long-lasting influence
on subsequent critics, frequently causing the hasty dismissal of the ancient information linked to his name and
discouraging more detailed studies on this grammarian. | will intentionally forgo this kind of evaluation of
Didymos’ ‘competence’ or ‘reliability’, but rather focus on the methods with which Didymos approached the
Aristophanic text and responded to the needs of his readership in the socio-historical context of the Augustan
era.

This work on Didymos’ fragments in the scholia to the Birds and the Frogs will lay the foundations for a
comprehensive commented edition of all Didymean fragments relating to ancient comedy, which is in
preparation and will be published as part of Brill’s Supplementum Grammaticum Graecum (edited by F.

Montanari, F. Montana and L. Pagani) in the foreseeable future?.

1 The cultural context of Didymos’ time is described in § 4.
2 The choice of English and of the Greek form of author and place names, as well as the use of a positive critical apparatus and the
division of the bibliography in “Editions” and “Literature”, is in compliance with SGG procedural guidelines.
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2. Didymos’ life and works

The few available data on Didymos’ life come from the 10" century lexicon Suda. The entry & 827 A. (T 1
C.-Pr.%) defines him as “an Aristarchean grammarian from Alexandria, active at the time of Antonius and
Cicero (44-43 BCE) and up until Augustus” (i.e. possibly until 14 CE). Another entry from the same lexicon
(T 2%) states that he was a contemporary of Juba of Mauretania (~ 50-23 BCE). Didymos’ life therefore spanned
a good part of the first century BCE and the beginning of the first century CE®.

His immense exegetic output — between 3500 (T 1, 56) and 4000 books (T 14)” — gained him the long-
lasting reputation of tireless scholar (T 8, 9, 10, 12, 138) as well as some stark criticism regarding his alleged
inaccuracy (T 6°), exemplified by the nicknames yaikévtepoc, “bronze-guts” (T 1, 10, 1219), and Bipitorédac,
“book-forgetter” (T 5%). The amount of works that can be reconstructed from the available evidence is in fact
remarkable: a first attempt at listing all of Didymos’ works was carried out by Schmidt (1854, 11-13). In his
edition of Didymos’ fragments in the scholia to Pindar, Braswell (2017, 40-103) offered an updated critical
catalogue, only recently surpassed by the checklist redacted by Coward-Prodi (forthc.), which is now the
standard reference.

Didymos wrote running commentaries to all the main authors of Greek literature, from Homer (frr. 69-97%2)
and Hesiod (98f.), to the lyric poets (Alkaios, Anakreon, Pindar and Bacchylides, 100-°175), the playwrights
both of tragedy (Sophokles, Euripides, lon and Achaios, 100-207) and of comedy (Aristophanes, Menander
and Phrynichos, 208-°279), the orators Demosthenes, Aischines, Hyperides, lIsaios, Dinarchos, Lysias and
Lykurgos (°280-321) and the historian Herodotos (322). In addition, he produced several lexicographic works,
especially on the language of comedy and tragedy (°1-*49) as well as monographic treatises (323-331, °345-
349, °361), miscellaneous works (°337-°344) and a paroemiographic collection (350-360). Except for some

areas of his scholarly work, the remains of Didymos’ exegetic production are largely understudied®3. The most

3 Aidvpog, ABOHOVL TAPOTOIOV, YPOUMOTIKOG Apitotdpyeloc, Alefavdpedc, yeyovag émi Avtoviov kol Kiképovog xoi &mg
Avyovotov XaAkévtepog kKAnOelg o1 v mepi 0 PifAia Expoviv: @act Yap odTOV GLYYEYPOEEVOL DIEP TO TPLOYIAA TEVIOKOGLOL
BpAic.

4 Suda 1399 A. 16Bag, Apong koi Mavpovsiog Bocthedg, Ov Aafdvieg kai pacty®covieg émdunsvcoy ol Popcior od uny aveilov
S TV Taidgvoty ... cuvikpole 68 adTd® Aidupog 0 Xodkévtepog, O kal ToAAY Ypayag kat” avtod. £ypowe mdvy TOAAG.

5 General discussions on Didymos are e.g. in Cohn 1903a; Sandys 1906, 140-143; Pfeiffer 1968, 274-279; Montanari 1997b. For an
analysis of the evidence on Didymos’ immediate predecessors and successors, see Braswell 2017, 27-36.

6 Suda & 872 A. and Ath. 4.139¢ (Aidvpog 6 ypappotikdg — kaAel 8& todtov Anuntprog 6 Tpolviog (SH 376) Biprorddav S tO
nAfi0oc GV éxddmKe cLYYPaUUATOV 0T Yap TPIGKIMO TPOC TOIG TEVTAKOGIOG — NGl TAdE KTA).

7 Sen. Epist. 88.37 quattuor milia librorum Didymus grammaticus scripsit: misererer, si tam multa supervacua legisset.

8 Hier. Epist. 33.1; Isid. Orig. 6.7.1; Suda x 29 A.; Const. Manasses Chron. 6534-6536; Manuel Holobolus Or. 2, 92.2.

9 Quint. Inst. 1.8.20 nam Didymo, quo nemo plura scripsit, accidisse compertum est, ut, cum historiae cuidam tamquam vanae
repugnaret, ipsius proferretur liber, qui eam continebat.

10 Suda & 872, x 29 A. and Const. Manasses Chron. 6534-6536. The latter gives an alternative, more positive interpretation of the
nickname (Aidvpog yarkéviepog, AreEavdpeds 10 YEVog, OV 0UTMG ETOVOLOCOY MG €V TA Yaipely AOYOLS AmOGITOV YEVOUEVOY NUEPAG
émi mhelovg).

11 Demetrios of Troizen (SH 376) ap. Ath. 4.139c.

12 He also dedicated a separate work to the Aristarchean recension the Homeric text (frr. 50-68 C.-Pr.).

13 Modern scholarship on Didymos has mostly focused on P.Berol. 9780, the papyrus commentary on Demosthenes’ speeches 9, 10,
11 and 13, ascribed to the grammarian in the subscript and first edited by Diels-Schubart 1904a-b (see, among others, Kérte 1905;
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surprising gap in modern scholarship regards the grammarian’s studies on drama, which are quantitatively very
well attested: together, the fragments on tragedy and comedy (both from the hypomnémata and from the Tragic

and Comic Vocabulary) amount to more than half of all the extant quotations transmitted as surely Didymean.

3. The tradition of studia comica

3.1 Aristotle and his school

The first traces of organised scholarly writings on comedy and comic playwrights date back to Aristotle
and the early Peripatetics*. As underlined by Lowe (2013, 344), with his Didascaliae'® and Dionysiac
Victories'® on the one hand, and his Poetics and On Poets!” on the other, Aristotle laid the foundations of the
two main types of scholarly engagement with dramatic texts: the chronological-pinacographical investigation,
based on archival sources, and the theoretical criticism®®, From the development and mutual integration of
these two approaches stemmed the rich Peripatetic production on comedy, of which very little is extant:
treatises entitled On Comedy are ascribed e.g. to Theophrastos'® and Chamaeleon®, Eumelos wrote a work On
Old Comedy?, while Dikaiarchos one On the Dionysiac Contests?. Monographs on specific comic authors are
also attested in this period: Theophrastos’ pupil Lynkeus seemingly wrote a treatise On Menander? and a title
On Antiphanes is attributed to Demetrios of Phalerum?*, whose role in the translatio studiorum between the
Peripatos in Athens and the Alexandrian Mouseion is now widely acknowledged®.

Cronert 1907; Wilcken 1920; Mastromarco 1969; 1972; West 1970; Pearson-Stephens 1983; Harris 1989; Milns 1994; Gibson 2000;
2001; 2002; Harding 2006; Heine Nielsen 2008; Luzzatto 2011). Harpokration’s quotations from the grammarian’s commentary to
Demosthenes are collected by Pearson-Stephens (1983, 55-61) and translated and commented by Gibson (2002, 137-156). Didymos’
exegesis of Homer has been vastly studied — but mainly as a vehicle of his forerunners’ (especially Aristarchos’) interpretations — for
instance by Lehrs 1882, 15-31; Ludwich 1884; Erbse 1959; West 2001, 46-85; Schironi 2018, 3-44. A systematic investigation of
Didymos’ approach to Homer and epic poetry in general is in Pagani (forthc.). The Didymean fragments in the scholia to Pindar are
edited by Braswell 2017 (reviewed in Prodi 2014; a discussion of some fragments was already Braswell 2011). The work On lyric
poets (frr. °345-349 C.-Pr.) has been studied by Grandolini 1999, while the treatise On proverbs (350-360) has been recently
investigated by Ruta 2016. On Didymos and lyric poetry, see also Prodi (forthc.).

14 For overviews on Aristotle and early Peripatetic scholarship in general, see, among others, Pfeiffer 1968, 67-84; Montanari 2012;
Novokhatko 2015, 55-59; 2020, 121-131.

15 Frr. 415-462 Gigon (618-630 Rose), discussed in Jachmann 1909; Pfeiffer 1968, 81; Bagordo 1998, 19f.

16 Tit. 135 Gigon; fr. 1 Bagordo.

7 Frr. 14-22 Gigon.

18 Nesselrath (1990, 102-130) deals with Aristotle and comedy with a specific focus on the chronological partition into “old”, “middle”
and “new” comedy.

19 Frr. 1f. Bagordo; discussions in Nesselrath 1990, 149-161; Bagordo 1998, 22; Lowe 2013, 345; Novokhatko 2015, 55; 2020, 127f.

20 Frr. 10f. Bagordo, on which see Podlecki 1969, 120-124; Arrighetti 1987, 141-159; Nesselrath 1990, 163f.; Bagordo 1998, 26-28;
Schorn 2012; Martano 2012; Lowe 2013, 345; Novokhatko 2015, 57, 2020, 129.

2L Fr, 1 Bagordo; also mentioned in Nesselrath 1990, 165; Bagordo 1998, 32.

22 Frr. 2-7 Bagordo; overviews in Martini 1903, 555f.; Nesselrath 1990, 162f.; Bagordo 1998, 24; Lowe 2013, 345f.; Novokhatko 2015,
57f.; 2020, 128f.

23 According to Ath. 6.242b, on which see Bagordo 1998, 34, 151; Dalby 2000; Lowe 2013, 346.

24 Fr, 194 Wehrli. See Nesselrath 1990, 163; Lowe 2013, 347.

25 A complete overview is in Montana 2015a, 76-90; 2020, 154-162 (where all the relevant bibliography is quoted).
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3.2 The Pleiad

The first scholars to deal extensively with comedy in Alexandria were the tragedians of the so-called
Pleiad, a group of playwrights from different parts of the Greek world who settled in the court of Ptolemaios
11 Philadelphos (308-246 BCE). Among them, Lykophron of Chalcis (4"-3" cent. BCE)?® undertook the task
of revising and emending the copies of comic texts preserved in the royal library?’. Along with this remarkable
endeavour — and as a result of it — Lykophron wrote a monograph On Comedy in at least nine books, of which
only nineteen fragments are extant?®, These are mostly of a glossographic nature and are often preserved in
conjunction with Eratosthenes’ opposing view on the same word, but it can be assumed that Lykophron also
dealt with other topics®. In at least one case, it is sure that Lykophron’s exegesis was directly quoted by
Didymos in his Comic Vocabulary®, but it is more than likely that Lykophron’s work was among the
grammarian’s main sources.

The first recorded hypomnémata (i.e. systematic running commentaries) on Aristophanes’ plays are owed
instead to Euphronios (3™ cent. BCE), another member of the Pleiad and author of Priapic poems, identified
by the sources as the teacher of both Aristophanes of Byzantium and Aristarchos®. He is quoted twenty-seven
times in the scholia to the Clouds, Wasps, Birds, Frogs and Wealth: the fragments deal mostly with linguistic
or mythological questions and often involve the use of literary parallels®2. Euphronios’ commentaries were a
very important source for Didymos, who adopted his predecessor’s interpretations e.g. in frr. 227 and 249
(below).

3.3 From Kallimachos to Aristarchos and his pupils

According to the available evidence, Kallimachos’ approach to comedy was mainly pinacographical®.
Indeed, besides his Tables of persons eminent in every branch of learning, together with a list of their writings
(frr. 429-453 Pf.) and the more specific Table and inventory of the dramatic poets in chronological order and
from the beginning (frr. 454-456 Pf.), no other title ascribed to him suggests direct, programmatic engagement
with comic texts. In his On Birds (frr. 414-428 Pf.)* he dealt with ornithonyms also found in Aristophanes’

2% General discussions in Bagordo 1998, 35f.; Meliado 2019; Pellettieri 2020, 236-242.

27 Tz. Proll. Com. Xlal-1l Koster; see also Proll. Com. XIb-c-d Koster. The exact meaning of the verb Siop0ow, used by Tzetzes to
describe the activity of Lykophron and his collegues, is still debated: Pfeiffer (1968, 105-107) took the text literally and maintained
that these scholars produced critical editions, while others supposed an inaccurate usage by Tzetzes or his source (see e.g. Keil 1848,
244; Strecker 1884, 2f.; Lowe 2013, 350) and preferred the wording of the Scholium Plautinum (XId Koster graecos artis poeticae
libros in unum collegerunt et in ordinem redegerunt). | follow Montana’s interpretation (2020, 163f.; see also Pellettieri 2020, 237-
242) of d10pbow as “to revise and emend”, which respects the meaning of the verb without implying that Lykophron produced canonical
critical editions (like the ones produced by later Hellenistic scholars) but rather that he worked on single copies, identifying their
content and authorship and correcting their text if faulty.

28 The fragments were first collected, along with Euphronios’ and Eratosthenes’ ones, in Strecker 1884, and are now edited by Pellettieri
2020. See also Bagordo 1998, 150.

29 A reappraisal of Lykophron’s work and role in the tradition of Alexandrian exegesis on comedy is offered in Lowe 2013, 347-356.
30 Ath. 11.501e; Lycophr. fr. 4 Pellettieri (= 25 Strecker), Did. fr. 8 C.-Pr.

31 On the chronologic problems posed by the identification of the Pleiad poet with the grammarian and teacher of Aristophanes and
Aristarchos, see Montana 2015a, 126f.; 2020, 200-203; Novembri 2020. See also Pfeiffer 1968, 160f.

32 See e.g. Did. fr. 227 below.

33 Among others, see Pfeiffer 1968, 123-140; Nesselrath 1990, 172-175.

34 Martinez 2001 offers a survey of the fifteen extant fragments.
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Birds, and was therefore an important source for the following scholarship on the play (see Did. fr. 228 below).
Moreover, he may have discussed words found in comedy in his Dialectical nouns (fr. 406 Pf.).

After Lycrophron’s, the next known treatise On Old Comedy is the one written by the poet, scientist and
overall polymath Eratosthenes of Cyrene (~ 276-194 BCE), in no less than twelve books®. Almost all of the
twenty-five occurrences of Eratosthenes’ name in the scholia to Aristophanes go back to this work, and further
quotations are found in other scholiastic corpora and lexica®, a fact that shows the treatise’s broad and long-
lasting influence on successive scholarship. In his work, Eratosthenes mostly discussed specific interpretive
problems posed by comic texts (such as obsolete vocabulary and content inconsistencies) but he also dealt e.g.
with matters of authorship and history of the genre®’. As in Lykophron’s case, the content and structure of the
writing are still debated among modern critics: some suppose that the work had no internal cohesion and simply
consisted of a sequence of unrelated discussions on various topics linked to ancient comedy?®, others assume
some kind of thematic organisation®. In all likelihood, Eratosthenes’ On Old Comedy was a paramount source
for Didymos: fr. 269 (below) is one example of direct quotation of the work in the grammarian’s commentary
to the Frogs.

The fundamental contribution of Aristophanes of Byzantium (~ 265-190 BCE)* to the ancient exegesis of
comedy was threefold: firstly, he established the canonic text of the plays and was the first to give a colometric
division of the choral parts; secondly, he wrote concise but informative introductions to the plays (the so-called
hypotheseis), giving a summary of the plot and chronologic information about the dramatic contest in which
each play was first performed,; thirdly, he collected the lexicographic interpretations of his predecessors in his
Lexeis, a monumental vocabulary systematically arranged in sections, spanning all literary genres®. All three
aspects were essential to Didymos’ own exegetic activity: in particular, the Lexeis must have played a primary
role in the redaction of his Comic Vocabulary*’. Moreover, the epitome of Aristotle’s zoological writings
compiled by Aristophanes of Byzantium* was probably used by Didymos in his exegesis of some passages of
the Birds (see Did. frr. 2, 227f. and 241 below).

% On Eratosthenes’ life, see Tosi 1998a; Geus 2002, 7-41; on his scholarly works, Pfeiffer 1968, 152-170; Montana 2015a, 112-118;
2020, 185-191; on the treatise On Old Comedy in particular, see especially Bernhardy 1822, 204-208; Strecker 1884; Geus 2002, 291-
301.
3% Cf. e.g. Harp. § 13, p 16 K.; Hesych. x 1590 C.; Phot. n 51 Th.; schol. Eur. Tr. 1175 Schwartz; schol. Pind. O. 9.1k Drachmann;
schol. Apoll. Rhod. 4.280 Wendel.
37 Investigations of specific fragments of this kind are in Tosi 1998c; Benuzzi 2019b; Broggiato 2019a.
38 This is the point of view of Bernhardy (1882, 204), which was later adopted by most German scholars (namely, Strecker 1884, 13;
Susemihl 1891, 425f.; Knaack 1907, 383; Nesselrath 1990, 177, n. 78).
39 Like Di Tullio (1915, 47) and, more recently, Geus (2002, 292).
40 Discussions of his scholarly work on comedy can be found, most notably, in Boudreaux 1919, 25-48; Nesselrath 1990, 180-187;
Montanari 1996c; Bagordo 1998, 41-44; Montana 2015a, 118-126; 2020, 193-197.
41 For a complete overview, see especially Pfeiffer 1968, 188-190, 192-202.
42 Boudreaux (1919, 42-47) discusses the exegeses of Aristophanes of Byzantium quoted in the Aristophanic scholia and Didymos’
role in their preservation.
43 And partially preserved in the Byzantine zoological sylloge of Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos (see Lambros 1885, V-XX; Berger
2012, 3-9; Zucker 2012; Hellmann 2015, 1248-1251).
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New hypomnémata to the plays of Aristophanes and Kratinos (and, possibly, Eupolis) were produced by a
pupil of Aristophanes of Byzantium, Kallistratos (2" cent. BCE)*. The thirty fragments preserved in the
Aristophanic scholia prove that the scholar’s interests were not only linguistic, but covered also history and
geography, as well as the identification of the kmadoumenoi. His work must have been very influential for
Didymos, who in all likelihood is ultimately responsible for the preservation of many of his fragments in the
scholia to Aristophanes®.

The studies on comedy carried out by Aristarchos (~ 216-144 BCE)“ are attested by twenty-five fragments
preserved in the scholia to Aristophanes (primarily to the Frogs)*’. Matters of lexicography and grammar are
the most represented, but Aristarchos also dealt with line distribution, as well as with historic and literary
allusions. Although he did not produce a new critical edition, he also discussed textual criticism in his
hypomnéma*. In many cases his interpretations are not quoted alone, but are preceded or followed by other
exegeses (sometimes ascribed to another scholar, sometimes anonymous), probably as a result of Didymos’
compilative intervention (see also Did. frr. 261, 267 below)*.

Among Aristarchos’ pupils, those known to have sistematically engaged with comedy are Ammonios,
Chaeris and Apollonios. Ammonios (~ 170-100 BCE)® wrote a work entitled Kouwdotusvor, a catalogue of
the historic figures mocked in comedy (probably arranged in thematic sections) that provided biographical
information on each character, listing all the passages in which it was lampooned and distinguishing potential
namesakes®’. This treatise was surely an essential source for Didymos, whose interest in the komodoumenoi is
well represented in his fragments (see the Conclusions § 1.3.1.1): fr. 247 is likely an example of Didymos
quoting directly from Ammonios’ work.

Not much is known about Chaeris (2"%-1% cent. BCE)®2, who was quoted in Didymos’ hypomnéma (along
with Herodikos [see below] and Eratosthenes) with regard to Ra. 1028 (see Did. fr. 269 below). He was the
father of a scholar named Apollonios®: the name occurs several times throughout the Aristophanic scholia, in
annotations that deal both with the content and with the language of the plays, but modern critics are not

unanimous as to whether all these references go back to the same grammarian or to two namesakes®*. Equally

4 His fragments are collected and commented in Schmidt 1848; overviews of his scholarly work on comedy are in Boudreaux 1919,
48-51; Bagordo 1998, 45, 110f.; Montana 2008a-b; 2015, 127f.

4 As underlined, among others, by Boudreaux (1919, 51) and Montana (2008a).

46 Surveys of his scholarly work on drama in Boudreaux 1919, 52-74; Pfeiffer 1968, 210-233; Montanari 1996b; Montana 2015a, 130-
141.

47 Muzzolon (2005) carried out a detailed analysis of all the fragments.

8 Textual interventions by Avristarchos are found in scholl. Aristoph. Ra. 191c, 970b Chantry = frr. 12, 18 Muzzolon (variant readings),
scholl. Aristoph. Ra. 354a-c, 372c-d Chantry = frr. 15, 17 Muzzolon (division of the parodos) and scholl. Aristoph. Ra. 1437-1441a =
fr. 28 Muzzolon (proposed athetesis).

49 As suggested also by Muzzolon (2005, 61, 63f.).

%0 The testimonia on his life and works are investigated by D’Alessandro 2018. Discussions of Ammonios’ work on comedy in
Boudreaux 1919, 75f. and Montana 2015a, 156f.; 2020, 231f.

51 The most comprehensive study on the topic of komodoumenoi-literature is still Steinhausen 1910.

52 On this grammarian in general, see Montana 2015b. Boudreaux (1919, 76) discusses his presence in the Aristophanic scholia.

53 Cf. schol. Aristoph. V. 1238b Koster.

54 Overviews in Cohn 1895a, 1895b; Rutherford 1905, 432 n. 11; Boudreaux 1919, 77; Montanari 1996a; Montana 2002.
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obscure is the grammarian Antiochos of Alexandria (2" cent. BCE ?), whose work On the poets ridiculed in

Middle Comedy was seemingly quoted by Didymos®.

3.4 Scholarship on comedy outside Alexandria
Although the evidence regarding the tradition of exegesis on comedy outside Alexandria is rather scanty,

it is still possible to pinpoint a few key figures.

3.4.1 Pergamon
In Pergamon — the Hellenistic cultural centre outside Alexandria of which the most is known®® — comedy

was surely studied by Demetrios and Herodikos, and possibly by Krates of Mallos.

The latter was active in Pergamon at the time of Aristarchos (2" cent. BCE) and worked primarily on
Homer . A systematic engagement with comedy is suggested only by Tzetzes, who mentions a Krates more
than once in his prolegomena to comedy®®. However, he may be speaking of the Athenian philosopher Krates
(3" cent. BCE), to whom an unspecified number of books On comedy are attributed by D.L. 4.23%, while the
fragments ascribed to Krates in the Aristophanic scholia come in all likelihood from the treatise On Attic
language of Krates of Mallos®.

Demetrios of Adramyttion, nicknamed Ixion (2" cent. BCE)®!, a former pupil of Aristarchos who moved
to Pergamon, is quoted a handful of times in the Aristophanic scholia, in relation to matters of lexicography,
paratragedy and antiquary. In two cases he bitterly criticises his teacher (see Did. frr. 267f. below). While the
lexicographic fragments are easily ascribable to Demetrios’ Attic Vocabulary, surely an important source for
Didymos’ Comic Vocabulary, the other fragments suggest that he composed a commentary on Aristophanes’
plays®?.

Like his contemporary Ammonios in Alexandria, Herodikos of Babylon (2™ cent. BCE)® composed a
treatise entitled Kwuwdoduevor in at least six books®*. Instead, his discussion of Ra. 1028, quoted in Didymos’

hypomnéma (see fr. 269 below), probably belonged to the Zouurcra dmouvijuara®.

3.4.2 Rhodes

%5 This reconstruction was first proposed by Nesselrath (1990, 76f.) and later adopted by Bagordo (1998, 77f.) and Corradi 2018.

% On Pergamon and Pergamene scholarship, see most notably Pfeiffer 1968, 234-237; Montana 2015a, 143-148; 2020, 217-227.

57 General discussions of Krates are found, among others, in Pfeiffer 1968, 238-244; Broggiato 2001, xvii-xix; Pagani 2009c; Montana

20153, 148-153; 2020, 222-228. On Krates’ Homeric writings, see Broggiato 2001, xx-Xi.

%8 Proll. de com. Xlal-Il Koster.

59 On this problem, see Bagordo 1998, 116-118; Broggiato 2001, Xxv-xxvii.

60 A survey of the fragments ascribed to Krates by the Aristophanic scholia is in Boudreaux 1919, 79-83.

61 On Demetrios’ life and works, see Staesche 1883; Pfeiffer 1968, 259-261; Ascheri 2009; Montana 2015a, 155; 2020, 239.

62 At least on the Wasps and the Frogs, but possibly on other plays as well, as suggested by Boudreaux (1919, 84f.).

63 Overviews of Herodikos are in Pagani 2009d; Montana 2015a, 157; 2020, 231f. Broggiato (2014, 41-106) provides the most complete

and recent study on this grammarian.

64 1ts features and its importance for subsequent scholars are discussed in Steinhausen 1910, 46-49; Boudreaux 1919, 85f.; Broggiato

2014, 46-48.

85 On this work in particular, see Pagani 2009d. Broggiato (2014, 48) believes instead that this fragment pertains to the Kwuwdotuevor.
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The lively intellectual environment of Rhodes was home to historians, geographers, astronomers,
philosophers and grammarians. From the 2" century BCE the island had a predominant role in the cultural
landscape of the Mediterranean®® and evidence both literary and epigraphic suggests a specific traditional
connection between Rhodes and Aristophanes®”. However, only one scholar can be linked with certainty to
systematic studies on comedy, and that is Timachidas. He wrote a commentary on Aristophanes’ Frogs®,
which is quoted ten times in the scholia to the play (and once in Tzetzes’ commentary): in two cases his opinion
is cited along with Didymos’ (see fr. 259, 262 below), but it cannot be determined whether the latter referred
to the former in his hypomnéma or whether the two interpretations were compared by a later scholar®.
Moreover, Timachidas wrote a commentary on the Flatterer, which is the earliest known hypomnéma on any
of Menander’s plays’ and might have been used by Didymos for his work on the same playwright (although
very little is known about it’*). Timachidas also compiled a Glossary, the extant fragments of which display a

clear interest in dialects’.

3.4.3 Rome

Ancient sources provide a considerable amount of information about Greek intellectual life in Republican
Rome, both with regard to specific figures and with regard to the broader historic-cultural context’®. However,
very little is known about the scholarly activity that Greek intellectuals carried out in Rome in that period, as
well as about what type of scholarly works on Greek literature were available in the city at the time™. The
evidence relating to scholarship on Greek comedy at Rome in particular is very limited”™. However, it is
possible to identify at least two scholars of comedy who were active in Rome within Didymos’ lifetime. Firstly,
Hypsikrates of Amisos (1% cent. BCE-1% cent. CE)’®: Varro (LL 5.88) and later Gellius (16.12.5f.) quote him
with regard to the etymology of Latin words from Greek, but he also worked on Homeric language and
biography. It is reasonable to identify this Hypsikrates with the author of a book on kémadoumenoi of which

someone asks a copy in a 2" century CE private letter possibly written at Alexandria and found at

8 The main elements of the cultural history of Rhodes are summarised by Matijasi¢ 2020, 21-31. The first detailed and comprehensive
study on the topic will be provided by Coward (in preparation).

67 For a detailed discussion of the evidence (with further bibliography on the topic), see Matijasi¢ 2020, 29-31.

8 |ts content and relevance are assessed in Boudreaux 1919, 88f.; Matijasi¢ 2014, 131-137; 2020, 49-54. See also Montana 2015a,
164; 2020, 238.

89 As acknowledged by Matijasi¢ 2020, 53.

0 Matijasi¢ (2020, 59f.) discusses the extant evidence in detail.

" See Did. fr. °278 C.-Pr.

2. On the Glossary’s main features and its relationship with Hesychios, see Matijasi¢ 2020, 41-49.

3 Among the many studies on the topic, see in particular Hillscher 1892; Rawson 1985; McNelis 2002; Migliario 2012 and § 4 below.
7 Modern critics (like Schlunk 1974; Jolivet 2010; 2014; 2016; Bitto 2012; Montana 2016) have mostly focused on the reception of
Homeric and Pindaric scholarship in Latin poetry.

5 Some degree of scholarly reception of ancient Greek comedy can be presupposed for the Latin satirists (Horace and possibly Lucilius)
and for the orators, as proposed by Ruffell 2014 and Sidwell 2014.

76 Discussions in Bagordo 1998, 71; Perrone 2018.
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Oxyrhynchus”. Secondly, Epitherses of Nicaea (1% cent. CE), who compiled a lexicon On Attic, comic and

tragic words’®,

4. Greek comedy in Didymos’ time and the shift in the exegetic paradigm

To properly contextualize Didymos’ exegesis of comedy, it is necessary to identify his target audience.
This can only be achieved through the discussion of two interconnected cultural phenomena: on the one hand,
the progressive change in the circumstances and outcomes of the philological activity in Alexandria, as a result
of the eventual demise of the Ptolemaic monarchy (and of the patronage and close control it exerted over the
Library and its intellectuals’) and the rise of Rome as main centre of culture and learning; on the other hand,
the reception of Greek comedy in the Mediterranean at the end of the Roman Republic.

For the first two centuries of its history, the Alexandrian Library was the place where philology was both
practiced and ‘consumed’: by the will of the Ptolemies (and with their financial and political support),
bookrolls were gathered, evaluated, catalogued, classified, arranged and corrected, works were edited and
commented, difficult words were collected and explained, all within the Mouseion and for the small circle of
people gravitating around it. The 1% century BCE saw a phase of significant changes in this respect. Firstly,
the Ptolemaic patronage ended with the submission of Alexandria to the Romans (30 BCE), determining a
radical change in the relationship between the library and the political power. Secondly, it has been argued that
the lack of references to head librarians after the 80s BCE may be a sign of the library’s decreased significance
in the political agenda of the time®’. Thirdly, Rome’s progressive rise to power from the 2" century BCE
onwards went hand in hand with its growth as centre of culture and learning and, consequently, as a market
for education. This period saw a sharp increase in the flow of books and intellectuals from all parts of the
Greek Mediterranean towards the city: entire libraries arrived in Rome as war-booty® and members of the
highly educated Greek élite reached the capital as prisoners®. As time went by, the city started to attract more
and more Greek intellectuals, many of which opened schools of rhetoric or worked as private teachers for the
élite youth®®. As a result of these political and societal changes, the type of works produced by the Alexandrians
also evolved. With the loss of the library’s leading role in the cultural context of the Mediterranean, the

scholars’ aims and priorities were inevitably different from those of their illustrious predecessors. The

7 POxy. XVIII 2192 (M.-P.3 2091 = FGrHist 190 F 122d¢: CGFP 344; nr. 11 Otranto).

78 See Steph. Byz. v 52 Billerbeck; Bagordo 1998, 65; Meliado 2018.

8 An updated study on this topic is found in Schironi 2018b.

8 The hypothesis is advanced by Hatzimichali (2013, 173f.), whose study of the cultural role of the Alexandrian library after the fire
of 48 BCE greatly inspired this paragraph.

81 Such as Lucullus’ library, see e.g. Keith Dix 2000.

82 |ike Polybios (see e.g. Dreyer 2001), Alexander Polyhistor and Tyrannion (on which see Pagani 2005 and 2020 respectively).

8 The identity and scholarly activity of many of these Greek intellectuals can be reconstructed on the basis of the extant evidence. The
most comprehensive collection in this regard is Hillscher 1892. More recent studies on the topic are in Rawson 1985 and Migliario
2012.
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preservation of previous scholarship was certainly one of their main objectives and was achieved through the
redaction of compilative commentaries (of which Didymos is the prime example) and meta-scholarly
monographs (i.e. writings concerning past philological studies, such as Didymos’ On the Aristarchean
recension and Aristonikos’ On the critical signs of Aristarchus). This effort to summarise, condense and
combine the scholarly works of the forerunners is easily understandable in the light of the socio-political shift
outlined above, which confronted the Alexandrian scholars with a totally new and geographically broad group
of less-specialised individuals, interested in having the erudite tools to read and teach the great Greek authors
of the past at an advanced level. An overview of the reception of Old Comedy in Didymos’ time will be useful
to clarify the features of this new readership.

Papyrological finds from Egypt — though unavoidably partial and thus maybe not fully representative of the
actual situation — show a peculiar distribution pattern for Aristophanes and Old Comedy in general, both from
a chronological and from a geographical standpoint®. There are no papyri that can be undoubtedly ascribed to
Avristophanes in the Ptolemaic period (only some adespota veteris comoediae), while the first traces appear in
Didymos’ time, with a sharp increase between the age of the Antonines and the Severi®. The geographic
provenance of the finds is even more telling: except for two cases, all the other surely Aristophanic papyri
come from relatively big centres, such as Oxyrhynchus, Antinoupolis and Hermoupolis®. In other words, it
seems that Aristophanes was almost exclusively read by the urban élites®” and that he gained popularity among
this wider (but still elitary) readership between the end of the Republic and the beginning of the Empire. The
significance of Old Comedy for this new audience was in all likelihood due to a perceived similarity of the
genre with rhetoric: both genres were inherently performative, both focused on current political events, both
involved a broad audience®®. However, this general affinity alone would not justify the presence of Old
Comedy in the syllabus of rhetorical training®. In fact, the usefulness of Old Comedy in higher education of
Roman times probably lay firstly with the many exempla of political rivalry that the plays portrayed® (and that
could be studied and reused at will in rhetorical exercises®), and secondly with the central role of verbal
confrontation and the pervasive occurrence of personal abuse, that made the genre a stylistic model of
invective®,

To sum up, the target of Didymos’ exegesis of comedy was not the small circle of specialists of the
Alexandrian Mouseion, but a broader, polycentric and less-specialised group of readers belonging to the urban

élites, who were interested in reading Greek comedy at an advanced level as part of their rhetorical training.

8 For a detailed investigation of the evidence, see Del Corso 2017.

8 Perrone 2011 also elaborates on the available data.

86 See Del Corso 2017, 237.

87 «Aristofane appare [...] un autore caratteristico, se non addirittura esclusivo, delle élites urbane» (Del Corso 2017, 237).

8 These similarities are highlighted by Ruffell (2014, 288f.).

8 The most explicit testimony in this respect is by Quintilian and regards Roman education, but it can easily be extended to the other
cultural centers of the Mediterranean.

% On this topic, see Ruffell 2014, 289-293.

91 Kremmydas 2013 gives an overview of the extant papyri preserving rhetorical exercises as a testimony of advanced rhetorical
education in Egypt during the Imperial era.

92 A recent discussion of the role of personal abuse in oratory is in Arena 2007 (where all the relevant bibliography is quoted).
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Didymos’ works on comedy responded to the different exegetical ‘needs’ of this group primarily in two ways:
firstly, by summarizing the opinions of previous scholars on debated passages, thus making them easily
accessible; secondly, by offering a wide typological range of elucidations (on vocabulary, realia, proverbs,

puns, historical references, etc.) that were useful also to less specialized readers®.

5. Didymos’ works on comedy and the transmission of the fragments

Didymos’ exegetic output with regard to comedy consisted of the redaction of running commentaries
(hypomnémata) based on the text of the plays established by Aristophanes of Byzantium® (see above § 3.3),
and of the compilation of the Comic Vocabulary, a collection of difficult words found in comedy that
developed alongside the commentaries, sharing much of their exegetic material®®.

Since the scholia to Aristophanes are the most important means of transmission of Didymean exegesis of
comedy, the canonical plays preserved by the manuscripts are inevitably the most represented among his
fragments®. However, Didymos also commented on other plays of the Alexandrian edition of Aristophanes —
such as the Old Age (fr. °275 C.-Pr.) — if not on all of them®’. Moreover, both a commentary to at least two
plays by Menander and one to Phrynichos’ Kronos are attested®. The fact that the fragments of the Comic
Vocabulary deal with words found in Kratinos, Telekleides, Pherekrates, Hermippos, Eupolis, Plato and
others® further suggests that Didymos dedicated himself not only to to the three playwrights for which the
hypomnémata are clearly attested, but also at least to the main poets of Old Comedy, as well as Menander.

With regard to the transmission of Didymos’ exegesis of comedy, four groups can roughly be identified:
(1) fragments dealing with the preserved plays and quoted in the Aristophanic scholia, (2) fragments dealing
with the preserved plays and quoted outside the Aristophanic scholia (mainly in Athenaios, Hesychios and

other lexicographers), (3) fragments dealing with the fragmentary plays and quoted outside the Aristophanic

9 For a more detailed description of the main types of explanations offered by Didymos, see the Conclusions.

% See Boudreaux 1919, 94.

% On its relationship with the commentaries see Schmidt 1854, 27-29, Boudreaux 1919, 102; see also Wilamowitz 1907, 165. The
redaction of the Comic Vocabulary must have involved a massive compilative effort, possibly carried out by a wider scholarly
entourage, rather than single-handedly by Didymos (as suggested by West 1970, 288 n. 2). A similar hypothesis for Galen’s Hippocratic
lexicon is found in Perilli 2017, 124f.

9 With the exception of the Knights, the Clouds and the Assemblywomen, the scholia to which preserve no fragment directly ascribed
to Didymos. However, some fragments of the Comic Vocabulary deal with words found also in these plays (see e.g. Did. fr. 27a C.-Pr.
on Pramnian wine, which is also mentioned at Eq. 107).

97 As hypothesised by Boudreaux 1919. On the number of Aristophanes’ plays (i.e. approximately 50), see Proll. de com. I11 41, XXXa
7-20 Koster. See also e.g. Novati 1879; Boudreaux 1919, 14-17; Kassel-Austin 1984, 4f.

9 See Did. frr. °278, °279 C.-Pr. On the number Didymos’ hypomn&mata to Menander, see Theodoridis 1973.

9 See e.g. Did. frr. 8f. and 12 (Kratinos), 11 (Eupolis and Telekleides), 7 and 13 (Pherekrates).
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scholia, (4) papyri'®. For the sake of convenience, | will begin by analysing the second and third group, and

then discuss the Aristophanic scholia.

5.1 Fragments preserved outside the Aristophanic scholia

Except for the cases where the derivation from one of Didymos’ hypomnémata is clearly stated'®!, the
fragments belonging to the second and third group are generally considered to derive from the Comic
Vocabulary, which, thanks to its lemmatization, made the grammarian’s interpretations of comic language
easily accessible for authors of encyclopaedic and lexicographic works from the Imperial era onwards'®2. Not
only did Pamphilos'® and his epitomator Diogenianos (see Hesych. ep. ad Eul. 1-8 C.) have it as their source,
but also Galen made his own epitome of the work “in six thousand lines'%. Moreover, it has been argued that
the Comic Vocabulary was among the sources of the lost rhetorical lexicon of the grammarian lulianus'®.
Similarly, Harpokration might have made use of the Comic Vocabulary alongside Didymos’ commentaries to
the orators'®, possibly through Iulianus’ lexicon, which, according to Alpers (1981, 121-123), was his source
(see also Ucciardello 2006b). Among late antique lexicographers, Oros quoted the Comic Vocabulary in his
atticist lexicon'®, like Orion did in his Etymologikon, but seemingly through a later Aristophanic
hypomnéma'®. Hesychios clearly states his dependence on the work (through Diogenianos, see above) in the
prefatory letter to his lexicon and quotes Didymos explicitly in several entries!®. In general, the frequent
similarities between Hesychios and the Aristophanic scholia are often explained through Didymos’ Comic
Vocabulary (see frr. 227f., 241, 244, 260 below). As far as later lexicography is concerned, Photios preserves
several entries ultimately deriving from the Comic Vocabulary!®, Traces of Didymean exegesis of comedy

can be found in non-Aristophanic scholia as well, especially in the scholiastic corpus to Apollonios of Rhodes:

10 Didymos’ name occurs only in P.Flor. 11 112 (2" cent. CE), a commentary to an unidentified Aristophanic comedy (CLGP Aristoph.
28). A scrap of parchment codex from the Louvre (CLGP Aristoph. 4, seemingly from the 6™ century CE, now lost) preserved Didymos’
explanation of the term mpnywpedv (Av. 1113, see fr. 241 below). P.Oxy. XXXV 2737 (CLGP Aristoph. 27, unidentified Aristophanic
play) may be an epitomized version of Didymos’ commentary. Much more speculative are the identification of P.Oxy. XIlI 1611 as
excerpts from a Didymean hypomnéma to a comedy by Aristophanes and that of P.Oxy. XV 1801 (CLGP Aristoph. 3, 7, 12, 24, 26,
30, 31) as deriving from the Comic Vocabulary.
101 Cf. Did. fr. °275 (Vmopvmuotiidpevog Aidvpog 10 dpdua kth), °278 (ot Aidvpog &v dmopviuact Mevévdpov, see Theodoridis
1973) and °279 C.-Pr. (6mep é€nyovpevog dpapo Aidvpog KTh).
102 See also Di Giulio (forthc.).
103 See Ath. 11.487c-f. Discussions in Schmidt 1854, 74; Rohde 1870, 7; Cohn 1903, 463; Wendel 1949, 339; Nesselrath 1990, 77.
104 The book then was lost in the fire that deprived the physician of a considerable part of his library (see Gal. De indol. 23b-24b).
105 For this hypothesis, see Cohn 1903, Alpers 1981, 117f. and Ucciardello 2006; 2013, 11 n. 3.
106 Schmidt (1854, 39f.) assigned five Didymean quotations in Harpokration’s lexicon to the Comic Vocabulary, whereas Gibson (2002,
138) considered only four of them to be derived «from a work of Didymus having nothing to do with Demosthenes».
107 Cf. Did. fr. 13 C.-Pr. ap. Et.Gen. s.v. kopvokkn (see also Et.M. 492,51-57 Gaisford, where Oros’ name is omitted, and Et.Gud.
301,37-43 Sturz). On Oros’ use of Didymos see Alpers 1981, 118-20.
108 Unless he directly quoted Didymos’ hypomnéma. Indeed, when discussing Demeter’s epithet Axaué (Aristoph. Ach. 709), Orion
(coll. 18.21-19.5 Sturz) gives the etymology dmd tod dxovg Tod éni v [epoepovny (“from the pain for Persephone™) declaring an
Aristophanic hypomnéma as his source (see ibid. obtmg ebpov &v Yropvipott ei¢ Apiotopdvnv). The same etymology is ascribed to
Didymos in the Etymologicum Gudianum (d? 248.13-22 De Stefani Ayoud: | AnuTnp mopé Attikoic, elpntat mopd o dyog tiig Kopng.
obtw Aidvpoc). Therefore, the commentary mentioned by Orion either relied on Didymos’ Comic Vocabulary or was actually Didymos’
Aristophanic commentary itself.
109 Did. frr. 9, 16, 22, 25, 30, 33 C.-Pr. ap. Hesych. B 1152, x 3661, u 1705, 0 409 C., c 147, 742 H.
10 Did. frr. 12a, 24, 309b, 31, 36a C.-Pr. and Schmidt 1854, 37-39, 46-48.
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the grammarian is mentioned twice with regard to words occurring respectively in Eupolis (Did. fr. 29 C.-Pr.)
and Menander (fr. 35 C.-Pr.). Moreover, the scholia to Apollonios make two references to an anonymous

Comic Vocabulary't. These, however, cannot be linked to Didymos with certainty*2,

5.2 The scholia to Aristophanes

The scholia to Aristophanes constitute the first and largest group identified above. Overall, with 66
quotations (of which 33 are in the scholia to the Birds alone, and 14 in those to the Frogs), Didymos is by far
the most frequently cited ancient commentator in the corpus. Nevertheless, he is not mentioned in any of the
subscriptiones that name the sources of the marginal notes to the Birds, Peace and Clouds in ms. V (ad Av.
TopayEYpamTol £k TV Zoppdyov kai dAlmv oyxoAionv, ad Pac. mapayéypamton £k @agivov kai Zvupdyov, ad
Nub. mopayéypanton &k 16V Pacivov kol Zvppdyov kai dAAmv tvdvit®). This may be due to the fact that his
commentary to Aristophanes did not survive into late Antiquity as a self-standing text (or, at least, was not
available in this form to the compilers), but was replaced by the work of later Aristophanic scholars, who — by
excerpting and reusing Didymos’ interpretations — prevented the survival of his commentary in the original
redaction, and at the same time served as the only means of its fragmentary transmission. A primary role in
this process, as suggested by the subscriptiones, must have been played by Symmachos, whose scholarly
activity can be placed in the 1%-2" century CE'*. His name occurs along with Didymos’ thirteen times in the
scholia to the Birds and once in the scholia to the Wealth. For the most part, Symmachos’ interpretations differ
from his predecessor’s: in these instances, the scholia rely solely on Symmachos’ commentary, since he likely
guoted Didymos in order to rebut his explanation (see frr. 229, 231, 238, 242 below). On the contrary, when a
scholium offers two similar interpretations, ascribing one to Didymos and the other to Symmachos, it can be
assumed that the redactor had access to the Didymean material independently from his successor (see frr. 244,
248, 253), since it is unlikely that Symmachos quoted extensively his forerunner only to repeat the same
interpretation'>. However, the relationship between the two commentaries and the redaction of the scholia that
guote them is often much more complex and unclear (see frr. 224, 237, 239, 243, 249, 252 below and 273 C.-
Pr.)1,

The problem of the relationship between Symmachos’ and Didymos’ hypomnémata and the scholia to
Aristophanes is instructive of the general caution with which this scholiastic material should be treated. The
corpus of scholia preserved in the extant Aristophanic manuscripts results from a process of incessant
compilation, epitomation and reworking of the sources that had been going on without interruption from late

Hellenistic times. Despite being by nature an instrumental (and therefore open) tradition, the textual stage

11 Cf. schol. Apoll. Rhod. 4.973 &v tf] Kouucij Aé&et 1fi coppixte and 1613-16¢ Wendel év tf] Ko Aééet
112 \Works entitled AéEic xmpux are attested also for Theon of Alexandria (see Hesych. ep. ad Eul. 1-4; Meliado 2015) and Palamedes
of Elea (see Suda = 43 Adler; Et.Gen. a 1203 Lasserre-Livadaras; schol. Aristoph. V. 710a, 1108b, 1122b Koster, Pac. 916 Holwerda).
113 On the technical meaning of mopaypéeesBor in the scholiastic jargon, see Montana 2010; 2014; Pagani 2014b.
114 He was active before the redaction of Herodian’s On Lexical Singularity (11 p. 245 Lentz), where he is quoted.
115 See Schauenburg 1881, 6.
116 On Symmachos’ dependence on Didymos in general, see Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854, 289; Schnee 1879, 35-46;
Schauenburg 1881, 5-33; White 1914, I-liii; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40-41; Montana 2003
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testified by the manuscripts responds to a unitary editorial aim'’, rooted in the cultural context of the 9t-10%
century CE, a time when a set of late antique running commentaries to the poet (in which the work of previous
scholars was epitomised and reworked) was still to some degree in circulation'® (possibly along with copies
of the plays that already carried some kind of marginal annotation!!®) and was merged together with
lexicographical sources to form the extant marginal scholia. In other words, what we now read of the ancient
Aristophanic scholars is what has survived centuries of selection, abbreviation and rearrangement, and the
form in which we now read it was chosen and stabilized in a specific historic period, to respond to specific
cultural premises. In short, the extant scholiastic corpus to Aristophanes’ plays is an editorial product in its
own right and should not be treated as a sterile container of the remains of the exegesis of the past.
Unfortunately, the ecdotic criteria adopted by the most recent editors of the scholia to the Birds (Holwerda
1991) and the Frogs (Chantry 1999) completely disregard this historic perspective on the formation of the
corpus. Indeed, on the basis of Zacher’s questionably generalised conclusion (1888, 674 and 680) that short
and isolated notes reflect more closely the archetype while longer scholia are the product of the subsequent
combination of those originally independent comments, all the Groningen editions of the Aristophanic scholia
from Holwerda’s scholia to the Clouds (1977) onwards® proceed to the systematic fragmentation and
rearrangement of the scholiastic wording into subsections, allegedly representing the different ancient
interpretations preserved by each scholium. The inherent problems of this editorial choice were already
highlighted by the reviewers of the editions of the scholia to the Clouds and the Wasps (Erbse 1979, 1980;
Dover 1981; Kleinlogel 1984) and have been recently reinvestigated by Montana 2017: not only does this
ecdotic approach inevitably obscure the exegetically coherent structure of each scholium, but it basically
changes the very object of the edition itself, i.e. the textual stage that the editor proposes to reconstruct. In
other words, works such as Chantry’s edition of the scholia to the Frogs look more like an edition of the
sources of the scholia, rather than an edition of the actual scholiastic corpus. Paradoxically, the study of the
ancient grammarians’ interpretations is made more complicated, and not at all easier, by this systematic
division of the scholia in separated exegetic units, especially when it comes to long annotations in which

different grammarians are quoted: this is clearly showed e.g. by Did. frr. 257, 262 and 270a'?* (below).

17 «[...] un articolato progetto editoriale che ha per obiettivo la realizzazione di un ‘super-commento’ analitico e, alla sua maniera,
esaustivo, una summa esegetica [...], nel quadro di un piano consapevole e specializzato di riappropriazione su larga scala dei testi
antichi» (Montana 2006, 31).
118 For this hypothesis, see Zuntz 1965, 273-275; Maehler 1994; 2000. The possibility of a self-standing hypomnéma to Aischylos’
Prometheus Bound surviving into the 9™ century is investigated by Ercoles 2014.
119 See Wilson 1967, 244-247; Montana 2006; 2011a, 152-155.
120 Namely, Koster’s edition of the scholia to the Wasps (1978), Holwerda’s edition of the vetera to the Peace (1982) and the Birds
(1991) and Chantry’s edition of the vetera to the Wealth (1994) and the Frogs (1994).
121 The latter was already among the examples offered by Montana 2017, 200-221.
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6. The present edition

In the light of the observations made above on the nature of the scholiastic corpus to Aristophanes’ plays
and the ecdotic criteria adopted by previous editors, the general principle of this edition is to present, for each
Didymean fragment quoted in the scholia to the Birds and the Frogs, all the extant scholiastic material on the
same word or phrase as one textual unit, arranging it in a form that respects as much as possible the way in
which it is transmitted by the manuscripts, thus giving a complete picture of Didymos’ interpretations in the
context of their relationship to previous exegesis and of their reception in subsequent Aristophanic scholarship.

All the information relevant to the constitutio textus is in the critical apparatus, while a separate apparatus
is dedicated to the loci paralleli*?2, The commentary on each fragment is organised in lemmata and is
introduced by a brief summary of the Aristophanic passage that is the object of Didymos’ exegesis, followed
by some essential notes on the structure of the annotation and its transmission in the different manuscripts. As
already anticipated, the numbering of the fragments is that of Coward-Prodi (frr. 222 to 270a). | have edited
all the Didymean fragments in the scholia to the Birds, regardless of the work they come from: for this reason,
fr. °2, from the work On the wrong interpretation of words (ap. schol. Aristoph. Av. 768b-c-d-e Holwerda) is
also included, in the position in which it appears in the scholia, i.e. between frr. 232 (ap. schol. Aristoph. Av.
737fa-fB-e Holwerda) and 233 (ap. schol. Aristoph. Av. 816a-ba-bp Holwerda).

122 The Aristophanic line commented on by each Didymean fragment is printed right below the critical text and above the loci paralleli
and the critical apparatus. The loci paralleli are quoted fully in the apparatus and are referred to only with author and work name (and
numeric details) in the body of the commentary. Other relevant passages that do not qualify as loci paralleli are instead quoted in the
body of the commentary or in the footnotes.
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Didymi fragmenta in scholiis Avium servata

Ravennas 429 (10"-11™ century, Biblioteca Classense, Ravenna): see Martin 1882, 88-115; von
Holzinger 1882; Zacher 1888, 529-543; Allen 1896; White 1914, Ixxxviii-xc; Jones 1952; Mioni
1964, 363f.; Eberline 1980, 27f.; Diller 1983, 309-320; Holwerda 1991, X1V, XXI-XII; Orsini 2011.

Venetus Marcianus gr. 474 (12" century, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Venezia): see Zacher 1882;
1888, 505-528; White 1914, Ixxxvi-Ixxxvii; Koster 1953, 24f.; 1957, 162; 1963; Eberline 1980, 41f.;
Holwerda 1991, X1V, XII-XIII.

Estensis 0.U.5.10 (14" century, Biblioteca Estense universitaria, Modena): see White 1914, xciii-
xcv; Eberline 1980, 17; Holwerda 1991, X1V, XXIII-XIV.

Laurentianus plut. 31.15 (14" century, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Firenze) and Vossianus
graecus F 52 (14" century, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit, Leiden): see Zacher 1888, 549-554;
White 1914, xc-xciii; Holwerda 1991, XIV, XXIV-XXVII.

Ambrosianus gr. L 39 sup. (14" century, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, Milano): see Zacher 1888, 554-
556, 567-580; White 1914, xcv-xcvii; Eberline 1980, 15; Holwerda 1991, XV, XXIX-XXXII.

Oxoniensis Bodleianus Holkhamensis 88 (15" century, Bodleian Library, Oxford): see Eberline
1989, 21; Holwerda 1991, XV, XXXIH-XXXIII.

Ambrosianus gr. L 41 sup. (15" century, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, Milano): see White 1914, xcix-c;
Eberline 1980, 16; Holwerda 1991, XV.

Venetus Marcianus gr. 475 (15" century, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Venezia): see Zacher 1888,
544-546; White 1914, Ixxxvii-Ixxxviii; Eberline 1980, 42f.; Holwerda 1991, XV; Muttini 2019, 17f.

editio Aldina (Venetiis 1498): see Zacher 1888, 557-564; Eberline 1980, 45f.; Holwerda 1991,
XXXIV-XXXVI.



fr. 222 (= 11 14.19, p. 251 Schmidt)

Subject: an alleged allusion to Orneai in Ar. Av. 13

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 13a-b Holwerda

0VK T®V OpVEDV: avTi TOD “0pveommMmV”’. AISLHOG O dEWVA PACKEY ADTOVG EK TAV OpVEWDY TETOVOEVaL,
énel ‘Opveal Mg AoKOVIKTG €iol, PO 08 €TV 0 Kok®d¢ mepi Mavtivelav anniia&ov, d¢ Kol TOLG
otpatnyovg dmoparsiv Adynta kol Nikdotpatov, kaba kai Avdpotiov enoiv (BNJ 324 F 41). VEI'M
A ®G. 6TL OVTOG EAeyOV Kal EML TAV TOT®V, AvTi TOD “T®dV Opveonmriov”’, VEI'Lh og 10 “yutpdv” dvti
100 “yorportwiiov’. EI'Lh 1| 8¢ dvoeopd mpog 10 ounpwov (Od. XIIT 407f) “dneig 16v ye cdeoot

TOPYLEVOV” TOVTEGTL GLEPEOTG. £ETiG oVV Emdryet “ai 88 vépovton / i kdpakoc métpn”. VETLh

“the man from the birds™: in the sense of “the bird-market”. Didymos (says that) they claim to suffer
terribly because of the birds (ornea), since there is a place named Orneai in Laconia, and four years
before (i.e. 418 BCE) they (scil. the Athenians) failed badly around Mantineia, so that they even lost the
generals, Laches and Nikostratos, according to what Androtion, too, says. Otherwise. Because they
would say so (i.e. “the birds”) also for the places, instead of “the bird-market”, like “the pots” instead
of “the pottery-market”. The usage goes back to the Homeric line “you will find him seated by the hogs”,
that is “by the hog-sty”. Then it directly goes on “and they are feeding by the rock of the crow”.

Aristoph. Av. 13f. f| Sewd vo 843poxev oDk @V 0pvémY, / 6 mvaxomding PokphTng HEAayOADY.

Aristoph. Av. 396-399 dnpoociq yap tva tapdpev, / eroopev tpodg Tovg otpatnyols / poyopéve toig molepiowoty / dmobaveiv v Opvedig | schol.
Aristoph. Av. 399ae Holwerda év ‘Opveaic: mopd té Spvea émoutev. Eott 88 Tiic Apyeiog moMg, fig kai ‘Opmpog pvnuovedel Aéyov: “Opvetdc T’
évépovto” (11. 2.570). iowg 84, 611 €v Opveaig payn Eyéveto Aaxedopoviov kai Apyeiov | schol. Tz. Aristoph. Av. 399 Koster év Opveoic] tomog, €ig

Ov éyéveto molepog Aakedarpoviov kai Apyeiov.

1 lemma om. M | dpveonmhriov Renkema rec. Holwerda, opveondrov VM Bekker Dindorf Dilbner, dpveonoddv ET" | dewva—Enei cett., pnow 6t M |
dewd pdoke VE, pdokewv dewd I | temovBévon ante émei cett., ante éx I | 2 Opvead edd., opvéor VEM, 8pvear I'| 8" Dobree Dindorf Dilbner, tettdgpov
White, 800 codd. Bekker | mepi statim cett., postea add. I' | Mavtiveiav I'M, -eav VE | 3 Nikdotpatov cett., Kodriotpatov E | 4 dAkog om. ELh | obtog
ETLh, obtog V | \eyov cett., ex Eieyev (?) T, Aéyovot Lh | énl tév témov Cett., &ni tdv notodviov kol éml tév tomov Lh | dvti tob cett., 6 ék tédv

dpvémv obv &vti 1o @Y 6pveonordy T T@v Lh | 1o E, t@v I', om. Lh | yvtpdv edd., xdtpov codd.
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Right at the beginning of Birds, Euelpides and Peisetairos complain about the useless indications given by
the crow and the jackdow that they just bought from Philokrates, ook t@v dpvéwv, “the one from the bird-

market”1%,

The annotation concerning Av. 13 consists of two scholia (schol. Aristoph. Av. 13a-b Holwerda, linked by
the compilation mark éAAmg in VI') and focuses entirely on the idiomatic usage of ta dpvea, “the birds”, in
the sense of “the bird-market”. While Didymos detected a historical allusion (see below), an anonymous
commentator underlined that this kind of metonymy is already attested in Homer.

‘Opveoi tijg Aokovikijc: the site of Orneai is actually not in Lakonia but in Argolis?, as stated also in schol.
Aristoph. Av. 399aa Holwerda (§ott 8¢ tiic Apyeiag molig). In his commentary to Androtion’s fragment (BNJ
324 F 41), Jones (2015) maintains that «Didymos [...] inferred from the alliance with Sparta, incorrectly, that
Orneali, at least at the time of the battle, was geographically situated within the territory of Lakonia». The
interpretation is clearly incorrect, given that — as Thucydides clearly states!?® — Orneai fought with the
Athenians, against the Spartans, at Mantineia'?®. On the contrary, it is not unlikely that the wrong location of
Orneai originated from epitomation in the central part of the scholium. In fact, Didymos” argumentation seems
compromised, as can be argued from the lack of a logical link connecting the statement about the existence of
a place named Orneai and the account of the Athenian defeat at Mantineia in 418 BCE. What might perhaps
be integrated in the exegesis of the grammarian is that Orneali, as an ally of Athens and Argo, had a significant
responsibility in the defeat of its own front. Such interpretation of Didymos’ stance would fit with the general
sense of the Aristophanic passage: the grammarian believed that the designation of the poulterer Philokrates
as ook t@v opvéwv in Av. 13 implied an allusion to Orneai (which, despite being an ally, had caused the city
to lose against the Spartans), and that this allusion enhanced the idea that the help provided by the man (i.e.
the two birds) was in fact detrimental to the protagonists. If this reconstruction is correct, Didymos’ still rather
far-fetched interpretation might be explained as being influenced by the only occurrence of Orneai in Birds, at
1. 399: in the passage (Av. 396-399), Peisetairos claims that in order to be buried at the public expense, he and
Euelpides will just have to say they died at Orneai (dnpooiq yap iva tapduey, / picouev Tpodg ToLEC GTPATITYOVS

| payopévo toig mohepiowow / amobaveiv &v Opveaic). Besides involving the pun év Opveaig/év dpvéorg, the

123 Since Fraenkel (1962) and Marzullo (1970) cast doubt on the attribution of the first 160 lines of the Birds as transmitted by the
manuscripts, editors have not reached consensus on the matter. The most complete discussion of the problem is provided by Nesselrath
1996, who tries to defend the line distribution of the manuscripts by framing it in the development of Aristophanes’ dramaturgy. Line
13 is assigned to Euelpides by the manuscript tradition, which is followed by all modern editors up until Coulon (1928a, 23), while
e.g. Dunbar (1995, 61), Henderson (2000, 14) and Wilson (2007a, 347) follow Marzullo (1970, 185f.) in giving it to Peisetairos.
124 Gomme-Andrewes-Dover 1970, 107-110; Harding 1994, 151; Lafond 2000; Piérart 2001, 612f.
125 Thyc. 5.67.2 01 8’ évavtiot owtoic (scil. Toic Aakedoipoviolc) deé1ov v képag MavTiviig elyov, Tt &v Tij ékeivamv 10 Epyov &yiyvero,
napd 8 ovtovg ol Evupayol Apkddwv foav, Enetta Apyeiov ol yiliot Aoyddeg, oig 1) mOMG &k ToALOD Goknoty TV &g TOV TOAEpOV
dnpocig mapeiye, Kot Exdpevot adT®V oi dAlot Apyeiot, kai pet’ avtovg oi Ebppayot avtdv, Kiewvaiot kai Opvedrtor, Enerra ABnvaiot
£oyotol 10 gddVLHOV Képag Exovies, kal inmig pet’ avtdv ol oikeiot, 72.4 mpoonecovreg (Scil. oi Aokedapovior) tdv [te] Apyeiov
101G TpecPutépoig kai mEvte AdY01g dvopacuévolg kai Kiswvaiolg kai Opvedraig kai ABnvoiov 1oig mtopatetoypévols, ETpeyay ovde
£G Y€lpag ToVG TOALOVG VITopEivaVTaG.
126 To explain the text, Meiners (1890, 9) supposed that Didymos ignored the facts of the siege of Orneai narrated by Thuc. 6.7.1f.,
which is highly unlikely.
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joke relies on the comically short duration (only one day) of the siege of Orneai, that had taken place just one
year before the staging of Birds (416-415 BCE)*?’. Therefore, the grammarian might have been led to devise
an allusion to Orneai in Av. 13 because of the joke in 1. 399.

7po 8¢ ¢TdV & Kak®s mepi Mavrivelav amriraéav ktd: the death of the generals Laches (PA 9019, PAA
602280) and Nikostratos (PA 11011, PAA 717980) is reported also by Thucydides, but without their personal
names (see Thuc. 5.74.3 anéBavov 6¢ Apyeiov pev kai Opveatdv kol Kiemvaiov éntaxociol, Maviivéov 8¢

daxodo1ot, Kol AOnvaiov Edv Alywvntoig 610kd6101 Kol 0l 6Tpatnyol AueoTepot).

KoBa kai Avopotiov gneiv: the phrasing may at first seem to derive from a comparison between Didymos’
hypomnéma and Androtion’s Atthis, but it is easier to suppose that the reference to the attidographer was
originally embedded in the grammarian’s explanation, since the use of historians is a typical feature of his

exegesis'?.

127 See Thuc. 6.7.1f.; Gomme-Andrewes-Dover 1970, 222; Dunbar 1995, 289.
128 See frr. 250, 257 and 260. See also Deas 1931, 20; Braswell 2017, 113-116; Phillips 2020, 447-450 and Montana 2009a, 159-163
and (forthc.).
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fr. 223a-b (= 11 14.20, p. 251 Schmidt)

Subject: the function of the basket, the pot and the myrtle carried by Euelpides and Peisetairos in Av. 42-45

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 43aa-p3 Holwerda

a) xavodv &’ &yovte VET «ai yotpov RIT xai
poppivag R: 1o wpoc Buoiav kopilovowy, iva
oiknoavteg év Ti] id0pvoel Bdowow. 6Tl O¢
yotpoig idpvov, eipntar év  Eipnvn (923).
Aidvpog 8¢ enotv auvvTHPLL TOV OPVEMY ADTOVG
Baotalew, avti 6mAov pEV TO KOVODV, GVTL
nepke@oiaiog 08 Ty xOTpay, tva un Epurtdueva
T Opvea TOTTN aVTOE, TG OE pPVppivag TPOG TO

amocofeiv. RVEI'M

“with a basket, a pot and the myrtle-wreaths™:
they are carrying tools for the sacrifice, so that,
in settling, they sacrifice in the foundation.
Didymos says that they are carrying them as
defensive weapons against the birds: the basket
instead of the shield and the pot instead of the
helmet, in order not to be hit by the birds flying
above, while the myrtle branches are to scare

(them) away.

b) 10 mpog Buciov kouiCovteg, tva oiknoavteg
émi 1] 1¥pvoel Bvowoty. Aldvpog enotv, 6Tl T0
Kavodv Kai TV xOTpav Koi TV poppiviy eiyov
apovtiple T®V Opvémv, TO0 HEV KavoDV avti
OmAov, AvTl TEpIKEPOAQiag TNV YOTPAY, Tvo U
gpumtapevo To Opvea TOMTN AOTOVG, TOG OF

uvppivag Tpog o dmocoPeiv avtd. Lh

Carrying tools for the sacrifice, so that, in
settling, they sacrifice for the foundation.
Didymos says that they had the basket, the pot
and the myrtle as defensive weapons against the
birds: the basket instead of the armour and the
pot instead of the helmet, in order not to be hit
by the birds flying above, while the myrtle

branches are to scare them away.

Avristoph. Av. 42-45 31 tadta tovSe OV Badov Badilopev, / kavodv 8’ Eyovte kal xOtpav koi poppivag / mhavopeda (ntodvre tomov dnpdypova, / ot

Kkafpvoévie Suayevoined’ dv.

Suda k 318 A. “kavodv &’ &ovte kai yOTpav kai puppivag / Thavopeda (ntodvieg tomov arpdypova’™ ZoeokAfig (Sic). Ta mpog Busiav kopitovowy, iva
oiknoovteg émi Tf Bpvoel Bdcwot. yotpaig yap WBpvov. ol 8¢ eacwy, &1L dpuviipa @V Opvéov ERdotalov: dvti 6mAov pEv Kavodv, avtl O€

mePIKeEPOLaiag YOTpavy, tvo [ EQUTdpeva Td dpvea TOTTY DTOVS. TOG 0€ Huppivag, TPOS TO ATOGOPELV.

2 (a) xopifovot cett., kopifovteg M | 3 (@) oikioavteg codd. edd. pl., oikicaveg Dindorf Dibner | év VEI?, éni RTM | 8¢ cett., om. M | 4 (a) ybtpoug
RVE*T'M, ybtpog E*T? | {8pvov cett., 0vov M | eipntoar RVEI'M edd. cett., koi Ald Bekker | 5 (@) Aidvpog kth in marg. adscripsit $6iog I | adtodg
R, avta VEI'M | 6-7 (a) dvti mepcepotraiog d¢ Holwerda, mepiceporaiog 8¢ VEI'M Bekker, dvti 8¢ nepikeparaiog R Dindorf Dubner | 7 (a) post

yxotpav, * T' | épurtdueva cett., fort. épurtapévav I'*, éputav R | 9 (a) dmocofsiv cett., doefeiv E
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The two characters’ lengthy complaint on their wanderings (Av. 27-48)'?° serves the purpose of informing
the audience on the reasons, the current direction and the aim of their voyage. Among the other details, the
speech mentions that Peisetairos and Euelpides are carrying with them a basket (kovodv), a pot (yvtpa) and

some myrtle branches (pppivar).

The manuscript tradition offers two alternative redactions of the scholium to Av. 43, the first is preserved
unanimously by RVEI'M¥, the second is an isolated rephrasing attested only in Lh. The Didymean fragment
occurs in both versions of the annotation, always introduced by a section that identifies the three items carried
by Euelpides and Peisetairos as sacrifical tools®s!,

Aidvpog 6¢ pnow apuvtipra ktd: Didymos’ interpretation establishes a connection between the three objects
and the battle-scene of Il. 357-392, where Peisetairos urges Euelpides to use what they have in their luggage
to fend off the birds’ assault'®2. Of the three tools listed at I. 43 only the pot is mentioned again during the
battle-scene at |. 358, while the basket is brought up during the sacrifice (846-863) and no further mention is
made of the myrtle branches. With his exegesis, the grammarian seemingly wants to give a role to all three
objects within the that scene. The use of the pot as a helmet (avti nepikeporaiag d& v yoTpaV, tva pun
gpurtdpevo to dpvea tomn avtovg) reflects Av. 358 (Ev. ti o¢ yOtpa v v’ deeifoet; Ile. yAadE pev oo
npoceist vev)3, With regard to the basket, Didymos imagines it was used like a big hoplite shield (évti 6miov

uev 1o kavodv), while the supposed function of the myrtle branches is to scare the birds away.

129 As for most of the first 160 lines of the play, the attribution of this passage is debated (see above n. 123): in the manuscripts, the
lines are uttered by Euelpides and this is what is printed in modern editions up until Coulon (1928a, 24f.), as well as in Dunbar 1995,
62 and Henderson 2000, 18. The speech is instead assigned to Peisetairos by Marzullo 1970, 186 (see also e.g. Wilson 2007a, 348).
130 And, with slight alterations (among which the omission of Didymos’ name), by Suda x 318 A. With regard to the Suda as testimony
of the textual transmission of the Aristophanic scholia, it has long been acknowledged that «i compilatori della Suda conoscevano un
codice aristofaneo corredato di scoli, non molto diversi da quelli che a noi sono pervenuti direttamente» (Tosi 2006, 177). In most
cases, the material preserved by the lexicon shows a closer resemblance to RV than to the other manuscripts (see Zacher 1888, 689;
Holwerda 1977, XVII). See also Adler 1928, XVIII; Tosi 2014, 21f.

131 This is the commonly accepted interpretation, see e.g. Kock 1894, 59; Rogers 1906, 9; Sommerstein 1987, 204; Dunbar 1995, 150;
Halliwell 1998, 6.

132 For a detailed analysis of the scene, see Dunbar 1995, 270-272.

133 The Avristophanic text allows for two possible uses of the pot, either as helmet or as shield, see Dunbar 1995, 270f.
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fr. 224 (= 11 14.21, p. 251 Schmidt)

Subject: the accentuation of éromnot in Av. 58-60

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 58 Holwerda

énomol VEI: Zoupoyog kai Aidvpog mpomapo&hvovoty RVETLh dro tod “oi momor”™ RLh ol 8¢
nepondoty, v’ N énippnuo dvti tod “Ernomioti”. &l 8¢ mpomapovvorto, Sfikov dti doymudtioTar dmd

evBeiag tic Eémomog. RVETMLh

epopoi: Symmachos and Didymos put the acute accent on the antepenultimate, from “the overseers”
(épopoi). Some put the circumflex instead, so that it is an adverb in the sense of “in the language of the

hoopoe”. If it is proparoxytone, it is clearly modelled on the nominative epopos.

Aristoph. Av. 57-60 ITe. nai mod. Ev. Ti Aéyeig, ovtog; 1OV Emoma mod Kosic; / ovk avTi Tod moudog <o”> &xpiv émomoi koelv; / Ile. émomol. momoeig toi

e KOTTEW 00OIC a. / émomof.

Apollon. Soph. Lex. Hom. 133,19-22 B. némot émedvnpa yetMacTikoy. Tivig 88 E8o&av onuaivety & Bgoi- 6 yodv Edgopimv (fr. 136 Powell) pnoiv
“gv 8¢ mOmo1g E50avT0.” TIVEG 88 T0VT® PonBodvIeg Pact cuVALoIPNV slval, &v 3¢ Emdmorg, avti Tod éndmrong | schol. Opp. H. 1.354 Dilbner ¢ momor
@ed” Oavpaotikdv, dmootpoet pet’ EkTAMEEnG @ed Ogoi- Emomot yap oi Oeol, kai kot dpaipestv Tod g momot | Eust. 11. 98,45-99,2 (= 1 155,1-5 V.) toig
3¢ Pragopévolg ToV ‘Ounpov Kai HETdyovst Tpdg ETEPOVC TOMTAS TO EKEVOL APECKEL AEYELY TO «@ TOTOD> AvTi TOD «@ Ocoi», EMeldT) ebpnvTon &V TOig
1ed” ‘Ounpov oi Ogol wHTOL AeyOEVOL 01OVEL EMOTOL KATA TOVG TOAAIOVS, G TA TAVTO SLOTTEVOVTES, OMOT0V 61 Tt kad O diomog dnAol, A& Tap” AloyOA®
fiyenovucy (Pers. 44, fr. 232 R?).

1 nporapo&uvovsty VEIM edd. cett., ipomapo&ivovton I, porapoéutévmg R Rutherford | dmo—Erormor om. Bekker | dnd tod oi R, 10 Lh | 2 nepiondotv
VEI'MLh edd. cett., nepionopévog R Rutherford | évti tod RVEI?MLh, om. T | énomioti cett., lac. M | 4o RV, and tiic EM, dg nd TLh | 3 ed0siog
cett., yevikijg M

The arrival of Peisetairos and Euelpides at Hoopoe’s house is accompanied by two consecutive jokes, the
second of which revolves around the pun between the common call for the slave doorkeeper (nai, mai) and the

made-up éromoi, indicated by one of the two characters®®* as the proper invocation for the &roy.

The somewhat forced pun seems to have puzzled ancient commentators, who were not unanimous with
regard to the accentuation of the invented call *¢womot. The scholium to Av. 58 consists in the summary, made

by a later compiler, of two ancient interpretations of the line: on the one hand, Didymos’ stance (later accepted

134 The manuscripts assign the line to Euelpides (as do most modern editors, see e.g. Coulon 1928a, 25f.; Sommerstein 1987, 20;
Dunbar 1995, 63; Wilson 2007a, 349), but some editors (like Henderson 2000, 20) give it to Peisetairos. On the attribution of the first
160 lines of Birds, see above n. 123.
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by his successor Symmachos!®), according to which the word had to be pronounced and written ronot. On

the other hand, an anonymous opinion (oi 8¢), according to which the correct reading was éromnof.

Yoppayog kai Aidvpog: this is the only case where Didymos and Symmachos are presented by the scholiasts
as sharing exactly the same interpretation of an Aristophanic line. Indeed, some scholia quote both
commentators separately, also when Symmachos’ interpretation is a mere reformulation of Didymos’ one (see
e.g. fr. 253 below). More often than not, however, Symmachos disagrees with the explanations of his
predecessor (see e.g. frr. 229 and 248 below); see also the Introduction § 5.2.

npomapotvovawy: despite the lack of clear evidence, it can be assumed that the verb mporapo&ove (along
with 6&ove, mopo&ive, meplombm and the adjectives o&vtovog, mapo&vtovog, mpomapo&vtovog and
neplondpevoc) belonged to a prosodic terminology already established in the Hellenistic period, roughly
between the time of Aristophanes of Byzantium and Aristarchos’ pupil Dionysios Thrax!¥. Similar
observations on accentuation with semantic implications can be found in Didymos’ comments on Pindar®

and on Sophokles®,

amo Tov “oi £émomor”: a nominative plural £&xomot is only attested within the explanation given by some ancient
Homeric scholars of the exclamation o/d moémor'*°, which was interpreted as an invocation to the gods as
“overseers” (o [£]momot) of human events (see e.g. schol. Opp. H. 1.354 Diibner Zromot yap oi 0goi, kai kot
deaipesty Tod € momor)**, That this exegesis influenced Didymos’ interpretation of the call *&ronot is made
even more likely by the fact that the bird-name £roy was at some point perceived by Greek speakers as
paretymologically linked to the semantic field of “overseeing”*?, as proved by a fragment from Sophokles’

Tereus (fr. 581 R.2tobtov 8’ &ndmny Emoma @V avtod kakdv / memotkidmke ktA)*® and implied by a number

185 On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its relationship with Didymos’ work, see the Introduction § 5.2 (along with frr. 228-
231; 237-239; 242-244; 2471.; 252f. below). See also Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854, 289; Schnee 1879, 35-46; Schauenburg
1881, 5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40f.; Montana 2003.

136 Only rarely can scholia be regarded as quoting verbatim from ancient grammarians, therefore the use of prosodic terminology can
not be dated on this basis (see Probert 2015, 938 n. 33). The only grammatical papyri dealing with prosody are from late antiquity, see
in particular P.Ant. 2.67 (MP3 461.200; LDAB 1117; see Wouters 1979, 216-224).

137 See Probert 2015, 938f. On the Hellenistic scholarly tradition on accentuation see Probert 2006, 21-45; 2015, 934-947; Schironi
2018, 109-115.

138 See schol. Pind. P. 4.446 fjtot obv, gnoiv 6 Aidvuog (fr. 130 C.-Pr. = 26 Braswell), mpogvektéov tav Iehaopovoy o&vtovac, v’ 1y
QoveELTIKNY" | Tapo&utdvae, fitig v Tod Iediov poévoc, N. 10.114a Drachmann mpdg otg (scil. Apiotapyov kai AmoAloddpov) gnot
Aidvpog (fr. 165 C.-Pr. = 61 Braswell): augotépav vmo Tii Spul Aoyxdviov, 1ob te Kéotopog koi tod ToAvdedrove, povov 6 Avykedc
1ov Kdotopa €18, uimote obv, onoi, S&1 dvayvdokewy v mopalijyovsay cALABTV 0EVTOVHC ToD VoS KTA.

139 See schol. Soph. OC 763 Xenis neipg: Bapvtovag dvayvmotéov meipg, od neplonmpuévac. obtom Aidvpoc (fr. 183 C.-Pr.).

140 See 11, 1.254 et passim, Od. 1.32 et passim. See also Plu. De aud. poet. 22D Apvomneg 8¢ “mémove” Todg Saipovog (sCil. kalobot).
141 See also Apollon. Soph. Lex. Hom. 133,19-22 B. év 8¢ énémotc, dvti tod émdmroug, Hesych. © 3006 H. noénor momad. EmipOeypa
oyethootucov. Aniov (fr. 108 N.) 8¢ enowv, ol Saipovég eiot mémol, kai Eotv: & Saipoveg, Eust. 1. 98,45-99,2 (= 1 155,1-5 V.) 1oi¢ 62
Bragopévorg tov “Opmpov Kai HETByoust TPOg ETEPOVG TOMTAG T0 EKEIVOL ApEcKeL AéyElV TO “® TOmOL” Avti 10D “® Ocoi”, émeidn
gbpnvton €v 1oig ped’ “Ounpov ot Beoi oot AeydpLevot olovel £T0mOL KOTO TOVG TAANLOVS, MG TO TAVTO SIOTTEVOVTEG.

142 See Hesych. £ 5532 C. &noy- éndmtne. Suvdotne. kai e1do¢ opvéov. The entry might presuppose Soph. fr. 581 R.2.

143 The citation context (i.e. Aristot. HA 633a 18-27) actually ascribes the fragment to Aischylos, see Radt 1999, 437; Fitzpatrick-
Sommerstein-Talboy 2006, 189-191. On the relationship between Aristophanes’ Birds and Sophokles’ Tereus, see Dobrov 1993 and
1997.
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of passages of Birds!#*. It is therefore plausible that, in interpreting the call for the ‘overseeing’ bird, the
grammarian was reminded of the invocation for the divine overseers, @ (&)momo1**®. To further clarify Didymos
and Symmachos’ paretymologic exegesis'“®, the anonymous compiler of the scholium adds that the call £romot
is modelled on the nominative €ronog: while knocking at the door of the ‘overseeing’ bird (§moy), the two

protagonists do not call the slave (noi mad) but invoke the divine overseers (£momot).

144 For a detailed analysis, see Griffith 1987.
145 The meaning of “overseers” in relation to the gods is expressed by the adjective éndyiot in Soph. Ph. 1040. The singular éndyiog is
frequently attested as epithet of Zeus (see e.g. Call. Aet. fr. 85 Pf. [= 187 Massimilla]; Jov. 82; Apoll. Rhod. 2.1133).
146 On paretymology in Didymos’ exegesis, see also frr. 225, 227, 261, 262 and the Conclusions § 1.4.
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fr. 225 (= 11 14.22, p. 251 Schmidt)

Subject: the etymology of the toponym Lepreon.

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 149a Holwerda

i 00 10v RVE fgiov Aénpsov RVEI?: k00’ Hpeoty Tod 1 10 Aémpetov simev. &ott 8¢ tiig Tpipuiag
moMG TAnciov [Todov tiig [lehomovvhcov. Aidvpog 8¢ enot Aénpeov mdvopdcol 1j S 0 TNV YoOpav
DTV AEm<ac> elv<ar> Stopaiveton yap 8k THG OpEWVig — mETpog Yo slvar adTdt motkilag Td ypduaTt
Kai Stodevrovg, dpoiac toig Tag dyelg Aempidot, RVEI?MLh «ai 816 todto oBtwg dvoudcsdot éx tod

néOovg RVEI? — 1 §18 10 T00¢ mpdTmg oik\covtag Ty moA Tantn i vooo katesyficOor. VEI?MLI

a) Todg OUV TANGLOXMPOVS “AempemTag”
A0TOVG KOAEIV. TOVG € U BOLAOUEVOVG BOKETV
GyBecOor @ Ovopott Aémpeov TV TOAWV
karéoar. VEI? 008etépmg yap Aéyeton 1) mOMG,

10 Aémpeov: O 82 dpoevikdg einev. VEI?M

b) éxalodvto 8¢, enoi, mpdTEPOV 01 MOATTOL
“Aempedror” amd 1ol  TOlOVTOL  WAOOVG
ayBecbévteg 8¢ mote T@® OVOUATL EKAAECAV
avT®V TNV TOMV AEmPeoV PeTaBEVTEG £ aOTH

10 oikelov avtd®v Gvopo Lh

“Why not Lepreon in Elis?”: (Aristophanes) meant Lepreion, with subtraction of the iota. It is a town in

Triphylia, near Pylos in Peloponnese. Didymos says that it is called Lepreon either because their territory

is a peak (indeed it stands out against the mountainous region) — for there are rocks of different colors

and bright white, similar to those that seem to have lepra, and therefore (the town) is called this way

because of this condition — or because those who first inhabited the city were affected by this condition.

Therefore the neighbours would call them
“lepers” and, as the inhabitants did not want to
give the impression that the name had been
imposed on them, they called the city
“Lepreon”. And the name of the city is
neutrum, but (Aristophanes) used it as

masculine.

And — (Didymos) says — the inhabitants were
earlier called “lepers” because of that
condition. But at some point, refusing the
name, they called their own city “Lepreon”,

thus transferring to the city their own name.

Ar. Av. 149-151 En. ti o0 10v ‘HAglov Aénpeov oikiletov / EA06vO’; Ev. T8t vi| 100G Beovg Og ovk idavTt / Bdelvttopat tov Aénpeov drnd MelavOiov.

Paus. 5.5.5 ot ¢ t0ig TpdTOV OilKTIcOGY £V TH] YT VOGOV Pactv ExtyevésBar Aémpav Kot obte TO Gvopa AofEiv TV TOAY £l TOV 0IkNTOP®V Tf) GLUPOPH
| schol. Aristoph. Ach. 724 Wilson tovg 8’ ipdvtag ék Aemp@v: oi pev amd tod Aémev, 6 ot tomtew. ol 8¢ and Aenpiov mokicpatog tiig [lehomovvicov,
0¥ péuvnran kol Kolipoyog év Spvorg (1.39) “Kovkodvev ntokicdpov & Aénpiov mepdtiotar” kth | Phot. A 196 Th. Aénpeov tig Tpipvriog molig:
Ao 10D TOPAKEEVOL TPayEog dpovg” 01 8’ amd Tod Tovg ktilovtag adThv voow ypricacbot Aénpe | Suda a 302 dyopavopiog: Aoyiotiog. elpnton 8¢ €mi

TOV EMOKOTOVVI®OV T TOV TOAE®V GVIO. Kol Gyopoavopol, ol T Kot TV dyopav dvia dowkodvieg Gpyovies. Apiotoeavng Ayapvedow (723f.)
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“ayopavopovg 8¢ Tig dyopds kabiotapot Tpelg Tovg Aaydvtag, Tovg 8’ ILAVTOG K AETPOV”. TOVTEGTL ADPOVS, PPAYYEALD. TO YAP TOAAOV GPUYYEROIS
£Tumtov ol Aoytotal Tig dyopdic. Aempdv 88 ol pév amd Tod Aémety, 8 doTL TOMTEWY” 01 88 dmd Aempéov modioparog Tiig Iehomovvicov, fig HEUVNTOL Kol
KoAAipoyog év "Ypvoig (1.39) - “Kavkdvov mrokiedpov, & Aénpelov tepdtiotar”. oi 8¢ €k Aenpdv Podv, d1d 0 T €k Aenpdv Podv déppata ioyvpd
givat. oi 8 811 ol Meyapeic Aempoi 1o odpa, Tpdg odg omévdetat. duetvov 8& Aéyety, 81 tomog EEm 0D doteog Aempol kahoOpevog, EvOa T upoeia fv.
0¥ koi &v "Opvict pépvntar “ti 8 odv 1oV filov Aénpeov oixilete;”, B 206 Bdelvtrecton ... kai Bdehvttopevoy 1oV Aémpeov dmd Mehaviov. odtog
glye Mmpay. Exmpodeito 8¢ kai i podakioy. v 88 kai Kakompdypuov Kai dOyoedyog kai AGA0G. vij Todg Bgovg, dg ovk iddv PSeldTTopat ToV Aémpsov
amo MehavBiov, A 288 Aémpeov: tiig Tpupvriag moOMG. Amd T0d mapakepévoy Tpayéos dpove. ot 8’ amd Tod TovG ktilovtag avthVv voow ypricachot
AETPQ. 0VOETEPMG TO Aémpeov. APLoTopavng o0& apoevik®dc eEnveyke TOv HAglov Aémpeov, dvti tod tov Tiig "HMdoc. obtw ¢ £kAnom a0 TV yopav
adTdV Aémety: Stagaivovton yap &k THG Opeviic. méTpag Yop etvan adtddl motkikag T ypduoTt koi dtokedkovg dpoiag Tog Syelg Aempidoty, 289 A.
Aémpeog Apiotopdvng PdeAdTTopot oV Aémpeoy dmd Mekavbiov. odtog elye Aémpay, éxmpmdeito 88 koi gig podaxioy. §v 88 Kai Kakompaypmy Kol
OYopdyog Kai AGrog. vi| Tov Bedv, dg ovk idmv Bdeldttopat oV Aémpeov dmd MelavBiov | Tz. H. 5.20.684-686 10 Aémpelov pév t0mog 115 0Tl Tiig

Tpipvriog, / dmd t0D méTpag Tog kel Aempadog nepuiévar / koi Tovg ékel Aempodobat de modTnTL T0D TOTOVL.

1-3 ka®’—ivor cett., oti 10 Aénpeov mAnciov tiic ITedovvijoov. Aidvpog 88 enot oBtm kexhfjoBon S1 1o sivon métpac M | 1 Bpeoty VEI?, vpaipnoty
RLh | T Aémpetov hic cett., post eine Lh | Tpipvriag RV, Tpipvidag EI? | 2 moig Lh Suda, om. cett. | TIvAov Dobree et Rutherford rec. White
Holwerda, oAb codd. Bekker, noiig Dindorf Diibner | Aidvpog-avopdoaor cett., Aénpeov 8¢ Aidvpog enot @vopdcbar R | Aémpeov cett., Aénprov Lh
| i—yap cett., S 0 méTpag Lh | 2-3 Sa—éx codd. edd. pl., S1t 1o TV ypdav adtdv Aénewy — Swapaivovtar yap — <> &k Rutherford | 3 adtdv cett., avtov
VEI? | Mn<ag> etv<or> scripsi, Aénewv codd. edd. pl., Aen<piv> eiv<ou> coni. Toup ad Sudam rec. Kakridis, Aempov dub. Holwerda | Siopaiveron
scripsi, Stapaivovrar codd. Suda edd. pl., diooeiyyovrar dub. Holwerda | intra dpewiic et métpag glossam 6mov péhhet avoxdyecor ad v. 146 inseruit
I'? | glvou statim cett., sivor onto01 ex ? éontd0t I? | 3-4 kol Stakeviovg cett., om. M | 4 Aempidot cett., Aempdot M | Todto cett., exit. dub. R | obtag cett.,
om. R | 5 mpdrtag cett., mpdtovg I'? | rodty hic cett., post voow Lh | kateoyficOau cett., kotaoyedijvor Lh | 7 (a) kodeiv cett., korel V | 9 (a) yap cett., 58
M | 10 (a) t0 Aémpeov cett., om. M

When faced with Peisetairos’ inquiry about the best city to settle in'#’, Tereus lists a few possible options,
all introducing specific jokes on places or individuals. Among the locations suggested is the city of Lepreon,
referred to by the Hoopoe in the wrong grammatical gender (tov 'Hhielov Aémpeov instead of 10 "HAglov
Aénpeov) with the consequent comic switch in meaning from “Lepreon in Elis” to something to the effect of

“the Elean leper” (i.e. the tragic poet Melanthios attacked in I. 1518).

The scholiastic material regarding the city of Lepreon and Aristophanes’ joke on it in Av. 149 presents
several interpretive difficulties. The annotation begins with an anonymous observation on the orthography of
the name of the city, probably presupposing the knowledge of the alternative spelling Aénpelov attested in
Kallimachos, Strabon and Stephanos of Byzantium!*°. Didymos’ two alternative hypotheses on the etymology
of the toponym are then quoted®*®, one concerning the conformation of the land, the other the look of its
inhabitants. The explanations are made somewhat obscure by the probable corruption of the scholiastic

wording (see below).

147 Aristoph. Av. 120-122 tadt’ obv ikétar vo mpdg o8 dedp’ dpiyuedo, / &l Tiva mOAMV @pdcstag Muiv ebepov / domep ciodpav
gyxatakivijvor podboxnv.

148 pA 9767, PAA 638275. See Dunbar 1995, 183; Zimmermann 1999.

149 See Call. Hymn. 1.39; Str. 8.3.11, 3.16, 3.18, 3.21, 3.30; St. Byz. 18.112. See also Hdn. 111/1,371,9 (= 111/2,459,8) Lentz (~
Theognost. Can. 775,11 Cramer).

150 On (par)etymology in Didymos’ exegesis, see also frr. 224, 227, 261, 262 and the Conclusions § 1.4.
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Aidvpog 8¢ gnol Aémpeov @vopdsBar: on the geographic location and the history of the site, see Baladié
1978, 280, Lafond 1999 and Heine Nielsen 2001, 543f. Some ancient commentators devised an unlikely
reference to the city also in the obscure éx Aenpav of Il. 723f. of Acharnians («as commissioners of the market
| appoint the three chosen by lot, these leather straps éx Aempdv»'®t), as schol. Aristoph.Ach. 724 Wilson
shows. This kind of overinterpretation is not infrequent in Didymos’ fragments (see e.g. fr. 222 above) and it
is not unreasonable to suppose that he actually was among those (oi 8¢) who took the complement éx Aerpdv

to refer to the city of Lepreon.

fj S1 TO TV YOpay aHVTOV Mén<ag> eiv<ar>* da@aiveton yap £k Tijg dpewvijg: the text unanimously
preserved by RVEI'ML reads Aénew (“to strip off”, “to peel”). Rutherford’s emendation of ympav in ypdav
(18964, 441: «because the skin of the inhabitants peels») is surely ingenious, but entails reading dwapaivovtat
yép as parenthetical (in the sense of «their complexions are transparent» [ibid.]) and inserting an additional
disjunctive 1} before éx tfjg opewilg, thus implying that the scholium included three, not two, different
paretymologic explanations (i.e. the complexion of the inhabitants, the colour of the rocks and the disease of
the founders of the city). Holwerda’s attempt 31& 10 tfig ®pag adtdv Aempovi® (“because of the roughness of
their land”) requires to intervene more on the transmitted text and, along with the proposed emendation of
dapaivovtar in daceiyyovtar, entails an unlikely idea of the inhabitants being tightly enclosed by the
surrounding mountain peaks. A similar correction'® can be found in Kakridis (1974, 50), who writes 51 1o
v yOpav adTdv Aempdy givon (“because their land is rough™) but omits Swogaivovrar yap. | propose to read
8160 TO TV YOpav odTdv Aén<oc> eiv<or>, in the sense of “because their territory is a peak”. The neutrum 1o
Mémag occurs with this meaning (exclusively as nominative and accusative) several times in 5 century Attic
prose and drama’®, and can also be found in later poetry?®>. The word must have been of interest to ancient
and late-antique lexicography because of the potential confusion with 1) Aemdg (“limpet””)**® and was apparently
perceived as linked to the adjective Aempdc, as the exegesis of the rare nominative feminine Aerpdc’ in Theoc.
Id. 1.40 demonstrates (see schol. Theoc. Id. 1.40a Wendel Aempdc: 1 tpayeio métpa, 1 VIO TOV KLUATOV
Aemlopévn. fj N OYMAR, €nel kol Aémag To dxpov Tod dpovg paciv. fj Aevkr) kai Aémpa otcvia). This emendation

proposal is consistent not only with the location of Lepreon «on a steep hill north of modern Lepreo»'®8, but

151 Sommerstein’s translation (1980, 105) with adaptations. On the meaning of éx Aenpév see Sommerstein 1980, 194; Olson 2002,
257.

152 Holwerda 1991, 28.

158 QOriginally by Toup, see White 1914, 42, where other emendation proposals are also listed.

154 See e.g. Aeschyl. Ag. 283 mpog Eppaiov Aémag and 298 mpdg Kibopdvog Aémag, Eur. Andr. 295 mpiv I8aiov katotkicot Aéma,
Thuc. 7.78.5 v 88 A0@oc KapTepdS Kol EKaTEPOOEY 0T Yopadpo. KpNUVAOdNG, Exaieito 88 Akpaiov Aémog.

155 See Lyc. Alex. 420 npiv i Topepnotov adydoo Aémag, Nic. Ther. 147 Aérmag vAfev and 634 TopOiviov vaiovst Aémac.

156 See Amm. Diff. 295 N. Mémag xai Aendc Stapépet. Aémag pev yap €61t Buputdvag 8povg Amdomacia, Aerdg 58 6EVToOVaC &V Taig
mETpaG Yvopevov T pukpov dotpeov, Hesych. A 662 C. demag 10 Gvovtec. Kol TO T TETpE TPOSGYOUEVOV KOYXOAIOV. §| DYNAOV,
dicpoTaTov. dpevov, Suda A 284 A. Mémag: dicpatiplov. Aemdic 82 koyyvAiov £ld0¢ KA.

157 The term occurs also in Tzetzes’ account of the etymology of the city-name Lepre(i)on, which, in all likelihood, was based on the
ancient exegesis to Aristoph. Av. 149. Therefore, it cannot be excluded that the word (and perhaps its Theocritean occurrence) played
a role within the scholarly debate on the origin of the toponym.

158 Heine Nielsen 2001, 544. See also Baladié 1978, 280.
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also with Photios’ entry s.v. Aénpeov (A 196 Th.), where the first proposed etymology is indeed ano tod
Tapakeévon Tpayéog dpovg (“from the steep mountain that lies there”). What is more, reading Aémog etvou
instead of Aémetv makes the following section more understandable, for dagaivovtol yap €k tiig Opeviic can

be translated “indeed it (scil. the territory) stands out against the mountainous region”.

nETpOG YU sivan adTéOL Towkirag ... £k Tod maBovg: as already suspected by Rutherford (1896a, 442), the
text of the annotation results from the erroneous conflation of different comments. In particular, the section
spanning from wétpag to médbovg looks like a tentative explanation of Didymos’ first proposed etymology, but
with a misunderstanding of its wording (probably due to the corruption that eventually led to the transmitted
Aémew). Indeed, the comment tries to explain in which sense the yopa itself has Aénpa, by saying that there
are rocks that somehow resemble the look of people affected by the condition (nétpag yop sivar adToOL
TOWKIAG TQ YpdUOTL Kol S1aAedKoVg, Opoiag Toig tag dyelg Aempidot). Moreover, several linguistic elements
suggest that the section is in fact an addition to the pre-existing exegesis: firstly, the presence of a second yap
at such close distance from the first (Siopoivovron yap éx tiig Opeviic: métpag yap ivon ktA); secondly, the
pleonastic St Todto obtmg wvopdobot, compared to the opening of the Didymean fragment (Aidvpog 8¢ enot
Aénpeov dvoudaoBar xtA); thirdly, the complement ék tod mdBovg, that cannot but be a reference to the

159

Aémpo?, which is alluded to only in the second part of Didymos’ exegesis (tavtr Tfj vOo®).

1] 010 TO TOVS TPAOTOG OiKNGAVTAS TV TOMY TAVTY Ti|] Vo6 KatesyijeOar: the second etymology offered
by Didymos implies that the founders of the city suffered from the skin condition known to the Greeks as
AMémpat®’. The same piece of information is reported by Pausanias (5.5.5 oi 8¢ toig tp@tov oikficacty &v i Vi
vooov ooty EmyevécBat Aémpav Kol obtm O Gvopo Aafely v oAy &nl TV oiknTOpV Tf GLUEOPEd) as
further possible origin of the toponym, after the name of the mythical founder (Lepreos or Leprea, see Paus.
5.5.4f.).

TOVG 0UV TANGLOYADPOVS “AEMPE®TAS” aOTOVG KOAElv ... Aémpeov Ty mélv karéoar. the spelling
Lempewtag offered by VEI is an erroneous version of the expected Aempedrac®. The correct form is
preserved, instead, by the alternative redaction of the second part of the scholium in Lh (ékolodvto 8¢, enoi,

TPpOTEPOV Ol TOATTON “AETpedTor” md ToD TO10VTOL TAHOVC).

159 See [Gal.] Intr. seu medicus 14,758 Kiihn Aémpo. 8¢ médog pev kai bt Séppotog &mi O AevKOTEPOV Kl TPOYHTEPOV TPETOUEVOV
and the Lh version of the last part of the scholium (ékaAodvto 84, enoi, TpdTEPOV 01 TOATTON “AempedTan” dmd ToD To100TOV TAHOVG).
160 «From a medical point of view, it is difficult to define exactly what lepra was, since it seems to have covered a wide variety of non-
infectious skin conditions» (Maxwell-Stuart 1981, 62). See also Demaitre 2007, 85-87.

161 See e.g. Thuc. 5.31.4 oi 8¢ Aakedoioviol odEv iocov £dikacav avtovopovg stvar Aempedtag, PIb. 4.80.5 6 8¢ PAiSac, 6pdV
ToVg Aempedrog dvopmddc VeioTopévoug kol Todg Makedovog dyyilovtag, éexdpnoe tiic morewe, Str. 8.3.16 ydpav & elyov
gvdaipova oi Aempedtar, Steph. Byz. 18.112 Zéppeiov: dxpotipiov Tiig Opdxng. ot kai moAg Zapofpdxnc. o 0vikov Zeppetene kai
Yeppemtng, g 100 Aovpelov Aavpemtng, Kol Zeppedng, g Aénpeiov Aempedng.
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0 82 apoevikdg eimev: the observation (whether Didymean or not) on the aberrant grammatical gender of the
toponym in Aristoph. Av. 149 — i.e. masculine instead of neutrum — does not clarify the comic function of the

replacement of the expected t6 with tdv, but probably implies it.
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fr. 226 (= 1 14.23, p. 252 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of &ieyouin Av. 217

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 217 Holwerda

10ig 6oic VEI éiéyoig RVET: “1oig éAéyoig” I dvti o0 “10ic Opnvorlg”. gipntot 6 amod tod & € Aéyew.
RVEI'MLh Aidvpog 8¢ gnotwv: 611 ol Tpog adAov adduevol Bpfivol <...>. 1OV yOap adAOV mEVOLoV

vrefiebal. VEI'M

“to your elegoi”: elegoi in the sense of “laments”. The word comes from “to say e-e”. Didymos says

that the laments sung to the aulos (...). Indeed the aulos was considered mournful.

Aristoph. Av. 215-220 kafapd yopel did euilokopov / pikakog Hyod npdg Adg E8pag, / iv’ 6 ypucokdpag Poifog dxkodwv, / 1ol coig Eléyolg

vty / Elepavtddetov eopuryya, Bedv / iotnot yopovc.

Orion 58,7-14 Sturz (~ Et. Gud. d 452,13-17 de St., cf. Phot. Bibl. cod. 239 p. 319b Bekker = Procl. Chr. 24-27 Severyns) &\eyog, 0 0pijvog. 310 0 St
adTod 10D BPNVOV €1 AEYELY TOVG KATOLXOLLEVOVG. eDpeT 8¢ Tod Eleyeion. ol pév Tov Apyiloyov, oi 8& Mipveppov, oi 8¢ KaAlivov makoidtepov. 50ev
TEVIAPETPOV T NPOTKG GVLVITTOV" 00y OH0SpaodVTo Tfj ToD TPOTEPOL SUVEAEL GAL’ 010V CUVEKTIVEOVTO, Kai GLUGREVVOIEVOV TOAG TOD TEAEVTHGOVTOG
TOyug. o 8¢ Votepov mpdg Gmavag dupopwg. obte Aidvpog év td Iepi momrdv (fr. °345a C.-Pr.) | Phot. € 574 Th. é\éyovug todg Opfivoug Ekdiovy,
ol kai petd avhod fidovro TEvOpog yap v T mpdtov 6 avddg | Et. Gen. s.v. éheyeia (textum constituit Grandolini [1999, 4], ~ Et. Sym. € 287 B., Et.
M. 326,54-327,6 G.) éheyeia 10 pétpov Kol dpoevikdg Edeyog fi 11 émhéyetan @ EEapéTp® TO mEVTApETpOV: §j Tapdt TOV Eleov Kod TOV yoov' f Tapd
70 AéyecBoun €mi T@V Bavovimv: gig Emkndeiov yap Eréyeto” §j mapa To £ € Aéyev TovG TeBvedTog 1 Tapd TOV Eheyov TOV Bpfjvov. Aidvpog 8¢ dtL S
0010 T NPO® ENFIOOV OG TEVIAUETPOV KOl AEUTOUEVOV TOD NPOOV UIHOVUEVOS THY TOV GmoBvnokoviav dmdmavoty €t yap pdvolg vekpols moat
fideto| Et. Gud. d 451,14-20 de St. [ékeyeia 10 pérpov]” kai dpoevikidg Ereyog. fi 61t Enhéyeton 1@ EEapétpm T0 mevtapetpov: fj mopd tov EAJeov] koi
1oV [yoov] oi 8¢ [mopd 10 Aéyecbor &mi TdV] Bovoviov: eic émumdela yip &ypdpovios Anporénv 8¢ &v 1@ Iept pétpmv mopd o &b [Aéyety Todg
te]Ovedtog [f| mapa oV ELeyov, TOV Opijvov: Aidv]ufog 6¢ 6t St t]od[to T@] NpHO® 0T ENHGOV MG TEVIAUETPOV AEYOHUEVOV TM TPME UILOVUEVOL
mmv] t[dv dro]O[v]nokovtov drdémavow: €rt yap povolg vekpoig mdhon fidet[o] | Suda € 774 A. €heyog: Opijvog. amd Tod £ & Aéyew. fj ol Tpog adrOV
Ad6pevot Bpijvor oV yap adAOV mévBov drefjebot. §j ST Tpog adrOV fidovto oi Opijvot, TovtéoTiv oi Eleyot. TOV 8¢ avAOV Dotepov Emkndeov Midav,

eact, Tov 'opdiov faciievovia nepifopiov Totiicar BovAdpeVOV THY £0VTOD UNTéP Amofedoat TELEVTHCACAV.

1 dvti tod VEI'Lh, § éott M, om. R | glpntau 8¢ cett., om. Lh | 2 post Opijvor exempli gratia lacunam statui

Tereus’ anapaestic song of Av. 209-222 — which prepares the audience for a (probably highly virtuosistic)
aulos-solo, representing the lament of Prokne, the nightingale!®? — refers to the imminent song with a variety
of musical eidographic labels, namely véouot (1. 210), Suvou (ibid.), 8pfivoc (see the verb Bpnveic, I. 211) and
Eheyor (1. 217)163,

162 For an encompassing study of the character in the Aristophanic play (with an emphasis on its performative and symbolic role and

on its representation as an avAntpic), see Barker 2004,

163 Av. 209-222 &ye, cVvvopé pot, madoot pgv Hrvov, / Abcov 88 vopovg iepdv Buvav, / odg Sit Beiov otdpatog Opnveic / tov éuov kai

o0V ToAvdakpoy "Truv, / ékehMlopévn diepoig péheotv / yévoog Eovbilg. / kabBapd yopel S1i puAilokdpov / pilakog ym mpog Alog E6pag,
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This accumulation of genre labels certainly raised the attention of ancient Aristophanic commentators,
especially in the complete absence, in the following lines, of an actual song corresponding to any of the
categories mentioned. The scholium to Av. 217 focuses indeed on the identification of the exact meaning of
gheyot, the last term used by Tereus to describe Prokne’s song. The comment begins with the identification of
gkeyor with Opfjvor, “laments” (see below), and the reference to one of the many ancient paretymologies'®* of

the word &\eyog (i.e. amo To0 £ € Aéyew), followed by Didymos’ interpretation.

ol TPog ovAOV @ddpevor Opijvor <...>. TOov yap aviov wévOyov vrelrijeBor: the scholium reports a
seemingly incomplete sentence from Didymos’ hypomnéma. Indeed, the section oi mpog adAOV GdouEVOL
Optivot does not have any other possible translation but “the laments sung to the sound of the aulos”, a phrase
that needs to be somehow integrated, e.g. ol Tpog avAovV Gdduevot Bpfvol <Eheyor éxarodvto> vel simm. (see
Phot. € 574 Th. é\éyovg” Tovg Bprvoug Ekalovy, o Kai petd aviod fjdovto ktA). Didymos’ comment condenses
in few words the well known theory on the threnodic origin of elegy. This is attested from the 1% century BCE
onwards both in Greek and Roman writers'®®, and was expressed by the grammarian himself in his work On
Lyric Poets (frr. 345a-e C.-Pr.)'®®, in a passage preserved by the tradition of the etymologica®’. Modern critics
do not agree as to what originated this theory: some argue that an important role was played by elegiac epitaphs
(see Page 1936, 209f.; Gentili 1967, 50-63), while others (see Cerri 1976, 33) believe that the idea stemmed
directly from the 5" century literary descriptions of the sound of the aulos as inherently mournful (which is
what is seemingly implied by Didymos’ tov yap aviov névBipov vmedijebor), particularly from Pindar’s
Pythian Twelve —where the auletic téxvn is presented as an invention of the goddess Athena, aimed at imitating
the Gorgons mourning the death of Medusa'®® — and from Il. 209-222 of Birds, where the Hoopoe anticipates
the mournful nature of Prokne’s song by alluding to the violent death of the child Itys, killed by his mother to
avenge her sister Philomela, raped by Tereus!®®. Unlike the currently examined fragment, none of the elegy-
related excerpts from Didymos’ On Lyric Poets mentions the aulos, despite clearly stating the threnodic origin

of elegiac poetry'’®. The presence of the musical instrument in Didymos’ interpretation of Av. 217 could also

/v’ 6 ypuookopag Poifog dxovmv, / Toig 60ig EAEY0Ls avinydrlav / Ehepavtddetov eopuryya, Bedv / iotot xopovg: dud & abavitmv
/ otopdtov ywpel EOpEovog Opod / Ogia pakdpwv dhoivyn. See Barker 2004, 192: «We may reasonably ask what sort of music the
nightingale is represented as performing; and the answer is more than a little confusing. It is too many things at once. It is a vopoc, a
Buvog, a Optjvoc, an Eleyoc, a sound to be recapitulated or responded to by the lyre, the inspiration and accompaniment for choral song,
and specifically for choral song characterized as dAoivyn. [...] We should bear in mind the fact that it is a recurrent complaint about
composers of the ‘new music’ that they ignore established boundaries of genre and style, mixing every sort of music together in an
incomprehensible jumble».
164 A useful list is provided by Severyns 1938, 99-102.
165 For an overview, see Page 1936, 209f.; Gentili 1967, 50-68; Cerri 1976, 33f. On the traditional link between the aulos and the ritual
of funeral lament, see also Huchzermeyer 1931, 21f.; Wilson 1999, 80 n. 85; Steiner 2013, 177f.; Weiss 2017, 260.
166 On the title of the work, see Grandolini 1999, 2f.; Braswell 2013, 98.
167 A detailed, critical analysis of all the testimonia has been carried out by Grandolini (1999, 3-8).
168 See Pind. P. 12.19-21 mapOévoc adAdv tedye mhpupovoy pédoc, / depo tov Evpudhag €k koproApdy yevomv / xpiuedivia cdv
gvteot oot EpkAGyKTay yoov.
169 For an overview of the poetic passages that equate &\ eyoc to the lament for the dead (Opfivoc), see Page 1936, 206-209.
170 The performative nature of elegiac poetry and its relationship to the aulos is a highly problematic topic both in ancient sources and
in modern critic (see e.g. Huchzermeyer 1931, 30f.; Dover 1964; 187-189; Rosenmeyer 1968; West 1974, 4-21; Bartol 1993, 26-30;
Aloni 2009, 168-170).
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be due to the performative aspect of Prokne’s dirge: this was represented on stage by a solo of the aulete, as
can be easily deduced from Euelpides’ cry of admiration at Av. 223f. (Ev. & Zed Pacired, 100 @Oéyuatoc
t00pviBiov: / olov katepelitwoe v Adyunv dAnv, “Lord Zeus, that birdy’s voice! How it turned the whole
thicket to honey!”*!) and from the indication avAei (tic), preserved by most medieval manuscripts after |. 222

and which may have already been present in the Hellenistic copies of the play available to the grammarian.

"1 Translation by Henderson 2000, 47.
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fr. 227 (= 11 14.24, p. 252 Schmidt)

Subject: the bird-name knpviog and Aristophanes’ coinage keipHrog in Av. 299f.

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 299a-aa-af3 Holwerda

dotig o1l kmpvrog VI'Z <knporov> Evepoviog (fr. 67 Strecker) onot tovg Ampieic Aéyety, “Bére 57
Bake knpvrog einv” (Alem. fr. 26 Page/Davies = 90,2 Calame), tovg 8¢ Attikodg keipvrov VMeI?Lh
316 S1906yyov yphpe. Mg pnoi 8¢ Aldupog 1o kot ooty dvopo knporog AéyecOar. VIZLh Avtiyovoc
&¢ (fr. 54A-B Dorandi; [Antig.] Mir. 23) gnot tovg Gpoevag v aAkvovav Knpdiovg AéyecBat odg

ympéorovtag ai Oretar Baotdlovot Toig nrepoic. pimote mopd T Keipey doynuarikeyv. VMoI?Lh

a) 6 8¢ Tmopyilog MV KOVPEVC. UVHUOVEDEL
avtod [TAdtwv &v Zoeotaic (fr. 144 K.-A.)" “10
Tmopyihov kovpeiov, Exdiotov téyoc”. VMol ?
10070 00V £6Tm onusiov Tod Kol TOV KePHAOV
icwg mopd TO Kelpewv MTLHOAOYNKEVAL TOV
AploToQavnv. Avtédnkey obv avtd Kovpid.

VI?

b) 60ev xai avtéOnkev avtd tov mopyilov, O¢
3 4 T 4 Y e )

nv kovpeds. oL péuvnronr kol I[MAdtev év
Yopiotaig “t0 Xmopyilov kovpeiov, &ybiotov

téyo¢”. Lh

“What is he? A kerylos!”: Euphronios says that the Dorians say kérylos — “oh, if | were a kérylos” —

while the Attics write keirylos, with the diphthong. Didymos says that the correct name is kerylos.

Antigonos says that the male of the alcyons are called kéryloi. When they become old, the females carry

them on the wings. Maybe (Aristophanes) modelled the word on the verb keirein (“to cut”).

a) Sporgilos was a barber. Plato mentions him in
the Sophists: “Sporgilos’ barber shop, the worst
place”. May this be a hint that Aristophanes
perhaps derived keirylos from keirein as well. He

replaced “barber” with it.

b) Therefore he replaced it (keirylos) with
Sporgilos, who was a barber. He is mentioned
also by Plato in the Sophists: “Sporgilos’ barber
shop, the worst place”

Aristoph. Av. 299f. ITe. tig yap €60’ obmicbev avtiig; En. dotig éoti; kepvrog. / Ie. keypOhog yap éotv Spvig; Em. 00 yap ot Emopyilog;

[Antig.] Mir. 23 1@v 82 dAxvévev ol dpoeveg knpdrot kokodviar Stov odv HId 10D YMPG 4cdeVicHGY Kol unKkétt Suvovial métecdal, PEPOVGLY
avTovg ai ONAeton Emi TdV nrepdv Aafodoat. kai £6Tt TO VIO ToD AAKUAVOG AeyOUEVOV TOVTEH GUVOKEIOUEVOY ONOLV Yap GoBevig OV 810 TO Yiipag Kol
701G X0pOig 0V duvapevog copreppépecdon 008¢ Tf TOV Tapbivav dpyioer “ob 1 &t tapbevikal pelydpueg, iepdpmvot, / yuia pépev dbvator Bare
31 Béke knpvrog ey, / 8¢ T° &mi kdpatog divlog G’ dhivdvesst motiitar / viihesg fTop Exmv, dAmépeupog iepog dpvic” | Hesych. k 2013 C. ketpdrog:
tobtov &viot knpdrov Aéyovot. Eott 8¢ Gpveov. 6 8¢ Avtiyovog (fr. 54A-B Dorandi, [Antig.] Mir. 23) v dikvudvov Tovg dppevag knpdiovg enoi | Suda
K 1549 xnpvrog: 6 Gppnv drkvav, dg év taig cuvovoiog dmobviokel. Evppovidg (fr. 67 Strecker) onot tovg Awpieig Aéyew, “Baie 8¢, Pdde, knpdrog

€MV’ 100G 8¢ ATTIKOVG KEWPVAOV. TOUG O¢ Gppevag ynpdokovtag ai et factdlovct Toig mTepoic. kol HHmoTe mapd T0 KepEW EGYNUATIOTAL O YOP
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Tropyilog fiv kovpedg. pvnpovedel ovtod Ihétmv v Zogiotoig (fr. 144 K.-A.): “1d Zmopyilov kovpeiov, &Biotov 16y0¢”, 6 964 A. Zmopyilog: o v

Kovpeve. kai 6 IAdtwv (fr. 144 K.-A.) enoi- “10 Zmopyilov kovpgiov, Exbiotov 1éyoc” | schol. rec. Aristoph. Pl. 589c Chantry &ici 8¢ o kol nailew

PRETIR L)

@OGL TOV KOUIKOV TPOG OLOOTNT YOV ... TodTOV TL mailet kai mept “Kepviov” €v ““Opvict” (299f.), &vBa kal 31 Tod “N” voeiton 1 A€ g €mt

T3

SpviBog oite Aeyopévov, kai 81 31p0Gyyov 8¢ d1d Tve. Kovpéa Gg md Tod “keipw” | schol. Tz. Lyc. 387 (p. 146,16 Scheer) knpdrog 6 dponv dAkvaov
mapo&utovag 410 Tod 1 Kol £0Tt Ampcdv, keipurog 3¢ did d1phoYYoL Kai 6Tt Tpomapo&HTovov ATTIK®dS, KOs enov Evepoviog. ... mepl T@dV KnpOA®V
Kol & enow Avtiyovog AeKTEOV ynpaoavtag Tovg dpoevag dakvovag ai Onieian Baotdlovot Toig mTepoic, &v 08 Tf) cuvovsig ynpdoavtes T ol dppeveg

TEAEVLTMGL.

1 (lemma) knpvrog edd., kiypvrog (e knpvroc?) V, kelpvrog I'? | knpdrov suppl. Renkema, post Aéyetv White | Aopieig Aéyev cett., Aopieic mpdrog
Aéyew Lh | Béde Lh Suda edd. pl., Barre VMoI™? Bekker | &1 edd. pl., 5¢ cett. Bekker, om. Mg | 2 Béie VLh edd.pl., Béihe Mol Bekker | inpdrog Lh,
kipvrog V, kepvrog I2 (1 s.l. add.), knpvikog My | 8¢ hic VI'2, post Attikovg Lh, om. Mg | keipviov Mgl (1 s.I. add. IT'?) edd., schol. Tz. Lyc. 387,
Kkfpvlov cett. | 3 noi 8¢ Aidvpog VI2, Aldvpog 8¢ Lh | kipviog VI2Lh White (et s.l. add. T?), keipviog edd. | 3-4 Avtiyovog—kmporovg cett., 6 8¢
Avtiyovog knpvdAloug Todg 8pcevag TdV GAKLOVeV Mg | onot hic VIZ, post éikvévav Lh | impdrovg VLA, impdrovg I'2 (ers.l. add.) | otig ynpéokovtog
I'?, obg kai ynpdorovrog VLI, ympéokovrag om. Mg | 5 pimote cett., om. Mo, wimote & Lh | post keipetv, Stofdilel 3& adtov g evteldi add. Mo |
soymudtikey V, doynudmnilev I'?, éoymudricey Lh, om. Mg | 6 (a) fiv kovpevg cett., kovpedg v Mg | 6-7 (&) puvnpovedet avtod cett., om. Mg | 7 (a) IThétmv
VM, mhdttov I? |9 (a) kepdrov scripsi, knporov VIZ (s s.l. add. T?) edd. | 9 (b) téyog scripsi, Téhog Lh | 10 (a) nrvporoynkévor edd., étopoloynicévar
K

Aristophanes turns the gradual entrance of the Birds on stage (ll. 268-304) in a succession of personal jokes,
achieved through puns on different ornithonyms*’2. The aim of II. 299f. is to attack an apparently well-known
Athenian, a barber-shop owner named (or, possibly, nicknamed) Sporgilos (see below). The rhetorical question
oV yap £ott (Scil. dpvic) Zmopyitog; (“is not Sporgilos a bird?”’) seems to imply that ropyilog was known to
the audience both as a personal and as a bird-name'’®, or perhaps as a nickname intentionally derived from the
bird name. This statement — which is in itself not particularly significant on the comic level, since it exploits
the evidently well-known double nature of the name Xmopyilog — is introduced (and maybe potentiated) by the
previous pun, based on the assonance between the poetical ornithonym knpbdiog (probably a literary alternative
to the more common &Axvav, indicating the Alcedo atthis)*™ and the otherwise unattested keipdroc'™. The
gist of the joke is made obscure by the uncertainty of the manuscript tradition. Indeed, " and U are the only
manuscripts that offer the reading xeipvrog both in I. 299 (although T" simply writes the diphthong &1 supra
lineam, above the primary reading knpvioc) and in 1. 300, while the remaining testimonies unanimously carry
knpvrog in both lines. The vast majority of the editors prints keipviog in I. 299 as well as in I. 30078, with the
exception of Boissonade (1826, 220, later followed by Sommerstein 1987, 50 and Henderson 2000, 56-58),
who opts for knpvog in I. 299 and for keipdArog in 1. 300 (thus reproducing, in fact, the primary text of I')'"7.

172 See e.g. Kanavou 2011, 116-121.
173 See Sommerstein 1987, 217; Dunbar 1995, 248; Arnott 2007, 257, 321, 326f.; Kanavou 2011, 117. Hesych. ¢ 1463 H. (cnépyovlog’
opvibapiov dyprov) might prove the existence of a dialectal form somehow connected to Xmopyilog (see GEW 771f.; DELG 1040f,;
EDG 1386).
174 See Rogers 1906, xlviii; Arnott 2007, 139f.
175 The accentuation of the word is uncertain. It is generally printed as paroxytone by the editors of Aristophanes and as proparoxytone
in all the editions of the scholia. | prefer the first accentuation but every occurrence of the word offered here reflects the choice of the
respective editor.
176 See e.g. Bothe 1829, 288; Meineke 1860, 15; Holden 1868, 326; Dindorf 1869, 87; Kock 1894, 96f.; van Leeuwen 1902, 54f.; Hall-
Geldart 1906; Rogers 1906, 38; Dunbar 1995, 73; Wilson 2007, 360.
177 Bergk’s text (1872, 16) completely rejects the diphthongated variant.
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Both editorial solutions respect the idea of a pun, but while the first ascribes the comic deformation of the bird-
name already to the Hoopoe in I. 299 (presuming, in this way, an immediate recognition of the base-word by
the audience), the second presents it as the result of a confusion on Peisetairos’ side, in 1. 300 (thus having the

misunderstanding actively happen on stage!’®).

Regardless of the preferred textual arrangement of the Aristophanic passage, the main obstacle to the
understanding of the joke is represented by the hapax keipviog, a comic coinage that already puzzled ancient
readers, as the scholiastic material to Av. 299f. shows. The annotation is articulated in two parts, the first
dealing with knpviog and xeipdrog, the second focused on the identity of Sporgilos. In addition, a strongly
abridged version of the annotation is preserved in the left margin of I' (written by the first hand) and, partially,
as glosses, in Mg and L', The first commentator to be quoted is Euphronios®®; he explained xeipvrog as the
Attic version of the Doric knpviog, of which he gave an attestation (from Alcman, fr. 26,2 Page/Davies = 90,2
Calame)*®. This stance entails that the grammarian read (or wrote) the diphthongated form in both lines of the
Aristophanic passage (see Dunbar 1995, 246). Plausibly, Euphronios’ exegesis was directly quoted (and thus

preserved) in Didymos’ hypomnéma.

Aidvpog 0 KoTa U6V dvope knpovrog AéyesOar: in spite of the unanimity of the manuscripts on the wrongly
accented form krpvrog (with the exception of the insertion supra lineam of the diphthong e1in I'?), all editors'®?
except for White (1914, 72) have always printed the reading xeipviog, implying that this was the true name of
the bird according to Didymos®. More specifically, the phrase 10 kot @bov dvopo (see below) seems to
entail that Didymos wanted to draw a distinction between the authentic bird-name and the comically altered
one. The section pAmote mapda 10 Keipsy éoynudtikev (see below) constitutes a relevant counterpart to
Didymos’ identification of the correct ornithonym since it signals the perception of the Aristophanic altered
word being intentionally modelled on the verb keipewv, “to cut”. It seems, therefore, more reasonable, in order
to explain the entire annotation, to postulate that Didymos considered the almost unanimously transmitted
Knpovrog as the base-word, intentionally altered by Aristophanes in keipviog with an alleged reference to the
verb keipswv. This does not allow to draw any conclusions as to the Aristophanic text underlying Didymos’

exegesis. Indeed, the grammarian might have either read (1) the diphthongated form in both I. 299 and I. 300,

178 For similar assonance-based jokes, see e.g. Aristoph. Pax 453-455 (Tp. Nuiv 8 &yadd yévorr’. i) moumv, i1. / Xo. deele 10 moiety,
AN i povov Aéye. [ Tp. i i) toivov, i pdvov Aéyw), 925F. (Tp. td Sai dokel; Podrecds Aapwvd Pot; / Xo. Poi; undapde, tva pn
BonBeiv mor 6¢n),

179 j.e. schol. Aristoph. Av. 299 Holwerda 8o11¢ 011 knpdroc: 6 Eponv dAkvdy knpvrog Aéyetot. dv 82 Toic cuvovsialg dmodviokel.
6 8¢ Tmopyilog kovpedc M. SafeAlel & adTOV O EVTEAR.

180 See Novembri 2020 (with bibliography) and the Introduction § 3.2.

181 The involvement of Alcman in the interpretation of Av. 299f. is probably also due to Aristophanes’ patent paraphrase, in ll. 250-252
(dv T €mi movTIov o1dpo Bakdoong / DA PeT’ dAKLOVEGGL ToTHTOL, / SeDp’ ite mEVGOpEVOL T8 VEDTEpa) Of the poet’s description of
the knpdrog as the bird 6¢ v’ émi kdpatog dvBog &’ ddkvdvesot totton (1. 3). The allusion was clear to ancient scholars, as shown by
schol. Aristoph. Av. 250b Holwerda (&v ©° émi movtiov oidpas ... €61t 88 mapd 10 ANKUvog KTA).

182 See Bekker 1829b, 237; Dindorf 1838c, 174; Dlibner 1842, 217; Holwerda 1991, 54.

183 See also Sommerstein 1987, 50. More cautiously, Dunbar 1995, 246: «textual variants [...] make it uncertain which of the two (scil.
Knpviog Or kepvrog) the later scholar Didymos asserted [...] was the ‘natural’ form».
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deriving knpviog from extra-Aristophanic evidence, or (2) the base form knpviog in I. 299 and kepvrog in |.
300 (as in the primary text of T').

As regards the formulation 10 kot @Vowv Gvopo (which echoes Kratilos® naturalism in the Platonic
dialogue), the only scholiastic parallel is schol. Apoll. Rhod. 1.760-762d Wendel, where the expression
describes the term uimp as indicative of the ‘natural’ (i.e. familial) relation between two characters®*, The
phrase kota Oov is scantily attested in the scholia to Aristophanes and only in schol. Aristoph. V. 201a Koster
(katd evotv 8¢ v pdddov ginelv ktA) does it seem to convey the idea of language correctness. A first attempt
at explaining Didymos’ 10 xotd @Oowv dvopo was made by von Leutsch (1847, 30s.)¥: on the basis of
Didymos’ opinion that “almost all birds get their names from their cries”®, he supposed that the grammarian
derived the ornithonym xnpbdrog from the bird-cry kivé&. The word, however, occurs as bird-cry only in the
paraphrase of Oppianos’ On Bird-catching ascribed to Dionysios (Av. 2, 8, in a passage dedicated to the
aixvov with no reference to the knpvioc), while it is widely attested as bird-name (see von Leutsch ibid.).
Wackernagel (1876, 25) convincingly interpreted xata @vowv as equivalent to adjectives like damadéc,
oLOKANpoV Or évtedéc, which — in the ancient theory of the “pathology” of words'®” — indicated the forms that
had not yet undergone any kind of modification (zd8o¢). In addition, to xatd o Gvopo could also be a hint
that Didymos based his statement on the correct spelling of the ornithonym on evidence coming from
zoological writings. Indeed, the term is found not only in Antigonos’ On Animals (see below), but also in
Aristotle’s History of Animals®® and in the Byzantine zoological sylloge of Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos'®°,
which claims to report “Aristophanes’ epitome of Aristotle’s On Animals, with the addition of the things said
by Ailianos and Timotheos for each animal”'%, a statement that is considered true for most of the material
found in the first and in part of the second book of the sylloge!®. Ancient literary exegesis shows frequent
contacts with scientific texts®?: a clear example comes from the discussion on the éAxvdv and the knpdrog in
the anonymous schol. Theoc. 7.57a-b Wendel, where three zoological sources (Alexander of Myndos!®,

Antigonos and Aristotle) are quoted in direct succession. Moreover, Didymos probably used Aristotle and/or

184 Tiroov péyav: 1o “péyoy” Bowpootikdg eipntot, 8Tt fovmaug dv uéyav £tdEgvcey. kol ftol Tpdg TV Ogioy PvGY dicovoTéov fi TPOG
70 O’ Sy glvor TV BPpv Tig uNTpdc, 6Tt TOAAKIC Té SetvéL TdV TpaypdTavy Kai T Akiov Kai T gvcty oide PiélecOat. mpdg d O
TOMTNG OV TA KVPI® OVOLOTL EYPNGOTO, GALD TG KATA VGV, UNTEPA. EITMV.

185 |_ater followed by White 1914, 72.

186 Ath. 9.392f Mpativac 8 év Avpaivorg ff Kapvdrtiow (TrGF 4 F 1 Sn.) a80ewmvov iding kalel tov Sptuya, TARV €l ui Tt mapd Toic
Ddliaciolg 1j toig Adkwol PovIEVTEG, OG Kol ol TEPIIKES. kol 1 owAig 8¢ amd tovtov Gv &in, enoiv 6 Aidvpog (fr. 32 C.-Pr.),
MVOLLOGUEVT. GYEOOV YAP TO TAEIGTA TMV OPVEDV ATO TH|G POV EXEL TNV dvopooiav.

187 On this field of ancient grammatical enquiry and on the monographs Iepi zaf@v written by Didymos (fr. °328 C.-Pr.), Apollonios
Dyskolos and (possibly) Tryphon, see Wackernagel 1876; Braswell 2017, 89; Valente 2015 (with further bibliography).

188 HA 593b mepi 8¢ thv OdhatToy Kai dhicvdy Kai KijPLAOG.

189 Exc. Const. De nat. An. 1.23 Lambros t®v 82 mtepmtév 0pvibmv & pév éotiv €1dn voktepval 6. 8¢ Hueptvd, koi 6 uév doddooia & 8&
motdpua 6 8¢ yepoaia. ... Buddooia 8¢ dAkvav, knpvlog, aibuia, Adpog, xapadplog, katappakTng, KETEog, kiykiog. The title given by
the manuscript tradition is ZvAloys tijc mepl {dwv lotopiag, yepooiwv mtnvdv ¢ kai Balottionv, Kovetovtive ¢ ueydie Pacilel kod
avroxpdropt pilomovnleioa (See Zucker 2012, 2).

190 Exc. Const. de nat. an. pro. 4-6 Apioto@évovg tdv ApioTotéhoug mepi {dhav dmitouy, Vrotebéviav £kdoto (O Kal Tdv Ailove
kol TyoB€@ Kol £1€poig Tiol mepl avTdV elpnuévev.

191 See Lambros 1885, V-XX; Berger 2012, 3-9; Zucker 2012; Hellmann 2015, 1248-1251.

192 See Hellmann 2015, 1245-1251.

193 On the polymath Alexander of Myndos (1%t cent. BCE — 1% cent. CE), see Wellmann 1891 and Arnott 1987.
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Aristophanes’ epitome in a few more cases (see frr. 2, 228 and 241). His expression 1o katd Ocv dvopa

might therefore reflect the influence of zoological writings on his interpretation.

Avtiyovog 6¢ gnot Tovg dpoevas T®V alkvovev Knpoviovg AéyesBar kT the quotation can be attributed to
the work On Animals (IZepi {wv) composed by Antigonos of Carystos in the 3™ century BCE. The anecdote
clearly depends on Alcman’s composition (fr. 26 Page/Davies = 90,2 Calame, on which Euphronios’ exegesis
also relies, see above)!® as shown by the corresponding passage in the Collection of Incredible Stories
(Totopid>v mapadéémv ocvvaywyn) preserved by the Palat. gr. 398 ([Antig.] Mir. 23)'%. It cannot be excluded
that the quote was in fact originally embedded in Didymos’ comment: although this would be the only case of
direct use of Antigonos by the grammarian, the hypothesis is supported by the reference to Antigonos in
Hesychios’ entry s.v. keipvorog (k 2013 C.), which could easily rely on Didymos> Comic Vocabulary*®. In
particular, if — as suggested above — Didymos believed the authentic bird-name to be xnpvioc (and not
keipvhog, as all editors of the scholia to Aristophanes suppose), a quotation of Antigonos’ On Animals would
be undoubtedly consistent with the exegetic sequence.

pimote mapd T0 Keipew doympaTikey: the cautious tone!®, expressed through the adverb pfqmote!®®, may
suggest the ascription of this section to Didymos” interpretation. The expression is paralleled by icwg mapa 10
keipew kT at the end of the second part of the annotation. Besides being widely used in its generic meaning
of “to depict”, “to represent”, the verb oynuariCw also occurs when the scholia explain puns that involve
linguistic coinages'®®. With regard to the supposed derivation of keipdrog from keipw (supported by the
identification of Sporgilos as kovpevg, “barber”, see below), it has to be noted that the verb was
paretymologically linked, at some point, also to another bird-name, i.e. xkeipi?®® (which is equated to the
aAxvov in Hdn. T11/2, 532,3 Lentz keipic 6pveov. i€paé. oi 8¢ dAkvova, see also Hesych. x 2011 C.). The only
clear attestation of this paretymology is in Ovid’s account of the myth of Skylla’s metamorphosis (see Ov.
Met. 8.147f. plumis in avem mutata vocatur / ciris et a tonso est hoc nomen adepta capillo®). In the absence
of any other Greek occurrences of the ornithonym xeip1c®®, Ovid’s potential sources cannot be identified.

However, Kallimachos’Aitia might have played a role, if Pfeiffer’s integration K]eipw in Il. 4 and 9 of fr. 113

194 See Dunbar 1995, 247; Hinge 2006, 296. According to Clausen (1881, 69f.), Antigonos was actually Euphronios’ source.

195 £f, 243v-261v. For a discussion on the highly debated relationship between Antigonos of Carystos and the Totopidv mapadééwmv
ovvaywyi, see Dorandi 1999 XI1-XXXII; 2005, 121-124; Ronconi 2007, 33-75.

19 On the relationship between Hesychios and Didymos, see Schmidt 1854, 29-36 and the Introduction § 5.1.

197 See Clausen 1881, 34f.; Boudreaux 1919, 111 and Did. frr. 229, 230, 237, 267, 269 (below).

198 The adverb was long considered a mark of Didymean authorship in anonymous exegetic material, but its relevance was later
challenged (see e.g. Boudreaux 1919, 110-112; Wilson 1984, 93f.; Montana 1996, 30 n. 64).

199 See e.g. schol. Aristoph. Av. 1043 Holwerda ‘Ototo&iot] 4o tod dtotdletv doymudricey.

200 ygipig and knpvrog were already assimilated by Lobeck (1843, 123). Kakridis (1974, 74) highlights the identity between Didymos’
paretymology of keipbrog and the paretymology of ciris in Latin sources, but does not draw any further conclusions.

201 The complete narration covers Il. 17-151. The same myth must have been treated by Parthenios (SH 637, fr. 24 Lightfoot), besides
being quickly alluded to in Verg. G. 1.404-409 and being at the centre of the pseudo-Vergilian Ciris (for a general discussion on the
problematic authorship of the Ciris and its relationship with Ovid, see Bomer 1977, 13-17).

202 \With the exception of Planudes’ translation of Ovid’s Metamorphoses (8.189s. keipig kaieitat, Kk Tod Kekappévov / Thokdpov
tobvopa 00T’ énopicaro).
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(= fr. 63 Massimilla) is correct?®. The link between the two works would be even more cogent if one of the
occurrences of the accusative K]eipwv in the Aitia were instead interpreted as an itacistic spelling of the
infinitive keipewv. Though highly speculative, the hypothetical backdating of the paretymology of keipig from
keipow to Kallimachos?® would allow to consider the passage of the Aitia as the potential source not only of
Ovid’s explanation of the name ciris but also of Didymos’ explanation of Aristophanes’ keipOroc. Indeed, the
grammarian — aware of (or himself postulating) the similarity between keipig, dikvdv and knpvrog, later
attested by Herodian (see above) — might have been influenced by the paretymology of the first ornithonym in

his interpretation of Aristophanes’ coinage®®.

6 8¢ Tmopyilog v Kovpeds. pvnuovevel avtod Midrov kth: the section concerning Sporgilos — which is
framed by the two references to the alleged paretymologic alteration of the bird-name knpvioc in keipvAog on
the base of the verb keipw — is easily ascribable to Didymos not only because of his widely attested interest in
the komadoumenoi (see frr. 257, 259, 266, 268 below), but also because the identification of Sporgilos as a
barber (thanks to a line from Plato’s Sophists) is consistent with the reconstructed explanation of the passage:
Didymos considered knpbrog the authentic ornithonym (and possibly used Antigonos’ On Animals as
supporting evidence) and suggested that the Aristophanic keipbrog was a comic coinage (iowg mapd T0 Keipew
nropoAroynkévar Tov Apiotoedvny) implying a reference to the verb keipw and thus to the famous barber
Sporgilos. The verb pvnuovevw (see also péuvnrar Lh) falls into the second category identified by
Chronopoulos (2011, 212f), since it presents the mockery as «one more instance of public or private
discussions about the person ridiculed» (ibid.), without defining it as a speech act specific of comedy (as
happens with koupdsiton and its synonyms), but also without considering the lampooning portrayal as

historically accurate.

7070 0UV £6TM onueiov Tod Kol TOV KEIPOAOV 060G Tapd TO KEIPEWY NTUROAOYNKEVAL TOV APLETOPAVIY
kt): the unanimous choice of the editors?® of adopting, in this case, the reading knpoiov (knpviov V),
transmitted by VI'? instead of the diphthongated form hinted at by the 1 added supra lineam by I'? cannot be
accepted. Indeed, on the base of the proposed interpretation of the entire exegetic sequence, one needs to
restore keipvAov, since the expression iocmg mapd tO Keipey TopoAoyNKEVAL TOV Aptoto@dvny cannot but refer

to the allegedly modified form keipdrog.

203 The integration has been generally accepted by the subsequent critics, see Massimilla 1996, 374f.; D’Alessio 1996, 544f. n. 1;
Harder 2012, 870-873.
204 See O’Hara 2017, 33, 263s.
205 On paretymology in Didymos’ exegesis, see also fir. 224, 225, 261, 262 and the Conclusions § 1.4.
206 See Bekker 1829b, 237; Dindorf 1838c, 175; Diibner 1842, 217; White 1914, 72; Holwerda 1991, 55.
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fr. 228 (= 11 14.25, p. 252 Schmidt)

Subject: identification of the bird named kepyviic

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 304a-b Holwerda

nopeupig I': 1 mopeupic dvayéypamtor VI (scil. év toig Kalhpdyov, fr. 423 P£.2%7) kepyvmic 8¢ ob, I’
AL kepyvh. T2 ko 1) kolouPic 8¢ paiveton koi 6 dpvoy kaif dumedic. T kepyvnig 8& odx dvoyéypomta,

A Kepyvn. Aldvpog 0€ TOV pikpov iépaka enotv. VIT

porphyris: the porphyris is listed (in Kallimachos® On birds). The kerchnéis?® is not, but the form
kerchne is. The kolymbis also occurs (there) as well as dryops and ampelis. The kerchnéis, instead, is

not mentioned, but the kerchné is. Didymos says it is a small raptor.

Aristoph. Av. 304 topeupic, kepyviig, kolvuBic, aumehic, rvn, dpvoy.

Aristot. GA 750a td 8¢ yapydvoya v Bdowv ioyupay Exel kai T okéln mdyog Exova did tov Plov: dote St mhoog tavtog Tog aitiog 00T’ dyevTikd
£oTIv 0UTE MOADYOVOL PEAOTOL 8E 1) Keyypnic moAvyovov, HA 558D Tit 88 yopnydvuya mévto olrydyovd Sotty, EEm keyypidog: aiitn 8¢ mAeioto TikTel TdV
yopyovoywv, 593b-594a £ott 8¢ 10 1OV Spvemv yévog mdv pEv OArydmoTov, ol 8¢ yapydvoyot Kol drotot Tdumay, i uf T OAiyov yévog Kai OArydKic.
pahoto 8¢ toodtov M keyypic | HAN. 111/2 531,21 Lentz keyypnig, képkvog, iépat | Ael. NA 2.43 Eoti pBlov igpdxmv, Koi kaleitor keyypnic, kol motod
Séetan 00dLv, 2.4 yévn 8¢ iepdcmv mheiova dpa Ty, Kai fotkev Dmouvitteshot kol Aploto@dvng TodTo. enoi yodv (seqq. Av. 1178-1181), 13.25 Tvdoi yap
ovKk EkQavAilovot {Pov odte unv fjuepov ovde Gypov ovdEy. avtika yodv dmpo@opodct TdV vaNKdé®V ol dd TG iOVTES YePAvVOLS TE Kol Yivag
dAextopidag Te Kal viTTog Kol TpLyOvag T Kol TTayds, TPocitt TEpSIKAG Te Kol omvddlovg (Eott 88 Eupepsg 1@ drtayd TodTo ye) Kod T &mi T00T01G
v mpoepnuévov Ppaydtepa, Pokkaridoag kol cukodAidag kal tag kalovpévag keyypidag | Hesych. & 2433 Spdoy: dpvedv 1 Sapépov tod
SpvokoAdmTov, k 1968 keyyping keyyphc, TP0pymG, 1970 keyypic: dpvéov idoc, 2370 Képyvn 1 €k Tiig peivng Eymuo. §j T vadta Tév iyBdwv. Kol
dpvéov £dog. kai 1 periypovg, 3399 C. koivpBic dpvig modg | Phot. k 619 Th. kepywnic: dpveov | Exc. Const. de nat. an. 1.22 Lambros (= Suda ¢
2556 A.) yopydvoyo 88 gipntal §co Thv TTEpT@Y THY ETppLYyido YeyauymKey DO THY YEVLY, 010¢ £0TIV & Te GeTOC Kai 6 iépad kai kéyypn dAla Te
0 pn wivovto | schol. Aristoph. Av. 302 kopudoc, €Aeds: 6 KOpLAOS Tapd ApLoToTELEL KOPVIWV Afyetar, €l un ETepdg 0TV owkida yap T OvOuoTOL.
0 8¢ éhedig pmote €Aelog éotiv év toig Kodhpdyov (fr. 421 Pf) dvaypaedpevog onot yap: “Erewa pukpov, eovij ayadov”. dvayéypomtor 8¢ Kol 1
VroBupiic kai 6 vépTog kai 6 £puOpdmovg kai 1) TopeLPLg Kot O dpvoy Kol 1 duredic, 589b Holwerda kepyvnidwv: pinote kot év toig Eunpocdev odyi

“kepyviic” YpomTéoV, GAAL GOV T 1 “kepyvnic”, dg Nmpnic. vV yap “kepyvnidov” elmev.

1 xepyvnic T, xepyvic Bekker, xepyviig Holwerda | 1-2 xepyvnic—kepyvh cod. Bekker, kepyviig 8¢ ok avaysypamtor, dAla képyvn Dindorf Dibner
White | 2 kepyvi T2, kapyviy Holwerda | pr. f T°, yap T2 | pr. 82 I'2, om. T' | paiveron T, pépetar dub. Holwerda | 6 postea inser. T | kepyvnic I, kepyvig
acc. om. V| 2-3 kepyvnic—kepyvn om. Bekker Dindorf Dibner | 3 kepyvn T, kepoopn V

The long list that concludes the entrance of the Chorus (Av. 302-304) is a mixture of common bird-names

found frequently throughout Greek literature and mostly easy to identify (like «itta, tpuydv, Kopvddc,

207 See schol. Aristoph. Av. 302 6 8¢ éhedic pimote éeiag £otiv v Toig Kaluéyov (fr. 421 Pf.) dvaypapodpevog ki, 303a Holwerda
Kol yap év toig Kaihdyov (fr. 422 Pf.) dvayéypamton “kéPAn” k.
208 | follow the spelling adopted in Holwerda’ edition (1991, 56).
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neprotepd, iépat, phooa, Kok, kolvpfic, ervn?®), and rather obscure ones, sometimes occurring only in
this Aristophanic passage, such as vmobupic, véptog, €pvBpomovg, KeBANTLPLS, TOPELPIS, KEPYVNG, AUTEALS
and dpvoy?.

The interest of ancient scholars for the names of the Chorus members is well attested in the related
scholiastic material. This evidently relies on the work of a commentator that compared Aristophanes’ list with
two of the most important ornithological works of Greek antiquity, namely Aristotle’s zoological books?* and
Kallimachos’ On birds. In schol. Aristoph. Av. 303a Holwerda, the quotation from Kallimachos’ work
apparently acts as piece of evidence for Symmachos’ statement that the bird-name xefAnmopig should be
considered as two separate words?2, This suggests that Symmachos is in fact the main source of the scholiastic
material on Av. 302-304 (and thus of Didymos’ fragment), although it is more than likely that the commentator
did not have direct access to the Callimachean work, but rather reused the relevant parts quoted by his
predecessor Didymos?3. With regard to the five ornithonyms said by the scholium to have featured in
Kallimachos’ On Birds, each case has to be investigated separately. Firstly, the statement on the mopoupig is
confirmed by a passage from the Learned Banqueters (Ath. 9.388 d-e2!#), where the author is quoted explicitly
in relation to the difference between the mopeupig and the moppupicv. These are identified as two separate
birds, although in all likelihood mopupic is simply a rare poetic variant (attested only in Aristoph. Av. 304 and
in the two fragments by Ibykos [317a-b P.] quoted by Athenaios in the same passage) of the common name
mopeupimv?®®. As far as the kolvupic is concerned, Athenaios’ digression on the vijrran (9.395¢-f2°) includes

a reference to the pukpa koAvpPic?’ that, however, seems to derive from Alexander of Myndos?t8, while at the

209 See Arnott 2007 s. wv.

210 For the items not discussed below, see Arnott 2007 s. vv. Kakridis (1974, 75) underlines that the order in which the birds are
mentioned is not casual, but shows some groupings (small birds, birds of prey, ornythonims relating to the colour red and bird-names
ending in -is).

211 See schol. Aristoph. Av. 302 Holwerda 6 kopvddg mapé Apiototédet kophdwy Aéystan [HA 609a7], &i ui Etepdg ottv' moucila yop
T dvopata.

212 See ibid. uimote oy Ev éoTiv, dALL 500, pNoiv 6 ZOppayoc kai yéap &v toig Kadlpdyov dvayéypanton “kéPAn” Teitapat Eppinmov
Tetpapérpoig [fr. 6 W, test. 8 K.-A.] “kai OspictokAén T1ov mpdvT, 6otig dv kEPAN" mupic TTict dvoudaleto”. dote évOade kai kel
Nuaptnron o v mepi v ypagnv. See also Clausen 1881, 4; Martinez 2001, 56.

213 See Schauenburg 1881, 13. On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its relationship with Didymos’ work, see the Introduction
§ 5.2 (along with frr. 224; 229-231; 237-239; 242-244; 247f.; 252f.). See also Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854, 289; Schnee 1879,
35-46; Schauenburg 1881, 5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40f.; Montana 2003.

24 mopupic. KodAipayog 8 év 1 Iepi dpvibawv (fr. 414 PF.) Sicotévar pnoi mopupiova mopeupidog, idiq kdrepov kataptOpodpevoc:
TNV TPOENV € AapPAvey TOV Topeupinva £V 6KOT® KOTAdLOUEVOVY, Tva un Tig avTov Bedontat. xOpaivel Yap TOVG TPOGLOVTAS QOTOD
Tfj TPo@fi. Thig 8¢ TopPLPidog Kol Apiotopdvng év ‘Opvicty pvnpovevet (304). "IBukog 8¢ (fr. 317a P.) twvag Aaburopeupidag Gvopdlet
S tovteV: “Tod pev metdhowow €n’ dkpotdrtolg ilavoiot mowkilow movélomes, / aioAddelpol Aabumopeupidec kol GAKLOVEG
Tavocintepor”. &v Alolc 88 pnov: “aiel W, & @ike Bupé, Tavimtepog mg ko mopeupic” (fr. 317b P.).

215 See Sommerstein 1987, 218; Dunbar 1995, 253f.; Arnott 2007, 286-288.

26 y\tron. Tovt@v, Bg enotv AAEEavSpog 6 Muvdiog (fr. 1.20 Wellmann), 6 &ppnv peilov kai mowiddtepog. 10 8& Aeydpevov yAavkiov
St TV TOV OppdTOV Xpoav Hikp@ EAATTOV E0TL VATING. TV 6& BOCKASMV KAAOLUEVMV O HEV GppNV KOTAYpoQoS < . .. > VATING.
£xovat 8¢ ol Gppevec od Te kol ELATTOVO T CUHUETPIQ TA POYYN. 1) 0& HKpd KOAVUPIS, ThvTv Edayiotn TV EVOSpmV, PLTOPOUELALVL
THV Yoty Kol O POYY0g OED Exel oKETOV T& TO JUpaTo, TO 88 TOAY KoTadveTaL. ... TfG 88 VATING Kai koAvpPadog, e’ MV Kai o
virecOon kai koAvppav gipntot, pvnpovevet Hetd Kol GAA@v Apvaimv mToAAdY Apioto@dvng v Ayapvedot d1a toutov (875)" “vacaoag,
KOAO100G, drtarydc, polapidagc, / Tpoyikovg, koAdpPovs”. pvnuovedet adtdv kai Kalipoyog &v td Iepi opvéwv (fr. 417 PF.)

217 For the identification of the birds, see Dunbar 1995, 255 and Arnott 2007, 159.

218 See Wellmann 1891 and Arnott 1987.
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end of the same paragraph Kallimachos’ name is linked to the kolvpBdg, on which the poet apparently built a
paretymology for the verb kolvpufaw?®. Moreover, the scholium claims that the Spvoy also had a place in
Kallimachos’ On Birds: the word occurs as ornithonym exclusively in this Aristophanic passage, while the
standard name — provided that the two words actually identify the same bird*® — is dpvokoldmtng
(“woodpecker”, also spelled dpvkordntng in Av. 480 and 979). The only other occurrence of dpvowy as bird-
name is Hesych. 6 2433 C. (6pboy- 6pvedv 11 dtapépov 1o dpvokordmtov), an entry that clearly reflects the
exegetic aim of differentiating the Aristophanic dpvoy from the bird commonly known as dpvokoAdmtng.
Actually, it is not unplausible that the observation on the difference between the two terms goes back to
Kallimachos’ ornithological work. Indeed, his interest in the differentiation of birds and bird-names emerges
clearly by several fragments of his work??, With regard to the dumeric???, the statement of the scholium is
equally unparalleled. The word occurs only in this Aristophanic passage and twice in Pollux (6.52 and 77). Of
particular interest is Poll. 6.5222 where the bird-name is mentioned among others (i.e. népSi&, mepiotepd,
eatta and tpvywv) that were surely included in Kallimachos® work??*: a more or less direct dependence of
Pollux from it cannot be excluded. Finally, according to the scholium, Kallimachos included a xepyvr in his
ornithological collection, against the third declension form transmitted in Av. 304. The spelling ascribed by the
scholium to Kallimachos’ work can hardly be understood as the reading that the scholar found (or even
inserted) in this passage of Birds?®. Indeed, though metrically plausible in 1. 304, the first declension form of
the ornithonym is excluded by the genitives kepyviidog and kepyvndwv, and by the accusative kepyviidag, all
occurring further below in the text of the play??. This had already been observed by some ancient commentator
of Aristophanes, as shown by schol. Aristoph. Av. 589b Holwerda (kepyvnidwv: unmote koi év toig Eumpocbey
ovyl “kepyvNG” ypamtéov, AAAL oUV T@ 1 “kepyvnis”, d¢ Nnpnic). At the same time, it is highly unlikely that
Kallimachos’ ornithological collection completely overlooked the evidence of Birds. Therefore, the scholiastic
evidence is once more to be taken cautiously, without excluding some degree of confusion, due not only to the
possibly indirect use of the treatise On Birds by the source of the annotation, but also to the many other

coexisting spellings of the ornithonym (kéyypn [see below], keyypnic, keyxpng, keyypiing, keyypivng, keyypic)

219 Call. fr. 417 Pf., see Martinez 2001, 56.

220 See Dunbar 1995, 256; Arnott 2007, 64.

221 See frr. 414 (on mopupiev and mopeupic, see above), 416 (Karlipoyog 8 &v 1@ mepi dpviav mg dlapopdg ektideton pdcoay,
TopoArida, Teplotepdy, Tpuydva) and 418 Pf. (KaiAipoyog 8¢ enot §Ho yévn eivar okmmdy kol Tod pév eBéyyecsdat, Todg 88 ob. 510
Kol KoAgIoBaL ToOG PV okdmTag avtdv, Tovg & delokomag giol 8¢ yAavkoi). See also Hellmann 2015, 1245.

222 For the identification of the bird, see Sommerstein 1987, 218; Dunbar 1995, 255; Arnott 2007, 22.

223 ko, KOGGLEOL, GTVISLaL, GAEKTPVLOVEC GAEKTOPISES, TEPSIKES, YEPOAVOL, YFIVEC, VI[TTOL, MEPIOTEPQL, PATTOL, TPLYOVES, TaOL, ATTOYO,
apumeAideg, ag viv dunelmvag kaAodotv, pootovikol dpvifeg.

224 See frr. 415 6 népdiE Eoti pev xePoaiog ... To ot ioTopel koi KadMpoayog év ¢ Iepi dpvéwv and 416 Pf. (above).

225 However, Martinez (2001, 58) considers this as a possibility.

226 See Av. 588f. mpdta pev odTdV TG otvavOac oi mépvomeg ob katédovrar, / GAAS YAavkdy Ady0¢ £1¢ odTOVE Kol Kepyvidmv EmTpiyel,
1335f. od to1 pa TG kepyviidog £t cov oynoopat, / obtwg Opdv og derhov Gvta kai Bpaddv and 1453-1456 aAha mTépov pe toyéot Kol
KoVoIC mTepoic / iépaxog { kepyvi|doc, OC fv Todg E&voug / KoAesdpevog kit éykekAnkag évBadi / kat’ ad nétopo mdA ékeice. See
also Ath. 2.65e &t 10 otpovbdaplov mop’ drloig te kai &1 kai map’ Evpodro (fr. 120 K.-Al): “nepdixio / hape tétrap’ fi kol mévte,
Socvnodag <88> 1pelc, / orpovdapid 0’ olov &vipayeiv, dkavBvALSag, / <kai> Prrtéxovg, omvidio, kepyviidag / T6 T AL Gt dv
Emroyng”.
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attested by several literary texts??’. The fact that three out of five birds ascribed to Kallimachos’ work also
appear in Hesychios’ lexicon (6 2433, « 2370, 3399 C.), strongly suggests that they were mentioned in

Didymos’ hypomnéma and were listed in his Comic Vocabulary?®,

As far as the manuscript transmission is concerned, V and I" offer two different redactions. In particular, T’
has a section on kolvppig, dpvoy and aumelic that is absent in the Venetus. Moreover, T repeats twice the
statement on the absence of the bird-name kepyvnig (and the presence of kepyvy instead) in Kallimachos’ On
Birds??°. The discrepancies might be explained in two ways. On the one hand, the wording of I might have
originated from the conflation of two separate comments, one dealing with mopeupic, kepyvnic, kolvupic,
dpvoy and aumekic, one focused only on kepyvnic and including Didymos’ exegesis (i.e. coinciding with the
material carried by V). On the other hand, T" might have simply misread his model and erroneously copied the
last portion of the preceding schol. Aristoph. Av. 302 Holwerda (avoayéypomtat 8¢ kol 1 vroBopic kot 6 vEpTtog
Kol 0 épuOpdToLE Kal 1 TopPLPIC Kal O dpvoy kai 1 dumeiic) after the section on the kepyvnic, then starting
again with the same bird after the part inserted by mistake in the scholium??,

Aidvpog 82 ToOv kpov iépaxa enowv: the explanation “a small raptor’? clearly depends on Aristoph. Av.
1179-1181, where the ornithonym is mentioned among the iépakeg immoto&oton. Moreover, authors earlier
than Didymos dealt extensively with the identification of the bird and might have represented important
sources for him. In particular, the kéyypn (one of the alternative spellings of the same bird-name) is said by
Avistotle to belong to the yauydvuyot, “with crooked talons™ (i.e. birds of prey, see Aristot. GA 750a, HA
558b, 593b-594a). The same taxonomy can be found at the beginning of the Byzantine zoological collection
of Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos (Exc. Const. de nat. an. 1.22 Lambros), where the xéyypn is listed, along
with the iépa&, within the group of the youydvoya. Since the first and part of the second book of the sylloge
come, in all likelihood, from the epitome of Aristotle’s zoological works compiled by Aristophanes of
Byzantium (as declared in the title?®?), the presence of the same classification of the xéyypn in Aristotle’s

zoological writings and in Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos’ work can be considered to go back to the

227 A complete overview of all the passages is in Arnott 2007, 133.
228 The frequent similarities between Hesychios and the Aristophanic scholia are often due to Didymos’ lexicon on comedy. See
Schmidt 1854, 29-36 and the Introduction § 5.1.
229 In fact, the first instance initially consisted only of the negative statement xepyvnig 8¢ ob, and was later integrated supra lineam
with é\a kepyvn by the first corrector of T, who was evidently comparing the scholium with an alternative redaction, closer to that
preserved by V (on the similarities between the interventions of the first corrector of T" and the scholia carried by V, see Zacher 1888,
551).
230 None of the two reconstructions fits with Holwerda’s two rather arbitrarily posited scholia, namely schol. Aristoph. Av. 304a
nopeupic I': 1 moppupig dvayéypantar, VI kepyvig 8¢ od, T' dAAd xopyvy. I'? (with a misreading of the intervention of I'? that is
clearly kepyvrj and not kapyvny) and schol. Aristoph. Av. 304b koi 1 kolvppig 8¢ @aiveton kai 6 dpvoy kai 1 dumedic. T' kepyvnig 8¢
0oUK avayéypamtot, GAAL Kepyvi]. Aldvpog 8¢ Tov pukpov iEpakd enow. VI
231 The term iépag «is the name given in Aristotle (HA 620a17— b5) and ancient Greek generally to all diurnal raptors smaller than the
larger Eagles and Vultures (i.e. with a length less than about 60 cm) but excepting Kites» (Arnott 2007, 99).
232 A p1otopvong TV AptoTtotéhovg mept (v Emttoun, dnotedévinv éxdoto {Ho kol Tdv Aihavd kai Twodém kai £1époig Tiol mepi
avtdv gipnuévov. See Lambros 1885, V-XX; Berger 2012, 3-9; Zucker 2012; Hellmann 2015, 1248-1251. A detailed analysis of the
text is offered by Zucker 2012.
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Alexandrian scholar, whose epitome might have been among Didymos’ sources as well*3, However, the
closest extant parallel to the exegesis of the grammarian is in fact Ailianos, who — besides alluding to the small
size of the bird (see Ael. NA 13.25) — mentions the kéyypn as @drov iepakmv (see ibid. 2.43) and as yévog
iepakav (see ibid. 12.4). Rather insterestingly, in this last passage Ailianos quotes directly Aristoph. Av. 1178-
1181, thereby implying that, with his list of iépakeg inmoto&otar, the comic playwright might be alluding to
the difficult classification of the several yévn iepékov (see ibid. 12.4 yévn 8¢ iepdxmv mieiova dpa M, Kkoi

Zowkev Vravitteson kai Aptoto@dvng Todto) >4,

233 Didymos might have used Aristotle’s zoological works (either directly or through the epitome of Aristophanes of Byzantium) also
in frr. 2, 227, 241.

234 For an overview of ancient classifications of i&paxec (from Avristotle and Kallimachos to Plinius and Ailianos), see Arnott 2007,
100.
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fr. 229 (= 11 14.26, p. 252 Schmidt)

Subject: identification of the “knife-maker monkey” of Av. 440f.

Source: scholl. Aristoph. Av. 440a-$, 440-441a, 441a Holwerda

fiviep 0 mibnkog RIT tf) yovaukl diéBeto I': Eoppayog Ailcomeiov Adyov 7| T0100TOL TIVOG £01KE
pepvijoBot. VI'M KoaAAiotpatog 6& to600ToV pnotv: €k dinynuatiov Tvog eidkvotal. VIT kai Aidvuog,
0Tl aioypog Tig TNV dYv cuveyd¢ Ti Yovaukl TANKTILONEVOG GLVEDETO €Ml iA@YV pnTe TONTEWY UNTE
tomtecOon pnte Sdrvely ooV eriodvto pite ddvesdar. RVIMLh olov “ov pév ody élkboelg tév

OpYImES®V, 000E Eyd TV TPLY®V”. Eotke 8¢ TTavaitiov kopumoeiv, RVI'Lh

a) Ov kai &v Nnooig (fr. 409 K.-A.) “kataiimov
[ovaitiov  wiOnov”. &vBa kol poyeipov
natpdg. VI mibnkov 8¢ ovtov eime S16 10

TavodPYOoV, LOYOLPOTOOV 08 TOV Hoyoipong

b) 6v kai wifnkov Aéyet d1d TO TavODpyov. Kol
&v Nnooig poysipov matpdg avtoOv Afyst.
Loy opomolov O¢ 1 d¢ payaipag molodvta fj dg

payepov. Lh

épyalopevov RVIT og pdyeipov. koi yap &v

N7ooig poyeipov matpog avtdov enow. VI 1

Kol o0To01 poyapomroldv enow. V

M. V 6 poyonpormotdg P 2 6 TMovaitioc. péyetpog 88 picpoguic fv. VMol Stofdddet 8& odtov mg
KatohoPfovio TV yovaiko £00tod HOtyeLoUEVIV. E5UVaoTEDETO Yap VT’ aVTG HEYAANg odonc.

RVMoI'T*MLh

“(the pact) that the monkey made with the woman”: Symmachos: “he seems to be alluding to an Aesopic
fable or something of the sort”. Kallistratos says this: “(the reference) is drawn from some short tale”.
And Didymos (says) that an ugly-looking man, always fighting with his wife, made a pact in front of
his friends neither to beat nor to be beaten, neither to bite nor to be bitten while making love, something

like “you will not pull at my balls and I will not pull your hair”. He seems to be lampooning Panaitios

whom (he derides) also in the Islands: “leaving whom he also calls monkey for his being

Panaitios, the monkey”. There, he is also son of cunning. And in the Islands he says he is son
a cook. He called him monkey for his being of a cook. “Knife-maker” is either because he
cunning, and knife-maker, the one who works makes knives or because he was a cook.
with knives, because he was a cook. Indeed, in
the Islands he says that he is the son of a cook

or he says he is a knife-maker there as well.

Otherwise. Panaitios was a cook of low stature. He ridicules him for keeping his own unfaithful wife.
Indeed, he was overpowered by her because she was big.
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Aristoph. Av. 438-442 pa 1ov AmOAM® Yo pev ob, / fiv pr Sidbmvtai v’ 0ide Swabnkny éuoi / fjveep 6 nibnkog Tfj yovauki 8160eto, / O poryoupomordg,

e ddrvev tovTovg Eue / unt’ opyined” Elkev Pt OpOTTELY.

Her. Phil. 114 P. peipo& xai peipdkiov 6t drapépet gipnton &v fj mepi 1o yépovtog Kai mpesPutov dapopd (42). viv 8¢ kat” ANV Evvolav
Apiotopdvng (fr. *146 K.-A.) v dvopoociav katétae: gnoi yodv év Ipa (ynpw cod.) T “peipa yépov minktillopévny opkeic pepakio t@” t.
vropvnpatiiopevog Aidvpog (fr. °275 C.-Pr.) 10 dpdpa koi mpocdeig tov otiyov émdéyel 6t peipaé pev Ofv, peipdxiov 8¢ Gppev | Suda & 565 A.
SwOnknv d0bodpeda, fiv diébeto mibnkog f yovouki' dvti 100 cuvOfKNY. aioypog Yap TG TV dytv cuveyds Tif Yovauki dtamAnktilopevog d1€deto €mt
@AV, wiTe TORTEW MTE TOTTEGOOL PHTE SAKVELY, O ADTOV PIAODVTA, pTe SveaBart. olov, oD UEV ovy EMKOGELS TdY OpYIMES®Y, OVSE EY® TOV TPLY@V.
goike 82 Tov Iavaitiov KoPeSEV: O¢ kol &v NHo01g KatoAmady dvoitiov mifnkov. §vla kai poyeipov matpdg eivar Aéyet odtov. midnkoy pév S1d o
TAVODPYOV, LoAIPOTTOLOV 8& TOV payoipaig Epyalopevoy, MG HAyelpov. adTOdey 0BY ENoY odTOV pogatpomotdy. 6 yip Tovaitiog uéyelpog pkpopuTig

V. SaBeAle 8¢ adtdv ApLoToQdvng O¢ Kotahafovia Ty yuvaika adTod HoEvopévy: 5uvacTeEDeTo Yap Vi’ adtiic peydAng obong.

a 1 ante lemma {oOppoyog aicwneiov Adyov} I' | 2 8¢ T', om. V | kai Aidvpog VI, Aidvpog 8¢ M, Aidupodg enot Lh, om. R | 3 aioypdg Tig tiv Syv
VI'M, aioypdg Tic fiv Tii Oy (Sic) R, aioypdg tig fjv 6 IMavaitiog tv Syiv Lh | post cuveydg add. 8¢ Lh | minktilopevoc RVM, Sromdnkmilduevog Lh,
mnowlopevos I' | pilov cett., pilo V | thrtew pte cett., om. M | 4 avtdv cett., om. T' | 5 Tavaitiov bis V | 6 (a) Nijocoig V, Nfjcot I' | 9 (a) post
navodpyov add. etvar R | tov RT, 10 V | poaipong VI, poyaipag R | 13 8& avtov cett., 5& avtod T, tov Hovaitiov Lh | post avtov, add. Hovaitiov tov
payatponodv M | 14 katodaBévra hic RVMGIT3Lh, post yuvaike M | éovtod MeI'T®M (ante yovaixe M), ovtod RVLh | obong RVMIMLAh, odong

HIKPOPUTG a0TOG BV T

After being spared by the Birds who were threatening to Kill him and Euelpides (Av. 336-374), Peisetairos
is finally asked to explain his project. However, in order to protect himself from the risk of further attacks by
the Chorus, the protagonist requires the Birds to make a pact with him, “the pact that the monkey, the knife-
maker, made with his wife”. The obscure reference to the mifnkog poyoupomordg originated several

contradicting interpretations among ancient scholars.

The first redaction of the scholium probably derives from the work of a late compiler, who excerpted
Symmachos’ comment on Av. 440, where both Kallistratos and Didymos were quoted®®®. Instead, the second
redaction, introduced by the usual &AAwg in V, reports only the identification of the ‘“knife-maker monkey”
with Panaitios and therefore might represent the remains of a direct excerpt from Didymos’ hypomnéma (See

below)?3,

Kai Aidvpog, 6t aioypog Tig Tv oy kTA: in order to explain the obscure expression, Didymos gives a loose
paraphrase®’ of Il. 440-442, replacing the monkey with “an ugly man” and interpreting the pact within an
erotic context (ptiobvta), as an agreement between the husband and wife to not hurt each other during
intercourse?®®. The interpretation respects the meaning of the passage: the pact between the ugly man and his

woman mirrors the one that Peisetairos would like to make with the Birds, in that it implies the avoidance of

235 See Schauenburg 1881, 31. On Kallistratos, see Schmidt 1848; Boudreaux 1919, 48-51; Bagordo 1998, 45, 110f.; Montana 2008a-
b; 2015, 127f. and the Introduction § 3.3. On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its relationship with Didymos” work, see the
Introduction § 5.2 (along with frr. 224; 228; 230f.; 237-239; 242-244; 247f.; 252f.). See also Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854,
289; Schnee 1879, 35-46; Schauenburg 1881, 5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40f.; Montana 2003.

236 A similar situation can be surmised for fr. 269 (see below), as convincingly argued by Montana (2017, 215-221).

237 On the concept of ‘close’ and ‘loose’ paraphrase in ancient exegesis and especially in Aristarchos, see Schironi 2018, 76-90.

238 Aristophanes exploits the ambiguity of the three prohibitions (uite Séxvew ... / uqt’ opyined’ ke uit’ dpvtrewv), which are
equally valid in a sexual context as well as in fighting, see Dunbar 1995, 305.
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mutual damage within a positive exchange for both parts (i.e. the couple having intercourse, Peisetairos giving
the Birds the knowledge of their supremacy and the project of a Bird-city, and becoming their leader in
exchange). The scene evoked by the grammarian closely resembles a line from Aristophanes’ Old Age?®,
preserved by Herennios Philon along with Didymos’ comment on it (Her. Phil. 114 P.; Did. fr. °275 C.-Pr.),
seemingly describing a girl in the act of TAinktilecOon a young man’s testicles®®. It seems likely that Didymos

was influenced by this passage of the Old Age in his explanation of the mysterious pact mentioned at Av. 439f.

£owke 0¢ IMavaitiov koposeiv kth: the identification of the komaodoumenos with a specific person might at
first seem to clash with the generic, autoschediastic interpretation (aioypog tig v Sywv) given by the
grammarian. However, because of the cautious tone (8oike ... kopmdeiv) often observed in other Didymean
fragments?*! and given the grammarian’s well-attested interest in the komodoumenoi®®?, it cannot be excluded
that the paraphrastic section and the tentative identification of the knife-maker monkey with Panaitios
coexisted in the original Didymean exegesis, possibly as two mutually excluding options. The identification is
based on the comparison (either direct or mediated through a k6médoumenoi-handbook?*®) with Aristophanes’
Islands. The most immediate trait-d 'union between the two passages was the word nifnkog, designating both
Panaitios in the Islands and the unknown knife-maker in the Birds. However, two more people are called
“monkey” in the preserved Aristophanic plays, i.e. Kleisthenes and Kleigenes®**. Moreover, Phrynichos’
Monotropos — which was produced at the same festival as Birds, as the hypothesis attests®*> — listed four
prominent men on the Athenian scene (Lykeas, Teleas, Peisandros and Exekestides?*®) and called them “big
monkeys”?#’. In the presence of so many figures labelled “monkey”?*8, the tentative choice of identifying the
one in Av. 440 with Panaitios evidently relied also on the second nickname given by Aristophanes, i.e. 6
noyopomoldc>. In a rather far-fetched attempt, Didymos (if this part of the scholium is indeed ascribed to

him, as previously suggested) or another ancient scholar linked the word to the fact that Panaitios, in the

239 Or perhaps from the Anagyros, given the transmitted év yfpw, see Kassel-Austin 1984, 98.

240 On the different attempts at emending this line of the Old Age, see Kassel-Austin 1984, 98.

241 See Clausen 1881, 34f.; Boudreaux 1919, 111 and Did. frr. 227 (above), 230, 237, 267 and 269 (below).

242 See below frr. 237, 245-247, 249, 257, 259, 266, 268 and the Conclusions § 1.3.1.1.

243 Such as the one compiled by Ammonios, which Didymos used directly (see fr. 247 below). See also frr. 237, 257 and the Introduction
§33.

244 PA 8525, PAA 575540 and PA 8488, PAA 575065 respectively. See Ach. 117-121 (xoi toiv pév gdvovyov OV ETepov TovTovi /
gY®d’ 8¢ £ott, KhesBivng 6 ZiPvptiov. / & BepudBoviov mpmktov vpnuéve. / To16vde v, @ mibnke, Tov mdywv’ Eyov / gdvodyog fidv
N\Bec éokevacpévoc;) and Ra. 708-713 (o0 moAvy 008’ 6 mibnkog 0vTog 6 ViV Evoyddv, / Khetyévne 6 pkpoc, / 6 movpdtatog BoAavedg
... | xpovov évdatpiyet).

245 See hyp. A4 Holwerda £8136y0m £ni XoPpiov éipyovtog eig siotv d16 KodMotpdrov, d¢ v devtepog toig "Opvict mpdtog Apenyiog
Kopaotais, tpitog Ppiviyog Movotpoénw. RVEI'MLA

246 See PAA 388087, 610125 (PA 9191), 771270 (PA 11770), 878910 (PA 13500). See also Dunbar 1995, 304; Stama 2014, 152-154.
247 Phryn. fr. 21 K.-A. peyéhovg mOikovg o1d’ Etépoug Tvag Aéyetv, / Avkéav, Teléav, Ieicavdpov, E&nkeotiony. / :: dvopdiovg
ginog mbfovg <...>/ 6 pév e Sehdg, 6 88 kOAaE, 6 8¢ vobog <...>.

248 These are the preserved instances, but the number of people depicted as apes might have been even higher, given the pervasiveness
of the monkey imagery in ancient Comedy (see e.g. McDermott 1935; 1938; Lilja 1980).

249 Two famous Athenian payoipomotoi were Demosthenes, father of the orator Demosthenes (PA 3595, APF 3597, PAA 318615), and
Sophokles’ father Sophillos (PA 12820, PAA 828740). Since the former «certainly died before the end of the archon year 376/5»
(Davies 1971, 126), it cannot be excluded that he was already famous as owner of a knife-factory in 414 BCE. As far as the latter is
concerned, the information comes from Istros (FGrHist 334 F 33), quoted (and dismissed) in the Vita Sophoclis.
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Islands, was said to be the son of a cook?® (or even a cook himself, according to the second version of the
scholium, 6 Tovaitioc. péyepog 8¢ pukpoung nv). This implied giving payoipomoide the unlikely meaning
of “the one who works with knives” (poyopomotov 8¢ tov poayaipoig £pyalopevov g Hayelpov. Kol yap &v
Nfcoig payeipov matpdg avtov enowv)?L. The embarassment of later commentators with regard to this forced
interpretation is made clear by the added segment # kai a6t (SCil. év Nicoig) payoponotdv enotv (only
preserved in V and, less clearly, in Suda). This integrates the preceding statement that “in the Islands
Aristophanes says that Panaitios is the son of a cook” and tries to give an alternative piece of evidence for the
identification of the payapomoidg with Panaitios, by hypothesising that Aristophanes, in the same play

(o166, “calls him knife-maker”.

nayepog 8¢ pkpoguig fv. SraPdarrer 8 ovtov kti: the explanation of the joke given in the second redaction
distinguishes between the characteristics of the mocked figure that are considered historical (and thus the cause
the lampoon, i.e. Panaitios being a cook of low stature) and the actual mockery, signalled by dwafdAXet ... dg
(he was overpowered by his wife, who was bigger than him)?2. Along with kopndém + dg/éni (see frr. 237,
257, 266, 268), dwfdrio + mdc/éni is the standard phrasing used by ancient commentators of comedy to refer
to jokes on specific figures (see frr. 2, 234, 247, 268 below). Both formulations highlight a specific interest in

«the role of the comic poet in presenting a particular satirical image of the komodoumenos»?%,

250 «A type of gibe which in Old Comedy is normally directed at politicians» (Sommerstein 1996, 346 n. 135).
251 See Sommerstein 1987, 225; Dunbar 1995, 304.

252 On the different rephrasings of jokes in k6modoumenoi-scholia, see Chronopoulos 2011.

253 Chronopoulos 2011, 213f. See also Niinlist 2009, 214.
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fr. 230 (= 11 14.27, p. 253 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of the participle BAapdaCovteg in Av. 530

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 530b-a-c-f Holwerda

a) Paudlovtec R: PApalewv kuvpiog 10 TOd b) veotepukn N Aé€g 10 “Pludlewv”. Eott ¢

vroyaotpiov kol Tob otnBovg dmtecton, Omep Kupimg 10 Gmtecfon tod vmoyacTpiov Kol TOD
émoiovv ol tag OpviBag @vodpevolr  olovel
RVIMMg

Baualovieg: avti tod “kokodvies”. RVIEM

ombovg, Omep mowobow ol tag Opvibag

OMPopdle. Aidvpog 8¢ OVOOpEVOL 8PELVAVTEC, £l TaETS £lEV. TOAAAKIG
8¢ kol T Trepd avtdv TidMovotv. Lh

amotiAovaot yap koi kateoBiovoy. RVIT Almg

V étiveotepicn 1) Aé€ig. Kalriotpatog: dvti tod
“ynhogdv”. VMol Eowke 8¢ mhéov T onpaivety,

10 “petd cvvroviag”. VI?

blimazontes: blimazein properly means “to touch
the lower belly and the breast”, which is what
bird buyers used to do. Like thlibomazein.
Didymos: blimazontes in the sense of
“maltreating”, since they pluck them and eat
them up. Otherwise. (The line is signalled)

because the word is modern. Kallistratos: in the

Braudlovieg] TtV OmoyaoTpiwv  TTEPDV

antopevol Kol ynAapdvteg, €l moyeic. Lh

The word blimazein is modern. It properly
means “to touch the lower belly and the breast”,
which is what bird buyers do, checking if they
are fat. Oftentimes they also pluck their feathers

out.

blimazontes] touching the feathers of the lower

sense of “to feel about for”. It seems to mean belly and groping (to check) if they are fat.

something more, “with strength”.

Aristoph. Av. 530 oi 8’ @vodvtat Blpdloveg, Lys. 1163f. tav I[Tokov, / tdonep ndlot dedpeba kai Prpdddopes.

P.Berol. inv. 9965 (MP® 2121.01; LDAB 7028) I. 9 Bre[iu[d]ier Pactéosr ABnvaiot | Luc. Lex. 12 “Mav ékeivov,” v & &yh, “oig Aimva Tov
Kotohyova Kol AakKkooyéav, TOV HipTOVE Kol GXVOTPOKTAY VEaviokov, avaeidvta kol fApdlova, fiv Tva ted@dn kot tdécbwva aictntay, | Erot. fr.
16 Nachmanson &pAaudodn: énticdn, éuokdydn, £0MPN. sipnron 8¢ mopd 1o PAicoety, & €0t pokdrtely, g Aptotoedvg &v "'Opvici gnotv: “eita
LoBovieg molods’ dBpdovg / ot & @vodvrar PAudlovies”. dpoing kai TopokAfic péuvntar tiig AMéEewg &v Iavddpa (fr. 484 R.%) | Harp. x 63 K. (~
Phot. « 784 Th., Suda « 1802 A.) tApdln’ Acivapyog v ¢ émtypagopéve Zovnyopia Aicyivn katd Aewviov (fr. 1X.3 C.): “6tav odv dmoloyodpevog
KMUALY Kod Tapdym Todg vOpovs.” dvri tod maporhivy koi mapatpénn. uimote 8¢ Sl ypdpetv ALy, iv’ 1§ otov OAPY kai frégnton | Tim. Soph. B 8
V. Bapalew: mewpdalev | Hesych. g 710 papalerv: vmobAiBev Tovg paotodg, 741 Brpdalewv: 1o TitBoraPeiv. olovel OABew i Baoctdlewy, kai 0 Tovg
Spvibag €k tdv oBdV mepdlew. Apotopdvng ‘Opvicwy (530), 743 C. Brpdéor Baoctdoar. dtipdoo | Et. Gen. B 146 L.-L. (~ Et. Sym. 127 L.-L.
[B 148 Berger]; Et. M. B 177 L.-L. [200,37-58 G.]; cf. [Zon.] 394,20-26 T.) rpdlewv' 10 trtborafelv, fiyouv t0 ynraedv o otnon kai To0g HooTolg
Kol Katopavidavew T aofj, Grntecbot 8¢ tdv dmoppitov pehdv T@V yuvarkeiov kai dieyeipew tag émbupiog, dg enow Kpativog (fr. 335 K.-A.)" “og

HoAaKOV Ko TépeY 1O XpwTidiov, & Oeoi: / kol yap EBAipalov adtiv, 1} 8 ppoviiley 008 v, hopPévetan 8¢ 1) ASE1C kai &mi ToD Ta Knpio TV HEMCCEHY
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TpUYdv. gipnron 88 mapd 10 AP, 80ev "Opnpog PG, olov kai “dg ToAAfig Atfig Tapactag eriyeton dpovg” (Od. 17.221): od mapdywyov QApALw,
Kol dg eLiPo OAiPo, obtwg EAMPAle PApdln. Pagvog 8¢ kal Zoppoyog mopd T eApdle tod palod éykewévou | Phot. B 168 Pripalev: 10 nepdlew
Kol ynAoedv koi drtecbot 1@V dmoppitmv HEA®Y TOV yovaikeiov kai dieyeipev Tag Embupiag, <dg enot Kpativog (fr. 335 K.-A.)" “@d¢ poraxov kol
Tépev TO YpTidiov, ® Beoi’ kai yip EPAinalov onThv, 1) 8 Eppoviiley 008 Ev>, 169 Brudlev: o Toic xepoi StabAiPetv. kai o Té kmpia OATyon PAicon
Aéyetan, 170 Th. Brpdlev: o exBATyon kai to Tithorafeiv kai ynhopdv. obte Oepexpartng (fr. 232 K.-A.) | Suda B 341 A. frpdlev: kupiong o T0d
vmoyaotpiov Kol Tod otoug drtecBor dmep £moiovv ol tag Spvibag dvovpevor oiovel Ohpalew. ol 8¢ Papdloves, avti 0D Kakodvies. dnotiiiovot
yop kai kateobiovot. Prpale, 1o 10ig yepoi SbAiPewv. kol 10 Ta knpio OAlyor Pricor Aéyetar. kai fApdalmv, drootdlov 0 puéA 100 Knpiov. Kol

Brpdrtropev, ynlaedpev, émbopoduev | schol. Tz. Aristoph. Av. 530 Koster KoAiiotpatog évti 100 ynlaedv: kupiog 8¢ Blpalev to 100

~

vroyaotpiov Kol Tod othovg drtecbot. Aidvpog 6& avti Tod “kpatodvies” AmOTIAMAOLOL Yap Kol kateshiovoy.

1 (a) to cett., om. R | tod cett., om. M | 1-4 (a) kvpioc—OriPopdlewv cett., mut. Mg, qui pergit: ypiitor tfj AéEer Kohiotpatog kai Aidupog | 2 (a) tod
cett., om. M | 2-3 (a) mep—dvovpevor Cett., Todto yép kai ol T Spvig dvovuevol moodowv M | 3 (a) Tag cett., tovg T3(Ald) | 3-4 (a) oiovei OMPoudley
statim cett., add. mrg. V | 4 (a) OABopdlety codd., Ouagew Suda | Paudlovreg cett., BApdley I | 5 (a) koxodvieg RV, kodobvreg cett., koxodv I |
post kaxotvteg Sic pergit M: dAkog 8¢ Tig obte enoiv: 611 “drotidovteg Ta mTepd”’. oltmg dmtnodpevol ésbiovov. | “gig Embopiav Epyouevor” | 7 (a)
avti tod ymhogdy I8 edd., évri tod ynhaedvieg Mg, ymiagdy enoi adt* V, ymiagdv enot avtiv White | 7-9 (a) dti-cvvroviag hic cett., ante Bapdle
3

Peisetairos’ detailed description of the poor life conditions imposed to the Birds by mankind includes a
depiction of the selling of the captured animals at the market, where the customers repeatedly touch them
before choosing the best. The act of feeling the bird before buying it is expressed by the rare papalm, a verb
of obscure meaning and etymology that gained the lasting attention of grammarians from the beginning of the

Hellenistic age to the Byzantine era.

The exegetic material on Av. 530 consists of two scholia, joined by the usual dAAwg in V: in both, an
anonymous commentator gives his own opinion on the problem and quotes an ancient authority, Didymaos in
the first case, Kallistratos in the second®*. Overall, the annotation reports only three of the many ancient
interpretations of PAapalm that can be identified from the available evidence. The oldest explanation of the
verb comes indeed from the papyrus lexicon P.Berol. inv. 9965 (3'-2" cent. BCE)?*®, where the equivalent
given is Baotalom (“to lift up”, possibly “to weigh in the hand”)®®. Kallistratos, instead, interpreted the verb
“in the sense of ‘to feel about for’?’, an explanation that was queried by a later commentator suggesting that
the word “seems to mean something more, ‘with strength’” (ouce 8¢ mAéov T1 onpaively, 10 “uetd cvvtoviag”).

What is more, according to the etymologica®®®, Didymos’ successors Symmachos and Phaeinos’?*® explained

25 This quotation is discussed in Schmidt 1848, 326 n. 51. On Kallistratos in general, see Schmidt 1848; Boudreaux 1919, 48-51;
Bagordo 1998, 45, 110f.; Montana 2008a-b; 2015, 127f. and the Introduction § 3.3.

25 See Ucciardello 2006a, 45-47; 2012, 15-27; Esposito 2012.

256 The interpretation is also found in Hesychios (B 710, 741, 743 C.) and Choiroboskos (De orthogr. p. 184 Cramer).

257 The same verb occurs in Et. Gen. B 146 L.-L., within a more complete explanation of BAipdlwm that entails a sexual meaning based
on a couplet by Kratinos (fr. 335 K.-A.). If we suppose that the wording of the scholium is severely abridged, this exegesis might be
ascribable to Kallistratos.

28 Et. Gen. B 146 L.-L. (~ Et. Sym. p 127 L.-L. [B 148 Berger]; Et. M. § 177 L.-L. [200,37-58 G.]; cf. [Zon.] 394,20-26 T.

259 On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its relationship with Didymos’ work, see the Introduction § 5.2 (along with frr. 224;
228f.; 231; 237-239; 242-244; 247f.; 252f.). See also Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854, 289; Schnee 1879, 35-46; Schauenburg
1881, 5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40f.; Montana 2003. The scanty information available on Phaeinos’ exegetical
activity is summarized by Montana 2015c (see also Rutherford 1905, 36, 433f.; White 1914, Ixviii; Boudreaux 1919, 161-165; Koster
1973; Matthaios 2015, 242f.; 2020, 318f.).
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299

the verb “from ‘flimazein the covered breast™ (moapd 10 eAudlev 1o poalod éykeuévov): they considered
Brudalo as an alternative spelling of the otherwise unattested olupalm, deliberately created by the
grammarians from @Aifw, rare equivalent of the common 6XiBw. The same meaning is implied by the
anonymous explanation at the beginning of the scholium to Av. 530, “to touch the belly and the breast”, but
with a different derivation from 6APopalw, an otherwise unattested compound of OAiBw (“to squeeze™) and

naloc (“breast’)?0,

avti Tod “kokotvreg”: although the participle pludlovteg clearly indicates a specific action performed by
the purchasers at the bird market, the synonym given by Didymos is kaxotvteg (“maltreating’), which, besides
being highly generic, introduces a negative nuance that is completely absent in the verb papalo. This
interpretation has an interesting parallel in Harp. k 63 K., where the otherwise unattested verb kAéln in a
speech by Deinarchos is tentatively emended in papdln, v’ 7 otov OAP kai Pralnton (“blimaze, so that it
means ‘he oppresses and violates’ [scil. the laws]”). The negative meaning implied by the proposed emendation
is close to the one chosen by the grammarian for Av. 530. Moreover, the cautious tone (ufmote ¢ o€l ypapewv
xktA?®t) may hint at a dependence of Harpokration’s entry from a Didymean commentary to Deinarchos
(although a hypomnéma to the orator is not attested for the grammarian??). However, in his comment to this
line of Birds (schol. Tz. Aristoph. Av. 530 Koster), John Tzetzes preserves an alternative reading of Didymos’
interpretation, with kpotodvteg instead of kokobvtec. The secondary meaning of xpatém “to hold in the
hand”?* would be a much more adequate equivalent for Bapélw, given the sense required by the passage of

Birds (see below).

amotillovol yup koi karteoOiovowv: the function of the two verbs is to further explain Didymos’
interpretation, by describing what people normally do to birds after buying them (they “pluck them” and “eat
them up”’). The two terms undoubtedly match xaxodvteg, but may also fit (though with more difficulty) with
Tzetzes’ variant kpatodvteg, in its most generic meaning of “to be superior”, “to prevail”. There can be two
possible interpretations. On the one hand, if the section dmotiAlovotl yap kai kateoBiovow is ascribed to
Didymos, then the unanimously transmitted xaxobvteg has to be taken as the equivalent originally given by
the grammarian for papalovteg in Av. 530. Consequently, Tzetzes” kpatodvteg needs to be considered as a
varia lectio that originated by mechanical or intentional alteration of the scholiastic wording within the

tradition of the Byzantine erudite’s annotation. On the other hand, if the section is not considered a part of

260 |t cannot be excluded that oiovei OABopdey is in fact a misunderstanding of the etymology given by Symmachos and Phaeinos:
the variant oiovei Ohpatew preserved by the Suda may point in this direction. If this were the case, the anonymous section at the
beginning of the annotation (along with the Didymean quotation embedded in it) could be ascribed to Symmachos and/or Phaeinos.
The same interpretation of Blpélm as indicating the act of touching the breast (with and without sexual meaning) can be found e.g. in
Hesych. g 710, 741 C. and Phot. 3 170 Th.

261 See Clausen 1881, 34f.; Boudreaux 1919, 111 and Did. frr. 227, 229 (above), 237, 267 and 269 (below). With regard to pfrote as
evidence for Didymean origin, see Boudreaux 1919, 110-112 and Montana 1996, 30 n. 64.

262 See Braswell 2017, 83f.

263 See e.g. Plu. De fortuna 99D tod¢ 82 naidag xai vmodsichon kai neptPériecOar Siddokopey koi tf de&1d AapBévery Tod Syov Tf &’
aplotepd kpoteiv tov Gptov, Ath. 1.10f tpmbeig dmdAreto, Tt kKpatdv 10 ToTHPLOV, 7.289C 00TOG §” 6 ZELG TOPEVPIV NUPIECHEVOS KOl
GTEPOVOV YPLCODV ETL THG KEQUANG EYOV Kal GKITTPOV KPaT®v Kpnriddg te bodedepévog Teptet petd tod Heiov yopod.
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Didymos’ original comment on the passage, but rather a later attempt at clarifying his explanation, the
alternative reading kpatodvteg may allow further observations. In particular, it cannot be excluded that the
grammarian originally glossed pApalovteg with kpatodvreg, referring to the secondary meaning “to grasp”,
“to hold in the hand”, and that his interpretation was then misunderstood by the scholiasts who intended
Kpatodvteg in the sense of “prevailing” and felt the need to clarify the interpretation, by adding dmotiAAovot

yap kai katesbiovow (and thus facilitating the corruption kpatodvteg > KaKODVTEC).

ot veotepukn M Aé€ig: in the scholiastic jargon, the adjective vewtepucodg specifically refers to post-Homeric
poets?4 and, in this case, the statement is confirmed by the literary evidence, since (apart from the scholiastic
and lexicographic occurrences), the verb ludéle is only found in fifth century drama (besides the passage
from the Birds, see Aristoph. Lys. 1164; Cratin. fr. 335 K.-A. and Soph. fr. 484 R.2)*®® and in Lukianos’
Lexiphanes (12).

£o01ke O TALov TLoNpaive, TO “peTd cvvroviag”: the somewhat obscure sentence comments on Kallistratos’
interpretamentum dvti tod “yniaedv”, which is quoted right before and preceded by the observation on the
modernity of the verb pApalev (see above). Apparently, in quoting Kallistratos, the later commentator wanted
to underline that the action performed by the purchaser described by Peisetairos in Av. 530 was something
more than the proposed “to feel about for”?®®. The generic m\éov T is specified through the phrase peta
ovvtoviag, usually indicating physical effort (especially in medical writings, see e.g. Gal. De diff. puls. 8,669
Kihn molaicpotd te yap ovopdaletor “o@odpd” td HeTd ovvtoviag e duo Kol téyovg yvoueva) or intensity
of sound (see e.g. Aristot. De audib. 800b26, 804b24). If, as hypothesised above, Didymos’ interpretation of
Blpalovteg in Av. 530 was kpatobvieg in the sense of “holding tight in the hand”, this last section (and perhaps
the entire note, with the observation 6t vemtepikn 1 Aé€ic and the quotation from Kallistratos) might be

considered a direct excerpt from his hypomnéma.

264 «Les Nedwrtepot sont [...] des poétes, appartenant a tous les genres et a tout les époques, depuis Hésiode jusqu’a Euphorion — en
d’autres termes, tous le poétes postérieurs a Homere et antérieurs a Aristarque» (Severyns 1928, 42; author’s italics). For the most
complete and still unsurpassed investigation of the words Nedtepot and vewtepucdg in the scholia, see ibid. 31-61. Homeric scholars
could athetise a line if it contained a word considered vemtepuc, see e.g. schol. Ariston. Il. 7.475a [A] dAho1 8’ avdpamddecot <tifevto
8¢ daita Odhetav>: abeteitar, 11 vewtepikn ovopacio tod avdpdrodov and schol. Od. 2.206b1 Pontani Apioto@divng 8¢ DmdrTELE TOV
otiyov, vewtepikov Aéywv dvopa 1O Tiig dpetiic. The adjective also indicates poetic innovations in mythical accounts (see e.g. schol.
Od. 11.300 Dindorf Kdotopo—xai—IToAvdedkea] &t 00 mapadidwoy £k Atog Kdotopa kai [Tolvdedkny, dAL’ éoti vewtepikd tadto,
schol. Aeschyl. Eu. 1a-b Smith tobto yap vewtepikov kai Edpuridetov, schol. Aristoph. Av. 574 Holwerda vewtepikov 10 v Niknv
kai tov "Epota éntepdobar).

265 phot. B 170 Th. attests that the word occurred in Pherekrates as well, but the reference of the comic playwright might have originated
from a confusion with Kpdrng, a widespread corruption of the original Kpartivog (see Et. Gen. 3 146 L.-L. and Et. Sym. 127 L.-L. [B
148 Berger]).
266 The verb ymagdv can describe, for instance, the act of feeling something with the fingers (see Aristot. HA 571a &t & &v 11g
yniaed koi Tpifn toig daxtdloig, T pev otéap Aeiov paivetat, 0 8 Gov tpayw) or of stroking a horse (see Poll. 11.183).
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fr. 231 (= 11 14.28, p. 253 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of the expression toictv £pdot chveouev in Aristoph. Av. 704

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 704a-p Holwerda

a) kai toiow épdot REI: Zoppoog: 61010 T00¢
épaotac Opvibag evyeveilc yopileoBar ToOlC
gpmpévolg. Aidvpog 0¢° émel M oittn kol & T
totovtov dpveov de€ld TPoOg EpmTag PaiveTar
“Sy®d pév, O Agvkune, deEu| ottt (adesp. ia.
52 W.2 = Hippon. fr. 192 D.). RVEI'M

“and with the lovers”: Symmachos: because
lovers give high-bred birds to the beloved.

Didymos: because the nuthatch and similar birds

b) 610 10 ToV¢ €pactag dpvibag £Dyevelg 100vaL
T01¢ épmpévolg 0e€lovg Tpog Epwrta, oila 1 oit

70 &pveov. Lh

Because lovers give high-bred birds to the
beloved, birds that are favourable to love, for

instance the bird (called) nuthatch.

seem to be favourable (omens) for love
encounters: “I, Leukippos, the nuthatch to the
right”.

Avristoph. Av. 703f. & 8’ éopév "Epwtog / modloig dijlov: netdpecsdd te yop Kai Tolov £pdot GUVEGHEV.

Suda a 643 A. el T0ig Epdotv cuvesHeV: AploToavng Ttept Opvibmv. dud 10 Tovg Epaoctig SpviBug vyevels yapileoBon toig Epmpévols. kai 1y oittn 8¢
Kod & TL To10DTOV Bpveov deE1d TPOG TOVG EpTaC PAivETOL “EY0 pév, ® Asvkinmn, defid ottt (adesp. ia. 52 W.2 = Hippon. fr. 192 D.). | viv oipat

Aeyopévn orTdpic.

1 () xai toiow E, xai yap toiow I, kai toig R | Topuayog statim cett., postea add. E | w0 EI?M, om. RVT | 4 (@) ¢aivetar RVEI?M, kotagaivetor I' |
5 (a) @ Aevkunne Bentley recc. edd. pl., d¢ Aevkinam codd. (AevkinnV) Bekker | s&m RVEI?M, om. I

Galvanised by Peisetairos’ narration of their lost greatness (Av. 466-538) and by the project of building a
city in the sky (550-638), the Chorus presents the audience with a new bird-centered cosmogony and theogony.
The account ends with the Birds stating that they are sons of Eros (703f. &g 6’ éopév "Epmtog / molroig dfjhov),
on the basis of the common feature of being winged and the traditional association with lovers (704 netopsctd
1e yOp xai Toiow épdol ovveouev)?®’. The second reason adduced by the Chorus brought about different

explanations in ancient scholarship.

267 plenty of iconographic attestations show Eros with different kinds of birds, like swans, ducks, geese, cocks and doves, see e.g.
Hermary-Cassimatis-VVollkommer 1987, 870-872.
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The annotation on Av. 704 preserves the interpretations of Symmachos and Didymos, the former probably
quoting the latter in his hypomnéma®®®. Symmachos’ explanation relies on the immediately following lines,

where the Birds state that many adult lovers manage to seduce reluctant young boys by giving them birds?°.

£nel 1) oittn Kol &l TL Towovtov dpveov kth: Didymos’ explanation of the expression “we keep company with
lovers™?"° revolves around the idea that the flight of birds is propitious for love encounters?*. This concept is
found in two very similar iambic passages: one is the anonymous line quoted by the grammarian (adesp. ia.
52 W.2) where the favourable bird is the nuthatch?2, the other is a couplet by Hipponax (fr. 16 W.2 = fr. 23 D.
Eym 8¢ de&idt mop’ Apnmv / kvepaiog EAOmV *poidiin katnuiicOny), where the same role is played by the
heron. This last fragment, depicting an encounter between the poet and Arete, is interpreted by modern critics
as a parody of the omen faustum accompanying Odysseus and Diomedes in 1l. 10.274f. (toict 8¢ Se&1Ov Nkev
gpod1ov &yyvg 6doio / TTodddg Adnvain)?™, and the same interpretation can be extended to the anonymous line
quoted by Didymos (adesp. ia. 52 W.?), which is indeed ascribed to Hipponax in Degani’s edition (fr. 192).
The ascription is further confirmed by the similarity with a sentence pronounced by the fictitious Hipponax in
Call. fr. 191,56 Pf. (ebpev & 6 IIpovcéinvo[c] aicim ottty / &v tod Awdvpéog tov yép[o]via kavim)?™. The
comparison with the description of the night encounter with Arete allows to suppose that the line quoted by
Didymos also came from a similar romantic context, but a homoerotic one (as shown by the vocative Aévkinrne)
and therefore closer to the scene evoked in Av. 704-707. It has to be noted that, despite only quoting the line
regarding the nuthatch, Didymos states that “a similar bird” was also propitious to love encounters. Given the
similarity between the two iambic fragments discussed above, the grammarian’s wording €nel 1) 6ittn Kol €0 Tt
to100t0V dpveov de€la Tpog Epwtog paivetar might be interpreted in two ways: either Didymos, while quoting
the line on the nuthatch, had an unclear recollection of the parallel passage on the heron and simply alluded to
it by saying that “a similar bird” had the same propitiatory role, or his comment originally included both iambic
passages but was later epitomized and rephrased, with the reference to the heron being reduced to “a similar
bird” (although the two species are anything but similar?”®). Regardless, the grammarian’s interpretation seems

overcomplicated and probably reflects a conscious effort to display his erudition.

268 See Schauenburg 1881, 31. On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its relationship with Didymos’ work, see the Introduction
§ 5.2 (along with frr. 224; 228-230; 237-239; 242-244; 247f.; 252f.). See also Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854, 289; Schnee 1879,
35-46; Schauenburg 1881, 5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40f.; Montana 2003.
269 Ay, 705-707 moAlolg 88 kododg GmopmpokdTag maidag mpdg téppacty dpag / S v ioxdv Ty Huetépoy Siepnpioay Gvipeg
épaotai, / 6 pev dptuya dovg, 0 8¢ mopeupimv’, 6 3¢ xijv’, 6 6¢ Iepowcov dpvv. For the iconographic evidence, see Dover 2004, 92.
270 The line probably plays on the frequently attested sexual meaning of the verb cOveyu (perhaps an allusion to Zeus’ bird
transformations in the myths of Leda/Nemesis [swan] and Asterie [eagle] is implied).
271 The Chorus discusses the augural role of birds in Av. 716-722.
272 See Arnott 2007, 314. The dative de&if) ity is easily restored through comparison with Hippon. fr. 16 W.2 = fr. 23 D.
273 See e.g. Degani 1984, 48; 2007, 89.
274 \With regard to the role of Hipponax in Kallimachos’ first iambus, see Degani 1984, 44-50; Cozzoli 1996; Kerkhecker 1999, 11-48;
Acosta-Hughes 2002, 21-59.
275 On the épp&19¢ see Arnott 2007, 73-76.
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fr. 232 (= 11 14.29, p. 253 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of the adjective Aoyuaia and the identity of the addressee in Aristoph. Av. 737

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 737fa-fp-e Holwerda

a) Mobdoo Aoyuaio] v £avtdv Aéysr olov b) Motoa Aoyuaia] v Eavtdv Aéyet, €nel &v
“Aoypida”. Aldvpog AT EyKeEKPVUUEVOL €V TAIG Aoyuang eimbacty Qovelv kekpuppévol. kol
Moyuoug eovelv eindacty. VEI™? todTo oD gipnuévov dpvéon 1 Tijg dndovog. Lh

Mg, V péhog @ <oi> dpvifec oikeimg Aoyuaiov Modoav karodot. d1é pécov o Tfig ewviig pipmua
KOAGC Emuiyvoot o g Opvideiog. 61t 8¢ 1o £EfC obTmc “Modoa Aoypoia wotkiAn, ued’ fig £yd vopoug

igpovg avoeaivo”. RVEI'M

(“Muse of the bushes”): the Chorus mean their (“Muse of the bushes™): the Chorus mean their
own (Muse), in the sense of lochmis. Didymos: own (Muse), because they are used to utter
because they are used to utter their cries while their cries while hidden in the bushes
hidden in the bushes (lochmai). (lochmai). And this is typical of the said bird,

that is the nightingale.

Otherwise. Song with which <the> birds naturally invoke the Muse as “of the bushes”. The imitation of
the voice of the birds is well mixed in the middle. And so it goes on: “Muse of the bushes, intricate, with

whom I bring forth sacred melodies”.

Ar. Av. 737 Moboa hoyuaia.
Suda & 714 A. hoyuaio podoa: 1 tdv Opvibov. dykekpoppévol yop &v taig Adypong eidbact povelv.

1-3 () in marg. int. E, gl. 2| 1 (@) ante i, mpog v émdova. I | 1-2 (a) olov hoyuide om. Bekker | 4 ante péhog, évti 1o add. R | @ <oi> scripsi, dg
codd. edd. | 8pvifeg T, dpvibwv REI? Bekker Rutherford Holwerda, dpviboc VM Dindorf Dilbner White | oikeing—kaiodor om. Rutherford | xahodot
codd. edd. cett., xalovodv Holwerda | 5 kahdg Holwerda, kot codd. Bekker | o cett., 1@ E Bekker | opviBeiag Holwerda coll. scholl. ad Av. 744,

avBponeiog codd. Bekker | 6 avagaive cett., om. E

The ode that opens the second part of the parabatic section (Av. 737-800) begins with a hymn-like

invocation to the Muse?’®, who is defined with the otherwise unattested adjective Aoyuoio, “of the bushes”.

The scholiastic material, in spite of some textual difficulties (see below), allows to reconstruct the ancient

debate concerning the apostrophe in Av. 737. This did not only concern the meaning of the hapax Aoyuaio, but

276 The same happens in Ach. 665-675; Pax 775-780, Ra. 674-685.
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also focused on the addressee, identifiable either as the Nightingale (on scene since |. 666 and object of the

kommation in Il. 677-684) or with an actual divine Muse inspiring the song of the Chorus?”’.

v Eavt®v Aéyer: the phrasing v éovtdv (scil. Moboav) clearly identifies the Motca Loypaio with an actual
divine Muse inspiring the Birds, in opposition to the Nightingale on stage, which some scholars believed was
the addressee of the invocation: the Nightingale is indeed mentioned both at the beginning of the redaction of

I'? (mpog v émd6va) and at the end of the one of Lh (xoi todto tod gipnuévov dpvéov i tiig mdovog).

olov “Aoypida”: there are no other known occurrences of the word Aoyuic except for this one, which might
have originated from an erroneous recollection of the rare adjective Loyog, -a, -ov, equivalent in meaning to
the Aristophanic hapax Aoyuaiog, -o, -ov and only found twice in Greek literature: one occurrence is in an
epigram by Agathias, where the word describes the animal offered to Pan vAopdatng (AP 6.32 = 62 Viansino),

the other comes from a pseudo-Lucianic work ([Luc.] Philopatr. 10).

Aidopog: 611 éykekpoppévor év taic Aoymong kth: the participle éykekpvpuévolr might indicate the
grammarian’s awareness of the correct etymology of Adyun, i.e. from Aoyog < Aéyeton (“hideout”, but also
“childbed”)?’®. The plural subject of éykexpoppévor ... poveiv eibddacty cannot be identified with certainty.
On the one hand, the preceding v £avt@v ktA could suggests that Didymos explained the adjective Loyuaia
with the behaviour of all birds who sing in the woods, and therefore believed the apostrophe to be addressed
to the divine Muse of the birds. However, the clear association between the Nightingale and the Aoyun
underlined by Aristophanes in Av. 202-204 (dgvpi yap gupag avtika pad’ gig v Adyuny, / érnert’ dveyeipag
™V Euny dmdova, / kododuev adtovg) and 206-208 (& eiltat’ dpvidmv ob, pf vov Eotadi / dAN, dvtiBold
o’, &y’ &g thyot’ gig v Aoyuny / giofaive kavéysipe v andova), and recognised by the anonymous schol.
Aristoph. Av. 222¢ Holwerda (“odiel”: todto Ttopemyéypantal dnAodv, dtt pupeitai tig v dnddva mg £t

gvdov odoav v i Adyun), might hint at a possibly lost subject ai dnd6vec (with an original éykekpoupévar).

ci®0aowv: the verb has several meanings in the scholiastic jargon and occurs twice more in the Aristophanic
scholia along with Didymos’ name (see below frr. 243, 270). Besides signalling specific lexical usages and
linguistic/grammatical features?’, it often introduces simplistic, generalized statements based on the content
of the passage: from moralizing explanations of proverbs?? to observations on cults, habits (including animal

habits, as in the present scholium) and institutions?! (see also Ninlist 2009, 11).

217 See Dunbar 1995, 462.

278 See GEW 111; DELG 634; EDG 852f.

279 See e.g. schol. Aristoph. Ach. 114a Wilson &AAwg: NABing kol potoing ... oi 8& Attikoi eimBoct tpostidévor THv TV, Ayovieg
mvaAiimg, schol. Aeschyl. Pr. 592b “Hpg otuyntog: did tov (fjov. 1o 8¢ idiopa Attikdv: eidbact yap €keivol Ta €ig ) AMjyovta Onivka
810 10D og Expépetv, schol. Dem. 2.42 péyog noéRdn] eibbacty oi Attikol porappave &v cuvtaéeot kai dvti tod pépoug Adyev o
v ... domep kavtadOa ‘péyog noENON’: ot yap dvti Tod ‘€yéveto péyag’.

280 See e.g. schol. Aristoph. Ach. 638c Wilson mopd thv mopotpioy 10 “3n° Skpav oviyov” Enaitev odtog “3n° dxpav Tdv muyidiov”
ginav. ... eilobaot yap ol ahaloves €n” dkpav Oviywv Padilev KTA.

281 See e.g. schol. Aristoph. Ach. 22b Wilson gid0act §bo vmnpéton keypiouévov oyoviov widte fiyovy Paupatt kokkive éktetvety Sio
TG dyopds kai Tov dxhov Subkewv eig v ékkinciav, Og enot kai [TAdtov 6 kopkos “6cot 8¢ €xpilovto e&étvov Inpiav”, EQ. 755a
donep Eumodilov ioyxadag] Zoppayog oVTOG Amo TV HEMOOOV 1) LeTapopd. idBact yop ol pelocovpyol ioyAdag CLYKEKOUUEVOG
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néhog @ <oi> dpviBeg oikeimg Aoypaiav Moboav kuroveur: the adverb oikeimg stresses that the invocation
of the Muse as Aoyuaia corresponds to the Birds’ “nature”. The emendation of the unanimously transmitted
oc in @ <oi> restores the sentence to its role of summary of 1l. 737-757. Previous editors had accepted the
plural genitive 6pvibwv of REI'?and either divided the text with interpunction? (“song as of birds. Naturally
they invoke the Muse as ‘of the bushes’”) or emended koAodot in kodovo@®v?® (“song as of birds naturally

invoking the Muse as ‘of the bushes’”), in both cases with unconvincing results.

pintew taig pedicog, schol. Apoll. Rhod. 2.132-4¢ kanv® tvgdpevat: ... gidbBact 8¢ kamnvilew kévolov: dpipdg yap péAota O Tavtng
Kamvoc.

282 See Bekker 1829b, 247; Dindorf 1838c, 207; Dibner 1842, 226; White 1914, 140.

283 See Holwerda 1991, 116.
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fr. 2 (= 11 14.30, p. 253 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of the verb éxnepdikicon in Av. 768

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 768b-c-d-e Holwerda

gxmepdikicat: 610 To mépdika, adTov (SCil. Tov Teioiov) yevéohar. gipnton 6€ 4o 10D tovg népdikag VEID

katoAopPovopévovg v AvBportmv punyovacOol towdtny cotnpioy. Aaufavovteg yap KApen Toig

TOGLV VITIOVG E0LTOVG PITTOVGL, KOl 0VTMG EXKOAVTTOVGT Kol EkikAivovoty. RVED

a) dMwc. VIE avti 100 “puyeiv’. VEI'M
dwparrier o6& (scil. tov Tlewiov) g
KOTEYVOOUEVOV €L TPodoGig Kol QLY
puwbévta (ad 766). ol 6¢ TEPSIKEG TAVODPYOL
6vteg e0YEPDG 510018pAGKOVGL TOVG BnpevTag
VEI' moAldxkig Umrtior  yevopevolr Kol
gmparlovieg £ovtoic kapen. EI? gnoiv ovv
Ot kol mop’ MUAV yevopevog dvvatol TaAY
puygiv. VEI'® 8AAwg. E4ymv Tovg vEosG0vE O
wEPOLE €ig katovouny Emav dvOpwmov 1o,
ovpiler ol 6¢ vmtiovg €avtovg TIBEUOY, OC
unde ynhaedvtd tvo. Emyvévar. eito OAiyov
poeAbovVTog 10D AvOpog mhAtv cuvpiler o
matp. ol 8¢ é&imtaviol Todto OVV doTl TO
gknepdikicar. VEIM 8Mog. Aidvpog &v td
[epi depbopuiog Aé€emg obtmg €mav 10n TOV
Onpevtv M 7wEPSIE, TpokaAvdeiTol odTOD
EMOTOUEVN TPOG EAVTNV. OG O YivETOL TEPL TO
dypedoor odTv, ol veoosoi pevyovsty: eital
Kol oot 0dpdco HOTEPOV ADTOVG GLVAYEL

VET
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b) éxeuyeiv. dia Tod ékmepdikicon 8¢ doPariet
tovtov (scil. tov Telsiov) g kateyvmouévov
€mi Tpodooig kai ey {nuwbévta (ad 766). ot
Yop TmEPOIKEG Tavodpyor Gviec  €DXEPDG
Sddpdiokovst Tovg Onpevtds. MOALAKLS Yap
Urtior yevopevolr kol EmiPailovieg £0ntolg
Kapen AavOdavovot. Aidvpog 3¢ enoty 6t Emav
idn tov Onpevtiv 1 mEPSIE, TPOKVLAVIETTOL
a0TOD EMOTOWUEVT TTPOG EAVTNV. 0 O yivetal
mepl 10 Aypedoar avTV Kol oi veooooi
QevyoLsY: €ito Ko oMt S1adpdco GuVAyEL

TOVTOVG TPOG Eovtnv. Lh



ekperdikisai: because (the son of Peisias) is a partridge (perdix). (The verb) comes from the fact that the

partridges, when they are caught by men, contrive the following way of safety. Taking twigs with their

paws, they throw themselves on their back and so they cover up and avoid (the danger).

Otherwise. In the sense of “to flee”. He mocks
him for being convicted of treason and
punished with the exile. The partridges, being
cunning, escape easily from the hunters, often
by laying on their back and throwing twigs on
themselves. Therefore he means: “being
among us he can flee again”. Otherwise.
Leading the nestlings to the pasture, the
partridge, when he sees a man, makes a sound.
They lay on their back so that nobody notices
(them), not even by touching (them). Then,

when the man has gone further away, the father

“to run away”. With the verb ekperdikisai he
mocks him for being convicted of treason and
punished with the exile. Indeed, the partridges,
being cunning, escape easily the hunters,
because they often escape their notice by
laying on their backs and throwing twigs on
themselves. Didymos says that when the
partridge sees the hunter, he falls before him,
drawing attention onto himself. The hunter is
about to seize him and the nestlings run away.
Later the partridge, after escaping, summons

them up to himself.

makes another sound and the nestlings fly
away. This is the act of ekperdikizein.
Otherwise. Didymos, in the work On the wrong
interpretation of words, says the following: “if
he sees the hunter, the partridge falls before
him, drawing the attention onto himself. When
the hunter is about to seize him, the nestlings
run away. Later, the partridge, after escaping,

summons them up”.

Aristoph. Av. 766-768 €18’ 6 Ileisiov mpododvar Toig dripolg Tag mokag / Povretar, TépdE yevéshHm, T0D Tatpds vedtTiov: / dg map’ NUiv 00dEv aicypdv

£0Tv €kmepdiKiont.

Aristot. HA 613b18-21 Stav 8¢ Tig Bnpedn TePUTEGOY Tii VEOTTId, TpokvAVSETToL 1) TEPSIE ToD Bnpedovog ¢ EmiAnmrog ovow, Kol momitol Og
Anyopevov £¢° Eavtiy, Eog Gv dadphon T@V veottdv Ekaotog petd 8¢ Tadta dvantdoa avt dvakodeitol tdhw | Ath. 9.389a gnoi §” Apiototédng
nept 100 (pov tade (fr. 346 Rose, 256 Gigon): ‘6 mépdiE éoti pev xepooiog, oydavomovs, (f 8¢ £tn meviekaideka, 1 8¢ ONAewn kai mAgiova.
TOAVYPOVIDTEPQ YAP &V TOIG OPVIGL TV Gppévmv Ta ONAea. Enmalet d¢ kol EkTpépet kobdmep 1 dhektopis. Stav 8¢ yv@ 6Tl Onpevetar, Tpoelbav Tiig
VEOTTLAG KVAVSETTOn mapdt T GicéAn 10D Onpedovtog, EAmido Eumotdv Tod cLAANEBHcEsHAL, EEomatd Te Emg v AMOTT®GY 0i VEOTTON" £lTal Kol adTdg
&€imtatat. éoti 8¢ 10 {Pov kakonOeg kai Tavodpyov, £TL 8¢ dppodiciactcdv | Orig. in lerem. hom. 17.1 éri 10 Swofonrov {Rnpa EnAoBopey idelv tig
£0TIV O TEPSIE, TEPL 0D VOV POV 1| Yol “Epdvnoe TEPSIE, cuviyayey & ovk Eteke ... (Je 17.11F.). ék 0¥ mepi pvoemg (v Sel avalaPsiv Tiva
iotopnTon TEpi Tod TEPSUKOG, tval €id0TES TA TTEPL TO LDOV €ldMILEV TOTEPOV £ML KPEiTTOVOS TALNL <OET> VOV Aeyopevov TOV TEpSKa Tj £ml yeipovoc. Aéyetan
M 10 {Pov elvan kakonBésTatov Kai SO0V Kol mavodpyov, Kai dmotdv PovAopevov Todg Bnpedoviag Koi TOALAKIG KVAIOUEVOV TEpi TOVS TOS0G TOD
Onpevovtog, tva avTOV TEPIoTdcT MG £YYLG OV TO (POV TPOG TO UM TKEW £l TV koAb, Kol fvika v 6ToydonTon TEPIEGTAKEVOL TOV ONPEVTIY KOl TO

veoooio mepevyéval, Tote kol antog dintotat | Ael. NA 3.16 £av 6¢ népdi& 1o Tva mpooiovta kai Emovievovto Kol avtd Koi 10l Ppépeoty, Eviadbo
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a0TOG eV EQVTOV TTPO TMV oMV KLAiEL TOV TOD Onpatod, Kol Eviidwoty EAtida tod dOvachat culhofelv eilodievov. kai O pév EmkimTet €ig v dypav,
0 8¢ &€elitter Savtov' Kai Stadidphoket kai yiveton mpd 630D Tot Bpéen. dmep 0bV cuvvorcag 6 mépSIE, Bappdv idN Tiig doyoriog THg pataiog AmoAldTTEL
1OV 0pvIBoBfpav GvamTéc, Kai Todg veoTTodE KoTaAoPdv Koi £4cag TOV Bvpa KeynvoTa. eito év adeiq 1 pimp yevouévn kai &v koAd otdca Té Ppéen

KOAEL 01 0& aVTH] TPOGTETOVTUL YVOPICAVTEG TO POVNLLOL.

1 tovg VEI®, om. T' | 2 xararapfBovopévovg—totovtnyv VET, kotohapBavopsvol Vrid tév dvopodrov pmyovéviot odto v R | Aappavovieg RVELS,
LopBavovot T | yap cett., om. R | 3 dkxAivovot cett., &ykhivovst I | 4 (@) édhog VI, gic 10 avto E | 5 (a) g cett., koi I'| 12 (&) puysiv V, @ebdyewy EI° |
Mg VEI®, kol yép M | Todg veoooovg hic VEI®, post népdié M | 14 (a) tiféactv M, tibgiowv VEI? | 15 (@) post sita, {npo} E | 15-16 (a) OAiyov—
avdpog VEI®, momaper@ovieg (sic) M | 16-17 () 6 matip VELS, om. M | oi 8¢ VEI®, xai M | 17 (@) é&intaviar ET®M, énntatar V | 18 (a) éAAag V,

gi¢ 10 avto ET?| 21 (a) émionwpévn B, émonopévag V | 22 (a) veooooi VE, veottoi I'® | 23 (a) Swadpdca EIC, Stadpico V

The epirrhema — consisting in the invitation to the audience to join the City of the Birds and enjoy the
freedoms it offers (Av. 753-768) — ends with a reference to “the son of Peisias™?, He is the addressee to whom
the Chorus give an unclear piece of advice (767f. tépdi& yevéobw, T0d ToTpog vedttiov: / (¢ TTap’ MUV 0VdEY
aioypdv éotv Ekmepdikicar) involving a pun between wépdiE (“partridge™) and the hapax ékmepdikicon (“to

run away like a partridge”)?®.

The annotation dealing with the verb éxrepdicicon results from the compilation of four comments, separated
from one another by the adverb &\Amg. All four notes focus the interpretation on the defensive behaviour of
the partridge in the presence of hunters?. However, while the first two state that the animal copes with the
danger by making itself invisible with the aid of twigs, the remaining two sections present different versions
of this explanation. Namely, according to the third anonymous exegesis, it is not the adult partridge that
deliberately falls to the ground but the young chicks, obeying the signal given by the parent. Finally, Didymos’

explanation gives a fourth variant of the account.

Aidvpog év T@ Tlepi drepBopuiog AéEemg ovTmg: the scholium to Av. 768 is one of the two cases in all the
scholia to Aristophanes in which the Didymean material quoted is explicitly said to derive from a non-
hypomnématic work (the only other example being fr. °3 C.-Pr., from the work I7epi diapopac AéCewv, On the
different meaning of words). What is more, the scholium preserves one of the two extant quotations from
Didymos’ Ilepi diepbopuiag lééews. The other fragment (Did. fr. °1 C.-Pr.), concerning the substantive
mapowyic in Pherecr. fr. 157 K.-A., comes from Ath. 9.368b, where the work is referred to with a slightly
different title, i.e. I1epi mapepOopviac Aécewc®®’. As can be expected from the exiguity of the evidence, what is
known about the treatise is very little. Along with the already mentioned I7epi diopopdc Aééewv, the Tlepi

284 \With regard to the debated identification of the mocked character, see e.g. Dunbar 1995, 473f.
285 See also the gloss in VEIT3M édmodpavar. dmd tiig Tod mépdikog movovpyiog (schol. Aristoph. Av. 768ac). The most effective
translations of the wordplay give up the correct equivalent of the Greek ornithonym in favour of other bird-names (an example could
be “let him become a duck, a chick of his father, since among us it is not shameful to duck the danger”. See also e.g. Mastromarco-
Totaro 2006, 199: «si faccia quaglia, degno pulcino di suo padre: ché presso di noi non ¢’¢ nulla di male a... squagliarsela»).
286 For an overview, see Arnott 2007, 254-256. Similar defensive behaviour was observed by Greek writers also for the quail (see ibid.
237).
27 rapd @ 1oV Xelpova 8¢ temomrott 1oV gig Pepekpdny dvapepduevoy (fr. 157 K.-A.) éni idvopatog 1| mapowyic keitat koi ody,
¢ Aidvpog &v 1@ Iepi mapepopuiag Aéewg (fr. °1 C.-Pr.), €ni tob dyyeiov.

65



rapepBopviag (Or diepBopviog) Aécews belongs to the group of lexicographical writings ascribed to the
grammarian, which includes four more titles, namely Iepi dropovuévig Aécews, Aééic pomin, Aééig kwpukin
and Aé&ic tpayuc®®. Despite looking similar, these titles imply inherently different meanings of the word
Aé€wc: firstly, the collective singular in Aééic wpomikiy, Aééic kowparn and Aééic tpoyiks, indicating the “diction”,
i.e. the set of words and expressions that are typical of a specific style or genre; secondly, the concrete plural
in Iepi drapopag Lécewv; thirdly, the less clear singular of ITepi dmopovuévig Aécews and Iepi mopepBbopviog
(or diepbopviog) Aélews. For these last two titles, the best interpretation of A& seems to be the first. If this
assumption is correct, the two works dealt respectively with a set of words that the grammarian considered
“puzzling” (dmopovpévn) and “corrupt” (tapepbopvio/diepbopuia).

The nature of the “corruption” of the words collected by the grammarian is rather difficult to determine:
according to the examples of grammatical usages of @Beipewv, Topagbsipsiv, dropbeipewv (and related words)
listed by Schmidt (1854, 15-19), the Didymean writing should have dealt with words that had undergone
phonetic alterations over time. This hypothesis cannot be ruled out, but surely does not match with the two
surviving fragments of the work, which show no references (either in Didymos’ ipsissima verba or in their
guotation contexts) to any sort of formal ‘corruption’ (see Braswell 2017, 41). Similarly, Braswell’s statement
(ibid.) that «in both cases Didymos is treating the use of a word in what he considered the wrong sense» (i.e.
that the grammarian criticised the use of éxnepdicicar in Aristoph. Av. 768 and the use of mapowyic in the
Cheiron ascribed to Pherekrates) does not find support in the two fragments. In fact, the two fragments on
gxmepdikicon and mapowyic might be better understood if the participle in the title of the work had a different
meaning than the one assumed by Schmidt (1854, 15f., followed by Cohn 1903a, 464f.) and Braswell (2017,
41). In particular, rather than phonetic or semantic, the ‘corruption’ suffered by the words collected in the I7epi
ropepbopviog (Vel diepbopuiag) Lécecws was probably an interpretative one, i.e. the real meaning of the terms
had been obscured by the wrong interpretations of Didymos’ predecessors. The verb napagbeipo is used
exactly in this sense in schol. Hrd.|Choer.(?) Il. 1.493a [A] dote éav Bednon 6 ApicTopyoc AVUYIVOOKELY
L,OTEN g MAadn, TpdTOV TV Ui 0DV YPTicty Tapd T@ TOMTH TOPOARYETAL, SEVTEPOV TO GNUAVOLEVOY
nopagBeiper (“Therefore, if Aristarchos wants to read otedn like dniady, firstly he admits a usage that is not
present in the poet and secondly he falsifies the meaning”).

That Didymos rectified the interpretations of his forerunners only in this work is highly unlikely. On the

contrary, words like ékmepdixicar and mapoyic presumably were discussed both in the hypomnémata to the

28 Djd. frr. °4, °5, 6-38 and °39-*49 C.-Pr. See Schmidt 1854, 15-111; Montana 2015a, 175f.; 2020, 250f.; Braswell 2017, 42-46;
Coward-Prodi (forthc.). Overall, of these six writings no more than seven sure fragments are still extant: two come from Harpokration’s
Lexicon of the then orators (Did. fr. °4, °47 C.-Pr.), one from Athenaios (Did. fr. °1 C.-Pr.), one from the recensio B of the Synagoge
(Did. fr. °5 C.-Pr.), one from Oros (Did. fr. °13 C.-Pr.) and two from the Aristophanic scholia (the currently examined fr. °2 and the
already mentioned fr. °3 C.-Pr. in schol. Aristoph. PI. 388b Chantry). What is more, the Comic Vocabulary and the Tragic Vocabulary
have an important testimony in Hesych. ep. Eul. 1.1-5.

289 See e.g. Phryn. PS 116,4f. de B. tpioyog (cf. Aristoph. fr. 581 I. 5 K.-A.): 8 SiapBeipovrec oi ididton Bpicyov kadodotv, Lyd. Mag.
18.23f. kahodot 8¢ avtig oi pév Popaiot iodBag, oi 68 BapPapor Toveag, Ppoyd Tt mapapdapeiong Tig AéEews, schol. Apoll. Rhod.
2.709 (p. 182,12f. Wendel) 16 npdtepov Aapvaocog kareito, Dotepov 8¢ katd eOopav 10d ototygiov apvacode.
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works where they occurred and in the specific treatise I7epi mapepOopviog (vel Siepbopuiac) Aécewd®®. In fact,
all of the grammarian’s lexicographic works — and not only the lexica to comedy and tragedy, as usually
maintained®®! — must have had a very close dependence on his running commentaries, developing alongside

them through rearrangement of the same exegetic material?®2.

&may 10n Tov Onpeoty 1) TéPAE, mpokaivocitor kth: Didymos’ source for the description of the partridge’s
defensive behaviour is ultimately the pseudo-Aristotelic ninth book of the Historia Animalium (613b18-21)*3,
However, the presence of the same account in Ath. 9.389a and, with some variations, in Origenes’ homily to
Je 17.11f. constitutes valuable evidence to presuppose that the grammarian, the author of the Learned
Banqueters and the 3 century theologian drew from the epitome of Aristotle’s zoological works compiled in
Alexandria by Aristophanes of Byzantium?*,

29 Despite the lack of clear evidence for a commentary to Pherekrates, a reference to a Didymean hypomnéma to Phrynichos’ Kronos
(see Ath. 9.371f) and the discussion of terms found in Pherekrates and other playwrights in the fragments of Didymos’ Comic
Vocabulary strongly suggest that the grammarian did not exclusively comment on Aristophanes’ plays, but probably dealt with all the
main playwrights of the archaia (as well as with Menandros, see Et. Gud. 338,20-25 S.). See the Introduction § 5.

291 With regard to the Aé¢ig kowunc and the Aééic tpayucr, see Schmidt 1854, 91 («quae Chalcenterus noster per commentarios sparsim
effuseque ediderat, haec maximam partem collecta breviataque iterum in lexica recepit») and Cohn 1903a, 462 («es liegt in der Natur
der Sache, dass die beiden Worterbucher sich mit den Commentaren zu den Tragikern und Komikern sehr nahe beriihrten»). See also
Boudreaux on the Aé&ic kowpuraj (id. 1919, 100: «pour la composer Didyme avait tiré parti avant tout de ses propres commentaires»)
and the Introduction § 5.

292 See e.g. Arrighetti 1987, 200; Tosi 1994, 172; Ucciardello 2012, 44f. The origin of these collections might be traced back not only
to Didymos himself, but possibly also to a compilative intervention by his entourage or ‘school’, or even by his immediate successors,
without this implying the loss of the original authorship of the exegetic material.

293 For an overview on ancient and modern opinions concerning the authenticity of the books of the History of animals, see Berger
2005, 4-13.

294 See Scott 1992; Berger 2012, 6. On the epitome, see Lambros 1885, V-XX; Berger 2012, 3-9; Zucker 2012; Hellmann 2015, 1248-
1251 and Did. fr. 228 above. Didymos proably used Aristotle’s zoological works (either directly or through the epitome of Aristophanes
of Byzantium) also in frr. 227f. and 241.
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fr. 233 (= 11 14.30%, p. 253 Schmidt)

Subject: the joke on the possible name of the city of Birds in Av. 814-816.

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 816a-ba-bf Holwerda

008’ 6v yauevvn REI: Aldvpog enowv: ovd’ av onapt ypnoaiuny, VEI'M obvto picd v Zndptmy.
YOUEDVT) O TamevT) KAivn. 60gv kai 10 dvopa eiAnpev. RVET'M

a) &\Moc. RVEI® 008 Gv thiv youedvnv
ovopdoo omdpny, &l ye keipiag Exopt, Kol
U omoptiov  deNCoUl  OOTV  EVTEIVOL.
RVEIM 1 8¢ yapevvn edtednc éotv. EIM
1 82 kepia 1dog dvng éx oyovinv mapeotkdg

ipévrt, § Seopodot tag KAhivac. RVEIM

b) ovde Vv yauedvny, enoi, tovtéotl TV
Koitnv, KoAécOol omaptnyv, €lye Kepiav
Eyoy, kol pn omaptiov denbeinv  avTnv
gvteival. kepia 8¢ ot Lovn €k oyowimv i
gpimv memleypévn, &v 1) Seopodot ta Bpéen: ol

8¢ pactv' &v 1) decpodot tag kKiivac. Lh

“not even the chameune”: Didymos says: “l would never use rope (sparton), so deep is my hate for

Sparta”. The chameuné is a low bedstead. From this (i.e. from chamai, “on the ground”) it received its

name.

Otherwise. “I would not call my chameune
“‘Sparta’, if | had linen girths (keiriai) and did
not need ropes (spartia) to tie it”. The
chameuné is cheap. The keiria is a type of band
of cords, looking somewhat like a leathern
strap, with which they tie the beds.

“l would not — he says — call my chameune
(that is the bedstead) ‘Sparta’, if | had a linen
girth (keiria) and did not need to ropes
(spartia) to tie it”. The keiria is a band woven
with cords and wool, in which they would wrap

newborns. But some say “in which they would

wrap the beds”.

Aristoph. Av. 812-816 Ev. pép’ 1w, ti 8" fjuiv Gvop’ <d@p’> Eotarn tff moAet; / Povreods 10 péya todto tovk Aakedaipovog / Tndptnv dvopo KoAdEY

avtiy; e, Hpdxdeig / ondptny yop Gv Ogiuny éyd tipf) moet; / 008 av yapeovy. Ev. wavu ye, kewpiov v’ Exov.

Tim. Lex. x 2 V. yapedvio. ta €mi i yiig otpovviueva | Hesych. y 141 yduevva: tanewvd, 143 C. yopedvn: oTidg, koi 1) Tamevn) KAMvig. Kol xopeovng:
0 yopoli kopdpevog | Syn. x 16 C. yauevva tamewn kol edtedng khivn, kai otiffdg | Et. M. 806,28f. yapedva: tamewn, edtehng khivn kot otiBéc kol
xopeovia, kpapPdrtia tamewva | [Zon.] 1842,18f. T. yapedva. tomewn| kol edterng kKhivn. kai yapevvia, 1 Enpoxortia | schol. Pl. Symp. 220d1 Cufalo
yopedvia] Tamewvd kKhvidia | Suda y 75 A. yapedvng: 6 yapai evvalopevogs. ki Onlokodv yapedvn, tamewr kKA. Aptoto@dvng: “ovd’ Gv yopedvy vy
ve kewpiav y’ Egov” | Eust. Od. 1748,62-64 (= 11 58,20-24 S.) mepi 6€ yapotevvadmv cudV TPoyEYpomTal ... iotéov 8¢, 6T émi cudv N Aé&ig abtn Kupia.
GvOpmmot pévrot yaponedvor mopd t@ momti| £v TAdadt, €neidn kol yopedvor kol Yopevvadeg Tapd toig maAotols yindot kai otifdades, of poact Kol 6Tt

XOpELVA M) TamEWT] KAMO1G Kol oTIBAg.
1-2 Aidvpoc—eiingev post khivag M | 1 yapeovn RI" Holwerda, xopedvn E Rutherford White, yopeovnv Bekker Dindorf Diibner | av ondpto M Bekker

Holwerda, év ondprov ¢ V Dindorf Diibner, doraptov @ ET, v oraptieo White | ypnoaipmv statim cett., ex égpnoduny I' | 3 (a) édkog RV edd. pl.,
gic 10 ovto EI® Bekker | 4 () kepiog RVM, kepioug EI® | 5 (a) onaptiov Holwerda, oraptiov RVEIM edd. pl., oraptiov G | ovtiv M, ovtov RV,
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avtf] EI® | 6 (a) evtedyg dotiv EIS, 1 émi tiig vfig éotpouévn M | 7 (a) 8¢ hic EIM, post kepia V, om. R | post keipia, éoti R(G) | napeoucog VEI edd.
pl., mapsoucvia R Rutherford, doucvuia M

The parabasis ends with a catalogue of the advantages of having wings (Av. 785-800), thus anticipating the
entrance on stage of Peisetairos and Euelpides dressed up as birds (801-808) and ready to begin the foundation
of the new city by choosing its name. The first suggestion — made by Euelpides and clearly aimed at prompting
«some hearty boos from the audience» (Dunbar 1995, 489) — is Zndaptn. The toponym allows a pun relying
both on the similarity with oréptovicraptiov, “rope” (but it cannot be excluded that a feminine ordptn with
the same meaning was also in use?®), and on the twofold meaning of tifnu in the context, namely “to bestow
(a name)” and “to attach” (see Sommerstein 1987, 105: «Do you think I’d use Sparta as a name for my city? |

wouldn’t even use esparto cords for a bedstead).

The two interpretations of the passage preserved by the scholium (i.e. Didymos’ and an anonymous one)
seem to presuppose different attributions of the second part of I. 816 (wdavv ye, kepiav y* £xwv) and overall
reflect diverging interpretations of Av. 814-816. In particular, the paraphrase contained in the second comment
overlooks the ambivalence of 6ginv and evidently considers ‘Hpdaxieic—&ywv as pronounced by the same
character (008’ Gv TV yauevvnNy Ovopdoal omaptny, €1 ve kewpiog Exou kth). In fact, the unity of 1. 816 was
not questioned by any modern editor?® before Geissler’s suggestion (1954, 42f.) of considering mévv v,

kewpiovy’ Eywv a reaction to the preceding sentence, a convincing solution that was later universally adopted”.

n

00’ av omapTe Ypnoaipny, ovTm mod Tiv Xndptnv: Didymos’ loose paraphrase?®® of the sentence 008’
av youeovn (omaptmv Beipnv) involves (1) the replacement of the implied ordptnv with the neutrum commonly
designating the rope, and of the deliberately ambiguous 0<iunv with the plain ypncaiunv, (2) the explicitation
of the obvious reason for the refusal of the oméptov, namely the hate for Sparta. The lack of any reference to
the kepia might constitute an argumentum e silentio to suppose that the grammarian (unlike the anonymous

commentator) actually read mavv ye, kepiav v’ £xmv as a response, separated from the preceding lines.

Yopeovn 8¢ tamevi) kKhiv. 60ev kai To dvopa gikneev: the exegesis also includes a correct explanation of

the word yapeovn, the origin of which is linked to its tometvotng (and implicitly to the adverb yopai)®®.

295 «It is uncertain if fem. oméptn could mean, like neut. oréprov, omaptiov, rope or cord (of esparto grass) [...] Aristoph. may have
depended on the general similarity of Zndptn to the words meaning rope» (Dunbar 1995, 489f.).

29 See Beck 1782, 86; Boissonade 1826, 253; Meineke 1860, 35; Felton 1864, 58; Holden 1868, 343; Dindorf 1869, 94; Bergk 1872,
39; Green 1894, 58; van Leeuwen 1902, 127; Hall-Geldart 1906; Rogers 1906, 112; Coulon 1928b, 63. Some doubts, but without
changes in the printed text, in Bothe (1829, 339: «rarior haec significatio tod mévv ye») and Kock (1894, 164: «das ndvv ye [...] kann
hier nicht richtig sein»).

297 See e.g. Kakridis 1974, 159f.; Dunbar 1995, 92 and 490; Wilson 2007a, 386. Geissler’s proposal is ignored by Sommerstein (1987,
104) and Cantarella 1956, 134, who accept the transmitted text, while Fraenkel (1959, 19f.) suggests an additional separation (i.e. Ev.
‘Hpaxherg, / ondpty yap v Oeipnv éyd mpdi moket; / Tlet. ovd’ av xopedvn; / Ev. mavu ve, keipuay y° Exov). In fact, the entire section
of Il. 811-819 presents issues of line-to-speaker attribution. For an overview, see Dunbar 1995, 489-491.

298 On the concept of ‘close’ and ‘loose’ paraphrase in ancient exegesis and especially in Aristarchos, see Schironi 2018, 76-90.

299 See GEW 1071, DELG 1245, EDG 1612.
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fr. 234 (= 11 14.31, p. 253 Schmidt)

Subject: the plain of Phlegra in Av. 824

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 824a Holwerda

10 OAéypog mediov RVEI: EEmbev vmokovatéov TOv “Ni)” dlocapnTikov chvdeouov. BérTiov, enot,
TOTELEW TA YN Lot ToOTOV &v Nepelokokkuyig dmokeicOon i gic 10 OAEypag mediov. dafdriel o8
a0TO O¢ KaxKeIvo Temlaouévoy Ko TV Tomtdv. RVEI'M £oti 8¢ i ®pdxng RVET nediov. Aldvpog

0 pnot 01 TV OpodTNTa TOV dvoudtav Thic PAéypag kai thg Nepelokokkvyiog. RED

“The plain of Phlegra™: an explanatory connective & must be supplied. (Aristophanes) means: “it is better
to believe that their wealth is stored in Nephelokokkygia than in the plain of Phlegra”. He mocks this
(place) for being made up by the poets as well. It is a plain in Thrace. Didymos says: “because of the

similarity between the names of Phlegra and Nephelokokkygia”.

Aristoph. Av. 821-825 Ev. &p’ éotiv abitn v’ 1) Nepehokokkvyia, / va kai 16 @goyévoug Tor moAd ypiuato / 16 1 Aicyivov v* émavto; Ile. ol

AdotovT pev obv / 10 PAéypag mediov, v’ oi Bgoi ToC ynyeveig / GALalovevOUEVOL KAOGVTEPKOVTIOAY.

Hdn. 111/1 265,8 Lentz (~ Steph. Byz. ¢ 77 B.-N.H., schol. Tz. Lyc. 1404 Scheer) ®Xéypo. morig Opdxng, fiv Ebdo&og (fr. 310 Lasserre) peta tadta
TToAvny onoi kAndijvan | Et. Gen. a 1422 L.-L. ad0tdyvov: “mpodg 8¢ kai adtoyvov otiBapod addpavtog dptpov / filacev, Helip tivav yapwv, &g pa
ww {nmoig / 8é&ato, dheypain kekpnodra dniotitt” (Apoll. Rhod. 3.232-234). ®réypa Spog Opdxng, dmov cvvéstoav oi ol Tpog Turdvag paymv.
lpnrot 82 516 10 &v avTd PAeyfvan Tovg Iiyovtog 16 kepowvd Al dvBicTapévoue. odtdyvov 8¢ 300 £idn eictv dpdTpwv, TO NV KoAeitar TKTdV, 10 68
adTéYVOV ... 0BT GYOMOV EDpOV €ic T Apyovantikd | schol. Apoll. Rhod. 3.233-34b (p. 226,14f. Wendel) ®deypain: PAéypo nediov Opdkng mepi
TMoAAqvny, évBa ol Beoi Tovg T'yavtag katemodéunoav, 1227b (p. 254,6f. Wendel) ®ieypaiov: tov dno tiig PAéypag OAéypa 8¢ nediov Opdxng mepi
TMoAAqvny | schol. Lyc. 115 Scheer @ eypoio 10 mpiv ékaieito 1} Opdxn d1d 10 tog [iyavrog ékel nepAiéybon | Suda @ 528 A. dreypaiog mediov:
Opaxikov. Aptotopavng (Av. 824f.): “iva mep tolg ynyeveig dhalovevopévoug kabumepnkoviicav” | Et. M. 795,55 G. gAeypaia: dpog @pdikng | schol.
Tz. Aristoph. Av. 824 Koster ®A&ypag nediov] ot mediov tiig @pdxng | schol. Tz. Lyc. 115 Scheer ®ieypoiag Opakikiic, 61t ékeloe oi [iyavteg
£phéynoav | schol. Pind. N. 1.101 Drachmann @ éypa tomog év Opdkn kai kdpn, &va oi Fiyavteg avnpébnoav vro Bedv

1 docapntucov hic cett., post chvdeopov M | 2 motedew hic cett., post ypiuota I' | 3 adto cett., avta M | kakeivo cett., om. M | terhaopévov cett.,
nemhocpéva M | @paxng cett., Opa (in fine pag.) V | 4 tdv 6vopdtwv codd., tdv molopdtwv dub. Gulick ap. White, fort. expungendum | tiig ®A&ypag
kot fig Nepelokokkvyiag codd., tdv PA&ypa kai PAeyvar oi PAeyvor yap dhalovéotaton scripsit Rutherford

The scene of the naming of the bird-city (Av. 809-825) culminates in the choice of the toponym
Nephelokokkygia and ends with three lines (823-825 fxai Adotovt pgv odv / 10 ®Aéypog nediov, tv’ ot Oeol
Tovg ynyeveic / dhalovevduevor kabvrepnkoviicav) that seem to draw some sort of comparison between the

rising polis and the plain of Phlegra, the mythical site of the battle between the Olympians and the Giants3®.

300 Cf. Hes. fr. 43a,65 M.-W. (but there év ®A&ypmt 8]2 is Merkelbach’s integration); Pind. N. 1.67; Aeschyl. Eum. 292-298; Eur. HF
1190-1192, lon 988; discussions e.g. Oberhummer 1941; Latacz 1998, 1069f.
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Because of its obscure meaning within the whole passage and because of the unusual superlative A@otov (see
e.g. Dunbar 1995, 493f.), the paradosis has been increasingly questioned since the beginning of modern
scholarship on Aristophanes and still remains a locus perdifficilis®®. Overall, one can identify three approaches
to the text: firstly, emending either A@otov (see Bentley [Em. In. 340] Adov ... <i>3%?) or kai Adotov (in
KAMoToV %, padovi®, kaAlovi® or katéhaBovi®); secondly, supposing the loss of one or more lines (see
van Herwerden 1906, 71f. and Dunbar 1995, 494); thirdly, accepting the transmitted text (see Coulon 1928a,
63%7; Kakridis 1974, 161). A further, tentative hypothesis could be to assume that the original location of Il.
823h-825 was between |. 816 and I. 817 and that their misplacement caused the fall of some words after 16 1’

Aioyivov vy’ &mavto and before Txai Adotovt pev odv3:

Ev. pép’ 10w, ti 6’ fuiv dvop’ <ép’> Eotan Tf] mOAEL, (812)
Bovieche 10 péya 10010 TOVK AOKESAIHOVOG (813)

Yraptnv dvopo KaAdUEV oOTHV;

Ile. ‘Hpdxheg: (814)
omdpTnVy yap av Osipuny €yd i) TOAeL, (815)
003’ GV YOUELVT).

Ev. TOVL Ve, Kepiav v Exov. (816)
S ™ Lo o>

Ile. Kol APoTOVT UEV ovV (823b)
10 DAEYpag mediov, iv’ ol Beol TovG yNYeVEiG (824)
aAalovevopevol kabumepnKOVIIGay. (825)
<...>

Ile. ©i 67jt” Gvop’ avtii Oncdueco’;

Xo. évtevbevi (817)
€K TAV VEQPELDV KOl TOV HETEDPOV YOPI®V (818)
YOOVOV TL TAVL.

Ile. Bovlel Nepehokokkvyiav; (819)

Xo. 10V 100"

301 Doubts are uttered e.g. by Beck 1782, 86; Green 1894, 134; Kock 1894, 165 and van Leeuwen 1902, 128f. Among more recent
critics, see e.g. Wilson 20073, 387.

302 Accepted only by Reiske (1754, 211) and, later, by Sommerstein (1987, 106) and Henderson 2000, 130.

303 See Blaydes 1842, 59; Bergk 1872, v; Merry 1889b, 47 and van Herwerden 1906, 71.

304 See Dindorf 1869, 94.

305 See Blaydes 1882, 94.

306 See Wilson 2007a, 387; 2007¢c, 123f.

307 See von der Miihll’s criticism (1928, 622).

308 yan Herwerden (1906, 71f.) offers a similar but much less likely suggestion: «nata est mihi suspicio haec verba propter similem
sententiam quondam a lectore e deperdita fabula sive ipsius Aristophanis sive alius comici in margine adscripta fuisse et sic devenisse
in textum» (ibid.). The proposal is clearly influenced by the unclear 6po1dtng T@v dvopdtav tiig @Aéypag kai Tfig Nepehokokkuyiog
mentioned by Didymos (see below).
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KOAOV y* BTexv@C <oD> Kol Péy’ MOPES TOBVOLLOL. (820)

Ev. ap’ éotiv abt 7’ 1) Negpelokokkuyia, (821)
va kol T0 @goyEvoug T TOALG YpLLOTOL (822)
10T’ Aloyivov v’ dmovia < = x — v — > (823a)
Xo0. Mmapov To ypiipa TG TOAemS. Tic dai Bedg (826)
mohodyog otat; T Eavodpev tov mémiov;>* (827)

In this reconstruction, the “plain of Phlegra” would be a second hyperbolic name-proposal, a comic
response to the suggestion of Xmdptn involving a joke on the representation of the gods within the
Gigantomachia®°. Dindorf’s conjecture pudllov puév odv in 823b%* fits particularly well with this interpretation
(“rather than ‘Sparta’ [let us call the city] ‘plain of Phlegra’...”). However, if this were the case, the corruption
should have occurred rather early in the manuscript transmission of the play, since a fragment of a papyrus
codex dating from the 5-6" century CE (P. Berol. 13231%?) carries the first letters of 1l. 819-829 in the same
sequence of the medieval manuscripts. That the transmitted text posed problems to ancient readers as well is
clearly proved by the scholiastic material concerning Av. 824, and especially by the first anonymous section,
which consists of four elements: firstly, an observation on the necessity of supplying an 1 in the Aristophanic
text; secondly, a rather unrealistic paraphrase of Il. 823f. depending on the integration proposed (BéAtiov ...
moTeEvEW TA Yppata TovTewv &v Nepelokokkuyig dmokeicla 1j €ig 10 PAEypoag nediov); thirdly, a tentative
explanation of the joke implied by the allusion to the plain of Phlegra (i.e. the place is a poetic invention, just
as the birds’ city) and, finally, a reference to its location in Thrace®". Since this last statement seemingly
clashes with the preceding one on the fictitious nature of the place, a conflation of material of different
provenance cannot be excluded. The interpretation of the following Didymean fragment, however, is equally

complex.

S10 Ti|v oporoTNTA TAOV dvopartmy Tijc PAEYpas Kol Tijc Nepehokokkvyiag: the interpretation of Didymos’
comment depends ultimately on the meaning assigned to the term 6po19tng. Rutherford (1896a, 495f.) believed

that it indicated a resemblance of sound and that the Aristophanic text commented on by the grammarian read

309 “EU. Let’s see then, what name will our city have? Do you want us to give it that great name from Lakedaimon, Sparta? PE. By
Herakles, could I ever use ‘Sparta’ for my city? I could never even use esparto for my bedstead! EU. Sure, if you could afford bed
slats! <...> PE. tand the best} the Plain of Phlegra, where the Gods completely overshoot the Earthborn at bragging! <...> Then what
name will we give it? CH. Something airy, from the clouds and the aerial spaces. PE. Do you like “Nephelokokkygia”? CH. Yes, yes!
You found an absolutely beautiful and great name! EU. Sure, this must be the same Nephelokokkygia where all of Theogenes’ riches
are, and all of Aischines’. <...> CH. A golden shiny business, this of the city! Now what god will be its guardian? For whom shall we
weave the robe?”.

310 On the influence of this narration onto Aristophanes’ Birds, see Dunbar 1995, 7-9.

311 See Aristoph. Ra. 240-242 Au. 6L, & @UA@dOV Yévoc, / modoocde. Ba. pdAilov pév odv / ¢BeyEduesd’(a). Further support to the
conjecture may be provided by the anonymous paraphrase of the passage preserved in the scholium, which seems to entail a comparative
(see Bértiov) in the Aristophanic text (see e.g. White 1914, 156).

312 See Schubart-Wilamowitz 1907, 99-112; Maehler 1984, 18-29; loannidou 1996, 141f.

313 This is the most widespread piece of information concerning the toponym (see the parallel passages listed above).
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10 PAeyvdv nediov®!, a reconstruction involving the replacement of the transmitted tfig Nepeloxoxkvyiog at
the end of the scholium with ®Aéyvar, “Phlegyans”, a mythical people famous for its insolence and impiety®°.
In all likelihood, as already hypothesised by White (1914, 156), the similarity underlined by Didymos was not
phonetic but conceptual, implying that both toponyms denoted made-up places (just as underlined in the third
section of the anonymous part of the scholium, diafdirer 8¢ aTO OG KAKEIVO TETAOGUEVOV DTTO TV TOTADV),
although the genitive 1@v dvopdrwv hints at a formal kind of resemblance. Gulick’s proposal (ap. White 1914,
156) of mohoudatwv instead of dvoudtwv is perhaps too ingenious, since tdv ovopdtov might well be a later
addition trying to explain an unclear & v opoldtnta tic PAEypag kai tijg Nepelokokkvyiac. Regardless,
Didymos’ interpretation cannot but be aimed at justifying a text identical to the one transmitted by the
manuscripts, with the problematic contiguity of the newly invented city-name with the reference to the plain

of Phlegra.

314 See Rutherford 1896, 496: «Who is to say that Didymus did not edit or even find in the text the reading o0 ®Aeyvdv nediov, in
which there would be a triple reference to the people ®Aeybda, to the bird pAeydog [...], and to the plain of Phlegra?».
315 Cf. II. 13.302; h.Ap. 3.278; Hesych. ¢ 587 C.
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fr. 235 (= 11 14.32, p. 253 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of the expression "Apswg veottdg in Av. 835

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 835a-b-d Holwerda

Apeng veottoc VE: veottol Tivec dhekTpvoveg Adyovtan, ¢ kol pundikol. iomg 8¢ Tig qv KaAdC moic
Neottdg toBvopa, mpog dv moiler “@ Neotte déomota”. VEIELh obte Aidvpoc. VEI ML $diwg.
VELDh grei pdypoc 6 drektpvdv RVEI'ML kai Bacihedg Mndwv, dc mposipntat. Lh gaciv 6& avtov
vBpomov dvto kotaotabijvol vTo Apemg &v @ oik® Heaiotov mpelv avtod v aei&v oo v
poyeiav g Agpoditne. 0 88 dmexoun0n. ewpabdeic ovv O Apng &ig 10 dpveov avTOV peTEPaiev

RVEI'M @¢ fueAnkota tijg puAiaxiic. R

“a neottos of Ares”: some cocks are called neottoi, as well as “Median”. Perhaps there was a handsome
boy called Neottos, at whom the line “o lord Neottos™ is aimed. So says Didymos. Otherwise. Because
the cock is warlike and is king of the Medes, as already said (Av. 483-485). They say that the cock —
who was formerly a man — was put by Ares in Hephaistos’ house to watch over his departure because
of Ares’ adulterous relationship with Aphrodites. But the cock fell asleep. Therefore, Ares, being

discovered, turned him into the bird because of his carelessness in the surveillance.

Aristoph. Av. 832-836 Xo. tig dai kabé€et i mOhewg 10 [Tehapywdv; / Tle. dpvig 6’ Dpdv, tod yévoug tod Iepotkod, / Gomep Aéyetan dewvdtatog

3. ~ ) r el By I3 3 9 3 ) 7 k) ~ LY ~
gtvon Tavtoyod / Apeng veottdc. Ev. @ veotts déomota / ig & 0 0ed¢ mthdetog oikelv émi meTpdv.

Ar. Byz. fr. 206 S. (~ Ael. NA 7.47; Eust. Il. 753,54 = 11 720,1 V.) tdv 8¢ opvibov td véa, veottol kai Optdi o, mpoctifepévon, kol Tod mopacipov
17g i816TnTO0G, 0loVv VeoTTol dAekTpLéVE™Y | [Demetr.] Eloc. 160 kai eikacior 8’ eiciv evydpireg, dv ToV dhektpuove Mydwm gikdong, 611 v kupBaciov
OpOnV péper Pacihel 88, 6tL mopEHpeds oty i 611 forjoavtog dhektpuovog dvarnddpey, domep kai facihémg Booavtog, kai poPovpeda | Suda a
3824 A. (~ Ael. Dion. a 171 E.) Apegonayitng: dwpopeitar. kai mapotpia, Apgomayitng, £nl 1@V okvOpordV Kol VTEPSEUVOV Kol S1OTNADY. Kol Apemg
veottdg, kai Apeng naidiov, mi TV Opacutdtmv. kExpnTortd pev Tpdte [Midtev [Mewsdvdpw (fr. 112 K.-A.), 10 8¢ devtépm AreEavdpidng [eicavdpm
(i.e. Ava&avdpidng IMavddape, fr. 39 K.-A.) | Coll. Ath. VA 55 S.-S. &\og Apeog veottdg. Emi tdv mdvy Bpacimv | schol. Aristoph. Ach. 871b Wilson
Optodiymv 8¢ Tvig T@V dhekTpudvev, katd TV @V Bowwtdv didhextov, schol. Aristoph. Av. 277 tolg tékyapdtmvi Spvelg mepotkods pact Tpdg To
Eévov tiig 0éag” {ntettan 84, &l Gvtog kakeltai Tig Gpvig pijdog, 485 Holwerda dote kakeitar [epotkog Gpvic: pimote kai &v toig mpdobe (Av. 277-279)
1OV dhekTpodva Mijdov Spviv kahel, £mel kod Tovg Iépcag Miudoug Eleyov | schol. Nic. Alex. 294b oiyuntiict veosooic: toig dhekTpuoct, SnAady: ovtot
yap pdg dAMAovg modepiotal yivovtar, ¢ Geymonat aiyuntijow veooooic] toig dppeot tdv dhektpuovov | Macar. 2.31 "Apewg veottdc: kai Apemg

nodiov: émi tdv Opacvtdrev | Apost. 4.7 Apeog veoTtov: £l TV GLLOTOAEUMV.

1 ante veotroi, fj Lh | ante icwg, 1 Lh | 8 cett., om. Lh | tig fiv VLh, tiot ET’® | 1-2 veottoi-Aidvpog inter text. versus I'® | 2 post 8éomota, eindv Lh |
post oltw, enoi koi M | 6AAwg V, gig to avto E, fj Lh | 3 €nei cett., éneidn MLh | pdypog hic cett., post arektpuvdv M | 6 cett, om. M | 8¢ cett., om. V|
4 Hrd cett., dngp V | Apeng cett., Apeoc EM | 5 popobeig odv cett., kai pmpabeic M | to cett., om. M | post 16, Toodtov R | 8pveov hic cett., post
petéPodev R | petéfakev cett., petéfariev T
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Peisetairos’ suggestion of the cock as 8eog molodyog is not explicit. Rather, the aAektpuav is alluded to
(Av. 833-835) through two definitions: “a bird of Persian breed” (6pvig ... t00 yévoug tod Ilgpoukod) and
“Ares’ most fearsome chick” (dgwvotatog ... Apemg veottdg). This last expression echoes |. 767 (tod matpog
vedtTiov, see fr. 2 above), where Aristophanes is most probably «‘reliteralizing” a metaphorical and already
proverbial expression for child taking after parent»*1®. As far as Apswc veottdg is concerned, the playwright
might have either created the expression ad hoc (playing at the same time with the proverbial tod matpog
veottiov, a possibly well-known saying Apewc veottoc®t’ and with the widespread Homeric line-ending 8Cog
"Apnoc, “scion of Ares™8), or reused an already-existing proverb Apewg veottdg, punning on a similar
‘reliteralization’ as in 1. 767. The second option finds support in Suda a 3824 A., that attests that the comic
playwright Plato also used the expression "Apswg veottog in his Peisandros (fr. 112 K.-A.)*'°, possibly with a
reference to the protagonist and with a paratragic intent (see Dunbar 1995, 498).

The scholium to Av. 835 joins Didymos’ exegesis (see below) with an anonymous comment®2° focused on
the features ascribed to the cock by Peisetairos, namely the Persian origin (explained through a reference to
the preceding Il. 483-485), the fact of being dewvotaroc®? and the relation to the War-god (illustrated through

an account of the mythical transformation of Ares’ attendant into a cock®??).

veoTTOl TIVEG GAEKTPLOVEG AéyovTan: unlike the anonymous interpretation, Didymos’ exegesis (at least in the
form preserved by the scholium) does not deal with Apewc veottdg — although it is plausible that the
grammarian was aware of the parallel offered by Plato’s Peisandros (fr. 112 K.-A., see above) — but rather
clarifies the meaning of veottdg, by identifying it as a designation for “some” cocks (tveg dhektpvoveg). A
similar synonymy between veottog and dgextpuvdv is found in schol. Nic. Alex. 294b Geymonat (aiyuntiiot
VEOGGOIG TOIC AlekTpLOGL, dnAadn). An important source for Didymos’ interpretation must have been the
treatment of the word in the work On the names of ages of Aristophanes of Byzantium (fr. 206 S.), where

316 Dunbar 1995, 474. But see Tosi 2017c, 141.

317 See Spyridonidou-Skarsouli 1995, 397.

318 11, 2.540 et passim; Eur. 1A 201. See e.g. van Leeuwen 1902, 131; Sommerstein 1987, 253; Dunbar 1995, 474.

319 The play was produced between 422 and 411 BCE (see Pirrotta 2009, 222). Along with Plato’s fragment, the Suda also quotes
Anaxandrides’ expression "Apgwg naidiov (fr. 39 K.-A. For the doubtful ascription to the play Pandaros, see Kassel-Austin 1991, 257;
Muillis 2015, 185). In fact, the entry might ultimately rely on an earlier and more complete version of the alphabetic corpus of proverbs
constituting the fifth and last part of the Athos manuscript (Par. suppl. 1164; see Spyridonidou-Skarsouli 1995, 3-5). Indeed, that Coll.
Ath. Va dealt with the expression can be seen s.v. dAlog Apswg veottog (see above id. 396-399), but — since the synonymic
juxtaposition of Hauptsprichwort and Nebensprichwdrter is a typical feature of the corpus (see id. 11f.) — the sequence of Apgomnayitng
... Apewg veottog, kai Apemg modiov in the Suda allows to suppose that a less epitomised form of the Athos-collection was the source
for the lexicographical entry.

320 M omits the first part of the scholium but retains Didymos’ name, thus ascribing the following anonymous comment to him.

321 See also the note "Apeac veottog: émel dhxpog kai pdyudg éotwv (i.e. schol. Aristoph. Av. 835¢ Holwerda, linked to the scholium
to Av. 833 in VEI'M and preserved as an indipendent gloss in Lh).

322 A more detailed version is preserved as a separate note by Lh: ictopio mepi 100 dhektpuovoc. eaci yop b Apsog v Omaddc. kai
KoTooTg U’ avTod PUAE, &te Tpdg Agpoditny eicfiMde v ‘Heaictov yuvoika, Hote oV SpBpov ckomelv &v @ 6 fitog T vmep yiiv
avépyecbon dpyetan Muoeaipov — &v 00T Yap 1@ Kopd lwbev "Hoeootog Emavépyecbor olkade Tod Epyov mavduevog — Erabdev
Eautov v Baputdro kataoyedeic. Aapydong ody Tiig Nuépag kol &n” adtoedpm Anedeic Apng poyedmy kai katayvoodeic dpyicon,
Kol GAEKTPLOVA TOV 0TSOV aTod £ig Spviv HeTéParey. 0 O€ pepvnuévog Ty Gpav Ekeivny dpyetat ddev v tod NAiov TpoatsHiopevog
Gvodov. 0Thog o€ €oTv, G Pact, TA Te AOP®, Tolg KEVTPOIS Kal T Bupd. Opa 8¢, dTwe Kai TodTov OV pibov edpudg cuvédevTo.
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veottog and optdAiyog are said to refer to young birds in general (tév 6¢ dpvibwv ta véa, veotTol kal OpTdALyot,
npooTifepévon, kol Tod mopastuov Thg id16tTog, olov veottol dhextpuovmv?). The lack of a reference, in
the Didymean fragment, to the young age of the veottoi is paralleled by a scholium to the Acharnians, dealing
with the term optdiyog (schol. Aristoph. Ach. 871b dptodiymv 8¢ Tveg TV GAEKTPLOV®V, KOTA TNV TMV

Boiwtdv didAektov).

®¢ kol pndwoi: in all likelihood, the adjective refers to Av. 483-485 where it is said that the cock étvpavver /
Npxé 1€ Mepodv TpdTepov ToA® Aapeiov kol MeyaBalov, / Hdote kaksiton Iepotcdg dpvig amd tic apyic &t
éketvng. The scholium to I. 485 tentatively suggests that one of the members of the Chorus, the one called
Mdog (Av. 277), is actually to identify with the cock, because of the synonymy between the ethnics I1épong
and M#doc (énei xoi tovg ITépoag Mndovg Eheyov). The rhetorical treatise On style®?* uses the cock and the
Mede to exemplify a good simile, thus showing the paradigmatic value later assumed by Aristophanes’ jokes
on the commonly acknowledged Persian derivation of the bird (not native to mainland Greece®®) and on its
popular designation of “Persian bird®?® (see also Cratin. fr. 279 K.-A. donep 6 Iepoucdg Hpav Ticay Kavaydv

OLOPMOVOG AAEKTMP).

iomg 84 Tic Nv kahog maig Neottog Tovvopa mpog dv mailer “® Neotts déomota”: after clarifying the
meaning of veottdg, Didymos concentrates on the exclamation & veotté §éomota. The grammarian suggests
that Euelpides’ answer implies a misunderstanding of the ornithonym veottog for an alleged personal name
(or nickname) Neottog, with a resulting évouaoti joke. This interpretation of the second part of I. 835 is surely
influenced by the three other similar exclamations found in Aristophanes, which all involve proper names, i.e.
Ach. 247 & Awvvoe déomota, Lys. 940 @ Zed Séomota’?’ and especially V. 389 @ Avke déomota, where the
name of the invoked hero is also the name of an animal. Didymos’ definition of the alleged komodoumenos as
a “beautiful boy” may just derive from the basic meaning of the term, i.e. “young cock”, but a possible role
could have also been played by homoerotic poetry. Indeed, there are at least three extant examples of young
boys being called deomdtng by the lover: one is much earlier than Didymos, by Dioscorides®?, and two are
slightly later than him, by Strato®%.

323 See Philox. Leuc. PMG 836b,35 dAextpuovmy T VEOGGOI.

324 For an overview on the ongoing debate regarding the work’s date and authorship, see de Jonge 2009.

325 See e.g. Arnott 2007, 16f.

326 See Rhys Roberts 1902, 239; Chiron 1993, 115; Lombardo 1999, 155; Marini 2007, 239.

327 The same phrase occurs in adesp. com. fr. 258 CGFP I. 25.

328 Diosc. AP 12.169 = HE 1503-1506 £8puyov, @cddmpe, 10 60V Bépoc. 4AL” ooV gimag / 8E£puyov oV £udv Saipova TikpdTaTov, /
TKPOTEPOG LE KATEGYKEV. APLOTOKPATEL O€ AaTped@V / pupia de6TdoLVOV Kol TPiToV £KSEXOLLAL.

329 Strat. AP 12.196 = 37 Floridi 6@8oApovg omvOfipag Exetc, 06 poppe Avkive, / udidldov 8’ dxtivag, déomota, TopcsoPorovg. / dviondg
BAéwar Pardov gpdvov ov dvvapai cot, / obtwg dotpdntelg Sppacty dppotépotg and 246 = 88 Floridi (edyog ddelpeidv pe eidel ovk
oida, Tiv’ adTdv / SeomocuVOV Kpive: ToDg V0 Yap eEw. / x& nev dmocteiyel, 6 8 dnépyetar EoTt 82 Tod pev / KGAMoTOV TO TopdV,
0D 68 10 Aeumdpevov. For a complete survey of the usage of dsonotng and déomowa in Greek and Latin love poetry, see Floridi 2007,
240.
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fr. 236 (= 11 14.33, p. 254 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of éni tetpdv in Av. 836

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 836a-b Holwerda

0 & 6 0£0¢ mthdetog EI: Atdupdg enot 1o mekapyikov teiyog &mi netpdv keicbar. RVEIML koi
0 GAeKTPLAVY 0LV (¢ O£dC oiknoet &mi metpdv. Lh dloc. EIPM 10 mekapykdv kai adtd tpoyd. Gl
o T Emndetog €mi mETPAOV oikely, elmep AAeKTPLAOV €TV, €l PN TOV TEAAPYOV Aéyel Auo mailov kol

npOC TO Svopa. ALY 310 Ti epotdv | Apeog veottdg; VEIM

“How well suited the god”: Didymos says that the Pelargic wall stood on rocks. Therefore, the cock will
reside as god on the rocks. Otherwise. Because the Pelargic wall is also rugged. But why is it well suited
to reside on rocks, if it is a cock? Unless (Aristophanes) means the stork (pelargos), making a pun at the

same time with the bird-name. But then why call it “Persian” and “Ares’ cockerel”?

Aristoph. Av. 832-836 Xo. tig dai kabééet Thig mOrewg 10 [Tehapywov; / Tle. dpvig 6’ Dpdv, tod yévoug tod Iepoikod, / Gomep Aéyetan dewvdtatog

3 ~ », I3 3 by I3 e 9 N k) A k) ~. LR ~
gtvan Tavtayod / Apemg veottoc. Ev. @ veotte déonota / g & 0 0g0g Emthdelog oikelv émi meTpdv.

Her. 5.64 K\eopévng 8¢ amikopevog &¢ T dotv o ABnvaioy Toict Bovdopévolst etval ELevdépolct EmOAMOPKEE TOVG TUPAVVOVE UTEPYLEVOVE £V TH
Ielapywed teiyei | Aristot. Ath. 19.5 (~ schol. Aristoph. Lys. 1153 Hangard = Aristot. fr. 395 Rose, 474 Gigon, 4 Montana) K\eopévny é&énepyov
10V Baciréo (scil. ol Adkwveg) otolov Eyovta peilo katd yiv, Og ... kataxieioag Tov Inriov &ig 10 kolodpevov [Mehapyikov Tely0g, ETOMOPKEL PETA
tdv Abnvaiov | Dion. Hal. 1.28 Mupoilog 8¢ (BNJ 477 F 9) ta Eumodv dmopawvopevog Erkavike (BNJ 4 F 4) tovg Tuppnvods ooy, £nedn v
otV £EEMmov, &v T Thavn petovopacHijvor Ilehapyols, 1@V 0pvEmV T0iG KAAOLUEVOLG TTEAUPYOLS gikacOEvTag, MG KAt dyéhag Epoitmv &l 1€ TV
‘EALGSa kol thv BapBapov: kai toig AOnvaiolg 10 Telog 10 mept v dkpdmoy, 1O [Tedapyicov kadodpevov, tovtovg neptPorely | schol. Aristoph. Av.
832 Holwerda tiic molewe 10 mehopykdv: 6Tt ABMvNoL 10 TEAAPYIKOV TElY0C &V Tf| dkpomdAet, ob puéuvnor Kadhipayog (fr. 97 Pf. = 200 Massimilla)-

Toponv@dv telyicpa TELAPYIKOV.

2 &og EIS, i M | post 10, yop V | 311 BT, 1V, 10 M | éni metpdv oikelv hic VEIS, post éottv M | Aéyet M, om. VET®

The choice of the cock as city’s guardian is received with enthusiasm by Euelpides, who underlines that

the bird will be émtndeioc oikelv €ni netpdv, “well-suited to reside on rocks” (Av. 836).

Unlike Didymos, who only focuses on éxi netpdv as a metaphor indicating “the Pelargic” (Av. 832), the
anonymous commentator quoted in the scholium after him also questions the cock’s aptitude to living “on
rocks”, tentatively suggesting that Aristophanes played instead on the assonance between to ITehapywcdv and

wélapyog (“stork™).

Aidopég pnot 0 mehapywkov Telog £l meTpdv keicOou: the identification of to TMelopywdv with the
Athenian wall called “Pelargic” is carried out in the anonymous scholium to Av. 832 (611 A6fvnot 1o

TEAQPYIKOV TETYOG €V T dxpomodretl), where Kallimachos’ phrase Tvponvdv teiyicpa tehapyucov (fr. 97 Pf. =

78



200 Massimilla) is used as evidence®®. Since Didymos’ exegesis implies the identification of Aristophanes’
10 [Tehapywcodv as 10 Tehapykdv teiyog, it is tempting to ascribe the comment on I. 832 (with the quotation
from Kallimachos) to him. However, Kallimachos is not the only author clearly stating that “the Pelargic” was
a wall: further occurrences are in Herodotos (5.64), Aristotle (Ath. 19.5) and Myrsilos (BNJ 477 F 9)*, The
latter clearly describes “the Pelargic” as 10 t€iyog 10 mepi v dkpomoiv (“the wall around the acropolis”,
therefore, with its foundations on the rocky outcrop where the acropolis lay)®2: this is most probably the main

information underlying Didymos’ (almost surely correct®*) exegesis of Aristophanes’ £mi metpdv.

Kol 6 GLeKTPLOV 0UV (g B£0g oikfost éml meTpdv: the paraphrase of the exclamation of 1. 836%* is only

preserved by Lh and probably did not originally belong to Didymos’ hypomnéma.

330 There is no agreement among modern scholars with regard to the original name of this Athenian wall (see e.g. Sommerstein 1987,
252; Dunbar 1995, 497f.; Massimilla 2010, 440f.; Harder 2012, 751), referred to alternatively as TTelapyucov and Tlehaoyucov in ancient
sources (see e.g. Hdn 111/1 152,22f. Lentz ot 8¢ xai &v ABfvaig telyog “Tlehapyucdv” firot Tlehaoykov g 6 kopkdg dnhol &v Toig
‘Opviow [v. 832] and Phot. ® 541 Th. TTehapywov: 10 vnod 1@V Toppnvdv katackevachsv Tiig dkpomdlems Telyog tovTONG YO
KnOfvar Iekapyode, olov IIedaoyolc, de mAavITag TIVEC).

331 Unlike them, Thucydides considers to [elapyucdv an area of Athens (2.17 16 & Iehapyikdv kododpevov T Hrd TV dkpdmolty, d
Kol énépotdv Te Mv W) oikeiv). See D’ Alessio 2007, 510 n. 15.

332 See also Paus. 1.28 tfj 8¢ dxpomddret, iy 8cov Kipmv @rodduncev adtfic 6 Miltiédov, meptBaleiv o Aoudv Aéyetar 1od Teiyovg
IMehaoyovg oiknoovtdg Tote Vo TV dxpomoiv. Harder (2012, 753) suggests a less likely location of 16 ITekapywcov at the foot of the
Hymettos (see Hdt. 6.132 ITehaoyoi éneite £k Tig ATTiKFC VO ABnvaiov EEepAOncay, site dv 81 Sikaing gite 4dikmg ToDTO Yap 0vK
&y epaoat, TAny ta Aeyopeva, 6t Exatoiog puév 6 ‘Hynodvdpov [FGrHist 1 F 127] &pnoe év toiot Adyoiot Aéywv dikwg €meite yop
ideiv Tovg ABnvaiovg tv ydpnv, TV 6L avtol Vo TOV Y pnooov £odoav Edocav oikfoat).

333 See Dunbar 1995, 498.

334 See e.g. Bekker 1829b, 132: «ut idoneus erit ille deus ad incolendas petras!»; Droysen 1869h, 67: «der Gott versteht’s, ,,auf eitel
hohen Spitzen zu gehn“»; Coulon 1928a, 64: «car ce dieu-la est bien fait pour habiter sur des rochers!»; Kakridis 1974, 163: «koi 1660
KotdAniog 6 0g0g vo katowi] o Ppdywal»; Sommerstein 1987, 107: «and how well suited the god is to living on rocks!»;
Mastromarco-Totaro 2006, 207: «& un dio adatto a vivere sulle rocce».
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fr. 237 (= 11 14.34, p. 254 Schmidt)

Subject: identification of Kleokritos, mocked in Av. 876.

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 876b-d-e-f-c Holwerda

KvBéin EI'? : KuBéiny eaci tv Péav mapd 1o KoPelo 8pn. dpeia yop 1 0£6¢. 510 xoi émoysitar Aedvimv
Levyel. RVEIMLh 10 8¢ “ufjtep Kieoxpiton” map’ dmdvorav éntjyoyev Bovdduevog odtov Stofaleiv
¢ 6TpovddTOda, TOLTESTL PEYOAOTTOVY. Ekopmdeito 88 dg Eévog kai dvuoyevig. RVEI?M Zoupoyog
npoeipnkey 811 EEvog kai Téyo vokprTic. VOV 82 dueaiveton Tt kai TV Sytv otpovdddng. RVEI? 6 §&
Aidvpog piitep Kheoxpitov. 611 dg yovoukiog kol kivaidog koumdeitat. £v 0€ Toic pootnpiolg tig Péag
podaxol mapeiov. kol iomg Etepog Gv €in 1od map’ Evnoldoc év Anpoig (fr. 136 K.-A., 39 Tel0d) kai
Kora&w (fr. 177 K.-A.). RVEIT? &\oc. V otpovds pftep EI? : Hpwdioavog &v td “Baox’ 101, “Ipt
taygia, Tov "Extopt udbov VET? évionec” (1. X1 186) émpepiopd enot tov Xépnro (immo Xaipida, fr.
7 B.) Méyew PBoapidvew Attikovg <10> “otpodfoc”, opoimg kai &v 1@ [i¢” thg kabdriov (111/1 144,9-24

Lentz ) Aéyov xoi Tpoeova pepvijcdor &v B’ Iepi drticiic tpocwdiag (fr. 1 von Velsen). VEI®

“Kybele”: they call Rhea “Kybele” with reference to the Kybela mounts. Indeed, the goddess is from
the mountains. Therefore, she is also carried by a couple of lions®®. (Aristophanes) used the expression
“mother of Kleokritos” because he wanted to mock him in an allusive way as ostrich-footed, which
means “with large feet”. He was mocked as foreigner and low-born. Symmachos had already said that
(Kleokritos was) a foreigner and perhaps an actor. Now (Aristophanes) shows him also as looking like
an ostrich. Didymos: “mother of Kleokritos”. He mocks him as a weakling and a catamite. Effeminates
participate in the mysteries of Rhea. And perhaps the one mentioned by Eupolis in the Demes and the
Flatterers might be another one. Otherwise. “Ostrich mother”: in the comment to the line “up go, swift
Iris, and report this word to Hektor”, Herodianos states that Chairis says that the Attic writers put the
accent on the penultimate on the word “ostrich”. Similarly, in the sixth book of the General

(accentuation) he says that Tryphon mentioned this in the second book On Attic accentuation.

Aristoph. Av. 876 déomowa KuBéin otpovbs, pfjtep Kheokpitov.

Aristoph. Ra. 1437f. £l 1ig ntepdoog Khedkprrov Kivnoig, / dpetev abpong mehayiov Vmep midko— | Suda k 2586 A. KuBéin: 1| Péa. mapa ta KOBeho
Spn° opeia yap 1 0e6¢ S10 Kai moyeiton Aedvtmvy (evyel. 1 8¢ pijtep Kheokpitov map’ dmdvolay eine, Povddpevog avtov Stofaletv g otpovddmoda,
TOVTEGTL LEYOUAOTOVY. EKOUMIETTO 8¢ (G Kivondog kol Eévog kai Suayeviig kai Kupéing vidg émel év toig poompiolg Tiig Péag podakol mapeiot. v 8¢
Kol THY Sytv 0pviBOdNG. gipnton odv émi Tdv Kvaidwv 1) mapowia | schol. Aristoph. Ra. 1437a 6 Kwnoiag Aentog fiv, 6 8& Khedipriog poyxdnpoc, b

Chantry d¢ Aentdg opddpa dv kop®deitor koi dg EEvog kai dg kOAaE. Epviobn 8¢ kai 1od Kivnoiov, dg todtov kai 100 KAgokpitov dpogpovodvimv

335 This iconography is widely attested in archaeological remains, see e.g. Simon 1997, 759-761; Bagh 2007, 307.
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| schol. Tz. Aristoph. Av. 876 Koster KvBéinv eaoct tv Péav d1d 1o KOBeka 6pn: opeia 8¢ 1) 0gdc. 10 8¢ “puntnp Kheokpitov” Stafidiler adtov ig

6TpovhOTOdaL.

1 KvBéinv—"Péav cett., v péav enoi Lh | mopd to RELN, mapd 10 & V, mapd taig T2, o 100 M | post KoBeda, 6 Snhoi M | 8pn cett., dpsto E | dpeia
cett., opetvi M | kai cett., om. R | 1-2 hedvtav {edyet cett., (evyet Aedviov Lh | 2 dndvorav cett., dndvora V | StaBarelv RVM Suda, Stafédley EI? | 3
ueyadémovy RVI2, ueyardmolv E, peyokdmoda M | kai Suoyeviig cett., om. R | 3-4 kai-Eévog om. EI'? | Zoppoyoc—otpovdmdng (Im. KvBéin otpodde)
sep. RV | 4 éugaivetan EI'2, gaiveton RV | 5 6 Aidvpog cett., Sidvpog 82 I' | pfjtep T, imtépa cett. | Kheokpitov cett., Aeokpitov V | kivardog cett.,
Kovordog I | otpovbe-npocmdiag post Koroéw E | 5-7 6-Kora&w post 872aT | 7-8 otpovde—pdov post schol. in v. 874 I'2 | 1ov V, 10v3’ EI'? | "Extopt
EI'2, "Extopa V | 8 évionec edd., &vioneg V, &vione E, éviac’ I'® | Xapita EI, Xopita V | 9 Attikodg Kister, Attikng V, Attikh E, Attcég (?) % | 10

suppl. Kuster | 8-10 évicnec-npocmdiag in calce '

The priest’s prayer introducing the sacrifice for the foundation of Nephelokokkygia (Av. 859-894) is filled
with a number of wordplays mixing the names of the deities with several ornithonyms and some personal
references. The invocation to “the chaffinch Sabazios” and to “the Great Ostrich Mother of gods and men” (1.
875) triggers Peisetairos’ exclamation déomowva, Kupéin otpovds, pfitep Kieoxpitov (“o ostrich lady Kybele,
mother of Kleokritos!”). Xenophon (Hell. 2.4.20) attests the existence in 403 BCE of a Kleokritos t&v pvotdv
kfpvé (“herald of the initiates”, PA 8570, PAA 576825), easily identifiable with the ‘son of Kybele’ of the
Aristophanic line®®, However, the point of the reference to the ostrich is unclear, despite the general unanimity
of recent scholarship on Kleokritos’ fatness being the reason for the mockery®¥. In fact, since Kleokritos is
also mocked in a highly debated passage of Aristophanes’ Frogs (Il. 1437-1441)%%#, where he is imagined by
Euripides as soaring over the sea with the dithyrambographer Kinesias as his wings, the two references have
been taken by some to indicate that the man was, on the contrary, remarkably thin®®, In all likelihood, it was
not simply Kleokritos’ outer appearance that made both jokes in Av. 876 and Ra. 1437 immediately
comprehensible to the audience. Rather, the link between the man and the ostrich must have already been well-
known to the audience (regardless of its origin) and was actually the condition for the two jokes to be
understood: Kleokritos was known as “the ostrich”, so he could be lampooned both as the son of “the ostrich

lady Kybele” and as flying with the aid of Kinesias (since the ostrich cannot fly)34°.

The exegetic material on Av. 876 is variously distributed in the manuscripts, so that the text here printed
does not fully mirror any of the testimonies. The annotation begins with the same section (Kvpéinv—dvoyevic)
in all manuscripts, but after that the order in which the three authorities (Didymos, Symmachos and
Herodianos) are quoted is different: in V the sequence is Didymos-Herodianos-Symmachos, in E it is

Symmachos-Herodianos-Didymos, whereas in R Didymos is followed by Symmachos (and Herodianos is

336 That this prominent figure coincides with the archon of 413-412 BCE (PA 8569, PAA 576820) is uncertain, if not unlikely (see e.g.
Dunbar 1995, 513; Telo 2007, 623)

337 See Sommerstein 1987, 257; Dover 1993, 376; Dunbar 1995, 512; Teld 2007, 624; Olson 2017, 462. But this interpretation can be
found already e.g. in Welcker 1812, 220; Felton 1864, 182; Dindorf 1882, 327; Merry 1889, 49; Green 1894, 136; Van Leeuwen 1896,
14; 1902, 13; Tucker 1906, 256.

338 See e.g. Dover 1993, 373-376. The passage was problematic for ancient commentators as well, as shown by Aristarchos’ proposal
of athetising the passage (a proposal accepted by Apollonios, but for different reasons), see schol. Aristoph. Ra. 1437-1441a-b Chantry.
339 See Fritzsche 1845, 435: «gracilis atque procerus»; Kock 1898, 213: «diinn und schméchtig.

340 See Rogers 1902, 219; 1906, 122. Kinesias’ ‘aerial’ nature emerges clearly by his scene in Av. 1372-1409.
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absent) and in I'> Symmachos precedes Didymos (again with no mention of Herodianos). This is the most
plausible reconstruction: (a) an anonymous commentator (possibly the redactor of the scholium) took the joke
on Kleokritos to be aimed at the man’s big feet®*, but then added the autoschediastic éxoppdeito 88 g E&vog
koi dvoyevng, clearly derived from the reference to the foreign goddess Kybele; (b) the redactor quoted
Symmachos, who “had previously said” (presumably with regard to Ra. 1437)3*2 that the man was lampooned
as &évog kai tayo vrokprrig (see below); (c) the redactor integrated Symmachos’ comment by noting that the
mockery in Av. 876 concerns Kleokritos’ otpovfddng appearance, and by inserting (d) a seemingly direct
quotation from Didymos’ hypomnéma (see below). A scholium of different provenance is then added (as
signalled by 8AAwg in V), which preserves an excerpt from Herodianos’ grammatical comment to 11. 11.186%%,

focused on the accentuation of the word otpov6d¢ and based on the authority of the grammarians Chaeris and

Tryphon®*,

MG Yuvolkiog Kol Kivardog kopdsitar. the verb kouwmdsitar shows a high level of awareness «that the
features attributed to the komadoumenos are elements of a particular speech act, the act of ridicule»®® and
therefore distinguishes this comment from the ones that acritically take the information deriving from the jokes

as historical®*.

&v 8¢ 10ig puetpiols tijg Péag palaxoi maperswv: unlike the other commentators featured in the scholium,
Didymaos does not discuss the role of the ostrich in the joke against Kleokritos. On the contrary, the exegesis
focuses exclusively on the link between the mocked figure and Kybele, and evidently relies on two elements:
firstly, the identification between the Phrygian Kybele and the Cretan Rhea, which was current in Didymos’

time and iconographically attested from the 6™ century BCE onwards®*” and present in literary evidence as

341 As observed by Kock (1894, 172), a completely opposite view on the adjective stpov@démoug (likely based on the alternative meaning
of otpovBog as “sparrow”) can be found in a fragment by Eudoxos (fr. 340 Lasserre), carried by Plin. NH 7.24 Eudoxus in meridianis
Indiae viris plantas esse cubitales, feminis adeo parvas ut struthopodes appellentur.
342 See Schauenburg 1881, 31. Internal references in the Aristophanic scholia have been thoroughly examined by Rutherford 1905,
42f. and Boudreaux 1919, 147-150. On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its relationship with Didymos’ work, see the
Introduction § 5.2 (along with frr. 224; 228-231; 238f.; 242-244; 247f.; 252f.). See also Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854, 289;
Schnee 1879, 35-46; Schauenburg 1881, 5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40f.; Montana 2003.
343 This piece of exegesis is actually preserved in schol. Hdn.| Ep. Hom. 11. 2.311 (A) 6tpovboio: dg dmd 6Eutdvov e00siag 1 aviyvaoic.
Xaipde (fr. 7 Berndt) d¢ fipeoke Bopdvew, kai iomg énel ta €ig Bog AMyovta diocvAafa povoyevii, eboetl pakpd mopaAnyoueva,
£Bapvvero, Eodbog, ,,ZN00s* (Od. 11.262, 19.523) xai ,,ud00g (Il. 5.493), &xet 8¢ 1 TeTpupévn avayvooig dpopuny o &ykeichat to
Béewv €tupoloyodot yap 10 (Dov mapd TO petd oiotpov Béetv. T 8¢ mapd TodTo TO Piipa Ewpduev d&vvopeva, domep TO Ayabos Kal
BonBog (see also Hdn. 111/1 144,9-24 Lentz [~ 111/2 947,1-948,7] 1 gig Oog Ayyovta kabapd povoyevi] StcOAafa Tapainyopeve goeL
poxpd Bopdvesbor B, kdOog, obtwg 6 kwPiog, pibog ... onueddeg dpo TO otpovBog dELVOLEVOY: Xaipig [fr. 7 Berndt] 8¢ onow
Atticovg Papdverv 0 dvopa, ®g Kol Tpoeov pépvntat £v devtép@ mepl ATTIKTC Tpocmdias. {owe puévrol TapnAlace TOV TPOKEWEVQV,
émel kol dpoevikde Aéyeton “kaol 8¢ o° ayov / dkéec otpovBoi” [Sapph. fr. 1.9-10 V.] kol Onivkde “adtap émel katd Téxy’ EQoys
otpovboio kai avtAv” [Il. 2.326]).
344 See Ippolito 2008; Montana 2015b.
345 Chronopoulos 2011, 213.
346 See e.g. schol. Aristoph. Ach. 388a Wilson ovtog 6 Tepdvopog peAdv 6Tt TOmMTHG Kol TPoymSomoldg GvdpIaAog Kai GvolKovOUNToG,
810 10 Gyav Eumadeic yphoew vmobéoelg kai poPepois mpocwreio ypfiobat. £80ker 8¢ kpoteiohor. See Chronopoulos’ classification
(2011, 212) of the different types of rephrasing of personal jokes in the scholia, and Nnlist 2009, 214.
347 See e.g. Nilsson 1967, 298; Pachis 1996, 199; Rein 1996, 228; Simon 1997; Bagh 2007.
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early as Hipponax®¥; secondly, the generally negative reputation of the goddess and her worshippers, which
was already widespread in the 5" century BCE because of the «general tendency of growing anti-
orientalism»®*° and was common in Roman times because of the link with effeminacy, deriving from the
apparently frequent practice of (self-)castration among the initiates®*°. Moreover, the relevance of the pvstfipia
in the interpretation of the joke may indicate that the grammarian was aware of Xenophon’s passage (Hell.

2.4.20) that confirmed Kleokritos’ role as t@v poot@v kfjpué.

Kol i6mg £tepog v £in 100 wap’ Evmoldog év Afjpoig kai Kora&uv: two possible conclusions can be drawn
from Didymos’ doubtful tone®*. On the one hand, the grammarian may here not be using a komodoumenoi
handbook (as supposed for other instances®*?) and might be independently comparing the Aristophanic
Kleokritos with his namesake in Eupolis’ plays, concluding that the two are not necessarily the same person;
on the other hand, he may be challenging a k6maodoumenoi-related source that reported both Aristophanes’ and
Eupolis’ passages under the same entry®s3, In either case, although the text does not offer any more details, it
cannot be denied that the grammarian «must have had some reason for potentially dissociating Eupolis’
Kleokritos from Aristophanes’» (Olson 2017, 462): perhaps the mockery in the Demes and the Flatterers was
perceived by Didymos as incompatible with the jokes found in Aristophanes (or, rather, with his interpretation
of such jokes). However, although it cannot be excluded that Eupolis actually lampooned a different Kleokritos
(possibly the archon of 413-412 BCE), the figure mocked in Aristoph. Av. 876, Ra. 1437 and Eup. frr. 139,
177 K.-A. was in all likelihood the same (see e.g. Telo 2007, 623).

Despite the strongly epitomised form of the scholium, the text allows some further observations on the
relationship between Didymos’ and Symmachos’ interpretations. According to the scholiast, the latter’s
exegesis was not a comment to Av. 876, but to the prior occurrence (npogipnkev) of Kleokritos’ name in
Aristophanes’ plays, i.e., almost surely, Ra. 1437%4. Symmachos’ definition of Kleokritos is twofold: he is “a
foreigner and perhaps an actor” (£évog kai tdya vmokprng). I the element of the foreign ancestry may again
be explained as a simple-minded reading of the joke of Av. 876 (see above), there is no extant evidence
describing Kleokritos as an actor. The tentative tone of the suggestion may result from Symmachos doubting
either his own interpretation of a specific source, or his recollection of a (now lost) source that he did not, or
could not, directly check. In the first case, the grammarian might have made an audacious deduction from

Xenophon’s passage (where the herald of the initiates is said to be ebpwvoc, an adjective typically associated

348 According to schol. Tz. Lyc. 1170 Scheer 6 ‘Inndvaé (fr. 156 W.2 = 167 D.) Kopniw v Péav Aéyet, mapd 1o &v KvBélia moret
Dpuyiag Tipdobar. See also Gulick 1894, 86f.

349 Bggh 2007, 307.

350 See e.g. Alvar 2008, 246-261.

31 On Didymos’ typically cautious tone, see Clausen 1881, 34f.; Boudreaux 1919, 111 and Did. frr. 227, 229, 230, 267, 269.

352 See frr. 229, 247, 257. On Didymos’ general interest in the k6modoumenoi see the Conclusions § 1.3.1.1 and frr. 245-247, 249, 257,
259, 266, 268.

353 For criticism towards a k6modoumenoi-related source, see fr. 247.

354 The ancient canonical order of Aristophanes’ plays — and hence almost certainly the order in which the plays were commented at
least until Symmachos’ time — was indeed alphabetic (see e.g. Boudreaux 1919, 151).
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with actors®®) or from the fact that, in Ra. 1437, Kleokritos is paired with another man of the stage, the
dithyrambographer Kinesias. In the second case, he might have simply been unsure of the correctness of his
recollection. However, the possibility has to be taken into account that Symmachos’ uncertainty in defining
Kleokritos as an actor derived from the fact that the passage(s) that presented the man as a vmokpitrg could
not be unequivocally linked to the figure mocked by Aristophanes. In other words, Symmachos may have
followed Didymos in his doubting the association of all the figures named Kleokritos under the same
komodoumenos and may reveal, with the expression oo vrokpung, that the character mocked by Eupolis in

the Demes and the Flatterers was described indeed as an actor.

3% See e.g. Diod. 15.7.2 6 8¢ Aoviolog ... Eaméctethe TG EDPMVOTATOVG TV Drokprdy, Luc. Salt. 68 6 58 dpynotig té mavta Exet
GLAAOPOV, Kol EvesTv TOKIANY Kol TOpyT] TV TOPOoKELNV owTod idelv, adAoOV, chptyya, Tod®V KTOHTOV, KLUUBAAOVL YOOV,
VIOKPLTOd EVPOVIRY, ASOVIOV OLOPOVINV.
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fr. 238 (= 11 14.35, p. 254 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of the question tig 6 k60opvog T 6607;

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 994a-b-c Holwerda

tic E 6 k60opvog ET: olov “ti vmodnoduevog mapet;” VEIM obto pév Toppoyxos. ETM Aidvpog 88
TPOC TO<V KOBopvoV, 6>T1 VT0dESETAL TM <T’ AplLoTEP® TOdl Kol T®> 6e&1. RVEI'M “tic RVI'M éotv

RV 1 érivowa tiic 0000;” RVI'M

“What is the kothornos...?”: in the sense of “with which shoes do you come forward?” so (says)
Symmachos. Didymos: in reference to <the kothornos, because> it can be worn <both on the left foot

and> on the right. “What is the idea of the journey?”.

Aristoph. Av. 992-994 tepov od Tovti kakdv. / i 8 ad od dpdowv; Tig 188a BovAedpotog; / Tic 1 *wivota, Tic T’ obpvic Tiic 650;, Ra. 539f. 10 58

petactpépeston / pdg to porbakmtepov / de&1od mpog avdpdg éoti/ kol pvoel Onpapévoug.

Diog. 4.72 gdpustafordtepog koBOpvov: mi TV TacY Epaprolovimy. EoTt 8¢ £100¢ HmodNpaTog Epapuolov Toig Suai mosiv | Zen. 3.93 (~ Suda € 3582
A.) edpetaBordtepog k0BOpvov: k6BopvOC EoTIv HIodNIATOC £160¢ Epapudloviog Kol de&1d Kai aptoTepd modi: 60ev Koi Onpapévny, ToV éml TV A/,
k600pvov EkGAovy oi ABnvaiot. &l TdV oTPEPOUEVMY 0DV cuvexdg 1) Tapouio ipntat | Hesych. k 3214 C. k60opvog HrodMuo GUpOTEPOIS TOIG TOsL
TMETOMUEVOV. TIVEG 8¢ Kol avdpdot kol yovauéiv épappottey gact to Hmddnpa 1 kéBopvov | Syn. k 370 C. kdBopvog: oSN dppotepodétiov | Phot.
€ 2248 gvpetaformtepog K006pvov” kK6Bopvog VoSN dpprodlov 6e€1d Te Kol eDOVOLE Todi" 60ev kal Onpapévny Tov Emi T@V TpLdKovta k6Bopvov
£KGAOLY 01 ABnvaior &mi TGV GLGTPEPOEVEY 0DV GuVEdS 1 Tapotpia keltal, k 836 k6Bopvog VoMU Gupotepodétiov, k 857 Th. kdéBopvoc:
YOI Gpyoiov KOOV Avapdv Kol yuvaik®dv, Todtov aueotépolg toig mooiv épappdtrov | Suda k 1909 A. k60opvog: vmddnpa dueotepodéEiov.
Aptotoedvng' Tic 6 k68opvog Tiig 630D; olov Ti HmodNcdpEvoC Thpet; obTmg éxaleito kai Onpausvig, Adnvaiog prtmp, padntig podikov Tod Keiov.
ipnrol 8¢ &mi 100 GTPEPOUEVOL GuVEDG. 0VTOC Y Kai Toig A cuvécTeude Kol T TABeL 8Tt 6 K6Bopvog AVPAGT Kol YUVOIEL TG TG VTOSEGEIG
apuotret | schol. Aristoph. Nu. 361a Holwerda Siddokoog 8¢ fv odtog (scil. 6 Ipddikoc) kai Onpapévoug 1od Emtkalovpévon koBdpvov, d¢ g TdV
TPLaKOVTO TUPOVVISOG HETEGYE. KOBopvog 8¢ Ekaheito obTog, émel Kol Tolg TpLdKovTa GUVEsTELdE Kal T@ SMu. Kol Yop 6 k6Bopvog o HrOSNUA
appotépolg appolet toig mootv, Ra. 47b Chantry ti k60opvog: tveg &t 6 k6Bopvog &ig dpeotépovg o0 TOdag Appolel. EvBev kai Onpopsvig
“k6Bopvog” Aéyetat, 611 T0ig Kaupois kabopdelv dhvatat. 6 8¢ Eevopdv év Exlnvioig (2.3.30f.) dueotéporg toig mooiv appolew avtov enow, Ec.

346 Regtuit koBdpvam: k6Bopvog e160¢ HIOdYLLATOC, APHOLOV AUPOTEPOIS TOGTY.

1 pgv I'M, om. E | Aidvpog 8¢ EI'M (8¢ om. E), kai Aidvpog obtw R, Aidvpog ob (sic) V, om. Bekker | 2 mpog to cett., om. R, mpog ti White | to<v
K6Bopvov, 5>11 supplevi, Tpog 10 < tig 6 k6Bopvog Tiic 630D;”* TPoG> Ti suppl. Holwerda | vmodédetar RVEI? Bekker Dindorf Dilbner, vrodéyetar M,
vmodédecan Zacher White Holwerda |t <t” dpiotepd modi kol 16> ek supplevi coll. Zen. 3.93, 1@ de&1¢ EI'2 Bekker, 1o de£iov RVI'M Dindorf

Diibner, 1o augpotepodiiov Zacher Rutherford White, 16 8° e 63¢; Holwerda | 3 630d RVEI?, 0god I

The construction of Nephelokokkygia brings about a succession of encounters (the first of two series of the
so-called ‘intruder-scenes’ in the play®**®) between Peisetairos and five stock characters: the Priest (Av. 863-
888), the Poet (904-953), the Oracle-monger (959-990), the Inspector (1021-1031) and the Decree-seller

356 Av. 903-1057 and 1337-1469. See Dunbar 1995, 9 and 520.
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(1035-1054). The sequence is interrupted at . 992 by the appearance of a historical figure, the geometer and
astronomer Meton (PA 10093, PAA 647810)%’. Peisetairos’ reaction to his entrance on stage is a series of
questions (993f.) that presents a textual problem. The paradosis reads ti & av oV Spdowv; Tic 1déa
BovAevparog; / tig 1 *wivoa, tig 6 k6Oopvog Tig 0d0D; (“What have you come to do? With what kind of intent?
/ What is the purpose, what is the buskin of your journey?”). Although most modern editors accept the text as
transmitted by the manuscripts®®, Blaydes’ (1882, 109) emendation of tic 6 k60opvog in tic 00’ oBpvig
(“What is the bird [i.e. the omen] of your journey?”’) — already anticipated by van Eldick’s (1764, 36) tic mot’
6pvic — is adopted by van Leeuwen (1902, 152) and Wilson (2007a, 394), while Sommerstein (1987, 120)
dubiously suggests tic 1} *wivola tig koBopvwtiig 0600 (“What is the purpose of your buskin ’'d journey?”), with
the otherwise unattested adjective *koBopvwtog. If the line is indeed corrupt, the error must have occurred
very early in the tradition of Aristophanes, since the scholia comment on tig 6 k66opvog, without traces of any

other variant.

The annotation, in the form preserved by EI'M, consists of the juxtaposition of two excerpts from
Symmachos’ and Didymos’ hypomnémata®®°. Symmachos’ comment —which constitutes a separate interlinear
gloss in V (with the omission of the grammarian’s name) and is completely absent from R — paraphrases tig 6
ko6Bopvog; with the question ti Ymodncduevog mapet, (“With which shoes do you come forward?”). The

exegesis seems different from Didymos’ one. This, however, is made unclear by evident corruption in the text.

Aidopog 8¢ Tpog T <v koBopvov, 6>T1 VodédeTan kTA: there have been several attempts at bettering the
wording of the scholium, since the paradosis Aidvpoc 8& mpog 10 Ti Vmodédeton (RVEI?, vrodéyetar TM) 10
deov (RVI'M, 1 de&id EIP) is problematic. The accusative would imply the dubious meaning “why does
he have his right boot on?”, while the dative would result in a translation such as “what is he wearing on his
right foot?”, which is equally unconvincing. Zacher®® emended the verb in vmod¢6ecan — assuming that
Didymos paraphrased tic 6 k66opvog with another direct question, in the second person singular — and wrote
10 <dppotepo>dé€lov (“why are you wearing the ambidextrous [shoe]?”), on the base of Syn. k 370 C., Phot.
k 836 Th. and Suda x 1909 A., where k66opvog is glossed with vrodnua dueotepodé&iov. Holwerda accepts
the emendation of the verb, but writes 1@ &’ £€g1 <66>®; entailing that Didymos paraphrased tig 6 k68opvog
with two questions. This solution, however, involves a substantial integration in the preceding sentence, based
on a supposed saut du méme au méme: Aidvpog Tpog o <“tig 6 K6Bopvog Thig 630D;”* TPOS> Ti VITodEdET L,

@ & &1 <08>®); (“Didymos, with regard to ‘what is the kothornos of the journey’: ‘with which intent have

357 For a recent reading of Meton’s scene as an example of Aristophanic satire of intellectuals, see Amati 2010.

358 See e.g. Brunck 1783, 197; Boissonade 1826, 264; Dindorf 1835, 351; 1869, 95; Kock 1894, 184; Rogers 1906, 136; Dunbar 1995,
99; Henderson 2000, 152.

39 See also frr. 243f., 247, 249, 253. Despite acknowledging the obscurity of the text, Schauenburg (1881, 9) maintains that the redactor
of the scholium found Didymos’ comment quoted in Symmachos’ hypomnéma. On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its
relationship with Didymos’ work, see the Introduction § 5.2 (along with frr. 224; 228f.; 231; 237; 239; 242-244; 247f.; 252f.). See also
Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854, 289; Schnee 1879, 35-46; Schauenburg 1881, 5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995,
40f.; Montana 2003.

360 ap. White 1914, 186.
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you put your shoes on?’, ‘on which road do you come forward?’”): the integration seems unproblematic in
Holwerda’s edition, where Didymos’ and Symmachos’ comments are printed as separate items (i.e. scholl.
Aristoph. Av. 994a and 994b respectively)®?, but is clearly pleonastic when the annotation in its entirety is
taken into consideration. An alternative integration — also implying a saut du méme au méme in the second
part — is mpog To<v k6Bopvov, &>T1 VodEdETAL <TP T” ApLoTEP@ TOdT Kai> Td de&1®. The idea that the kothornos
was an ambidextrous boot can be found not only in several other Aristophanic scholia (see schol. Aristoph.
Nu. 361a Holwerda; Ra. 47b Chantry; Ec. 346 Regtuit), but also in the lexicographical tradition (see Hesych.
k 3214 C.; Syn. « 370 C.; Phot. k 836, 857 Th.; Suda « 1909 A.), as well as in the paroemiographic collections
of Diogenianos and Zenobios, which — in this case — are the sources closest to Didymos®2. In particular,
Zenobios (3.93) describes the kothornos as a vmodnpatog £idog dpopudlovrog kol de&i1f Kol dprotepd modi.
In fact, Didymos himself might have dealt with the proverb ebduetafordtepoc koBO6pvov in his
paroemiographical work entitled Against the Compilers of Works on Proverbs®®?, offering the same explanation
of k60opvog there and in his Aristophanic commentary. The fact that Zenobios’ entry on gdopetafoAdTEPOg
ko06pvov also contains typical kémodoumenos-information on Theramenes and his nickname k66opvog may
be a further hint at its dependence on the grammarian. Moreover, a codex of Photios’ Library*®* proves that
Didymos’ paroemiographical work included the proverb 5e&1ov gic vmodn A, dpiotepov gig modavintpa (“the
right foot in the shoe, the left in the basin”), also used in reference to those always ready to make the most of
every situation®®, In short, although the first part of the integration (mpog to<v k60opvov, &>11) is less easily
explicable on palaeographic grounds, this solution is consistent with the Aristophanic text: Didymos assumed
that Aristophanes used the term k68opvog metaphorically, playing on its actual meaning of “ambidextrous
shoe” to highlight the ambiguity of the direction of Meton’s journey and thus of the purpose of his appearance.
In this perspective, the last section of the scholium (tig éotv 1} énivowa tiig 660D;) has to be understood as

Didymos’ paraphrase of the entire line.

361 On the problematic ecdotic criteria of Holwerda’s and Chantry’s editions, see the Introduction § 5.2.

362 That Diogenianos relied on Didymos can be supposed on the base of the prefatory letter to Hesychios’ lexicon (ep. Eul. 1-16 moAloi
HEV Kod BALOL TAV TahoudY TAG KoTd 6ToYEIoV cVVTedeikact AEEelc, @ mavTov Elol Tpociiéctate EOAOYE GAL o uév tag ‘Ounpukic
povag og Anmiov kai Amodldviog 6 Tod Apyiov: oi 8¢ tag kopukag 1dig Kol tag Tpaykig ®g Oéwv kai Aidupog kai Etepot TolodTor
6pod 8¢ mécuc TOVTOV 0VSE €1¢. ALOYEVIAVOC 8 TIC LETE TOVTOVG YEYOVAS AVip 6ovdaiog kai pIAdKaAog, T Te Tposipnuéva PifAio
Kol TAo0g TAG GTopadny mapd mict KeWévag AEEELS cuvayaydV, OLod Tdoos Kob® £KAcTOV GTOLYETOV CUVTEDEIKE ... Kol TPOG TOVTOLG
doag 016¢ Te TV mapotpiag svpelv, 008E TavTag Tapéluev). On the debate concerning the ascription to Diogenianos of the collections
of proverbs transmitted by the manuscripts under his name, see Montana 2003a. Zenobios’ dependence on Didymos, instead, is clearly
stated in the title of his collection: Emirous éx w@dv Toppoiov kai Aidbpov moepoyudv cvvieleioa kota ororyeiov. FOr an overview on
the opinions of modern scholars with regard to the relationship between Didymos’ and Zenobios’ works, see Biihler 1987, 36f. n. 16.
On the relationship between Didymos’ commentaries on Aristophanes and his paroemiographic collection, see Ruta 2016.

363 See the Conclusions § 1.2.2.

364 Phot. Bibl. cod. 279 (summarising the Chrestomathia of Helladios Besantinos) 533b 1t napotpiav givai pnot tov Se&1ov Hrodeicat
woda, Tov 8’ aprotepov vilew: gnot yap 6 Tlodépwv (fr. 101 Preller), g poaptupel Aidvpog (fr. 351 C.-Pr.), de&ov gig vmddnpa,
aprotepov gig modavurtpa. The proverb was already included in the Metrical Proverbs of Aristophanes of Byzantion (fr. 361 S. ap.
Suda 6 231 A.).

365 See Tosi 2017, 493f.
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fr. 239 (= 11 14.36, p. 254 Schmidt)

Subject: the sense of the analogy between the sky and the oven called mviygtc

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1001b Holwerda

Katd Tviyéo paiota EI: domep, onot, mviyede mepikeiton T vij. 0 0 £ENG adtovonta. TviyeLg 6€ O

kpifavog fj 1 kGpvoc. RET'M

npootifeic ovv RVET &ym I': Aidvpog totodtog dnp o1t T Y1 mepikeipevog, dpotog mviyel, kadamepel

TOUA TL TEPIKEINEVOG. TO 08 £ETC, Pnoiv O Zoppoyoc, émitndeg adavonta. RVETM

“alot like a pnigeus™: he says “it covers the earth like a pnigeus”. What follows is nonsense. The pnigeus

is the kribanos or the kaminos.

“so, if I position (this ruler...)”: Didymos: the sky lies all around the earth like a bell-oven, covering it
like a lid. What follows (i.e. Av. 1001-1003), says Symmachos, is deliberate nonsense.

Avristoph. Av. 1000f. avtika yop dfip éott v i6€av 6Aog / katd Tviyéo pdhota.

Aristoph. Nu. 95-97 &vtod0’ &votkodo’ Evdpeg, ot Tov ovpavoy / Aéyovteg dvameibovoty g EoTiv Tviyede, / kEoT mepi Hudg ovTog, Muelc 8 GvOpakeg
| Poll. 7.110 7| 8¢ tdv avBpaxiov kapvog mviyevg, 10.54 émi 8¢ toig povinmolg déort” v tig Exev odyny, Emoyov, Epnov, KNuovs, Eovg, yiia,
¥oAvovg, Tviydac—xkol yap OV mviyéa émi fmmov Apiotopdvng év Avayopw (fr. 64 K.-A.) Aéyer—odhapa, mapodma, avoia | Hesych. &t 2646 H.
TVIYes” O QUOG TOV KTNVAV. Kai Tod D3pavikod opydvov pépoc. i kKAiBavog | Suda 7t 1830 mviyeis: 6 pobpvog, 6 kpifavog. kupimg, dmov ol dvBpaieg
ocvpmviyovtot. 810 Emiéyer “Nueig 8¢ GvOpaxes”, 1832 mviynpd: 1 kawpotdong, Koi Oepun mviyedg yop N kapwvog. Gua 8¢ 8t mviyel 1@ xpove 0
oxowiov kai T0 Opaviov. AploTo@dvng' pio LéEV £0Tv And KdAo kal Bpaviov. kol Applavog: Ta d& Bpdym Tpog T@ aiytaAd Endkeov dvOpmmot £v kodldBaig
nviynpaic, @ 629 A. godpvog: mviyevg, 0 kpifavog, dmov oi &vbpakeg cvumviyovrar | schol. Aristoph. Nu. 96a obtwg 6 kpifavog. kvping émov oi
GvOpakeg ovpmviyovrar 810 émdéyet “Nueic 8’ dvOpakes”. Aéyel 8¢ 1OV podpvov, 96b 1) 1@V GvOpdxmv kGuvog 310 Enhéyerl “Hueis & dvOpaxes” did
70 Y1d tod NAiov Beppaivesdar, 96¢ kvping mviyeds EvBa ol GvBpaxeg Eyovtar kai Tviyovral, 96d Holwerda tadta npotepog Kpativog év IMavomtaig
dpapatt (fr. 167 K.-A.) miepi “Inmovog 10D hocogov (38 A 2 D.-K.) koppd@v adtdv Aéyer 4o’ ob otoxalopevol Tvég gooty, 8Tt undepudc £x0pag
x4pv Ap1oTo@avng fikev £mi TV Tdv Nepeldv moinoy, 8¢ ye pfjte Tidov e dppdtrov, GAAG undeé mpog &v Eyrinua A0 Zakpdtovct. Vo yop kat’
a0Tod TadTo TPOoOElS EyrAnaTa, TO TEPL TOD 0VPAVOD (G EOTL TVIYEDG, Kol OG IKOVOG £0TL TOV 1jTTd AdYOV S18G0KEY Kai TOV KPEiTtova, TO HEV KOOV
TOV EIOGOP®V GTavTev Emfyayev EykAnua, eaivetor 8¢ Kol ént 1ot 0 “Innov keopedndivar Bdoas 10 8¢ TdV EykAnudtev 00dE T0 GUVOLOV
EMKOWVMVET PLOGOPIg—O0D Yap ToDTO EnaryyéllovTat ol LOGOPOL, EVOVG TOMGEY AEYEWV—Id10V 8¢ TO TO10VTO PEAAOV <TF|G> PTopIKiiG <MG> €’
AREOTEPOLG TOV PLAOG0POV Kabapedew. <oid’, T OAdKAN POV €ig avTOV cuvETade dpapa, 8’ ExBpav vopilovo avtov memomkéval ovk OpHdg olovtat.
np@dTOV P&V Yap Alpihog gig Boidav tov pidcogov (34 D.-K.) 6A0KANpov cuvétate moinua, 81’ o TodxT €ig Sovieiav épumaivero <6> @ILOGOPOG 0D
316 TobT0 88 £x0pdC fv. Emerta EBmolig, i kai 81” dOAiywv Euviodn Zokpdroug (cf. frr. 386, 396 K.-A.), udilov 1 Apiotopdvng &v dhoug toig Negéhoig
avtod kabnyarto | Et. M. 677,34-45 G. nviyedg: mopd 1oig KoKoig 6 podpvogc. 0Tt 8¢ kot 10D v3paviikod dpydvov puépog ti* onuaivet kai TOV Qudv.
Koi yiveton Topd T0 TViym: 0 3e0TEPOG AOPIoTOG, EMViyov, 6& ahTod. TTviyog 00dETEPME, Kol onuaivel O kKodpo Koi 0 BEpog kol TapdVLLOV TVIYELS Kol
onpaiver tov kpifavov kai Tov eluov Tdv Hroluyiov: Tod HEV TPOTEPOL TOV 0VPavVOV Aéyovtog, “®g Eott mviyeng” (Aristoph. Nu. 96)  tod 8¢ devtépov,
“repibeg oeavtd tov nviyéa” (ad Aristoph. fr. 64 K.-A.): dvti tod tov @1udv. koi £ott Tod pév Tviyog To 1 pakpov, g yivesOot mapd to v mvony dyyetv,

Tvixog kol Tviyog Tod 8¢ Tviyevs, Bpayl, Amd SEVTEPOV GOPIGTOV YIVOUEVOV.

1 domep cett., i R | gnoti hic ET, post aviyedg M, om. R | post gnoi, Zoupayog ins. Schnee | post pr. viyedg, obv R | post alt. 8¢, obtog EM, obtac 1
I" | 3 post Aidvpog, pnoi M | kobamepei cett., kaddnep R | 4 ndpd cett., mtdud M | enoiv cett., om. R | 6 EI'?M, om. RVT | Zoppoyog codd., del. Schnee
| énitndeg RV, onot ', om. EM
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Peisetairos asks Meton about the instruments he is carrying, defined by the latter kévoveg aépog (“sky
rulers”). To explain their functioning, Meton begins by stating that the sky is v idéav 6Aog / katd Tviyéa
uddota (“in its entirety a lot like a mviyevg in shape”). The term mviyedg indicates a bell-shaped ceramic oven
used to bake bread®®. The analogy between this common cooking utensil and the sky also occurs at the
beginning of Clouds (I. 95-97), where Strepsiades, describing the gpovtiothipiov, declares évtadd’ voikodo’
&vdpeg, ol tov 0vpavov / Aéyovieg dvameibovsty Mg E6Tv Tviyeng, / k8ot mepi Hudc ovTog, Nueic 8 dvOpakeg
(“there live men that can convince you with their words that the sky is a bell-oven and is all around us, and we
are the charcoal”). The related scholium informs that, before Aristophanes, Kratinos had lampooned the
philosopher Hippon ascribing him the same nviyevc-analogy (fr. 167 K.-A.; 38 A 2 D.-K.). In all likelihood,

this was a stock joke used by playwrights to ridicule intellectuals in general.

The annotation consists of two parts, variously arranged in the manuscripts®®” and therefore printed as
separate items in the present edition: one contains Didymos’ and Symmachos’ interpretations (the former
probably quoted by the latter)®®, the other is an epitomised version of the same scholium, without the two
commentators’ names but with the addition of the gloss mviyedg 8¢ 6 kpifavog fj 1 kapwog. This piece of
lexicographic information probably synthesises two competing interpretations of the word wviyevg, which is
glossed with kpiBavog (a term indicating a small oven®®) in Hesych. n 2646 H., Suda = 1830, ¢ 629 A. and
schol. Aristoph. Nu. 96a Holwerda and with kauwvog (generally “oven”, “furnace”) in Poll. 7.110, Suda = 1832
A. and schol. Aristoph. Nu. 96b Holwerda. While Didymos focuses on the metaphor used by Meton,
Symmachos underlines that the rest of the geometer’s lines (1001-1009) is “deliberate nonsense” (see also
schol. Aristoph. Av. 1004 Holwerda 416A0v dvonraivet), an intentionally unintelligible speech with which

Aristophanes aimed at mocking Meton®™,

Aidvpog: Torovtog dnp éot Tij Yij mepikeipevog kth: Didymos’ use of the verb mepikeipar may echo the only
other occurrence of the aviyevg-analogy in the Clouds, where the sky/oven is said to be mepi nudg (I. 96). The
analogy was at the centre of the ancient interpretive debate concerning the composition of the Clouds in relation

to the alleged personal enmity between Aristophanes and Socrates, a debate summarised by schol. Aristoph.

366 See Sparkes 1962, 128; Paulas 2016, 577. On the various meanings of (koto)mviyo to describe different cooking methods, see De
Martin (in preparation).

367 The order followed here (i.e. with the epitomised version preceding the one with the grammarians’ names) is found in all manuscripts
except for R. In ET the two notes have two distinct lemmata (icotd Tviyéo pédiota and mpootifeic odv &yd respectively), while in RM
they are one continuous scholium (R joins the two parts with GAAwc). V omits the epitomised version.

368 On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its relationship with Didymos’ work, see the Introduction § 5.2 (along with frr. 224;
228f.; 231; 237f.; 242-244; 247f.; 252f.). See also Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854, 289; Schnee 1879, 35-46; Schauenburg 1881,
5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40f.; Montana 2003.

369 The limited size of the kpiPavoc is made clear by Aristoph. Ach. 85f. eit’ é£évile (scil. 6 Baciiedc), mapetifet 6° fHuiv dHAovg / x
kpavov Bodcg, where the idea of oven-baked oxen is a clear hyperbole. On the kpifavoc, see Dalby 2003, 101. According to Herodotos,
whole oxen were roasted in the képvog (1.133 oi gvdaipoveg adt@v Podv kai inmov kai képniov kai dvov mpotiéatar GAoVG OTTOVG
év xapivoior). Therefore, the term kpifavog seems a more accurate gloss for viyedg than képvoc.

370 The concept of &dwavomto is widespread in the Aristophanic scholia (see scholl. Aristoph. V. 1309a Koster [Did. fr. 216 C.-Pr.];
Pac. 1077, 1078a-b Holwerda; Av. 66d, 953ap, 1377b, 1395 Holwerda) and this shows that ancient scholars of comedy understood
nonsense to be an integral part of the comic mechanism, rather then something to correct. For a comprehensive study on the subject,
see Kidd 2017.
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Nu. 96d Holwerda. In his Apology, Plato had strongly championed the idea that the playwright had attacked
the philosopher out of personal hatred (p86vog and dwapoAn in Ap. 18c-19d, &xbpa in the scholium to Nu. 96).
The annotation brings into comparison: (1) Kratinos’ All-Seeing Ones (fr. 167 K.-A.), where the mviyeig-
analogy was ascribed to Hippon (thus proving that this was a generic accusation against intellectuals, rather
than a personal attack against Socrates), (2) a moinua written by a Diphilos against Boidas®?, presented as
instance of a composition entirely written against a philosopher, (3) Eupolis, who is said to have attacked
Socrates less often than Aristophanes but much more effectively (the only extant examples are Eup. frr. 386,
396 K.-A.). Such an articulate discussion is surely ancient. Whether Didymos had a role in it cannot however

be ascertained.

371 The identification of this Diphilos with the author of a Theseid in choliambs quoted by Didymos in his commentary to Pindar (fr.
124 C.-Pr. ap. schol. Pind. O. 10.83a-b Drachmann, discussed by Braswell 2017, 167-170) is possible but not provable (see Di Marco
1997).
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fr. 240 (= 11 14.37, p. 254 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of d&vg iepaxiokog in Av. 1112

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1112 Holwerda

o&uv iepaxiokov REI: avti tod “apmdaynv o6&elav”. Aldvpog tayog a¢ i€pakog, tva Taxemg QUYN.
RVEI'MLh

“(we will give you) a small and quick hawk”: in the sense of “a sharp hook”. Didymos: “swiftness like

that of a hawk, so that you flee quickly”.

Aristoph. Av. 1111f. x&v doyovteg apyidiov €10’ apmécar PodAncé 1, / 6&DV igpakickov gic Tig ysipag DUIV ShoopEY.

1 aprdynv White, aprayrv codd. et edd. cett. | post 6&giav M add. dpraxtikov yap kai toyd 1o Spveov | Aidvpog cett., om. RLh | ante taoc, 1j Lh | dg
cett.,, om. RLh

In the antepirrhema of the second parabasis of Birds (Il. 1102-1117) the Chorus directly addresses the
judges of the dramatic contest promising hefty rewards if the play is awarded the first prize. The bribes offered
all imply puns on birds, namely the yAadg, ‘little owl’ (at the same time a metaphor for Athen’s coins, on
which the bird was always represented), the aictdg, ‘eagle’ (used to describe the shape of temple roofs), the
iepakiokog, ‘little hawk’ and the mpnyopedv ‘bird’s crop’ (metaphors relating to the ability of appropriating

wealth while in office and food while at banquets, see below).

The scholiastic material concerning Av. 1102-1117 shows that Didymos had surely dealt with the last two
terms, but the notes on Il. 1106 (yAabkeg dudg obmot’ émheiyovor Aavpeiwtikai) and 1110 (tag yop dudv
oixiog épéyopev mpog aictdv) are possibly also owed to him: in schol. Aristoph. Av. 1106ba®?, the Didymean
origin can be supposed on the base of a reference to Philochoros (FGrHist 328 F 200), an Attidographer also
quoted elsewhere by the grammarian®, whereas schol. Aristoph. Av. 1110b%"* mentions Ion’s Agamemnon,
on which Didymos had written a commentary (see Ath. 11.468d-e; Did. fr. °204 C.-Pr.; TrGF 19 ad F 1, 2).

In both cases the absence of the grammarian’s name would be easily explicable with epitomation.

372 ) yAadE Emydporypa v TETpadpdyuov, dg dkdyxopoc (FGrHist 328 F 200). ékAnon 8¢ T vooua, 1o TeTpddpaypov, ToTe yAaDE—
v yap YAadE énionuov kai mpdcenov AdNvic—idv TPoTépav Sdpdyuv dviov dnionuév te Bodv éxdviov. RVET

373 See Harp. n 63 K. (~ Phot. = 776 Th.; Suda = 1313 A.) nepictoryor AnpocOévng év 16 Ipog Nwcdotpatov (53.15) mepi tédv
ApebBovoiov avdpomddov “putevtipia EAadv mepiotoiyov kotékhaoev”. Aidvpog 8¢ (300a C.-Pr.) T yévog Eondv mteplotoiyoug Kael,
g D1LOYopog otoryddag tpoonydpevoe (FGrHist 328 F 180). punnote 8¢ mepictoyyov kKEKANKEY 6 piTmp TaG KOKA® TePL TO Ywpiov €v
otoiy® mepukvioc. See Deas 1931, 20; Braswell 2017, 76. For Didymos’ use of historians in general see Braswell 2017, 113-116;
Phillips 2020, 447-450 and Montana 2009a, 159-163 and (forthc.).

374 Toig yap TV 1ep@dv oTéyaC mTEPd Kol deTodg Kododotv, dg enow “Tov &v Ayauéuvovi. RVED
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avti Tod “apmaynv o6&eiav”: the first anonymous explanation identifies the iepaxicxog with a tool named
apméryn, a hook used to draw up buckets. Except for a few occurrences in historic-poliorcetic works®” and in
Pollux®’®, the term is mostly attested in grammatical treatises and lexica concerned with the difference between
apméryn and aproayn®’. As can be expected, the manuscript tradition of the Aristophanic scholia is unanimous
in presenting avti tod “apmaynv 6&eiav” (“in the sense of ‘swift robbery’”’). This banalisation was evidently
problematic for the scribe of M, who tries to explain it by adding apmaxticov yap kai Tayd to dpveov (“‘since
the bird is rapacious and quick™). Rather surprisingly, despite the abundant evidence on the tool named apméyn,

all editors — apart from White (1914, 206), who correctly restores the paroxytone form — print apmoynv.

Aidvpog Tayog g iépaxog kth: Didymos interprets the expression as a metonymy indicating the swiftness
of the hawk. Since the other puns in the Aristophanic passage revolve around physical objects (the coins, the

roofs, the birds’ crop), the anonymous interpretation seems more likely than the Didymean one.

375 See e.g. Ph. Bel. 100.44; D.C. 66.4.

376 See Poll. 10.31 &i 8¢ kai éx ppedrov fj AMdxkkov 10 Héop dnavileic, Séort’ av okevdv dviintiipoc, avriiag, inovidc, inévtog, kéAov,
oyowiov, Kadov, Tpoyoriog, Tdyo ¢ Kai knAwveiov. pépn 8¢ Tpoyariog Tovia tomelo dEovia. T® 6 TPocdel Kai Apmayng Kol Kpedypag
Kol AWKoL* 0BTe Yp EkéAovv Td okedN 01g TODG EKTECOVTAG TAV KASMV £K TdV pedtmv dvéoTmv: 8Tt yip Kai Kpedypov kaodot TV
apméynv, dntoi év Exkinoalodoag (1002) Apiotopdvng Aéyov “ti dfjta kpedypag toig kadoig dvoiued’ dv;”

377 See e.g. Amm. Diff. 73 N. dprayn kai dpméyn Stapépet mopd toig moatoic Attikoic, d¢ enot Tpoewv &v 16 tpite Mepl AtTikg
npocwdiog (fr. 12 Vels.). éav pév yap 6&utdoveg mposveykduedo kabdnep év i cuvnBeig, v aigvidov kai petd Plog deaipeotv
MMAdoeL v 8& Paputovag apmdyny dg Avaeny, &v 1| £k TdV QPedTeV Todg Kadovg EEaipovaty.
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fr. 241 (= 11 14.38, p. 254 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of mpnyopedv

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1113b-c-a Holwerda

a) mpnyopedvog EI: kuping tdv opvibov 0 b) mpnyopedvog xvpimg karodol Tovg TMOV
Aeyopevog mporoyos. Ekdtepov & AmO TOD dpviBmv eapuyyag S1é TO eOpeic stvon Koi THYV
ocuvabpoilew €xel v tpoenv. EI'M TPOPTV &V a0Tolg Abpoilechar. Lh

[rpnyopedvac RV] Aidupog 8¢ To0g Bpdyyovg tdv 0pvémv, ToLG Aeyopévoug tpordPovg, RVEIMLI
Ot <mpo>cvAdéyetan &v antoig ta ortio. RVEI'M Aéyeton o0& kol éml avBpodnwov mpnyopedv ol O

Bpoyyoc. RVEI'MLh éxdrtepov 8¢ dno tod mpoabpoilewv ékel v tpoeriv. RVETLh

Pregoreones: properly the so-called prologos They properly call pregoreones the birds’
of the birds. Both (prégoresn and prologos throats because they are large and the food is
come) from the fact that they gather the food collected in them.

there.

Didymos (says that prégoreanes are) the birds’ throats, the so-called proloboi, because the food is
<first> collected in them. The throat is called pregorean for people too. Both (pregoreon and prologos

come) from the fact that they first collect the food there.

Aristoph. Av. 1113 #jv 8¢ mov devijte, TPYOPEDVAG VIV TELWOLEV.

Aristoph. Eq. 374 tov mpnyopedvé covktepd | Poll. 2.204f. énikerton 8 dpnpig te Koi Taig dmod kapdiog gig Phyv dvatevovoag Aeyiv. TAEYpoToL
&’ avtov motel éttapa, i dg Eviot tpia, EAEPeg aptnpion vedpa: Tovg yap duévag €aipovoty. kai Hpvict HEV GO0V Tt TOVTE TPOGKELTAL, TPNYOPEDY
Kkolovpevov, Evia mpoabpoiletar 1) Tpoe1|” TV 8¢ unpukalopévev TV TpATV Kotioy vueTpov kahoDoty. 0 8¢ Bpdyxog GTOHAYOV TPOKEIEVOS, €lg
nvebpova Avavedov, Tij YAOTTN Kol T¢) 6TOPAY® TPooTEPLKeY, £ppilmTard’ év péow @ tvedpovt | Hesych. &t 3259 npnyopedv: tdv 0pvémv O Tporofog
(-Aoyog cod.), 1t mpocvAAéyetar év avtoig ta ottia, 3566 H. Tporoyog 6 meprrifépevog toig mpoelfodoy &ni deimvov. Kai 6 yapyapedv tdv Opvibov,
ov ol maarol pnyopedv | Phot. 1157 Th. npnyopedv: 6 mpdng koi mpoayopedwv kai tporéymv | schol. Aristoph. Eq. 374a Jones-Wilson tov
TPNYOPEDVEL TOV AEYOLEVOV YaPYAPEDVO. ... Kuping 8¢ 1) TdV dpvémv @apuyE, &v 7 dysipetar 1) tpoer. VEI2OM | Suda & 2412 nponyopedvoag: Todg
Bpoyyovg @V OpvémV, Kuping ToLG Aeyopévoug Tpoddyous, 8Tt cuAléyetan v avtolg Ta ottio. Aéyetan 8¢ Kol €l AvOpdOT@V TPONyope®V TAAWY O
Bpoyyog. £xdtepov 8¢ amd Tob abpoilev Ekel TV TpoPNV. 1| Papvyyog dpvimv, 2413 A. mponyopedv: O AEYOUEVOG YUPYOPEDY, O AUUOS. TPONYOPEDV
8¢ Kupiwg 0 €yivog 1@V Opvibwv, dmov mpoayeipetar 1y tpoeny | [Zon.] 1572,16 T. mpnyopedv. 6 Aapog i tomog, dmov dysipetot 1 Tpoey. mapd TO

ayeipat. obTmg AEyel ATOAAGDVIOG.

1 (a) npnyopedvag E, mpnyopedv I' | post kupimg, Aéyetar I' | 6 hic EM, ante tédv I | 2 (a) Aeydpevog EM, om. T' | ipéroyog ETM?, mpdrofog MP | 4
Bpoyyovg cett., Bpoyoug I | post Bpdyyove, noi Lh | post dpvémv, kupimg RV | tpordBoug Bekker Dindorf Diibner Rutherford, tpoldyovg RVEI?M,
npoPdrovg Lh, tdv dpvéwv I | 5 8¢ cett., om. M | 6 Bpdyyog cett., Bpodyog I' | 8¢ cett., om. Lh | amo cett., ék V | mpoabdpoilew cett., cuvabpoilew ET
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The term mpnyopemv occurs twice in Aristophanes. In Av. 1113 the Chorus tries to bribe the judges of the
theatrical contest by offering them birds’ crops (mpnyopedvog vuiv mépyouev) to steal as much food as possible
from the banquets they will be invited to, while in Eq. 374 the word is used by the Sausage-seller to refer to
Paphlagon’s throat (tov npnyope®dvé covktepd), within the sequence of mutual threats that constitute the first
pnigos of the agan (Il. 367-381).

The scholiastic material on Av. 1113 suggests that there were two interpretations of the term. On the one
hand was Didymos, who identified npnyopedv with the birds’ Bpoyyog or mporopoc (banalised in mpdAoyog
early in the lexicographical tradition, see below). On the other hand was an anonymous explanation: @apuyé.
The independence of the two interpretations is made especially clear by V — which presents Didymos’
explanation in the lower margin and the phrase @dapvyyog Opvémv as a separate interlinear gloss (i.e. schol.
Avristoph. Av. 1113da Holwerda) — and by Suda =« 2412 A., where the Didymean interpretation (deprived of
the grammarian’s name) is followed by 7 @épvyyac dpvémv®’e. This last explanation is also found at the end
of schol. Aristoph. Eq. 374a Jones-Wilson and according to Montana (2012, 46f.) this was the original
exegetical context of the equivalence between mpnyopedv and @apvyé. The first part of the scholium as
preserved by EI'M is a rephrasing of Didymos’ interpretation, probably derived from a lexicon, given the

lemmatisation in the nominative singular (see below).

Aidopog 6& Tovg Ppoyyovs TdV dpvémv: in medical works, the word Bpoyyog appears to be a less widespread
alternative for tpayeio dptnpia, the usual denomination of the bronchial tube®”®, whereas the péapvy€ is defined
by Aristotle as the anatomical part responsible for the transit of breath and voice®°. There is no evidence
outside the Aristophanic scholia connecting either the Bpoyyog or the papvy€ to the digestive system. In all
likelihood both Didymos’ interpretation and the anonymous one used Bpdyyoc and ¢apuy€ respectively in the
more generic sense of “throat” and not as indicators of a distinct anatomical part of the bird. In fact, since in
the Byzantine grammatical tradition Bpoyyoc and edapuyé jointly gloss Aoapdg (“throat™)®?, it is possible that
the two words were perceived as synonyms already in Didymos’ time. Therefore, even though they were two

independent explanations, they both identified the Aristophanic word with roughly the same body part.

ToVG Agyopévoug Tporopoug: Bekker (1829, 257), Dindorf (1838, 240), Diibner (1842, 235) and Rutherford
(1896, 525) emend the almost unanimously transmitted tporoyog and mpoArdyovg in TpdroPog and mporopoug,

supposing a banalisation of the rare word indicating the bird’s crop in Aristotle’s zoological works (see HA

378 On the dependence of the Suda from an Aristophanic manuscript close to RV, see Zacher 1888, 689; Holwerda 1977, XVII.
379 See Gal. 2,590 Kiihn &tepov 82 yévog dpmpiédv, g dvopdlovot tpayeiac, &v tpaymAm v pia peyiom, ka0’ dlov 8¢ ToV mvedpova
TAOTNG GmovepNGelS moAoL. @ & v mépatt Tiic sipnuévng &v TpayAm peydAng dptnpiag olov kepoAy TiC &mikerton pdpiov, O
TPOGayopELOLEVOS AdpVYE. dvopdletar 8¢ kal TODTO TPOG TV VEMTEPIKAY AVATOK®DV Bpodyxov Ke@OAT, S1OTL kol avTny dAnV TV
Tpayelay o0 povov obtme, GALY Kal Bpoyyov KaloDot.
380 See e.g. Aristot. PA 664a 17-19 6 pgv odv ¢apuyE 1od mvedpotog Evekey TEQuKEY” S8 ToVTOL Yap icdyeton To mvedpo To (o Kai
gxmépnel, avamvéovta Kol Ekmvéovta, 664a 35-664b 1 1| 8¢ kakovpévn eapuyE kai aptnpio CLVEGTNKEY €K YOVIPHIOVG CAONATOG OV
yap poOVov avamvotic Evekév €0tV GAADL Kol GOVIG.
381 See e.g. Et. Gen. B 232 Bpoyyog Aéyetar 6 Aapog kol 6 eapuyE, 276 L.-L. Bpdyxog 6 Aarudg, dv kai pépuyya keiodot, Et. Gud. d?
290,15-16 De Stefani Bpoyyog 8¢ 6 papuyE: mav yap eBéypa €k Bpdyyov Kol PapLYYog PEpETaL.
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508b,27-509a,15; PA 674b,17-34). White’s choice of maintaining the transmitted forms (1914, 206; followed
by Holwerda 1991, 171) is based on the evidence provided by a (now lost) scrap of parchment codex originally
preserved in the Louvre museum and tentatively dated to the 6™ century CE (MP® 140; LDAB 387; Aristoph.

CLGP 4; see Montana 2012a): in the verso, the fragment preserved a marginal note to Av. 1113 reading

TpOAOYOG
1N 1@V dpvibov
Papvyg

The parchment shows that the corruption of the rare tpoérofoc occurred quite early in the tradition of the
exegesis to the Birds, probably also due to Didymos’ explanation dt1 GuAAEyeTan &v avToig Ta ortio (wrongly
understood by later readers as an etymology, see below)32. Moreover, the parchment presents the two
interpretations as one exegetical unit, while the scholiastic tradition offers them as separate: this is a hint that
the marginal note preserved in the parchment was drawn from a lexicon (hence the lemmatisation in
nominative singular®?3), where the two explanations were already conflated®4. However, since it was derived
from a lexicographical source, the marginal note in the Louvre parchment can be considered a testimony only
for the lemmatised version of Didymos’ interpretation, that is the one transmitted by the lexica (like
Hesychios’) and inserted at the beginning of the annotation of the medieval manuscripts. Therefore, it does not
seem fully convincing to maintain poAdyovg in the Didymean citation that constitutes the second part of the
scholium, especially in the light of the reading mpof6iovg of Lh, that clearly mirrors an original mpoidpovg.
In all likelihood, Didymos’ explanation (mpnyopedvag) tov¢ Ppdyyovg TdV OpvEMV, TOVG AEYOUEVOLG
mpoAdPovg ktA was misunderstood by later lexicographers (see below) and reentered the scholiastic tradition
(anonymised and lemmatised) with the corrupt form mpoioyog, inevitably causing the corruption of TpoAdpoug
in mpoAdyoug in the Didymean fragment as well. The best textual solution thus seems to maintain the
transmitted mpoAoyog in the first part of the annotation and emend mpoldyovg in mpoAdPovug in the Didymean

section.

ot <mpo>ocviréyeTan &v avToig T ovtia: Hesych. m 3259 H. has mpocvAléyetan and this was probably the
wording of Didymos’ gloss, that the lexicographer found in the Comic Vocabulary®®. It seems likely that
Didymos based himself on the definition of Tpoiopoc given by Aristotle, namely 8éppo. koilov koi péya, &v @
1 Tpo@1| Tpm giclodoa drentog Eotv (HA 508b,28f., “a large hollow skin, into which the food first enters

and lies undigested”)%®. In all likelihood, the grammarian took up the etymology implied by the passage of the

382 See Montana 2012, 46f. n. 7.

383 See McNamee 1992, p. 75 nr. 1.; Montana 2012, 47.

384 The “synonymic adjustment” of competing interpretations of the same word is a common feature of the lexicographical tradition
(see Tosi 2015). Alternatively, the compiler of the parchment might have used two separate lexica and have personally joined the two
interpretations in the marginal note (see Montana, ibid.).

385 On the relationship between Hesychios and Didymos” Comic Vocabulary, see frr. 227f., 244, 260, the Introduction § 5.1.

386 Didymos seems to have used Aristotle’s zoological works (either directly or through the epitome compiled by Aristophanes of
Byzantium) also in frr. 2 and 227f..
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History of Animals and equated npnyopecdv with Tpdrofog because to him both words conveyed the idea of
food being collected “first” in the crop and only later digested. This is further confirmed by the last part of the
Didymean fragment, ano tod mpoabpoilewv €xel v tpoenv. In other words, Didymos’ explanation of
Tpnyopedv as mporofog revolved around the prefix mpo-. However, in the subsequent lexicographical tradition,
this aspect was lost, and the Didymean interpretation was misunderstood as an etymology from the verb

<mpo>cvAAéyw, With the inevitable corruption of Tpdiofog in mpoAoyos.

AéyeTan 8¢ Kai £l AvOpOTOV TPNYOPEAY TTAAY 6 Bpoyy0g: the lines from Aristophanes’ Knights and Birds
are the only two extant literary occurrences of the term npnyopedv. Therefore, Didymos’ observation refers in
all likelihood to Eq. 374, where the word indicates Paphlagon’s throat.

£karepov 8¢ amo Tod mpoaBpoiley £kl v Tpoev: an almost identical phrasing is found in Pollux (2.204
TPNYoPEd®V ... EvOa mpoabpoileton 1) tpoen). The lexicon attributed to Zonaras (1572,16 T.) ascribes a similar
wording (mpnyopedv. 6 Aaog §j tomog, 6mov dyeipeton 1 Tpoen) to an Apollonios, whose identity can not be
determined with certainty: an Apollonios, son of the grammarian Chairis, is quoted in schol. Aristoph. V. 1238b
Koster, but the name occurs 19 more times without the patronymic throughout the Aristophanic scholia, in
annotations that deal both with the content and with the language of the plays. Whether all these references go

back to the same grammarian or to two namesakes is still debated among modern critics®®’.

387 See Cohn 1895a, 1895b; Rutherford 1905, 432 n. 11; Boudreaux 1919, 77; Montanari 1996a; Montana 2002.
96



fr. 242 (= 11 14.39, p. 255 Schmidt)

Subject: potential hypotext of the expression Alpeiov Tvéwmv in Av. 1121

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1121a-b Holwerda

6AA” ovtooi VET tpéyst E: Toupoyog o0toc obte cuvioveg Tpéxet Ooel OADUMAKOC GToS108pOLOC.
VEI'Lh 6 8¢ Aidvpog mapa 10 ITivddpov “Gumvevpa cepvov Adeeiod” (N. 1.1). dydc 6¢ tiveg
“Alpelov nvéov”’. VEI'MLI

Alpelov Tvémv] 10 6podpov Tod dpopov £dnAmoey M dnd tod mapappéovtog motapod. ML avti tod

“diknv pevpoTog taémws pepduevos”. Lh

“But that one comes running”. Symmachos: he runs as rapidly as if he were an Olympic runner.
Didymos: (with an allusion) to Pindar’s line “Alpheios’ noble sigh of rest”. Some (accentuate)
“breathing Alpheios” differently (i.e. proparoxytone).

“breathing Alpheios™] (Aristophanes) showed the impetus of the run by alluding to the river that flows

nearby. In the sense of “moving rapidly, like the current”.

Aristoph. Av. 1121 &AL’ obtooi tpéxet Tig AAPELOV TVEDV.
Suda a 1362 A. GAL’ ovtooi Tpéyet Tig AAPEOV TvémV: Aptoto®dvng. OApTaKOg 6Tod108pOpoG, 4rd T0D TapUPPEOVTOG TOTAHOD.

1 post Zoppayoc, pnotv Lh | odtog I'? White Holwerda, otitmg V, otte I', om. ELh Bekker Dindorf Diibner | obto VELh, obtog T, ras. I'? | cuvtévag
VEI2Lh, cuvtépag Suda, ** T | ooei cett., dg V | ddvpmiakog EL, ddvpmucdg V, dlvpmiovikng Lh | 2 6 8¢ cett., om. M | Aidpuvog VET?MLh, §08wog T
| 7o Mvdépov cett., t¢ Mivdapo M | dunveopa VIMLh, durvevopo I'? | Eunvevopa E | oepvov VEI2MLA, sepvod I' | Adpeod EI'M, Algeod VLh | 2-
3 dydg kA cett., Tveg 8¢ Ghprov Tvémv gooiv Lh | 3 Algeov edd., digov T'Lh, Alpedv EM, areiov V| 4 mapappéovtog Lh, péoviog M | 4-5 émo—
@epopevos hic Holwerda, post otadiodpdpog Bekker, Dindorf Dibner (ante éro, f ins.), White (om. dvti-pgpdpevog)

The first messenger’s entrance on scene is introduced by Peisetairos’ exclamation AL’ 00T0OGL TPEYEL TIG
Alpeiov mvéwv (Av. 1121): the vis comica of the line consists in the unexpectedly solemn expression
“breathing Alpheios”, which combines a clear reminiscence of the epic formula pévea nveiovteg (“breathing
fury”, see Il. 2.536 et passim) with the metonymic use of the river Alpheios to indicate the city of Olympia

and, consequently, the foot races that took place within the Panhellenic games®®,

388 A similar wording is used in the depiction of the proud Kleomenes in Lys. 276 (Aaxovikov mvémv) and in Aischylos’ description
of the corageous Athenians educated by his plays (see Ra. 1013-1017 oxéyoui toivov ofovg avtodg map’ énod nopedééato TpdTOV / ...
/ mvéovtag 30pu kol Adyyog kol AeuKoAdPovg TpuPodeiag / kai THANKag Kol kvnuidog kai Bupodg Entafosiovg). See also Beck 1782,
118; Bekker 1829d, 209; Sommerstein 1987, 274.
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The complexity of the phrase Alopewov nvéov was naturally a matter of discussion among ancient
Aristophanic readers, as attested by the scholium to Av. 1121, which offers Symmachos’ «admirable
paraphrase» of the 1ine®®, followed by Didymos’ comment and by the anonymous observation on some
unspecified scholars interpreting the expression duy@c. Since one of the adverb’s functions in the lexicographic
and scholiastic jargon is to signal different spellings of the same word (or different words spelled similarly)3%,
all editors print Alesiov, with the proparoxytone accentuation attested by I'Lh (&L ¢iov) instead of the oxytone
one of EM, believing that the unnamed scholars considered the river Ale10g different from Aristophanes’
alleged "Ahoeioc. However, given that the phrase dydg 6§ tveg “Alpeov (or Alpeiov) nvéwv” follows
Symmachos’ and Didymos’ different interpretations, it cannot be excluded that diyy@¢ has a meaning closer to
that found in a scholium to Demosthenes, where tvég Tobto Tpiyde €Enyodvton (along with the following
Suydc) means that some commentators accepted more than one explanation of the same passage®*. If this were
the case though, the proparoxytone &ieov of T'Lh could only be explained as stemming from a
misunderstanding of dyy®g. A third interpretation of the phrase “breathing Alpheios™ is then preserved by MLh
as a separate comment (and therefore printed here separately): this was probably a rephrasing of Symmachos’
exegesis (i.e. the river Alpheios near Olympia as a metonymy for the foot races and therefore as metaphor of
messenger’s hasty run) that was later misunderstood by Lh, taking the current of the river as a metaphor for

the man’s speed.

0 8¢ Aidvpog: mapa to IIvdapov “dumvevpa ocepvov Aleerod”: the fragment needs to be read along with
Didymos’ comment on the Aristophanic expression v moAw ... &xovteg Kopdtov év dykdalaig (Ra. 704), in
relation to which the grammarian (probably wrongly) devised an Aeschylean hypotext, in all likelihood Ch.
587-589 (fr. 264, Aidvpuog enot mopa 10 Aioydrov ktA). At first glance, it might seem that the grammarian
linked the Pindaric passage with Av. 1121 on the base of mere resemblance in wording (&dumvevpa ... AAeeglod

and Alosiov tvémv). However, any evaluation of the aptness of the parallel depends on the meaning supposed

389 Dunbar 1995, 594. On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its relationship with Didymos’ work, see the Introduction § 5.2
(along with frr. 224; 228f.; 231; 237-239; 243f.; 247f.; 252f.). See also Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854, 289; Schnee 1879, 35-
46; Schauenburg 1881, 5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40f.; Montana 2003.

390 1n almost all cases the distinction is more than simply prosodic and involves at least one or two letters, see e.g. Hesych. o 4278 C.
avadoyoc kol avadoyede Suydc Eléyeto, 5850 C. dmadAto kai Emaviia: Suxdc Adyeton uépa, &v i <mpdTOV> EmawAileTon T@ Gvdpi 1
VOouen.

39 schol. Dem. 1.71b Dilts tic ... O AvvBiov] Tivég TodTto TpLYdg dEnyodvtal. oi pev dAov 6uod 10 KdAov O¢ md Tod Anpocbivoug
Aeydpevov, ol 8¢ katd Tedo Kol ATOKPIoLY, Kol ToVTO SiydG AEyovotv. ol PV yop TV Tedov AEyovotv dg Amd TV Adnvaiov mpog
AnuocOévny, <oi 82> ‘vuvi 82 kaipdg fiket tig;” xatd medowy, dviamokpvopivov ‘ovtog 6 v OlvvBiov’. The adverb Suydg is
frequently used in association with verbs like voéw and é&nyodpan to indicate multiple interpretations of the same word or phrase: in
most cases the different exegeses are presented as mutually exclusive (see e.g. schol. Od. 5.379¢2 Pontani 6vocoeofot kakdTnTog]
Syde vogitan, i Ovosoesdarl kai pépyocdai oe Tig kKakdTog fitot Tiig Talommpiog fig Enadeg, §j dvoooesbot kol dndvacdai oe, fitot
aeeAdfvai og Tiig Kaxd TG Tiig 61ig Eveka, TjTot Tiig Kakovpyiag, 6Tl Epdvevoas Tov Enov vidv, schol. Eur. Hec. 871 cuvdpdong 8¢
un: dyydg Todto vontéov, i ui cuvdpdong éuol 1@ dmokteivavtt ... fi puf cvvdpdong td droxteivavtt tovde, schol. rec. Aristoph. Ra.
85c Chantry é¢ poxdpov gvwyiov] todto diydg vogital, 1 6Tt Etelednoe kai aniiAfe mpog T0g Moakdpwv viiooug ... fj 6Tt armodpag
oOveoTv Apyeldo td tdv Makeddvmv Baciiel). Furthermore, dyydg occurs frequently in the Homeric scholia to signal textual changes
in different phases of Aristarchos’ diorthasis, see e.g. schol. Did.|D Il. 2.517a (A) {adtap} PoxAev: Td TowodTa ddS &V TOIg
Apiotdpyov gopickopev, kol dud tod &t ,,Pokeiove, kol 51t 1od N Poknev.
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for Pindar’s rare term dunvevpa: Clausen’s heavy criticism®®? derives from Mezger’s translation of dumvevpa
oepvov Alpeod as «des Alpheos hehrer Ruheplatz» (1880, 103), whereas the more literal meaning of «breath
exhaled [...], sigh of rest» (Carey 1981, 104f.) — which is also suggested by the scholium to N. 1.13% — makes
Didymos’ explanation much more easily understandable®**. Indeed, the comparison between Aristophanes’
and Pindar’s passages is in itself sufficient evidence to prove that the grammarian understood the word
aumvevpa in its etymological sense, thus perceiving a similarity between the beginning of the Nemean One —
with the imagery of Alpheios passing under the sea from Elis to emerge in Ortygia while chasing Arethusa (or
Artemis)®**® — and the scene of the messenger rushing on scene out of breath for the long run*¢. Whether such
a reminiscence was actually at play in Aristophanes’ text or not, Didymos’ observation is another example of
his tendency to display his erudition even when not immediately fitting and functional to the clarification of

the commented passage (see frr. 231 above).

392 Clausen 1881, 16: «perversissima est enim Didymi sententia [...]. Nam hoc Pindari dumveopa Aleeiod locum significat, ubi quis
animum corpusque remitat et relaxet. Quid igitur rei nostro versui cum Pindari loco?».
3% See schol. P. N. 1.1a Drachmann éumvevpo: dvémvevpa Koi Gvomvon: Eviot 88 Gvagoon L.
394 See van Leeuwen 1902, 174: «recte Didymus in scholio confert Pindari versiculum: dumvevpa cepvov Adeeod, Alphei anhelitus
honorificus».
39 See Telesill. fr. 717 P.; Paus. 5.7.2; 6.22.8; Ovid. Met. 5.577-641; Wentzel 1894, 1633; Carey 1981, 104.
3% The emphatic repetition of mod in the messenger’s first line (see Av. 1122f. nod mod ’o11, m0d n0d MOd 6711, TOD MOD MO 071, TOD,
/ mo¥ Tecétopdg éotv Gpywv;) has been interpreted by Thompson (1940, 188) as an expression of the messenger’s breathlessness
(see also Dunbar 1995, 594).
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fr. 243 (= 11 14.40, p. 255 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of kataxéievoov in Av. 1273

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1273a-b Holwerda

o E xotoxélevoov RVET: olovel “cionnyv knpvéov”’. RVEILh &1t 8& vovticdv. Lh oi yap kekevotoi
TOALAKLG CLOTNY TopayyEALe eidbact “oidma” Aéyovteg kal “Gkove” kol ta duota. ovT® Aidvpoc.
8AMwe. RV émedn modldxic sipnkev “0” kai ovk £mioyel avtov 6 IleioBétaupoc, O dyyehdc gnot
“katakélevcov”, Gomep 10ig épéocovot RVEIM kai “0”, Aéyel, “mavcachor mapakéievcoi pot”.

VEI'M obte Xoppayoc. V

“O...give me the cue!”: in the sense of “ask for silence”. It is a nautical expression. Indeed, the
boatswains are often used to ask for silence by saying “be quiet” and “listen” and similar phrases. So
says Didymos. Otherwise. Because he has said “o...” many times and Peisetairos does not stop him, the
herald says “give me the cue”, like (they give the cue) to rowers, and he says “o, tell me to stop”. So

says Symmachos.

Aristoph. Av. 1271-1273 & Ieicétarp’, @ pakdpt’, @ copdtate, / & KAEWOTOT’, @ COPMOTAT’, @ YAUPUPOTOTE, / B TPIOHUKAPL, O—KATAKELELGOV.

Aristoph. Ra. 207f. At xatakéheve 81. / Xa. & ém dm. & 6n 6n | Poll. 4.93 kataxnpd&on iovyiav, 6 kai katakeledoot Aéyovowv | Suda k 573 A.
KOTOKELEVGOV: GVTL TOD GLOTHV KNPLEOVY. o1 Yip KeAEvoTol TOAAAKLG oloTdy mapayyéllev eldBact, “oldma’” Aéyovteg, kai “dkove”, kai Td dpota.
Aptotoeévng ‘Opvicwy (1272) “® tpiopdkap’ @ KAEWVOTOTE O GOPOTOTE ® YAUPLPOTOTE . &mel oVK HiKove, NGty “® Katakéhevoov”, Homep Tolg
gpéocovot. kal “®”, Aéyel, “mavcacdo mapakérevsai pot” | schol. Aristoph. Av. 1395a Holwerda én: mapaxehedetar avtd movcachol 1od ddet,
O¢ 01 EpEGCOVTEC. KELELGLLA Yap £0TL TO “® 81 TdV Epeccdvimv katamadov v komniaciov | Eust. 1l. 831,29-32 (= 111 152f. V.) ictéov 8¢ 611 10
KELEVEWY 0V LOVOV EMTAKTIKOV £GTIV EIMELV, GALD KOL YEVIKATEPOV OTPLVTIKOV Tj EMOCTEVCTIKOV Tj £peBoTIKOV. 810 Kol ol Mnyavikol kehedev Aéyovtan,
Ote T oikela TegvdvTaL, Opoing 8¢ kol ol vavtikoi, dg dnhol kai 6 Kopkog (Ra. 207) év td “kataxéleve 817, 884,14 (= 111 328 V.) 10 kehebew kai
éni mhoimv Aéyetat, ig 10 “kotaxéieve 81 mopd @ Kopwd (ibid.), 1083,25-28 (= 111 920 V.) 611 6¢ kehedew o0y’ ATADG TO EMITACOEY KOWOTEPOV

GALG ToTe kol AEEIS 0Tl vaTiky, Snhot pév kai 6 Kopukog év 1@ “kataxéleve 81 (ibid.).

1 oiovei ET'Lh, ofov &ic RV | kehevotoi EI, kedevtai RV | 2 modAdxig hic cett., post ciomiy I | mapayyéhdet cett., koatayyédiew E | dxove ET, dxovet
RV | 3 énewdn T, énel 8¢ E | eipniev RVT, gipntan E, eine 10 M | érnioyet RET, énioyn V, énicyov M | adtov cett., avtd R | 6 [ewcBétarpog, 6 dyyehdg
cett., IetoBétarpoc, 6 &yyehdc E, om. M | 4 post katoxélevoov, koi I' | domep—pot cett., avti Tod madcachor mapakérevsov M | “&”, Aéyet codd., Tod

Aéyew Schnee

The herald that had been sent from Nephelokokkygia to the humans at Il. 843f. (knpvka 6¢ wépyov TOV uev

gic Oeov¢ v, / Etepov & Bvmbev av map’ dvOpdmovg kétw) comes back on stage addressing Peisetairos with

a hyperbolic sequence of adulatory vocatives (Av. 1271-1273 & Iewcétoup’, @ pakdpt’, @ copmtate, / ®
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KAEWOTAT’, O GoeaTAT’, @ YAupupdTate, / ® tpropokdpt’)®® that is left unfinished and is abruptly concluded
— with a comic aprosdoketon — by the imperative katakélevoov. This is generally interpreted as the herald’s
request to Peisetairos «to make some reply that can serve as a signal for him end his salutation and begin
delivering his message»®®. The only two literary occurrences of the verb xataxelevw are Av. 1273 and Ra.
207, but while in the Frogs the meaning is clear (Dionysos asks Charon to set the rhythm for his oaring), the
sense of the herald’s expression in the Birds passage is not as unambiguous and was indeed already discussed

in antiquity.

The annotation preserved by the manuscripts results from the juxtaposition of two excerpts from Didymos’

)399

and Symmachos’ commentaries respectively (as happens for 238, 244, 247, 249 and 253)°*, with Symmachos’

exegesis being a rephrasing of the one offered by his predecessor*®.

O KoTokélevoov oiovel “oclomy kfpvEov” ktA: Didymos’ explanation of the imperative kotoxéAevsov
clearly implies an undeclared comparison with the only other known occurrence of the verb, at the beginning
of the crossing of the Acheron in Ra. 207 (kotakéieve o1). There, Dionysos encourages Charon to start the
call ® 6n 6m. & 6m &, with which the boatswains would normally set the rhythm for the oarsmen. In the
grammarian’s interpretation of the Birds passage, the herald acts as the oarsman, requesting a signal from
Peisetairos, the boatswain. This sound comparison between literary occurrences, is followed by an apparent
autoschediasm, since the idea of the boatswains requesting silence from the oarsmen clearly suits the text of
Av. 1273. However, two more elements may have played a role in Didymos’ exegesis. Firstly, Av. 1390-
139601, where Peisetairos desperately tries to stop Kinesias’ singing with the call & dr, used to stop the
oaring*® (in opposition to & &x- dx, which set the rhythm). While Ra. 207 made clear that the verb kataxeievm
indicated the action of giving signals to the oarsmen, the exchange between Peisetairos and Kinesias at Av.
1390-1396 proved that the nautical call & én could be used to silence the opposite speaker. In other words, if
— as seems probable — both passages underlie the Didymean explanation, the grammarian considered the
herald’s katakélevcov to mean “tell me & 6= and then erroneously extended the metaphorical usage (i.e. “tell
me to be quiet”) to the original context of the boatswain and the oarsmen. Actually, in interpreting xatakelev®
as olonnv knpvocw, Didymos may be right: on the one hand, xataxelevw may well have indicated the
boatswain’s action of giving any signal to the oarsmen, whether to set the boat in motion — with the rhythmic

® 6 6. ® 6 6w — or to stop it, with & &n. On the other hand, metaphorical usage of nautical expressions

397 The repetiton of & copdtat’(g) has been considered problematic by some modern critics, for an overview see Dunbar 1995, 633f.

3% Sommerstein 1987, 283; see also Dunbar 1995, 633f.

39 In addition, manuscript T preserves the interlinear gloss ciynv mpdctatov, by the second hand (i.e. schol. Aristoph. Av. 1273c
Holwerda).

400 On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its relationship with Didymos’ work, see the Introduction § 5.2 (along with frr. 224;
228f.; 231; 237-239; 242; 244; 247f.; 252f.). See also Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854, 289; Schnee 1879, 35-46; Schauenburg
1881, 5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40f.; Montana 2003.

401 K. ov 82 koo gloet téyo. / Tle. 00 8fjt’ &yoye. Ki. vi) 1ov Hpakiéa ob ye. / mova yap Siewui cot tov dépa. / eidwra metnvéyy /
aifepodpopwv / olovév tavaodeipov— / Tle. & én. / Ki. dAidpopov dhdpevog / éu” dvépmy mvooiot Painy. / Ie. vi) 1oV AL’ 7 yd cov
KOTOTOG® TOS TVOLGC.

402 The same call is used by Charon upon reaching the shore of the Acheron (Ra. 180 & én* mapofodod).
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must have been very frequent in everyday language at Athens: in particular, the verb kotaxeiedw and the call
@ 6m could have been very easily applied to dialogic contexts where a speaker was monotonously droning on
(just as the oarsmen would monotonously repeat the same action over and over). Similarly, in Av. 1390-1396
Peisetairos tries to silence Kinesias, and in Av. 1273 the herald begs to be silenced, since he cannot go on with
his clumsy sequence of vocatives. A second element that might have influenced Didymos’ interpretation is the
verb kataknpvoow: according to Pollux (4.93 kataknpd&at novyiav, 0 kol katakeledoat Aéyovov) both verbs
were used to proclaim silence and his statement is confirmed by a piece of epigraphic evidence dating to the
2M-1% century BCE, a decree of the Samian residents at Minoa, on the island of Amorgos*®. Provided that the
expression ciowmv Kotoknpvoosly Was more widespread than the isolated evidence from Amorgos would

suggest, it cannot be excluded that Didymos’ exegesis of katakelevm was also influenced by this usage.

403 |G XI1/7 237,35-39 émpern0itocay 8¢ oi émpnviol Tt TpodTH Huépar pfetd] TG omovddg, 8nwg GlOnNY KaTaknpvELS O KRpLE

avayyeikn 6t otepavol O dfjpog 6 Za[pim]v 6 katowdv év Mwvdion ‘Hynoopém<v> Aivnoix]pdtov kth. The phrase ciomrnv
Katoxnpvocety also occurs twice in Appianos (2.18.133 ooy te kataknpvéag [scil. 6 Avidviog] odbic Ereyev kTh, 4.12.99 fiobeig
6 Kéootog i mpoBupig kateknipoéey avdic cromy kol odoic EAeye KTA).
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fr. 244 (= 11 14.41, p. 255 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of cxvtdiov/oruTdin

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1283a-ba-c Holwerda

okvtdA’ épodpovy VEI® : oxvtddn #fror hakwvikn émiotodn 1| Baxtmpio. pdpovv yap Papeiog
Baxtnpiag oi Adxwveg. VEIELO 10D 8¢ “orvtdhiov” 10 a éktetvetar, d¢ &v Olxdow (fr. 433 K.-A)),
&vBa kol 10 Nikopdvtog €€ Appoditng F'ovawv (fr. 2 K.-A.) mapetédn “odk &g kOpakag To y£lp’ Amoicelg
€kmodaV / 4o 100 okvtaAiov <...> Kol Tii¢ S1pBépas”. obTm TOUUaY0G. 0 6& AIBLUIOG GKVTAMA: ETOUMG
10¢ Paxtnpiog, aig 0 oKvTO TOMTOVSLY, & £0TL TOVG TPOHAOLE “H mohoel BaxTpm KoAive KoTd GKOTOL
®pvE avyp” (anon. dor. fr. 16 K.-A.). VEI'® éloc VEI?® ckutdin Aoxoviky émotod). RVEITM
0VTOL YOp HEAAOVTEG TEUMELY GTPATNYOV £l mOAepOV Emoiovy Vo paRdovg icomyels kai icopnkelg, kol
Vv HEV T@ otpatny®d péAlovtt E€lévar gig moAepov €6160vv, TV 08 Tap’ adToic eiv. kol 6te fovAovto
GImOPPNTOV TL GNUAVOL TG ATOVTL GTPATNYD, TOOTY AEVKOV dépUa TEPLEMEQVTES EYpaPOV €1 aDTO. Kol

0 oTpatnydg AaPav avtod kol tepreiéag T mop’ adTd PaRdw dveyivwokeyv. RVEIM

okutdM’ €popovv EI'MLhD: élv E avti tod “éhaxdvilov”’. VETMLhO kai ét1 Aakovikov 10 Tiig
okvtang. VEI' &ypagov 6& o0 povov Toig okuTOAOLG €YXOpACGOVTEC TAG EMIGTOAAC, GAAL Kol

Baktnpiouc. ET

“they carried the Spartan staff”: the skytalé is either a Spartan dispatch or a Spartan staff. Indeed, the
Spartans carried heavy staffs. The a in skytalion is long, as in the Merchant Ships. There, this verse from
Nicophon’s Birth of Aphrodites was offered as comparison: “will you take the hands off the skytalion
<...>and the jerkin and go to hell?”. So says Symmachos. Didymos: skytalia, etymologically the staffs,
with which they beat the skyta, that is the necks: “or the Phrygian man will strike on the head with the
wooden staff”. Otherwise. The skytalé is a Spartan dispatch. Indeed, when they were about to send a
general to war, they would make two sticks of the same thickness and length: they would give one to
the general going to war and they would keep the other. And in case they wanted to communicate
something secret to the general that was away, they would wrap a piece of blank skin around the stick
and write on it. When he received the message, the general would read it by wrapping it on his own

stick.

“they carried the Spartan staff”: again in the sense of “they imitated Spartan manners” and because the
use of the skytalé is Spartan. They would write messages not only by engraving them on the skytalai but

also on the staffs.
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Aristoph. Av. 1280-1283 npiv pév yap oikicat o€ THvdE TV TOAWY, / ELakovopdvouy dravieg GvOponot tote, / EkOpov, éncivav, Eppinmv, E6OKPITOV,

| oxLTAAL £POPOLV.

Avristoph. Lys. 991f. Ku. 1i 8’ £éo1i 601 106i; Kn. oxvtdra Aakmvikd. / Ki. ginep ye, xobtn *oti oxutddn Aakovikd | Erot. 117,6-14 N. oxbdta 10 peta&d
@V tevoviev [kai] tod tpayniov, mg [etpdviog Tév kdpn enoiv: ‘Taiyddeg Dmékveov kol Tahat Td oyfpate 00VG iddV Kal T okdTa’. Kai Apyiloxog
(fr. 237 W.2) Méyov' “Tédg Taménpnoey Tav okoTay”. Tveg 88 pact okvta AéyecOot TOV vartiaiov puekdv. oi 88 o iviov. oi 88 TV uetald 10d petdmov
Kod TdV 0ppO®Y TOTOV, STep EMOKHVIOV KOAODLEV. TIVEC 88 oKUTH glmov TO TG Ke@aAfig déppa. Tap® & Kod 1) <kepali)> ckitog gipnton | Poll. 10.173
@aing 8’ v kat’ Apiotoedvny Aéyovta &v Olkdot kai “mattdlovg ykpovewv” (fr. 432 K.-A.), xai “ckvtarov vrosidnpov” (fr. 433 K.-A.) | Gal. ¢ 33
P. oxbta: to katd tov avyévo | Ath. 3.85d pvnpovedov 8 avtiig (scil. tiig tehhivig) Aptoto@dvng O YPopUaTKOg £V Td el THG GyVOLEVNG CKVTIANG
ovyypéppatt (fr. 367 Slater) dpoiog gnoiv etvan tag Aemddag taig kodovpuévaug tedkivoug, 10.451¢-d Axandg 8° 6 "Epetpievg yAagvpdg bV mouThg mept
v o0vBeoty £60” Gte kal pelaivel Ty epaoty kal ToAld aiviypateddg Ekeépel, donep &v "Ipdt catvpikii. Aéyet yap: (TrGF 20 F 19) “MOdpyvpog &
S\ TapNoPETTo Ypipatog Ao TOV ZrapTIGINV Yportdv KOpPv &v Smhd EVAm”. TOV Yap Aevkov ipdvta Bovindeig sinslv, £ oD 1) apyvpd AMrvdog
£ENptnro, Znoptidmy ypomrrov Een kKopPv avti tod Eraptidty oKuTdAny. dtt 8¢ Aguk@ pdvtt mepethodvies TV GKLTAANY ol Adkmves Eypagov &
nBoviovto gipnkev ikavdg AmoAddViog 6 Podiog &v T mept Apyhoyov (fr. 22 Michaelis) | Hesych. ¢ 1189 H. oxbtar tov tpdyniov. Zwcedoi | Lex.
Aip. 65 D. okvtivag: mepilopora and Adpov: mapa 10 6K0Tog, O onpaivel To déppa okdTog 8 Aéyetan TO HETOED TAV TEVOVTOV TOD TPpayAov dEpLA,
¢ Tetpdvidg enot Tveg 8¢ oot okita Aéyesbot TOV voTloiov HueldV: ot 8¢ T0 tviov' ol 8€ TOV HeTa&d TV 0PpY®V Kol ToD HETOTOV TOTTOV, OTTEp
gmokiviov kahobpev: dAlot 8¢ 10 Tiig kepafig déppa, map’ 6 kai okdtog eipntot {tovtéotv} 1} kepadn | Suda o 718 A. okLTAAN: EMGTOA AAKOVIKT.
MV 8& 1) oxvTéAn Eddov EEsopévoy Emiunkeg. §00 88 Tapd Aokedatpoviolg VIFPYXOV GKVTAAAL Kol TRV P&V piav koteixov oi Epopot TdV Aakedaipovioy,
TV 68 £T€pav T@ EKTEUTOUEVE TP’ AVTOV OTPATIYD ToPelyov. Kol omote £ovhovid Tt Emoteilon avTd, EEPOVTEG ndvta Aevkov mepieilovv v
GKULTAANY Kol €7l TOD 1dvTog EYpapov. Kol AVEAITTOVIEG TAPETXOV TOV IHAVTO TG ATOPEPOVTL TODTO OE Emoiovy, tva un Lavlavocty ol AmoQEPOVTES TO
Movpevoy &v adtd. 6 88 oTpatnydg Sexduevog OV ipdvta Tf avtod orVTaAN TEptEMTTE Kol &yivockey 0bToC TO yeypappéve. AéyeTol oby Koi 1
£moToM), Kai odTd 1o EVNOV, 4’ oD Kai 1 EmoTol. Alockopidng & &v toic ITepi vopipwv (FGrHist 594 F 5) tovg daveilovrag év Imaptn Stoupsiv
GKLTAANY, 500 TAPOVIOV HapTOPOV, Kol YPAPEW TO GLUPBOANIOV €V EKOTEPE® TUAHOTL KOl TO HEV EVI TV HOPTUP®V d100vaL, TO OF 81’ £0vTod ExEy.

ExpdvTo 8’ 0T@ Kol dAloime, dg Aprototéhng év tij T0oknciov molteig up” (fr. 509 Rose, 514 Gigon).

1 ante Aaxwvikn, 1) Lh | §j VI?, fitol E, koi 1) Lh | épopovv cett., Epepov Lh | 2 oi cett., om. V | d¢ V, om. EI'® | 3 Tovav Ald (nisi quod yovov habet), o
TV, yévov E, yovov I'® | 10 yeip® cett., tag yeipag E | 4 dknodmv cett., éxmoddv E | post okvtoiiov, te add. Dindorf | étdopmg EI®, &roipmg V | 5 pr.
oxvto, Wilamowitz ap. Kaibel, sxotoda codd. et edd. | tovg ET®, om. V | Béktpo V, Paxpo EI? | katd okdta E, katackdta V, kai o oot I° | 6 ante
oKkuTéAn, Aéyetan 8& Lh | post oxvtdn, ot R, fitor 2 add. in text. ' | post émiotor, ottwg Lh | 7 obtot hic cett., post méumew Lh | yéap cett., om. Lh |
post i, tov EI'® | icomyeig kai icopnkerg cett., ioag katd te pijkog kai myog Lh, kai icounkeig om. M | 8 gig moAepov, hic cett., ante péAhovit M, om.
Lh | mop’ adtoic elov cett., kateiyov map’ éovtoig Lh | ante éte, {811} R | Bovrowto REI®, Bovdorro V, Bovdovio M | 9 onudvan cett., unvicar Lh |
amévte om. Lh | tadn cett., tadtyv M, om. Lh | post 8épua, i paBdem Lh | post avtod, eita dvediovieg énéoteldov Lh, dvedittoveg mapeiyov tov
ipavta 1@ dmopépovi. Tobto 8¢ émoiovy, tva ur pavidvmot ol dmogépovieg 0 dniovpevov v avtd Suda o 718 (Ald) | 9-10 kai 6 otpatnyog cett., 6
3¢ otparnyog R, 0 otpatnyodg 88 Lh | 10 adto cett. (ex avtd R), om. M | nepiekifog RV, nepredifog ET3, dveliog M | tfi mop’ avtd papde cett., om.
M | 11-13 oxvtéh’—Baktnpiog ante okvtdin (6) I' | 11-12 dvti—okvtding sub verso V | 11 oxvtd’—EhakdviCov post dveyivwokev M, ante okvtdin
(1) Lh | post okutér’, odv M | post éhaxdvidov, deethey einetv Lh | 12 i oxvtéing EL, okvtédn V | ypagov—orvtdiag EI2, om. T | toic E, v I? |
post kai, in text. T &v ins. T2

Before describing the bird-mania that has taken hold of humankind since the foundation of
Nephelokokkygia, the herald briefly recalls the previous obsession for Sparta (Av. 1281 éhakmvopdvoovv
amdvteg dvBpwmnol tote) symbolised by the allegedly pervasive passion for long hair (1282 ékouwv), fasting
(éneivov), poor personal hygiene (€ppommv), Socrates (écwkpdtwv) and the skytale (1283 oxvtddl’ Epdpouv).

The text of Av. 1283 is metrically problematic, since osxvtdit’ épdpovv constitutes a sequence of five brevia
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and one longum, which is extremely rare as first metron®®. Most modern editors do not alter the paradosis*®,
but there have been several attempts of emendation?®, among which Porson’s éokvtoliopdpovy viv &

vmootpéyavteg ad (1820, 185) has been the most widely adopted*®”.

That the metrical issue was already perceived by ancient scholars is made clear by Symmachos’ comment,
which takes up the first part of the annotation. To avoid the problem, the grammarian scanned cxvtdAr’ with
a, maintaining that the same occurred also in Aristophanes’ Merchant Ships: the relevant line is not quoted in
the scholium, but is preserved by Poll. 10.173 as ocxbtoiov vocionpov (fr. 433 K.-A.). Symmachos then added
that in the commentary to that play (the adverb &vBa does not make clear whether acommentary by Symmachos
himself or by someone else is implied) the line dmd T0d oxvtariov <...> kai tig dipdépag from Nikophon’s
Birth of Aphrodites (fr. 2,2 K.-A.) was offered as comparison (mopeté0n)*®. The exact metrical context of
either line is impossible to reconstruct, since the one from the Merchant Ships is clearly incomplete and the
one by Nikophon is lacunous in the middle*®. Moreover, Symmachos’ solution is invalidated by the
occurrences of okvtéAn and cxvtaiov in the preserved Aristophanic plays, where the a is always short*,
According to Schauenburg (1881, 14f.), Symmachos had appropriated the metrical exegesis from Didymos’
hypomnéma to the Birds: it was Didymos who referred to the line of the Merchant Ships and the commentary
on that play, where Nikophon was quoted (the accumulation of literary parallels is in fact very frequent in
Didymean exegesis*!). However, Symmachos might also have been the one who connected Av. 1283 with the
occurrence in the Merchant Ships, drawing Nikophon’s line from the respective hypomnéma (be it by Didymos
or by someone else*?). Moreover, it cannot be excluded that the commentary on the Merchant Ships was

actually by Symmachos and that the metrical exegesis of Av. 1283 was indeed his own, as the text of the

404 See e.g. Dunbar 1995, 636.

405 See e.g. Boissonade 1826, 282; Bekker 1829a, 345; Bothe 1829, 378; Dindorf 1835a, 359; Felton 1864, 84; Bergk 1872, 54; Wilson
20074, 407.

408 For an overview, see Kassel-Austin 1984, 236.

407 See Meineke 1860, 53; Dindorf 1869, 98; Kock 1894, 214; van Leeuwen 1902, 199; Dunbar 1995, 109; Henderson 2000, 190.

408 For this meaning of mopotiOnut, see also schol. Aristoph. Eq. 1150e Jones-Wilson &¢ onov ‘Hpwdiavdc, mapatifépevoc té
Yopokhéovg ék TTopévav kT, V. 1238a Koster TAppodiogt 8¢ &v toig Kopmdovpévorg kai tov Aduntov avayet ypaenv mapadeig od
Kpativov ék Xepdvov ktd, Av. 348b Holwerda a¢ Ackdinmadng ta undénw Swdaydeiong tig tpaywmdiog mapatiéuevog. Rather
surprisingly, no mention of the metrical problem is made in Pellegrino 2013, 30-32.

409 Dindorf (1835b, 634; 1838, 249) was willing to accept the information of the scholium and proposed sxvtaiov <te>.

410 See Lys. 991s. (Ku. 11 8 &oti oot 1081; / Kn. oxvtéra Aokmvikd), EC. 76 (Eywyé to1 10 oxdtaiov Enveykaunv) and 78 (Ttodt’ éot’
£KEIVO TOV GKLTHA®V OV TEpdeTart).

411 See e.g. Did. frr. 237, 245.

412 The only other reference to a commentary to the Merchant Ships is in schol. Aristoph. Lys. 722a Hangard tpoyt\ia éotiv 6 TpdY0C
10D EVLov Tod ppéatog, S’ oD ipdoty. dednAmtar 8¢ mepl TovToL Ko £v ‘OAkdoty. The tentative ascription to Didymos (see Boudreaux
1919, 94f. n. 6) relies on the fact that the following scholium (schol. Aristoph. Lys. 722b katetlivonopévny: eilvondcdot Kupimg to
émi yijg Epmew, domep ol 6¢eig kol ol okmdAnkeg) is paralleled by Hesych. k 1590 C. (koateiwonmpévnv: 6 pev Avkoepwv
kotaptopévny. ‘Epatocévng 8¢ [fr. 63 Strecker] cuykeioOar thv AéEwv €k oD gilelv kai ondoba): the joint quotation of Lykophron
and Eratosthenes in a Hesychios-entry dealing with a word also discussed in the Aristophanic scholia points in the direction of a
Didymean treatment of the word in his commentary to the Lysistrata and, at the same time, in the Comic Vocabulary. Still, the mere
proximity between the note on tpoyilio (with the reference to the hypomnéma to the Merchant Ships) and the one on kateilvonopévny
does not prove beyond doubt that both schol. Aristoph. Lys. 722a and b derive from Didymos’ commentary. Consequently, the sentence
dedniwTon 68 mepi TovTov Koi &v ‘OAkdowy must not necessarily imply that the hypomnéma on the Merchant Ships was by Didymos,
although this remains possible.
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scholium entails. Regardless, the annotation shows the juxtaposition of two excerpts, one from Symmachos’

hypomnéma on Birds, the other from Didymos’ one, as can be observed in frr. 238, 243, 247, 249, 25313,

0 8¢ Aidvpog' oxvtdhe, £Tdpmg tag Paxtnpiag: the earliest occurrence of the term oxvtdAn is in
Archilochos’ version of the fable of the fox and the monkey, fr. 185,1f. W.2 &péw tiv’ B aivov, @ Knpokidn
I dyvouévn oxvtdin (“1 will tell you a fable, O Kerykides, with a sad skyzale”)**. The debate on the exact
meaning of the phrase dyvouévn oxvtdin dates back to the very beginnings of Alexandrian philology, namely
to Apollonios of Rhodes and Aristophanes of Byzantium, who had dealt with the expression respectively in a
Lepi Apyiloxov (Apoll. Rhod. fr. 22 Michaelis ap. Ath. 3.85d) and a IZepi tijc ayvouévng oxvraing (Ar. Byz.
fr. 367 Slater ap. Ath. 10.451c-d). Apollonios described the use of the stick named skytalé as a tool to transfer
coded messages between the city of Sparta and its army on the battlefield: the most ancient extant account of
this technique is in Plu. Lys. 19.5-7%%°, clearly the source of the second part of the annotation (i.e. schol.
Aristoph. Av. 1283ba Holwerda)*¢ and of several other descriptions of the skyzalé in grammatical works and
scholia*'’. The interpretation given by Aristophanes of Byzantium probably differed from Apollonios’ one:
according to Slater (2010, 133), he considered the skytalé a flute, a meaning attested for oxvtéiiov*8. Didymos
did not take into account his predecessors’ interpretations and simply identified the oxvtdii(a) of Av. 1283
with normal staffs (Baxtnpiot), without delving into the reason why these are presented as typically Spartan,

but rather focusing on the etymology of the word?:°,

413 On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its relationship with Didymos’ work, see the Introduction § 5.2 (along with frr. 224;
228f.; 231; 237-239; 2421 .; 2471.; 252f.). See also Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854, 289; Schnee 1879, 35-46; Schauenburg 1881,
5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40f.; Montana 2003.

414 The same phrase seems to have occurred in Kratinos as well, according to Phot. a 3447 Th. &yvopévn okvtéhn: Kpativog (fr. 387
K.-A.) v 8y0ec0a1 motodoav einev.

415 Zom 82 1 oKVLTAAN TOOVTOV. EMAY EKTEUTMGL vavapyov 1 oTpatnydv oi Epopot, EOAa 800 oTpoyydAo piikog Kod méyog dxpipdg
aniohoavteg, Gote Taig Topailg EQappoley mpog AN, 0 pEV ool PLAGTTOVEL, Bdtepov 8¢ Td mepmopéve S1ddact. Tadta 6 Ta
&0l okvTahag KodoDoty. ETav odv GmdppnToV TL Kai péyo epaoot Povinddct, Piiiov Gomep ipdvto poipdv Kol 6TEVOV mo10DVTEC
TEPLEMTTOVGL TNV TP’ ODTOIG GKLTOANY, 0VOEV SLOAEIo TOLODVTES, GAAG mavToyOOev KOKA® TV €mpdveloy ovTic @ PipAim
KkotoAapfdvovteg. todto 8¢ momoavteg 6 fovovtal Kataypdpovoty g 10 PiAiov, domep €oti Tf] OKLTOAN TEpIKeipevov: Gtav 3
Ypayoowv, aeeldvieg to Piriov dvev 10D EVAov mPOG TOV oTPATYOV AnooTéAlovct. SeEapevog 08 EkEIVOg GAAMG HEV ODOEV
avoréEachar duvatal TV YPoppATOV GUVAPNY 00K EYOVIMV, GALL SleoTacpévav, TV 8¢ map’ avtd oKVTdAnv Aafmv 1O Tufjpe 100
BipAiov mepi avtv mepiétevey, dOTE, ThG EMKOG €ig & Opoing drokadictapévng, EmParrovio Toig TPMOTOLG T deVTEPQ, KOKAWD TNV
Sy €mdryewv TO GuVEXEG Avevpiokovoay. KAAETTAL 8¢ OPOVOLWOG T@ EOA® oKLTAAN TO BiAiov, MG TG HETPODVTL TO HETPOVUEVOV.

416 The last portion of the annotation, i.e. schol. Aristoph. Av. 1283c Holwerda, is a concise and very confuse rephrasing of the exegetical
material regarding the use of the skytale. With regard to its textual transmission, the manuscripts present it in different locations: it is
a separate, interlinear gloss in V, while it is at the very beginning of the annotation in T'Lh and at the end of it in EM. For this reason,
it has been printed as a separate paragraph in the present edition (see above).

417 See Syn. ¢ 143 C.; Phot. 6 390 Th. (= Suda ¢ 718 A.); schol. Aristoph. Lys. 991b Hangard; schol. P. O. 6.154c-d-e-f-h Drachmann;
schol. Thuc. 1.131e Kleinlogel-Alpers; Tz. H. 9.258.127-147.

418 See Ath. 4.177a 1dv &’ EMOpev adddy pvnuovedet koi KoAriag év edirag (fr. 23 K.-A.). T16Bag 82 (FGrHist 275 F 81) tovtoug
Dpoydv pev givor ebpnpa, dOvopdlesdon 8¢ kol okvtaleiag, kat’ Eueépelay Tod Thyouc. xpficlar 8’ avtoic kai Kumpiovg enoi Kpativog
0 vedtepog v Onpapévn (fr. 3 K.-A.), Poll. 4.82 crutdho pévrot pkpdv aviiokov tobvopa, Hesych. o 1192 H. oxvtdia: avAidia,
mePOTPOMATO [Kol 10 PaBdmpa].

419 (Par)etymology is a typical trait of Didymos’ exegesis not only of Aristophanes (see e.g. Did. frr. 208 C.-Pr., as well as frr. 225 and
263 below) but also of other authors, see frr. 9 (ap. Hesych. p 1152 C.), 99 (ap. schol. Procl. Hes. Op. 304b Pertusi), 295a C.-Pr. (ap.
Harp. = 76 K. = Did. fr. 11 Pearson-Stephens).
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o

aig T0 okVTa TOTTOVGY © £0TL TOVG TpUyRiovg: Wilamowitz’ sensible emendation of the transmitted
okvtaAa in okvto (ap. Kaibel 1899, V) is not adopted in any of the subsequent editions of the Aristophanic
scholia, despite being strongly suggested by the line quoted right after (where the reading is indeed oxbta) and
by Hesych. o 1189 H. oxbta’ tov tpdyniov. Zikehoi (which might in fact derive from Didymos’ Comic
Vocabulary*®). The term oxvto (with its less frequent singular oxvtov) involved by Didymos’ proposed
etymology of okvtdhiov is a Hippocratic gloss found both in Erotianos’ (1% cent. CE) and Galen’s lexica.
Erotianos’ entry in particular reflects a seemingly large debate on the exact meaning of oxvta: the
identifications varied from the “middle of the neck tendons” (10 peta&d t@v 1evoviov [kai] Tod tpaynAov) i.e.
the nape of the neck, to the spinal marrow (twvég 6¢ poot ... Tov votwaiov puehdv), the occipital bone (ot 8¢ 10
iviov), the brow bone (ot 8¢ TOv peta&d o peTdmov kai Tdv 0epvmv Tomov) and the scalp (twveg 6¢ ... o Tig
Ke@oAfic 6épua). The first interpretation is the closest to Didymos’ td oxbta ... & éo1t TOOG Tpayniovg and is
also the only one for which Erotianos offers literary evidence, coming from Archilochos (fr. 237 W.2) and
from an obscure ITetpdvioc*?. Poetic quotations in Erotianos’ lexicon are generally considered to go back to
earlier, non-Hippocratic lexicography, in particular to the Lexeis of Aristophanes of Byzantium*?, It is
therefore not unlikely that Erotianos and Didymos ultimately drew from a common ancient source discussing
the meaning of oxbOta with the aid of several poetic quotations: Erotianos preserved the lines from Archilochos
and the mysterious Iletpdviog, while Didymos chose another (now unknown) Doric playwright (see below).

“fj mavoel BakTp kKarive kot okvTa PpOE avijp”: the verse quoted anonymously in the scholium was
attributed by Kaibel (1899, V) to Epicharmos, but is listed as anonymous doric poetry in Kassel-Austin 2001,
297 (anon. dor. fr. 16). The line —translating to “or the Phrygian man will strike*?® on the head with the wooden
staff” — involves the comic reversal of the proverb ®pv& avrp minyeic dueivov kai dakovéotepog, “the
Phrygian man is better and more helpful when beaten”, first attested in the fifth Athos-collection (Coll. Ath.
Va 48c S.-S.)*,

420 On the relationship between Hesychios and Didymos® Comic Vocabulary, see frr. 227f., 241, 260 and the Introduction § 5.1.

421 Kaibel (1899, V) suggested the emendation of g Ietpdviog &v kdpn enotv in ¢ Entyopudg enotv. The corruption might also
have originated from a play title preceding the playwright’s name, e.g. &g év ITibwvt "Exniyappoc onow (see e.g. Apoll. Dys. Pron.
63.20 d¢ év Adxvovi Emiyappog, “avtotepog avtdv” [fr. 5 K.-A]).

422 Mostly through the mediation of Aristophanes’ contemporary Bakcheios of Tanagra, see von Staden 1989, 485 and 493; Manetti
2003.

423 The translation follows the emendation of the transmitted navcet in moicel, already suggested by Dindorf (1838, 249. See also
Kaibel 1899, V; Kassel-Austin 2001, 297).

424 The proverb appears also in Phot. § 346 Th.; Suda ¢ 772 A.; Greg. Cypr. 3.95 [3.24 cod. Leid.]; Apost. 11.3; 18.1. See Tosi 2017,
843f.
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fr. 245 (= 11 14.42, p. 255 Schmidt)

Subiject: the mockery of Opountios in the Atalantai and in the Taxiarchoi

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1294 Holwerda

‘Onovvtip & REI 6¢Oaiudv ET3: Aidvpog ¢ 101000V THY Syiv dviog pvnpovedel antod Kol péyo
POYY0g Exoviog RVEIM xai 6 téig Atoddvtog ypayag (Call. fr. *4 K.-A.) xai Edmoic &v Ta&iépyotc
(fr. 282 K.-A)). VEI'®

“to Opountios (‘raven without) an eye’”: Didymos: both the author of the Atalantai and Eupolis in the

Taxiarchoi mention him as having this appearance and also as having a big beak*®.

Aristoph. Av. 1292-1294 ITép&i& pév elg kémmhog Gvopdleto xowidc, Mevinmo &8 v Xeldmv todvopa, Omovvtie 8’ d@Baludv ovk Exov Kopak.

Aristoph. Av. 153f. &0y’ ‘Onobdvtiog / odk dv yevoiuny émi taddvte ypusiov | schol. Aristoph. Av. 153¢ 6AA’ &ywy’ 'OmOOVTIOC: 0VTOG GUKOPAVTNG
OMOvHVTIOE TOVPOG Kol povoeBaluoc. Emaiey odv 8Tt ovK dv yevoipmy ToeAdg, 1292a Holwerda 6 pgv “TIEpSiE” capdg Svopa kopiov. Mevinmo 5&
Endvopov NV xeEMSGV. 10 88 &Efic Kkatd 10 oikelov elnmton, @ “Omovvtie” Aéym 10 “kOpus”, 811 fpmaé Kol avoidnc. 6t 8¢ kai povoeduiuog odtoc,
TposipnTaL. 00 TAVTOG 88 O Endvupoy | Suda o 478 A. ‘OmovvTiog: 0VTOC ECVKOPAVIEITO O TOVIPOG Koi HOVOPOUALOG. APIGTOPAVIG “GAL’ Eymy’

‘OmovvTIog OVK v yevoiuny £mi ToAGvTm xpucion”. Aéyet 8&, ETL ovK dv Yevoipmy TVEAOC. TOVE 0DV TVPAODS 0UT® PAGiV.

1 Aidvpog cett., om. R | Aidvpog: @g sic interpunx. edd. cett., punct. om. Holwerda | 1-2 pvnpovedei-£xovtog cett., StaBdilel adtov: elye yap kod péyo

poyYog M | 3 Talapyoig I'® edd. cett., ta&iapyn V, ta&iopyaig E Bekker

The report of the herald at Av. 1277-1307 includes a list of bird-related nicknames attributed to prominent
Athenians as a result of the spreading 6pvifopavia (1. 1290-1299). The list is paralleled in the scholia by a
remarkable amount of ancient material containing several quotations from lost comic plays and from erudite
material, that can be summarised as follows: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1292d quotes from Aristophanes’ Anagyros
(Aristoph. fr. 57 K.-A.) and from the mapowion duetpor collected by Aristophanes of Byzantium (fr. 354
Slater); the scholium to Av. 1294 contains references to the plays Atalantai (Call. fr. *4 K.-A.) and Taxiarchoi
(Eup. fr. 282 K.-A.); schol. Aristoph. Av. 1296a cites Pherekrates” Savages (fr. 11 K.-A.) and Kratinos’ Women
from Delos (fr. 32 K.-A.); schol. Aristoph. Av. 1297a quotes from Eupolis’ Cities (fr. 220 K.-A.) and
Phyrnichos’ Recluse (fr. 27 K.-A.); finally, the long annotation concerning Il. 1297-1299 draws explicitly from

Ammonios’ komodoumenoi-handbook*?® and offers quotations from Plato’s Man in Terrible Pain (fr. 116 K.-

425 The causal nuance in Bagordo’s translation of the scholium (2014, 140: «Didymos: weil er [d.h. Opuntios] ein solcher [d.h. ein
Rabe] beziiglich seines Blicks war, und weil er eine grofRe Schnauze hatte, erwéhnt ihn sowohl der Verfasser der Atalantai als auch
Eupolis in den Taxiarchoi») is grammatically unjustified.

426 See Steinhausen 1901, 6-45; White 1914, xxi; Boudreaux 1919, 75f.; Nesselrath 1990, 74-76; Dunbar 1995, 36; Bagordo 1998, 50
and 74-76; Montana 2006b; D’ Alessandro 2018 and the Introduction § 3.3.
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A.) and Victories (fr. 85 K.-A.), Phrynichos’ Grass-cutters (fr. 43 K.-A.) and Ephialtes (fr. 4 K.-A.), and
Metagenes’ Homer (fr. 12 K.-A.). Since scholl. 1294, 1295ba and 1297-1299 are attributed to Didymos’
authority (Did. frr. 245-247) and scholl. 1296a and 1297-1299 are ascribed to Symmachos, it is most likely
that the whole portion of scholiastic material goes back to Didymos*’ (and to his source, Ammonios), later

guoted by his successor Symmachos (see Schauenburg 1881, 11-13; Olson 2016, 430).

MG TOWVTOV TV Oy dvTog pvipovedsl avtod Kai péya poyyog £xovrog: the verb uvnuovedo falls into the
second category of rephrasings of personal jokes identified by Chronopoulos (2011, 212f.), since it presents
the mockery as «one more instance of public or private discussions about the person ridiculed» (ibid.), without
defining it as a speech act specific of comedy (as happens with kougdeitar and its synonyms), but also without
considering the lampooning portrayal as historically accurate. The term poyyog is used indiscriminately in
relation to birds (see also Av. 348, 364, 479, 672, 1138, 1155), pigs and quadrupeds in general (see Dunbar
1995, 269; Miccolis 2017, 43)*?%, Its frequency and different usages in comedy are underlined by Athenaios
(3.95a-¢), who quotes several passages where the word indicates either the pig’s snout as a course within
descriptions of meals (see Anaxil. fr. 19, Axion. fr. 8, Theophil. fr. 8 K.-A.*?%) or, with comic effect, a person’s
face or facial features (see Arar. fr. 1 6 yap 0e0g 10 pOyyog €ig fuag otpépet, Archipp. fr. 1 K.-A. xai tadt’
Eywv 1O POyYoc ovtwol poxpdov)*. Consequently, it seems reasonable to suppose that Didymos’ expression
uéyo poyyog is not an explanation or a paraphrase of Kallias’ and Eupolis’ mockery of Opountios (PAA
748440), but rather a more or less simplified and adapted quotation from their lines**. Just as in Archippos’
case (see above), it is impossible to establish with certainty on which meaning of poyyoc — “snout” or “beak”
—Kallias’ and Eupolis’ jokes might have relied. According to Olson (2016, 431), they might have meant either.
However, since Opountios’ nickname in Av. 1294 is “one-eyed raven”, it is reasonable to assume that a similar
imagery underlied the two jokes in the Atalantai and the Taxiarchoi as well: besides lacking one eye,
Opountios must have had a exceptionally long and hooked nose, that could be easily compared to a bird’s
beak.

Kol 0 T Atardvrag ypayag kai Edmoig &v Ta&iapyors: the authorship of the play Atalantai was evidently
uncertain in antiquity, presumably already before Didymos’ time (see also Hesych. & 1890 C. dg dntoi 6 tac
Atoldvrag ovvbeic). The confusion originated from the high number of plays named Ataidvtn, Atoldvto

and Atdaravtoc (by Epicharmos, Phormos, Strattis, Philyllios, Euthykles, Philetairos and Alexis, see e.g.

427 On Didymos’ general interest in the komédoumenoi see the Conclusions § 1.3.1.1 and frr. 237, 246f., 249, 257, 259, 266, 268.
428 See e.g. Aristot. HA 504a 19-21 6tpa & oi dpvifeg &xovot pév id1ov 8¢ obte yap xeikn obt’ 086viag Exovsty, GAkd pvyyog, 595a
16-19 plogdyov 88 pdAioto 1) U 0Tt TdV {Hav 18 TO €0 TEQUKEVOL TO POYYOC TPOC TV Epyasiay TovTV, Kol EDYEPECTATOV TPOC
nicav TpoPnv @V {Hov Eotiv, 6580 27-32 10ig udv oV dAloig {Hoig Toic TeTpémost kol {moTdKolg 00 TOPP® TPOTOV TV SIECTNKEY
GAAMA®V TO THG 06PPNcEMG 0ioONTAPLOV, GAL’ Go0 HEV EXEL TPOUNKELG €1 GTEVOV GMNYHEVOS TG GLOYOVOG, £V TA KOAOLUEV® POYYEL
Kol TO TV PUKTPOV EVOTAPYEL LOPLOV KOTA TOV EVOEXOUEVOV TPOTOV, T0IC & dAloig pHdAihov dSpBpopévov €6l TPOG TAG OLUYOVIG,
Poll. 2.47 éni 1@v dpvibwv pOyyog Kai papeog, 5.79 mepi 8¢ cvog €imolg av Pabivel @ POyxeL TV YAV.
429 See De Martin (in preparation).
430 See also Phot. p 169 Th. (= Suda p 282 A.) poyyog 10 npdcmmov. Kpativog (fr. 486 K.-A.) koi &tepot.
431 See also Bagordo 2014, 141f.; «es ist nicht ausgeschloRen, dass poyyoc [...] zum Wortlaut des Kallias gehort hat».
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Bagordo 2014, 134). The author mentioned here is most likely to be identified with the comic playwright
Kallias, who was active between 440 and 431 BCE (ibid. 118), although the remarkable chronological distance
between this play, which «must belong to 430s or earlier» (Olson 2016, 370 n. 196), and Aristophanes’ Birds
(staged in 414 BCE) made some opt for a less plausible ascription to the later playwright Strattis, certainly
closer in time to Aristophanes*®?. However, given the presence of a similar attack to Opountios in Eupolis’
Taxiarchoi (staged «likely in the early 420s BCE»*®), it seems easier to suppose that the k6modoumenos was
a prominent political figure with a very long career*** that made him an always valid target for jokes concerning

his outer appearance.

432 See Storey 2003, 247; Orth 2009, 291; Bagordo 2014, 141; Olson 2016, 370 n. 196; Fiorentini 2017, 288f.
433 Olson 2016, 371.
434 Olson 2016, 370 n. 196.
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fr. 246 (= 11 14.43, p. 255 Schmidt)

Subject: explanation of Theogenes’ and Philokles’ nicknames in Aristoph. Av. 1295

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1295aa-af-ba-bp Holwerda

a) kopudoc EI: uimote 6&vképarog fv &ig 10
v Kol OpviBmong TNV keaAny. 6t O Kol
aioypdc v, RVEI'M év @sopopoptolodoaig
(I. 168) omioi. RVEI ynvaromné RET:
mavodpyoc . 510 dAdnE. RVEI'M xoi 811 o0
uévov avaictnrog — To0TO Yap Kol QovePOV —
AL Kol Tovnpog. 6 8¢ Aldvuog Osayévn kol

DilorAéa enoiv opvidmderg tivan. RVED

“lark”: perhaps (Philokles’) head had an
upward pointing shape and looked bird-like. In
the  Women at the  Thesmophoria
(Aristophanes) shows that he was also ugly.
“Goose-fox”: he was cunning, therefore “fox”.
And (they say) also that he was not only stupid

— this was indeed evident — but poor as well.

b) pimote ofvképodoc MV i O v O
DrhokAfg Kol OpviBDOMG TNV KEPAANY. OTL dE
Kai aioypoc fv, &v Ocopogopialovsaig (1. 168)
dnioi. Lh

Ocayével] odtog mavodpyoc Mv. ol 88 Koi

opviBddN TodToV Pacty. Lh

Perhaps Philokles” head had an upward
pointing shape and looked bird-like. In the
Women at the Thesmophoria (Aristophanes)
shows that he was also ugly.

Theagenes] he was cunning. Some say that he

also looked bird-like.

Didymos says that Theagenes and Philokles
were bird-like.

Aristoph. Av. 1295 Kopvdog @ihokAéet, Xnvoronné Osoyével (TrGF 24 T 7a).

Aristoph. Av. 279-282 Tle. £tepog ab Aogov Kadenemg Tig dpvig ovtost. / Ev. i 10 tépag touti ot &otiv; 00 60 povog dp’ 160’ Emoy, / ALY yovTog
g1epog; Em. ovtoci pév éott dhokhéovg / &€ Emomog (TrGF 24 T 6a) | schol. Aristoph. V. 1183 Koster 6 ®goyévig odtog £6tiv 6 Ayopvene, dv kai émi
T® peydha dnonatelv kopododotv. dijdov 8¢ &v taig ‘Qpaug, Pac. 928c Holwerda diefdireto yap 6 Osayévng eig potakiov Kol g Hopdg kol VAOING.
v 8¢ éx Heponde. £d6ket 8¢ kod mévng elvan, OpdnTecon 5& Eml MovTE. v 8¢ 0 Gdpa ToydE Kai opddng. T & tmviav Ty dvcwdiav Ty &k TdvV
VOV, oimep S10pOpoLs E6£GUACL YPDIEVOL SVGMAN AmomaTodat, gig fopPopovg ¢ kKuhiovtat. £6Tt 8¢ Kai dAlog Osayévng, 0 &ig ‘Ounpov ypawog, 0g kai
€mi podakig diePfdrreto, kot dAlot moAdoi, Av. 279a Ad@ov KaTEANEAS: AvTi ToD “AOPoV Exv”. Ard TAV &V T0ig TOAENO1S. TODTO OE oY, £mel £TepOG
T1g dpvig avapaiveton Aopov Exov dg 6 Emoy. Safdilet 8¢ Tov dlokréo (TrGF 24 T 6b) dg 6&vképorov, 281a ovtog 6 dokAfig “Enono ckedacey
v 1ii [Movdiovidt tetpodoyig (TFGF 24 T 6¢), ob 1) dpyn “o¢ 1oV méviev deondmy Aéyw” (F 1), b dihorkel ot Spdipa Tnpedg fi "Enoy (TrGF 24 T
6C), C &v éviolg vmopvipacty, 8Tt TPOKEPOASS &oTiv & DoKARG ¢ 6 Emoy (TrGF 24 T 6¢)' dAL’ 00300 Kekopddntat. & dv ovy tov "Eromo
gokgvomomkng i Iavdovidt tetpatoyiq, fiv kai Apiototéhng év taig Awaokoiiog dvaypdapet (fr. 619 R.). £ott 8¢ 6 Ookig (TrGF 24 T 2)
Tporyodiag momtic kol droneifoug viog & Alsydlov adedpiic. Soot 88 Alpimvog adTdv Qucty EmOETIKME Aéyovot S 1O TkpOV elvor dAun yap 1

mKpia. yeyovoot 5& DokAelg Vo Tpoyndidv momra, £1g pév 6 PkokAéong amdyovog — ékeivov v yap Tépnet Mopoiuog, &k TovTov & AcTuddpiog,
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K T00TOVL 58 PIAOKARG — Kad £Tpog O KoTd THY AdTHY HAKioy TepITenTOK®S ¢ ventépe Pihorhel, 822a Holwerda mposipnton 11 mévng ovtog, Eheye
3¢ autov mAovotov. gioi 88 dALot dV0 Bsayévelg, £ig pév 6 mepi Opmpov ypayag, Etepog 8 6 émi patakiq okwmtopevog, Th. 168a év toig "Opvictv ovk
AAOG KopL® adTOV DdPoiov GAL T BT1 HiKkpdG Ko aicypde. koi Tnierheidng Howddoig (fr. 15 K.-AL): “6AL’ 1 téhawve dhorhéa TRSEM***0bey obv-T
[ €18’ €otiv AioydAov povny’ Exav”’, b Regtuit @loxkAéng: tpaymdiog tomtig, aioypds T Tpdoonov kai o1uog kai pikpog 1o odpa | Lys. 63 Hangard
& Beoyévng xoumaotic Axapvedg | Suda € 361 ‘Exdretov: ‘Exdtng dyodpo. kai mapoiuio, Ocayévoug Exdtetov: ob émuvOaveto movioyod amdy. og
Kamvog ékaleito. ooy & @sayévelg 8Aiot B’ 6 mept Ouipov ypdyog kod 6 &mi pokaxio Stafefinuévog, 0 81 cayévoug xpripata 6 T Aloyivov: émi
TV TeViTOV, dAalovEvoliveV 8€. 0DTOC Yip TEvng MV EAeyev EavTdv MAoVGLOV elval. ict 8¢ kai Aot §00 Bsayévels, £ig uév O mept ‘Opnpov ypdyag,
£1epog 8¢ &mi pakorcioug oKOTTOPEVOS. 0VTOg 88 Tévg MV peyodéumopog EBovAeTo etvan, GAaldY, Yeuddmhovtog. ékoAeito 8& Kamvog, 6t moAkd
VTG VOVUEVOC 0VOEV ETENEL, T 2464 TPOKEPEAOC TTPOKEPAAOG TV 6 DPILOKARC, M Emoy. TV 88 kopmSiag momTic. eipnton &nil TdV d&vkepdAwY, ¢ 378
DokAfig (TrGF 24 T 1) TMolvreifovg ABnvoiog, Tpaytkcdc, Toig xpdvorg et Evpuridny. énekodeito 5& XoAn S 1 mukpdv. Eypaye tpaymdiog p’, GV
g0t xai todtor "Hpryévn, Navmiog, Oidinove, Oivete, Hpiopog, Tnvelomn, dhoktime. Alosydrov 8¢ Tod Tpoyucod fv Gderdodc kai Eoyev vidv
Mépoov, OV Tpoylkoy: ovTvog yivetar AcTudduag O Tpaytkdc. tovtov & Erepog DhokAic, tpoyikdg, 379 A. DdokAiic, kopmding momTic,
AiGYPOTPOGHOTOC. TV 8¢ TPOKEPOAOC, MG EmOY, Tyouv d&VKEPOAOS AloydAov adedpfic vidg. ol 8& Alpiova adTéV Qucty ETBET®E, S18t TO TcpdY elvor

& yap 1 mkpia. eipntar obv i 1@V OEVKEPEA®Y.

1 (a) xopvdog ET’, @sayével RV | 1-2 (a) eic 10 &vo RT'Lh edd. cett., év 10 dvo I'?, év 1 éve E Bekker, om. V | 1-3 (a) pnmote—yv Cett., 6&vképoiog
obtog Kod OpviBDdNC THY KepaAv: Kod TO £160¢ aicypdc M | 2 (a) kod hic ET', post fjv RV | 3 (@) aicypog cett., aioypov V | 5 (a) 810 cett., om. V | od
uévov ET, dudvopov V, om. R | 6 () avaicOntog RI edd. cett., avoicOntov VET Bekker | todto yap ET edd. cett., yap todto V, om. R Dindorf Diibner
Rutherford | pavepdv cett., pbovepog R Dindorf Dilbner Rutherford | 7 (a) éAAd cett., om. R Dindorf Dibner Rutherford | movnpég RI™ edd. cett.,
movnpov VEI Bekker | @sayévn cett., @sayévnv R, Gcayéver V | 8 (a) dilokréa cett., dihokiénv R | 0pvibddeig RE, 6pfmdeic V, 6pviBddeig I’

The reference to Opountios “the one-eyed Raven” is followed by the mention of the tragic playwright
Philokles, nicknamed “lark”, and of one “goose-fox™*% Theogenes (Theagenes in the scholium), the

identification of which must have been problematic already in antiquity (see below).

The scholium — preserved in a unitary redaction except for the usual rewording in Lh — is for the most part
anonymous, with Didymos being explicitly quoted as authority only in the last sentence**®. However, more

scholiastic material might be ascribable to him.

umote 65vké@adog Ny kth: the first two sentences of the scholium focus on Philokles’ oddly shaped head as
the reason for the nickname “lark”, and on the accusation of ugliness made in Th. 168 (TrGF 24 TT 7b, 8a)**".
The section follows the common structure of kémodoumenoi-scholia, with the explanation of the mockery
followed by a reference to different attacks against the same figure, found in other comic passages (see e.g. fr.
257 below). Since the scholium states that Philokles’ nickname derived from his 0pvifdng appearance (as
confirmed also by Av. 279, where the tragic playwright is linked to another crested bird, i.e. the &moy*), the

section can be said to correspond in content to what is presented as Didymos’ view at the end of the annotation.

435 See Arnott 2007, 50f., 172-174.

436 On Didymos’ general interest in the komodoumenoi see the Conclusions § 1.3.1.1 and frr. 237, 245, 247, 249, 257, 259, 266, 268.
437 A similar accusation must have been the object of Telecl. fr. 15 K.-A., preserved by the scholium to Th. 168 (see Bagordo 2013,
121-125). A fragment by the comic playwright Alexis (fr. 48 K.-A.) shows that the nickname “lark” was later given to a famous parasite
«who was active in the city of Athens during the years c. 345-305» (Arnott 1996, 167).

438 But some ancient readers took the joke in Av. 279 to allude to Philokles’ tragedy Tnpedc fi "Emoy (see above scholl. Aristoph. Av.
281a-b and below).
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This similarity (along with the less compelling presence of uimote**) might suggest that the two opening

sentences derive ultimately from Didymean material.

Ozayévn: the high number of attestations of the name @coyévng/@eayévnc*? in comedy (see Aristoph. V.
1183, Pax 928, Av. 822, 1127, Lys. 63; Eup. frr. 99,9, 135 K.-A.) made the identification of the mocked
figure(s) a matter of debate already among ancient Aristophanic scholars**. In particular, schol. Aristoph. Av.
822a Holwerda lists three namesakes mocked in comedy: a poor man who claimed to be rich, an intellectual
who wrote on Homer (i.e., clearly, Theagenes of Rhegion*¥?) and a third person blamed for his poAaxio (see
also Suda € 361, 6 81 A.). Apparently more than three people by the same name were known to the redactor
of schol. Aristoph. Pac. 928c Holwerda (SiefdAieto yap 6 Osayévng eig podokiov Kol d¢ Lopog kot DONG.
MV 8¢ éx Heponde. £50ket 8¢ kol mévnc eiva, OpdmtecOon 8¢ £mi ThovTw. ... 611 88 Koi EAAoc Osayévng, 0 &ig
‘Ounpov ypawyog, O¢ kol émt padakia diefdileto, kol GAlot moArot), who erroneously merges the Homeric
scholar Theagenes of Rhegion with the namesake accused of poloxio. While describing Theogenes “the
goose-fox™, the central part of the scholium to Av. 1295 combines the features of stupidity (évaicbntog) and
poverty (movnpdc) — that identify the first Theagenes of schol. Aristoph. Pac. 928c Holwerda — with the one
of cunning (mavodpyoc), confirming that overlaps and confusions between namesakes were frequent in the
transmission of ancient k6modoumenoi scholarship*2. Given the amount of occurrences and exegetic material
concerning the several Theogenes/Theagenes, it can be presumed that Didymos’ treatment of the mocked
figure was much more comprehensive than what the final line of the scholium implies. However, trying to

ascribe any of the material found in the other scholia to the grammarian would be a highly speculative attempt.

6 8¢ Aidvpog ... pnoiv pvidddeig sivan: Didymos’ view that the two nicknames were aimed at mocking the
man’s bird-like appearance was openly criticised, with regard to Philokles, by other ancient readers, as shown
by schol. Aristoph. Av. 281c Holwerda (év &vioig dmopviuacty, 6t TpokéPardc £otv 6 P1IAOKANG Og O Emoy
[TrGF 24 T 6¢]° aAL’ ovdapod kexkopdontor) and schol. Aristoph. Th. 168a Regtuit (v toig "'Opvicty ovk
GAA®C KopLd® odTOV dpoiov GAN’ § 6T pukpoc kol aioypog). The confutation relied on the existence of a play
by Philokles’ entitled Tnpevg 1§ "Emoy (of which the first line [TrGF 24 F 1] was known to the source of the
scholium to Av. 281)*4: according to the anonymous interpretation, it is to this play that the Hoopoe alludes
in Av. 281-283 (ovtoot pév éott DhokAéovng / € Emomoc, £ym & TovTOoL TATNOG, Homep el Aéyolg / “Inmdvikog
Kairiov ké€ Trnnovikov Kairiog”). It seems unlikely that the grammarian ignored Philokles’ play or that,

despite being aware of it, refused to link it to the mockery of the playwright in Av. 281-283. Rather, by focusing

439 See e.g. Boudreaux 1919, 110-112; Wilson 1984, 93f.; Montana 1996, 30 n. 64.

440 With regard to the two alternative ortographies see e.g. Dunbar 1995, 492,

441 All of the passages are listed under one entry in PA 6703 and PAA 504040, although there is no evidence pointing clearly towards
a single historic figure underlying all the references in comedy (see e.g. Storey 2003, 147-149; Olson 2017, 460f.).

442 Theag. 8.2,12-14 D.-K.; discussions e.g. in Pfeiffer 1968, 9-12; Rispoli 1980; Biondi 2015; Novokhatko 2015, 31; 2020, 62f.

443 On namesakes in k6modoumenoi-scholia see Steinhausen 1910, 34-39.

444 See Jachmann 1909, 37f. n. 4.
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on Philokles’ ‘crested’ head, Didymos probably aimed at offering a further interpretation that could

consistently explain both the unclear ‘hoopoe-genealogy’ of 11. 281-283 and the nickname “lark™ of 1. 12954,

445 Bechtel (1898, 40) suggests that the bird-like appearance of Philokles’ head derived from a peculiar hairstyle, which closely
resembled the hoopoe’s and lark’s crests.
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fr. 247 (= 11 14.44, p. 255 Schmidt)

Subject: the mockery of Meidias in Av. 1297f. and other comic passages.

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1297-1299 Holwerda

Mediog 8’ éxel RET 6pto E: 6 puev Aidvpog odtwg 0 [6€] Aupmviog (FGrHist 350 F 4, fr. 4 Bagordo)
oNon && émbétov Mediav dpruya koAeichat. yehoimg <8&> 1t 10 kvPevTV elvan Koi &v yOpm Todg
Optuyag komtely RVEI'M obtmg avtov viv Apiotopdvng tpoceineyv. VEI'M oniot 8¢ todto [TAdtov
év Ieproyel (fr. 116 K.-A.)" “ypnotdv, un kata Mediav dptuyokomov”. Aéyet 8¢ év TToaotpioig 6 antog
(immo Phryn. fr. 43 K.-A.) ¢ xai mepl dAéktopag 00tod Eéomovdakodtoc. dtofarieton 8¢ €ig e Tovnpiav,
¢ IMdtov év Nikoug (fr. 85 K.-A), xal kKhonrv dnpociov, ®g Metayévng &v Ounpo (fr. 12 K.-A)), kol
ovkoavtioy. kKOPardg T etvan Eléyeto Kol mroyaralov, og Ppdviyog &v Eprait (fr. 4 K.-A)). 6 8¢
TOupooc fikew, dokel. dptoya 8& Aéyel, 6Tt dOpTvyoKdTOg V' TEPi oL mposipnton. VEIL @épeton 88 &v
10ig TAgioTO1g “O1O oTVPOKOUTOL”. VEI'M Kai capeg 00dev Eotiv €0peiv. Aoviciog 8¢ 6 Zomdpov
Ypapel “On’ dpTuyoKOUTOL” Kol EENYEiTo, dTL Eykertal TO p. BEAEL YOp €imelv “OpTuyoKOTOL”, £MEl Kol

avTog TV dpTuyokdnwv. VEI

“and Meidias over there, (they call him) quail”: Didymos (says) the following: “Ammonios believed
that Meidias was called ‘quail’ by epithet. But Aristophanes here calls him this way mockingly, because
he was a gambler and he would tap the quails in the ring. This is proved by Plato in the Man in Terrible
Pain: ‘a good man, not a quail-tapper like Meidias’. The same author, in the Grass-cutters, says that he
took cock-fighting very seriously. He is also mocked for his dishonesty, as in Plato’s Victories, and for
embezzlement of public funds, as in Metagenes’ Homer, and for being a sycophant. He was also said to
be impudent and a braggart beggar, as in Phrynichos’ Ephialtes”. Symmachos: “ekein (means) eokei
(‘he looked like’). He calls him ‘quail’ because he was a quail-tapper: we have already discussed this.
The majority of the manuscripts has “by a styphokompos”, and it is impossible to find anything clear.
Dionysios of Zopyros writes “by an ortygokompos” and explains that the word has an m inserted. Indeed,

it means ‘quail-tapper’, because he (scil. Meidias) is also one of the quail-tappers”.

Aristoph. Av. 1297f. Mediag 8¢ ye / "Optog éxaleito.

[PL] Alc. 1.120a-c npdog Mewiov oe del 1OV OpTuyokomoV amoPiéne kai GANovG To10VTOVG — Of T& ThG TOAEWG TpdrTEY Emtygpodoty, ETt THY
AvEpamodddN, eaiev av ol Yovaikeg, Tpiyo Exovieg v T wuxdi vn” dpovoiog koi obnm dmoPefinkoteg, £t 8¢ PapPapilovieg EAnAvBact kolakedoovTeg
TNV TOAY GAL 0K dp&ovieg — PO ToVTOVG Gt Jel, olomep Aéym, PAémovTa covtod 61 dperelv, kai unte povbavew dca pabnoemg Eyetal, péAlovio
T0000TOV Ay®dva dywvilesbat, pite dokelv oa deitol AoKNOEMS, KOl TACAV TOPACKEVT)V TOPECKEVOGHEVOY 0UTMG iévan émi Ta i moAewg | Poll. 9.107-
109 kai pévrot kai To OpTLYOKOTELY ToUdId, Kol TO mpdypo Optuyokomio, Kol ol Tailovieg OPTLYOKOTOL KOl GTUPOKOTOL EKAAODVTO. KOl TO KOTTEW TOVG
Spruyog kai dvakvaddirey kol avepediley, aveyeipev, mapo&ovety, kol TadTo K TV OPTVYOKOTIKAY OVORGTOV. Kol THAiQ PV Opoig Tf) ApToTdAidt
KOKAOV Epmeptypdyavteg EvioTacay ToUg OpTLYNG £l TAIG Ly ong TOIG TPOG AAMAOVS” O 3 AVaTPOTELS Kol EKTEGAHV TOD KUKAOV fiTtTo 00TOC TE Kol O

00 dpTVYog de0mOTNG. KOl TOTE pEV €m” avTolsg dietifevto 10ig HpTLéL, TOTE 8¢ Kol ém” dpyvpie. £660° dte 8¢ O pev lot 1OV HpTuya, O 8¢ Ekomte Td
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Myav®d 1 T0 €k TG KEPOATG mrepd AméTiddev Kol €l pev gykaptepnioeiev 0 OptuE, 1 vikn petd 00 Opéyovtog odTov yiveto, €voovtog 8¢ Kol
VIOPLYOVTOG O KOMTV 1 M@V &vika. Todg 8 fiTOEvTag dpTuyag EuBoncavteg Kot TO 0vg avToig E1MVTo, MOV &vepyalopevot THg ToD VEVIKNKOTOG
eovilg kol 10 €ufodv évipuAilewy dvopalov, 10.136f. dpoviyog pev yap év Kpove (fr. 13 K.-A.) kai dhektpvondhiov gipnkev, dote kol
ALEKTPLOTIOAELY GV £IMOLC. ToMG 6 Kol OPTUYOTPOPOV" O VAP OPTLYOKOTOG EGTILV £V XPNOEL, KOl OPTUYOTMANG. KOl GTUOOKOUTOVG &’ adTOVG 01 KOU®IOL
KoAoDoty, O¢ 1O EKomTov ToVS SpTuYaC. Kol O £TpOAlov Kai 1O dvekvadaliov Tédv dptuyokomucdy | Olymp. in Alc. 148 Westerink 6 Mediag obtog
OPTLYOKOTOG TIKOVEV GTL TOVG OPTLYOG Lo IOVG ETPEPEV. Gpo 6€ Kol TANKTIKOV T0UTO TPpOg TOV AAKIPLadNV, 5101t pocitv AAKiPiadov mote £’ Hyniod
Brinatog cuvnyopodvrog dmomtiivan &€ awTod Sptuya. Metdiav 84 gnotv od oV 36via Anpochivel TOV KOVELAOV: 0DTOC Yip EKEIVOL TPOYEVEGTEPOG TV
| Phot. 0 531 8ptuyag cvuotéllovieg ol Attikoi Aéyovotv 10 v kai Tov OpTuyokdTov Bpayéwg. dnrot Apiotopdvng Aartaiedow (fr. 253 K.-A.), 532 (~
Suda o 642 A.) dpTuyoKdTOC” TAUdIA TIC, &V ) PTLYAC IGTAGLY &v Y0P, odg TORTOVGY €ic THY KEPUANV" Kai 6 P&V &v 6 YVUp® KoTaBodV TOV SpTuya
AapBéver EEfig odg dv Stvmrar 6 88 dmoTuydV Tapéyel Batépm TOVg dpTUYag THTTEY" Kai ToDTO GVl uépog motodoty: Aéyst obv &v AdkiPédn ([P1.] Alc.
1, 120a)- “obk, GAAL mpdg Mewiav del og dmoPArémovia tOV OpTuYoKOTOV Kot TotovTovg dAlovs”. Tév daidovit (ueaivov Leopardus ad Sudam) &t
00 TTPOG TOVG TVYXOVTAG O AydV £07T1, TPOG OE TOVG ApicTovg d10mep 0V pabvuntéov, 534 Th. dptuyokoneiv: &v yOpe T18évieg dptuya eidbacty &’ avtdv
Badilew Emert’ gav pev mAnyeis 0 6ptvé ELOOL TTEPLGGOLEVOG, TIEPL TOV matdEavTa Yivetotl O BpaPeiov kai dmopépet TOV dptuya £av 8¢ peivn mepi OV
&vtiepug, Kol amopépel TodTOV Te oTdV Koi ETepov mapd Tod Astpbévrog | schol. Luc. JTr. 48.18 Rabe 6 §& Meidiag dptvyokémog fv, o [IAdtav
IMepradyer (fr. 116 K.-A.) kai mepi 10 Spota dewdg: kai Mg Tovnpov 8¢ kai kofodov kai Tdv dnpociov voopiotiyv Ppoviyos (fr. 4 K.-A.) kai [TAdtov
Sapérrovoty | schol. [PL] Alc. 1.120a9-b1 Cufalo dptuyoxdmov] sipovikde. 00Tog £mi KOKAOL TOVG SPTLYOS TOPIOTAG KOMTEW odTOVG GAATAOVG

£8idaokev | [Zon.] 1342,31 T. Mewiag. kbpiov. kai movnpdg Mediac.

1 Mediag cett., wdiog R | Aidupoc—o¢ cett., om. M | 8¢ del. Schnee | @non cett., om. M | Mewdiav El, wdiov RVM | §proya cett., 6pta V | 2 8¢ ins.
Holwerda | yopw Leopardus recc. Dibner White Holwerda, rup® RVET (acc. om. R) Bekker Dindorf, muopg M | xémtew cett., oxoneiv V | 3 viv cett.,
om. M | mpooeinev—ypnotov cett., lac. V | IIhérwv Meineke (coll. schol. Luc. JTr. 48.18) recc. White Holwerda, Apistopdvng codd. Bekker Dindorf
Diibner, Apiotopdvng <év Iehapyois kai [TAGtwv> év Ileplodyel dub. Fritzsche, Apistoedvng <év Aatdredot, [TAdtwv> év TTeplodyel Cobet (coll.
Phot. 0 531) | ITeprakyel Meursius recc. edd. cett., mepioyyel E Bekker, mepi dyyeiov I | 4 Mewdiav EL, udiav V | 4-5 Aéysi-éonovdaxotog post 'Eeiat
Fritzsche Dindorf Schneider Cobet Schmidt Clausen White | 5 aiéktopag EL, dhéktopog V | post 8¢, kai V | te VE, om. T | 6 khonrv Schneider Dilbner
Holwerda, khonfic EI" Bekker Dindorf White, khommg V | Metayévng E, peta (acc. om. V) yévoug VI, petdr yévng I'? | sukopavtiov Dindorf Dibner,
ovkopavtio VE, cukopavtig I' Bekker White | 6-7 etvan éhéyeto ET, édéyeto eivon V | 7 Eguédm T edd. cett., émditn VEI? Bekker | fjkew T, ket
lemma V, fikev text. V, fjucov lemma E, fjkev text. E | 8 év ETM, om. V | 8-9 vmd ctvgoxdumov VE, vrd ctopgokéumov I', droctugokdumoc M | 9
Zomdpov VI White, Zamopog E edd. cett., {omdpog I'? | 10 dptuyokdumov VI, dptuyokdmov E | kai-optuyokdmov VEIS, om. T | dptuyordmov V, tov

dptuyokdumov E, T dptuyoko™ I'? | 11 dpruyoxdmmv codd. White Holwerda, dptuyokdunmy edd. cett.

The list of ornithonyms used as nicknames for prominent Athenians goes on with Meidias (PA 9714, PAA
637170), called “quail”, because of his resemblance to “a quail hit on the head by the styphokopos™**¢. The
obscurity of the word (probably belonging to the jargon of the game of quail-tapping**’), along with the need

to identify the mocked figure, attracted the attention of several ancient scholars.

As rightly underlined by Schnee (1879, 29), the annotation concerning Meidias consists of two excerpts,
one taken from Didymos’ commentary, the other from Symmachos’*¢, While the former refers to Ammonios
(see below), the latter seems to quote an otherwise unknown grammarian, Awovociog 6 Zomodpov (See

Schauenburg 1881, 21). | have chosen the genitive preserved by VI (and accepted by White 1914, 236; see

446 The end of Av. 1297 is unanimously transmitted as Meidtag 8° ékei, but Blaydes’ emendation Meidag 8¢ ye (id. 1882, 136) has been
accepted by several modern scholars (see e.g. Sommerstein 1987, 152; Wilson 2007a, 407; 2007c, 128). Dunbar (1995, 110) and
Henderson (2000, 190), instead, do not alter the paradosis.
447 See e.g. Dunbar 1995, 643f.; Arnott 2007, 338; Pirrotta 2009, 248.
448 See also frr. 238, 243f., 249, 253. On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its relationship with Didymos’ work, see the
Introduction § 5.2 (along with frr. 224; 228f.; 231; 237-239; 242-244; 248; 252f.). See also Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854, 289;
Schnee 1879, 35-46; Schauenburg 1881, 5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40f.; Montana 2003.
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also Dunbar 1995, 644), instead of the nominative Zonvpog in E ({omopog I'?) printed by all the other
editors*®. Grammarians are frequently designated through genitives indicating familiar relation or discipleship
(see e.g. Apumdviog Appoviov™?, Aroldviog 6 Xaipidog®?, Atoviciog 6 Tpoewvoc*?, TItolepoiog 6 Tod
Apiotovikov®?). However, as Apollonios Molon’s case shows, the sources frequently oscillate between the
genitive of the father’s name (AnoAldviog 6 Tod Molwvoc) and the patronymic used as nickname (AmoAAdviog
0 MoAwv)*4, It is therefore possible that the otherwise unattested grammarian was known in antiquity both as
Dionysios (son) of Zopyros (as in VI') and as Dionysios Zopyros (as in E). Symmachos (if the quotation is
indeed to be ascribed to him*®) does not constitute a useful terminus ante quem in order to reduce the very
high number of grammarians potentially identifiable, by mere homonymy, with Atoviciog 6 Zomdpov. Within
the scholia vetera to Aristophanes, schol. Aristoph. Pl. 322¢ Chantry mentions an unidentified Dionysios,
author of a one-volume treatise on the usage of the greeting yaipew**®. Moreover, John Tzetzes makes more
than one reference to a Dionysios seemingly involved in studia comica of musical nature*’. Finally, on the
basis of the previous occurrences, the name Awvv]otog has been integrated in a lacuna in P.Oxy. LXXVIII
5160 (col. ii, Il. 11-12), a learned commentary probably on Eupolis’ Goats*®,

0 pév Aidvpog ovtme: 0 [0&] Appdviog kth: the wording has led modern scholars to suspect the fall of the
entire Didymean interpretation either before (see Dindorf 1838c, 426) or after (see Schmidt 1854, 255) the
phrase 6 pév Aidvpog obtwg™®. This interpretation has been convincingly confuted by Schnee (1879, 28f.),
who suggested the expunction of 8¢. This rather uncomplicated solution betters the text, in that it allows the
main interpretive opposition to emerge, i.e. the one between Didymos and Symmachos. In his hypomnéma, of
which the scholium exceptionally offers a direct excerpt, Didymos discusses the interpretation of Av. 1297-
1299 given by Ammonios: the author of the Kawuwdotuevor*® believed that Meidias was actually nicknamed

“quail” by his fellow Athenians (see below)?L.

449 Dindorf (1838, 253) suggested Awovictog 8¢ kol Zadmvpog (see also Dilbner 1842, 493; Clausen 1881, 3).

450 Between coll. 10 and 11 of P.Oxy. 1l 221. See Pagani 2006.

451 See Apollon. Soph. p. 162, 14-16, 171, 17-20 Bekker; schol. Aristoph. V. 1238b Koster; schol. Ap. S. Il. 3.448a (A); Montana 2002.
452 See Ath. 6.255¢, 11.503c, 14.641a; Harp. y 18 K., £ 137 K.; St. Byz. p 256, o 1 Billerbeck; Novembri 2010.

453 See Ath. 11.481d, schol. Hrd. 11. 4.423a1 (A), schol. Theocr. 1.110a-c Wendel. According to Suda z 3036 A., the genitive indicates
that this Ptolemaios was Aristonikos’ father (ITtolepoiog 6 Apiotovikov 0D Ypappatikod Tatip).

454 See Schmid 1895 and Ippolito 2005.

455 On the contrary, Boudreaux (1919, 161 n. 1) believed the grammarian to be «postérieur 8 Symmaque».

456 ept 10D &v Tfj cuvnOeiq “yoipev” Tod &v toig émoToloAc, Yéypantar Atovucie “povoBiProv’ mepi avtod.

47 See Tz. Prol. Xla | 111, 11 53 Koster, schol. Tz. Aristoph. PI. 253a Massa Positano, Nu. 563a Holwerda; Pagani 2013

458 First edited by S. Trojahn and B. W. Henry, see Chang-Henry-Parsons-Benaissa 2013, 114-117 and Olson 2017, 92-102. The
commentary contained a remarkable amount of references to ancient grammarians, some of which have been detected by Luppe (2013):
Seleukos of Alexandria (see ibid. 50; Suda ¢ 200 A.; Miiller 1921; Ucciardello 2006c), Symmachos (see Luppe 2013, 51), Diodoros
(see ibid.; Cohn 1903b; Pagani 2004), Aristophanes of Byzantium, Kallistratos and Aristarchos.

459 See also Steinhausen 1910, 9.

460 Didymos probably used Ammonios (see the Introduction § 3.3) or another komédoumenoi source also in frr. 229, 237 and 247. On
Didymos’ general interest in the komodoumenoi see the Conclusions § 1.3.1.1 and frr. 237, 245, 246, 249, 257, 259, 266, 268.

461 This is also Dunbar’s interpretation of the passage: «the joke here [...] may be Ar.’s malicious explanation of an already established
nickname "Optué» (id. 1995, 644).
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yeLoimg <6&> d10 T0 KuPevTiyv given: Holwerda accepts the interpunction generally adopted by the editors —
i.e. 6 pév Aidvpog obtwe. 6 88 Appdviog GNom &€ Embétov Mediav dpruya koAeichot. yehoiog kTA*? — but
inserts a o¢ after yeloimg, thus reinforcing the opposition between the reference to Ammonios (o16n—
kolelobot) and Didymos’ interpretation (yeloiwc—€omovdakotog): according to the latter, “quail” was not
Meidias’ current nickname (as seemingly supposed by Ammonios), but a specifically Aristophanic invention
aimed at mocking Meidias’ enthusiasm for gambling on quail- and cock-fights. White, wondering «how one
could say that Aristophanes here calls Meidias 6ptv& because he bet on quails matched in the ring and yet deny
that dptv& was applied to him £& émbérov» (id. 1914, 236), proposes a different syntactic partition of the text,
with €€ émbétov Mediav dptuya kodeioBat 61d 0 ... ToUg OpTuyag komtewy depending from 6 8¢ Apudviog
@non, and obtwg avtov viv Apiotopdvng mpoceinev Separated from the rest with a full stop (“Ammonios
believed that Meidias was mockingly called ‘quail’ by epithet because he [...] would tap the quails.
Aristophanes now addresses him in this way”). White’s solution is not fully satisfactory, since the sentence
obTe¢ anTov viv Aptotodvng tpooeiney, left self-standing, lacks real sense. In fact, the difficulty highlighted
by the editor is easily removed if the meaning of the sentence ¢ [6£] Aupmviog @O & émbétov Mediav
Optuya kaAgloOat is “Ammonios believed that Meidias was nicknamed ‘quail’ (by the Athenians, in everyday
life)”, rather than “Ammonios believed that Meidias was nicknamed ‘quail’ (by Aristophanes, in the specific
context of Av. 1297f.)”. Indeed, Ammonios might have autoschediastically drawn from the lines of Birds that
Meidias was actually called “quail”, thus provoking Didymos’ reaction, which consisted in confuting this

interpretation with the aid of other comic passages (see below).

oot 6¢ tovito Iharmv &v Mepradysi: manuscript E has dnioi 8¢ todto Apiotopdvng év meployyel (mepi
ayygiov I')*%3, The emendation Ieprayel is by Meursius (1701, 1447), who believed this to be an Aristophanic
comedy by the same title of Plato’s one, while the replacement of Apistopdavng with TTAdtwv was first
suggested by Meineke (1826, 12; 1827, 22) on the basis of schol. Luc. JTr. 48.18 Rabe (6 6¢ Meidiag
dptuyokomoc v, oc IAdtov Iepiéryer)*®*. The line from the Man in Terrible Pain (along with the reference

to Phrynichos’ Grass-cutters*®) constitutes the evidence used by Didymos to refute Ammonios’

462 See Bekker 1829b, 260; Dindorf 1838c, 252; Diibner 1842, 238. Quite implausibly, Schmidt (1854, 255) and Schauenburg (1881,
7 n. 12) isolate yeloiwg considering it a dismissive reaction to Ammonios’ interpretation.

463 \/ is here lacunous (see above).

464 Several modern scholars wrongly ascribe the correction of Apistoeévng in IIAdrev to Meursius (see Fritzsche 1835, 60 n. 9; White
1914, 237; Kassel-Austin 1984, 147; Pirrotta 2009, 247), despite he clearly believed that both playwrights had written a Man in Terrible
Pain (see Meursius 1701, 1447: «est eodem titulo Platonis quoque comici fabula»). With regard to the accentuation of the play-title,
see Pirrotta 2009, 238. There have been two attempts at preserving Aristophanes’ name in the scholium, namely Apioto@dvng <év
Mehapyoig kai ITAGTwv> év Tleprokyel (Fritzsche 1835, 60 n. 9) and Apiotopdavng <év Aartoredot kol [TAdtov> év Tepraiyel (Cobet
1874, 379). Cobet’s integration finds support in Phot. o 531 Th., where the word 6ptuyokomog is said to have occured in Aristophanes’
Banqueters (fr. 253 K.-A.). However, van Leeuwen (1902, 202f.) suspected an error in Photios’ entry, and Kassel-Austin (1984, 147)
deem the attempt as coniectura incertissima.

465 The scholium wrongly ascribes the comedy to 6 ovtdc, i.e. to Aristophanes. Although the same title is attested for Magnes and
Krates (see e.g. Stama 2014), nothing suggests that Phrynichos’ authorship of the Grass-cutters was ever questioned in antiquity. The
false ascription must therefore derive from a confusion within the transmission of the exegetic material, hence the proposed
transposition of Aéyer—éomovdaxdtog after the reference to the Ephialtes (see Fritzsche 1835, 60f. n. 9; Dindorf 1838c, 253 n. 2;
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autoschediastic conclusion: by defining Meidias as a “quail-beater” and by linking him to cock-fighting, the
two passages indirectly prove that the vis comica of Av. 1297f. lies in the man’s general reputation as a gambler
on bird-fights. If this reconstruction of Ammonios and Didymos’ querelle is correct, one can only suppose that
Ammonios, in his treatment of Meidias, simply overlooked the instances from the Man in Terrible Pain and

the Grass-cutters, possibly because he considered them equivalent in content to Av. 1297f.

dwofarreTon 82 €ig e movnpiav kth: just like its synonym xouwdeitar, the verb dwafdiietar highlights that
the features ascribed to the lampooned figure belong to the speech act of ridicule and are not necessarily
historical (see fr. 229 above and Chronopoulos 2011, 213). A different nuance is carried by é\éyeto, that
defines the mockery as «one more instance of public or private discussions about the person ridiculed» (ibid.).
The information regarding the accusations of dishonesty and embezzelment of public funds (found respectively
in PI.Com. fr. 85 K.-A., Metag. fr. 12 K.-A.), as well as the one of cuxogavrtio (without reference) and that of
being ko6Polog ... kol mroyaralov (Phryn. com. fr. 4 K.-A.) was likely taken by Didymos directly from

Ammonios’ handbook, which was arguably his primary source in his discussion of Meidias.

Schneider 1838, 76-78; Cobet 1840, 171; Schmidt 1854, 255; Clausen 1881, 66 n.1; White 1914, 236), which was later rejected by
Holwerda (1991, 192). See also Stama 2014, 242f.
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fr. 248 (= 11 14.45, p. 256 Schmidt)

Subject: the objects called “wing”, “spur” and “cock’s comb” by Peisetairos at 11. 1364-1366.

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1363a0. Holwerda

avtog I' Euabov RET &te moic | EI: Zoppoyog kabomhilel antov T pév mrépuyt og domidt, ¢ &8
TANKTP® ©Og Elpel, T 68 AOpm v mepikepaiaie. RVEI'M Aidvpog 8¢ dvti pev tiig mtépuyog domida
Sidmotv odtd, dvti 8¢ 0D mAfKTpov Elpog. RVEL fA0e yop G dAekTpuov mTepmbdijval, £mel keivot

tov¢ matépag Tomtovsy. RVET'M

“(The things that) I myself learnt when I was a boy””: Symmachos. He arms him with the wing as if with
a shield, with the spur as if with a sword and with the comb as if with a helmet. Didymos: instead of the
wing he gives him a shield and instead of the spur a sword. Indeed, he had come to be turned into a

cock, for they beat their fathers.

Avristoph. Av. 1364-1367 tavtvai AaPodv / Thv mtépuya koi Touti tO mAfiktpov Ontépy, / vopicag dhextpudvog Exev Tovdi Aogov, / ppolpel, otpatedov,

Hibo@op®dV GoVTOV TPEPE.

1 Zoppayog cett., om. M | pév cett., om. E | 2 8¢ Moo cett., Aopm 8¢ M | pév cett., om. E | 3 adtd cett., ex avtov R

The second series of ‘intruder-scenes’ of the play*®® involves three «applicants for wings» (Dunbar 1995,
652) coming on stage in direct succession. The first is an unidentified character who declares that he wants to
move to Nephelokokkygia to avail himself of the bird law described at Il. 758f.: this allows the inhabitants of
the city to fight against their fathers (todt’ éxel koAOV Top’ NIV €otv, v T1C T® Tatpl / TPocdpoumy €y
natdéog “oipe mAfiktpov, el payel.”)*’. However, his plans are thwarted by Peisetairos, who points at another
bird law, the law of the stork, a bird that cares for its elderly parents*®, Peisetairos then makes the most of the
rebellious son’s visit and makes him join the army, by giving him a shield, a sword and a helmet. The vis
comica of the scene is based on the fact that the three objects are called by Peisetairos “wing” (wtépvf), “spur”

(mAfjixtpov) and “cock’s comb” (dhekTpLOVOC AOPOC).

The explanation of this comic mechanism is the focus of Symmachos’ and Didymos’ comments preserved

by the scholium on the passage*®. According to the former, the equipment given by Peisetairos to the man

466 Av. 1337-1469. See Dunbar 1995, 9.

467 The ‘law’ derives from the popular belief that the cockerel would fight against its father (see also Aristoph. Nu. 1427f.).

468 See e.g. Aristot. HA 615b 23f.; Ael. NA 3.23.

49 Ag it frequently happens, Lh offers a heavily rephrased version of the scholium (schol. Aristoph. Av. 1363aB Holwerda énei oi
GAEKTPVOVEG TOVG MATEPOS TOTTOVGLY, MG GAEKTPLOVO aVTOV KobomAilel, TOv matpaAoiov. Kol mrépuya pev didmowv g domida,
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consists of the actual bird parts (wing, spur and comb) and the humor relies on the two characters acting as if

in a serious arming scene (kaOomAiler)*”.

Aidvpog 6¢° avti pev tijg TTépuyog domida didmerv avtd kth: unlike his successor, Didymos considered
the vis comica of the scene to be based on the contrast between the objects passed from one actor to the other
on stage (i.e. a shield, a sword and a helmet) and the names given to them by Peisetairos, namely “wing”,
“spur” and “cock’s comb”. This interpretation is accepted by most modern critics (see e.g. Dindorf 1835c, 644;
Rogers 1906, 181; Dunbar 1995, 659), although some (see Merry 1889, 69; van Leeuwen 1902, 210) follow
Symmachos in understanding the props as actual bird parts. The white Argive shield is called “wing” by the
Chorus in Soph. Ant. 110-116 (6¢ £¢’ fjuetépa vi] [ToAvveikovg / apbeig verkéwv € aueihdyov / 0&fa kKAGLwv
/ aigTog & yiv &g vmepénta, / AEVKTG Y1OVOC TTEPLYL 6TEYaVOS [ TOAADY ued’ dmiwv / EHv O’ immokopolg
Kopvbecov) but an involvement of the passage in Didymos’ comment (or in Aristophanes’ lines) is highly

speculative.

N\ yap G drektpov ntepoOijvor: unlike Symmachos’ fragment, the Didymean one does not mention
the comb (dextpvovog Lopog). It can be reasonably assumed that a portion of scholiastic text went lost due
to epitomation, especially given the grammarian’s observation that the man “had come to be turned into a

cock” (with the yap tightly linking the sentence to the preceding one).

£mel £keivol Tovg matépag Tomrovoty: Didymos correctly explains the passage in the light of Av. 758f., where

the “law of the cock” is proudly proclaimed by the Chorus (see above).

mAfikTpov 8¢ T g Elpog). On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its relationship with Didymos’ work, see the Introduction §
5.2 (along with frr. 224; 228f.; 231; 237-239; 242-244; 247; 252f.). See also Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854, 289; Schnee 1879,
35-46; Schauenburg 1881, 5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40f.; Montana 2003.

470 Ancient critics from Zenodotos onwards had a clear notion of the ‘arming scene’ (6mAioudg) as a typical, standardised and recurring
sequence within the Homeric narrative, as demonstrated e.g. by schol. Ariston. 1l. 3.334-335a (A); Nunlist 2009, 306-309.
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fr. 249 (= 11 14.46, p. 256 Schmidt)

Subject: the expression ti dedpo TOda 6L KLAAOV Gva Kok ov KukAeic; and Kinesias as komodoumenos in Av.
1379

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1379a-b Holwerda

i debpo RE moda ov kuAlov REI: 811 moAldKig 1O PEV KVAAOV €Ml TOD TT0d0G ETOGGOV, MG O TOUNTIG
“dpoeo kulhomodiov” (1. 21.331), 10 6 ywAov €mi Thc YepOs, dg EdmoAlg “dtt ywlog £otl TV £Tépav
yelp” RVET ov Aéyeig” (fr. 264 K.-A.) xoi Evepoviog pev (fr. 78 Strecker) yoiov sivor tov Kwvnoioy
onoiv. §| tayo, énel moAAdxic €otl map’ adTOlC “mTodl KOVP®” 1 “modl Aevk®” 1 “mdda Tdeic” 1 Tt
To10dToV, TO0 “KLVAAGV” mpooébnkev. dAlwg. VEIT Aidvpog pév: “kdxiov”, €mel kukAiov daocudtov
momtic 611, RVEI'M “kvAlov” 84, éneil yorog fv. VEI'M gipntan 8& mepi antod &v Botpdyoig (153,
1437). 6 8¢ Apiototédng év toig Awaokorialg (fr. 629 R.) 6o ¢noi yeyovévar. Touuoayog obtmg
Edoepoviog (fr. 78 Strecker): émeidn xoArog v 6 Kivnoiog. todto 82 ok Eottv e0peiv. GAL’ &neidn) moid
op’ avToig €6TL TO “modl AEVK@” Kol “Todl KoLE®” Kol “mTdda TBels” T T ToodTOV, TO “KLAAOV”

npocédnkev. VEI'

“why (are you here, circling in circles with) your crooked foot?”: they often used the adjective “crooked”
(kyllos) with regard to the foot, as does the poet (i.e. Homer) in “arise, club-footed (kyllopodion)”.
Instead, they used “crippled” with regard to the hand, as does Eupolis: “you don’t say that he is crippled
in his one hand*"t. And Euphronios says that Kinesias was crippled. Or perhaps (Aristophanes) added
(to “foot”) the adjective “crooked” because in their works (scil. of the dithyrambographers) there were

3

often expressions like “with nimble foot” or “with white foot” or “setting the foot” and similar.
Otherwise. Didymos: “circle” because (Kinesias) is a poet of cyclic choruses, while “crooked” because
he was crippled. He is mentioned in Frogs. Aristotle, in the Didaskaliai, says that there were two.
Symmachos (says) the following: Euphronios “because Kinesias was crook-footed (crippled?)”, but
there is no evidence for that. But he (Aristophanes) added (to “foot™) the adjective “crooked” because
in the works of the dithyrambographers there were many expressions like “with white foot”, “with

9

nimble foot”, “setting foot” and similar.

Aristoph. Av. 1377f. aonaldpecto lopvov Kuvmaoiav. / i deBpo mdda o0 KUALOV Gva KOKAOV KUKAETS;

Plu. Quaest. Conv. 712A £t &’ domep &v 10ig NyEOVIKOTG deinvolg EKACTO TaPESTNKE TV KATOKELLEV®V 0IVOY00G, 0VTM SENGEL YPUUUOTIKOV EKACTEO

10 ka0’ Exaoctov Enyeiobot, Tig 0 Aaonodiog map’ Evmoid (test. 28 K.-A.) kai 6 Kwvnoiog mapd [TAdtowvt (test. 12 K.-A.) xai 6 Adunov topa Kpativeo

471 The translation follows the wording of the scholium, although the text offered by Poll. 4.188 (611 xoAdg £ott TV tépav yeip’ €0
o@ddpa) is commonly considered the authentic version of Eupolis’ line (see Kassel-Austin 1986, 451; Olson 2016, 357).
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(test. 32 K.-A), kai tdv kopmdovpévev éxactoc | Gal. in Hippoc. aph. 182,149 Kihn pévoug 8¢ éumbovg mposayopedet Tovmimay dEuipétoug, oig
peTalDd Ompoxog T& Kol Tvedpovog §pototat 1o Tov, odg Tl suVBmg Ekatov oi makatol padeiv Eott kai &€ OV ipnke IMAdtov O koukdg &ni Kivnoiov
Kotd vde v pricwv: “petd tadta 88 / Evaydpov 6 maig €k mhevpitidog Kivnoiog / okeletog, dmvog, kakdpva okéhn eopdv, / BoMg tpoertng,
goyapag kekavpévog / migiotag v’ Edpuedvtog &v 1d ohpoatt” (fr. 200 K.-A.) | Ath. 12.551a koi Apiotopdvng 8 v I'nputddn Aentodg to0cde
Kkotodéyet, odg kol mpéoPerg Vo TdV ToutdY Enow gig Adov TépnecOut mpdg Tovg ékel momtiag Aéyov ovtwot (fr. 156 K.-A.): “kai tig ‘vekpdv
kevOudva kai okdtov morag’ (Eur. Hec. 1) / &1An kateldsiv; B. éva yap 6@’ éxdotng téxvng / ilopebo kowvij yevouévng éxkineiog, / odg fiouey dvrag
dSogoitag kai Bapd / ékeioe prhoympodvtag. A. giol yap Tveg vdpeg map’ duiv ddopoitar; B. vi) Ala / pdiotd y’, Gomep Opaxopoitat. mhvt’ Exeig. /
A. xai tiveg av glev; B. mpdto pév Zavvopiov / dand tdv tpuyeddy, and 88 tdv tpayikdy xopdv / Méintog, dmd 3¢ tédv kuikhinv Kivnoiag”. €10” £&fic
PNow: “o©g 6podp’ émi Aemtdv EATiISwV OyElcd’ Epa / TovToug Yap, fiv Todd Evvélln, EvlhaBav / 6 Tig Swappoiag motopds oiyficetan” | Ael. VH 10.6
EKOUOIODVTO £G AemTOTNTO Zavvupiov O kopmdiog mous kol Mélntog 6 tpaydiog momrng kai Kinoiog kukkiov yopdv kol dntdc momtng
&€apétpov | Suda k 2671 A. koALOG: 6 TEmP®UEVOG 00 pdvov TOda, GAAYL Kal xElpa Opoing. Kol ymAdG Kol €l 080G Kol &nl yeipdg. ot 8¢ kOALoL
AVOYIVOGKOVGLY MG KOKVOV. TO HEV KLAAOV €ml ToD m0d0g Etaccov, Mg 6 momthg “Opoeo kvAhomddiov” (1. 21.331). 10 8¢ ywAov €nl Tiig ¥EWPs, OC
Ednohig “8t1 yohog ot TV £épav xeipa, ob Adyels”. (fr. 264 K.-A.) §j neidn mold mop’ avToig €01t 1O “modi Aevkd”, “modi kovew”, “Tdda T10sic”,
70 KVAAOV Tpocébnkev. Apiotoedvng ‘Opvict (1379) | schol. Aristoph. Nu. 333a Holwerda kvkhiov e xopdv: €ig tovg nepi Kivnoiav kai ®1hoEevov
xoi Kieopévnv, Av. 1378 Holwerda guwpivov Kivnoiav: Kodlictpotog yAopov. 1 yap ¢ldpo yhmpdy: xhmpdg 82 kai odtoc. Edgpéviog kobeov, 6g
v dbvpapfonolov gvTeAT] Kol KobPa moodvta: ToodToV Yap O ELAOV, KODEOV Kol EAaPPOV. doPEALeEL & aDTOV Kol MG YOAOV 610 ToD “mdda oV
KVALOV”, Ra. 153a Kivnoiog fv S10vpapPomnordc, d¢ émoinae muppiyny, b 611 év 1oi¢ yopoic moddi “kiviicer” &xpiito, € fiv Onpaioc, Lehomotdg KaKIGTOC,
d v kai 10 oOp OKVIPOC KO KATECKEAETEVKMG, € EMPOyHaTENCHTO KOTH TOV KOUIK®AY, OG Elev dyopryntot, f Sokel kol katnoynuovnkévar Tod Tiig
‘Exdng éydpatoc. 810 kod &v toig £&fic onotv' “f katathd @ ‘Exatoionv, kukhiotot yopoicty dnédmv” (Ra. 366), 1437a 6 Kwnoiag Aemtog v, 6 88
KAedxkprrog poydnpog, b Chantry dg Aentog opodpa dv kopmdeitatl kol Og EEvog Kal dg kOAaE. éuviodn 8¢ kai tod Kwvnoiov, g todtov kai tod

KAgokpitov opoppovodvimv.

1 g 6 momtng cett., om. E Bekker | 2 8poeo RE, dpoe V, dpoéo I' | kvAhonddiov RVED?, kvdhog modi I | post ywAov g V | 4 téyo. cett., méyov V |
map’ cett., om. T | alt. wodi cett., modd V | 5 10 cett., tov V | Aidvpog—kokiov cett. (om. pev M), 16 8¢ ava kdxhov R | post kdkhov, gnoiv M | énei VET,
éne1dn RM | kokMov dopdrov RVEI?M, kokhacudtov I | 6 momtig éoti cett., fv momtic M | fiv EI'M, éotv V | 7 onoi cett., pasi I' | 8 kuAldg codd.,
fort. yowAdg scribendum | Kwnoiag cett., kivwnoiog I' | oA ET, om. V | néda I, m6dw V, mod() E

The series of ‘intruder-scenes’ of 11. 1337-1469 proceeds with Kinesias. The dithyrambographer’s entrance
on stage provokes Peisetairos’ comically allitterant question ti ebpo OO GV KVALOV AvVH KOKAOV KUKAELS;
(Av. 1378472, “why are you here, circling in circles with your crooked foot?”). Besides being a straightforward
parody of the language of dithyrambic poetry (see Dunbar 1995, 666f.)*"3, the line also alludes both to the style
of circular dance typical of the kbxAo1 yopoi (with some steps being surely performed by the actor on stage)
and to the irregular metre just displayed in the first lines of Kinesias’ song (see ibid. and Av. 1372-1374,
1376)%™.

The annotation concerning the convolute expression dédo, b KVALOV Gva, KoK AoV KukAgig consists of two
different scholia, joined by dAAwg in VET: the first one reports an anonymous observation (based on evidence
from the Iliad and from Eupolis’ Prospaltioi, see above) concerning the semantic difference between kvAlog
and yolog (the former being allegedly used only in relation to the foot, the latter only with regard to the hand).

The same distinction occurs also in Pollux (4.188, with Eupolis’ line and Av. 1378 as examples for the usage

472 |_ine partition in Av. 1373-1377 is uncertain, due to the unclear length of the verses of Kinesias’ song (see e.g. Dunbar 1995, 661-
664; Wilson 20073, 411).

473 On the language of New Music, see, among others, Budelmann-LeVen 2014, with the relevant bibliography.

474 Kinesias® song is a true «musical pastiche» that combines features of different styles, from New Dithyramb, to Bacchylides and
Anacreon (Hadjimichael 2014, 193). For a more detailed analysis see ibid.; Dunbar 1995, 668f.; Calame 2020, 121f.
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of ywAdg and kvAA6c*™), but is clearly disproved by the numerous attestations of ywAdg used in reference to
the foot or the leg*®. This section is then followed by Euphronios’ exegesis*’’ and by the last section of
Symmachos’ comment (see below). The second scholium results from the juxtaposition of two excerpts

respectively from Didymos’ and Symmachos’ hypomnémata (as observed also in 238, 243f., 247 and 253).

Aidopog pév: “kvkhov”, émel KukMov dgopdrov momtig £oti. While the other commentators focus
exclusively on the interpretation of the adjective kvAldc, the grammarian dwells also upon éva kOkAov KuKAETS,
underlining the rather evident reference to the “cyclic” choruses that performed Kinesias® songs. The
dithyrambographer himself is identified as kvkiodidaokorog in Av. 1403 and acts as “ambassador” tdv
KukAiov yopdv in a fragment of Aristophanes’ Gerytades (fr. 156 K.-A.). The close link between Kinesias and
cyclic choruses emerges also from schol. Aristoph. Ra. 366b-¢ Chantry, where Aristophanes’ reference to the
person “that soils Hekate’s shrines and accompanies the cyclic choruses” (Ra. 366) is unanimously considered

by ancient commentators as an allusion to the dithyrambographer.

“KVALOV” B¢, Emel yowAog fv: Didymos regards Kinesias® kvAAoc modg (“crooked foot™) as evidence for his
being yw\adg, arguably following Euphronios’ interpretation (see Schauenburg 1881, 27f.). In all likelihood,
the grammarian quoted his predecessor nominatim, but the name then disappeared due to epitomation, while
it was preserved in the excerpt from Symmachos’ hypomnéma and in the first part of the scholium. As already
noted, this first occurrence of Euphronios’ name in the annotation is introduced by an observation on the
difference in usage between kbvAlog and ywAidc. Despite the order in which the two ancient exegeses are
presented in the scholiastic text, it is hard not to see the anonymous distinction between kvAldg and ywAdg as
a reaction to Euphronios’ (and Didymos’) interpretation of xvAiov mdda in Av. 1378. Indeed, by positing a
semantic difference, backed with evidence from Homer and Eupolis, the anonymous statement seemingly aims
at invalidating the exegesis concerning Kinesias’ lameness. In this perspective, the unanimous reading kvAAog
in the second occurrence of Euphronios’ exegesis (Zoppayog obtog Evepovioc: metdn koirog v 6 Kivnoiog)
may be liable to emendation in favour of ywAdg (see also the immediately preceding schol. Aristoph. Av. 1378
Holwerda Evgpoviog ... dtafdiiet 88 avtov Kol d¢ xowAov o0 tod “mdda ov kvAlov”). With regard to its
content, Euphronios and Didymos’ interpretation might at first seem merely autoschediastic. However, a
fragment from an unidentified comedy by Plato (see above fr. 200 K.-A. ap. Gal. in Hippoc. aph. 18a 149
Kihn) depicts Kinesias as a okehetog, dmvyog, kaldpwo okéAn opdv (“a skeleton with no buttocks, with
legs like reeds”), a description that may reflect an actual physical condition involving the dithyrambographer’s

legs. It is therefore likely that Plato’s passage played a role in Euphronios’ comment, as well as in Didymos’.

475 Ebmolg 8¢ kod tov TV yEipa memnpmpivov xohov gipnrev: “dtt xoAdg dott TV Etépav ¥gip’ €0 opodpa” (fr. 264 K.-A.). oD 10
&vavtiov €ml 1080G APLoTOPAvVIG KLVAAOY® “Ti deDPO TOd0 GV KLALOV dva kKhkAov KukAeglg;” (Av. 1378). The same material is found also
in Zen. Ath. 2.37 Blihler, Suda k 2670, 2671, x 425 A.
476 See e.g. the description of Thersites in 1. 2.217 (poAkdg Env, yoAdg 8 Etepov TOda).
477 On Euphronios, see Novembri 2020 (with bibliography) and the Introduction § 3.2.
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gipnrol 8¢ mepl avTod év Barpayows: despite the quick and vague reference to the other occurrences of
Kinesias in Frogs (i.e. Ra. 153 and 1437), it can be assumed that Didymos’ commentary originally included a
detailed discussion — in the typical komodoumenoi-style*’® — of all the preserved passages mocking a character
named Kinesias. Ra. 153 informs that Kinesias had composed/choreographed a pyrrhic dance (see also schol.
Aristoph. Ra. 153a Chantry, above), while 1. 1437 alludes to his slender build (which was also explicitly
mocked by Plato, see above; both passages probably underlie schol. Aristoph. Ra. 1437a). Moreover, the
scholia to Ra. 366 show that ancient scholars identified as Kinesias the person who kototidd t@v Exotaiov
KukAiotot yopoiow vadwv (see also schol. Aristoph. Ra. 153f Chantry). Information on his ethnic (®nfaiog,
or — more likely - ABnvoioc*”®) and his campaign against comic chorégiai is only preserved by the scholia,
with no other identifiable source (see schol. Aristoph. Ra. 153c-e Chantry, above). In all likelihood Didymos’

exegesis originally included most of this data and its current form can be considered highly epitomised.

0 0 AprotoTéhng &v Taic Adackadriong 600 enei yeyovévar: the core opposition of the second scholium is
the one between Didymos and Symmachos, whose comments were excerpted and juxtaposed by a later
redactor. If these two are the only components of the scholium, one has to assume that the quotation from
Aristotle’s Didaskaliai was embedded in Didymos’ comment to Av. 1379. It is difficult to establish whether
the grammarian could directly access the work or rather found the information in one of his sources (maybe
Euphronios himself): direct engagement with the Didaskaliai is attested only for some scholars of the early
and middle Hellenistic period, namely Kallimachos (fr. 454 Pf.), Eratosthenes (frr. 38, 97 Strecker) and Krates
of Mallos (fr. 118 Broggiato). However, Aristotle’s work is seemingly used to reject Kallistratos and
Euphronios’ statement in schol. Aristoph. PI. 385b Chantry*®, as well as Aristarchos and Apollonios’ one in
schol. Aristoph. Ra. 1124 Chantry*!. With regard to the last case, Boudreaux (1919, 72 n. 2) assumes the
refutation — and therefore the Aristotelic quotation — to be ascribable to Didymos*2. This cannot be excluded,
especially in the light of his frequent use of historiographic and antiquarian material*®. Aristotle’s fragment
has been alternatively interpreted either as proof of the philosopher’s dealing not only with chronological
matters, but also with the komadoumenoi (in this case with the dithyrambographer and with Myrrhine’s
husband Kinesias in Lysistrata, see Meineke 1838, 229) or as evidence that there were actually two authors

named Kinesias and that Stagirite did not use demotics to distinguish between namesakes that he found in his

478 On Didymos’ general interest in the komodoumenoi see the Conclusions § 1.3.1.1 and frr. 237, 245, 246, 247, 257, 259, 266, 268.
479 See Meineke 1839, 229.

480 1ov Mapeiov pév KoAriotpotog (see Schmidt 1848, 327 n. 53) kai Evgppéviog (fr. 102 Strecker) tpaymdiév momthv goot koi
Sda&m “HpaxAeidag”. ta 6¢ “Alav EmreTndgvpéva dopvipota’” 1otdlel TOTEPOV TPAYIKOG TotT 1 {oypdepog, 6v kabnynoacOai

@actv ATeAod. év pévtot toig Siackariong mpod TovTOV TdV Xpovev ITapeilog 00delc PEpeTaL TPAYIKOG.
481

CLINT3 CLINTS

teTporoyioy @épovot Ty Opeotiov ai didackarior “Ayopépvova”, “Xoneopovs”, “Evpevidas”, “Ilpotéa” catvpikoév. Apiotapyog
(fr. 20 Muzzolon) xai Amoldviog Tpidoyiav Afyovot, ywpig tdv catvpikdv. On Apollonios, see Montanari 1996a.

482 See also Muzzolon 2005, 100 n. 100. The same conclusion with regard to Kallistratos and Euphronios in the scholium to PI. 385 is
implied by Boudreaux’s statement that «de Callistratos [...] a subsisté ce que Didyme en a bien voulu conserver» (id. 1919, 51).

483 See frr. 222, 250, 257 and 260. See also Deas 1931, 20; Braswell 2017, 113-116; Phillips 2020, 447-450 and Montana 2009a, 159-
163 and (forthc.).
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archival sources*®*. Regardless, Aristotle’s quotation was clearly used by later scholars within a much wider
debate on the identification of the komadoumenos (or komaodoumenoi) named Kinesias and mentioned by Plato
(see above) as well as by Aristophanes. Plutarch’s reference to Kinesias as ‘paradigmatic’ komodoumenos in
his ironic observation on the impossibility of enjoying reperformances of Old Comedy in his times (Quaest.
Conv. 712A) indirectly proves how relevant this debate must have been in ancient scholarship, so as to be

known also to Plutarch’s erudite readers.

484 See see Jachmann 1909, 40: «ex illo scholio [...] id unum videmus eum demotica omnino omittentem dpwvdpovg quos ipse variis
demoticis distinctos invenisse additamentis qualia nunc in titulis extant [scil. Tp®toc, devtepog et similia] distinxisse»; 45f.: «in
universum Aristotelem eam rationem secutum esse vidimus ut quaecumque in archontis actis de musicis certaminibus Dionysiis Magnis
Lenaeisque habiti reppererat integra traderet»; Pfeiffer 1968, 81.
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fr. 250 (= 11 14.47, p. 256 Schmidt)

Subject: the description of the hungry Triballian gods in Av. 1520-1522

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1521b-a-c, d Holwerda

newvdvteg E domep ET TAhvprol EI'Lh: Aidvuog domep BapPapor. RETMLI dvérhace 8¢ 11 yévog
Bedv BapPapov Tpiadldv dvdtatov, olov Gomep &mi v avOpdnav BapPopo E6vn moppoTUT®
kaBeotnrooty. wepl 0& Opakny giolv ol TAhvpioi. Tiveg 6¢ [epoidog paciv avTovC. Ol YEMPYEV HEV OVK
gyovot yijv, Anotedovreg 6¢ Tpépovtal. RVEI'MLI 10 6¢ “kexprydtec” RET pipnoig éotv ovk gig tov

MoV, GALN’ ic v dodpetloy @V PopPapicdv dtoréktov. RETLh

kekpryodteg RETMLh: olov mowdv goviyy dmotedodvieg dmd Apod oi tpipodroi Osoi. RVEILLh f 10
“kexpryotes” RVET gig v dodoesiav thig eoviig avtdv. RVEI'M xpiyn yop 6 1@v dmobvnokoviov
TPIoHOG T0ig 000001 Yivopevog. RVEIMLh dvotépw 6¢ enow adtodg oikely, ®g 1@V EAMvov

avotépew RVEILh oikodot kai toppwtépw RVET oi Bappapor. RVETLh

“(s0) hungry (that they’re shrieking) like Illyrians”: Didymos: like barbarians. He invented a race of
barbarian, Triballian gods (living) ‘most inland’, just like among men the barbarian peoples are set the
furthest away. The Illyrians are around Thrace. Some say that they are from Persia. They do not have
land to cultivate, but they support themselves through raids. The “shrieking” is an imitation not of the

sound but of the inarticulacy of the barbarian languages.

“(they’re) shrieking”: in the sense of “the Triballian gods are producing a certain sound out of hunger”.
Or “shrieking” in reference to the obscurity of their language. For the krigé is the shrill sound coming
from the teeth of the dying. He says that they live higher up like the barbarians live inland and further
away from the Greeks.

Aristoph. Av. 1520-1522 oi 8¢ BapPopot Beol / newvdvteg donep TAAvpiol kexprydteg / Emotpatedoey ¢ao’ Gvobdey Td At.

Hesych. x 4137 C. kpifar fyfioal, eoviicor | [Zon.] 1103,14-17 Talvpioi. BapPapot. Opaxtroi. oipon 8¢, Todg Bovkydpovg Aéyel. Aploto@dvng:
“TAMvprol kekptydtes”. avti Tod mowv vy drotelodvreg, 1195,2-4 kekprydteg. pndev dlacapodvies. Kprypog yap 6 Tdv drobvnokdviov tpiopdg
10ic 63001 YIvopevog, 1258,17-21 T. kpike. cuvesyédn. fj avti tod ydenoey, fynoev, Towdv fyov dnetélecey. and Tod Oéuatog Tod Kpilwm. Kkai kpyR
PNHATIKOV dvopa, olov: “KkpryT) 8& vekpdv Byyeddg te kol kpuE” | Suda 1 327 A. (~ k 1267, 2415 A.) TAlvpioi: PapPapotl Opaxkikoi, oi 8¢ Iepsidog
adTovg Pucty. Kai enotv Aptotoeévng “IAAvplol kekprydtes”. vl 10D Totdy POV AmoTehoDVIeg. KeKPLYOTES 0DV S1d THY BGAQELY THG POVIG o T@V.
Kpiyn yap 6 TdV AmobvnokévInv Tpioudg Toig 0dodat yvopevog | schol. D 1. 16.470 (Z) kpike. éydenoev, fynoev, modv fyov dnetékecey, schol. ex.
11. 16.470a (bT) kpike: kai ,,kpiye™ Ko ,,piye”. TavTa 8¢ TOV KOTd PipNGw. ypapikdg 8¢ £5€1Ee TOV PV TaPTOPOV KEIEVOV, TG 8¢ TViog CUYKEXVULEVAC,
T0VG 8¢ Tnmovg dteotnkoTag, Tov 8¢ Quyov Nyodvra tf Trapatpéyet, b (T) <kpike:> fyfioo émoincev | Et. M. 538,51-539,10 G. (=Et. Gud.. 347,21-36
de St.) kpixe: iotéov 81110 “Kpike 88 L0YOV” LM TUC®S E0TIV ipNUEVOY. £ 0D TIVEG 0D TPOGEGHNKOTES T L GEL Tiig PViic Amdpnoay, ¢ Hpodiavog
onot, TG 4o O£patog Tod Kpilm MV O devTEPOg AOPLoTOC, ODTE S1t TOD Y 0TIV, 0UTE 810 T0D 8, OG TO PPAL® EPpadov, kol oTilw Eotryov, GALY d10 TOD
K. 611 8¢ €011 10 kpilw Bépa, dfov €k TOV Kvnudtov: O yop momthig enot kekpryviot (Od. 24.9)- kai pnpatikodv dvopa kpryry, dg mapd Terdvakt (fr.

54 W.2, 57 D.) “kptyn 8& vexp®v &yyerog te kol kijpvE”. oynuatiCet 82 10 kpilom 6 ‘Hpwdiovog (111/2 803 Lentz) obtwg: Eott povocArafov kpd, Ge’
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o 10 kpalw, koi kp®@lm' amd 88 Tod Kkpalm yivetar kpilo, d¢ otdln otilw, cePalom oePilm. TovTov 8¢ ToD Kpilw MuUopPTHUEVOV GOPLETOV
napadopfavetol T kpike Husic 88 00 eapdv odTdv Nuopticbat, 6AAS temotfcbot. obTw ZNvedotog. onuaivel 88 TO EydENoEeY, {NoE, TOWV YOV
anetédece | Eust. 11, 1350,13 (= 1V 904 V.) kpilewv, ob 1) xpficig mapd Mevavdpe (fr. 472 K.-A.), olov “6Ald kol yopertomn / kpilet 11¢”, 8 €61t mo1dv

TV YOV AImOTEAET.

1 RVELh, ©0 T', om. M | yévog cett., om. M | 2 Be@v hic cett., post BapBdpwv V | dvdtatov cett., dvartepov I' | tdv cett., om. Lh | 3 kabeotikaow
cett., kaBéotnkev M | mepi 8¢ Opdxny eiciv oi TAlvproi ET'Lh, nepi @pdxny 8¢ giciv oi TAlvproi RV, oi ‘TAAvproi 8¢ gict nept Opdknv M | 4-5 piunoic—
Sraléktav hic cett., post Ogoi Lh | 6 olov cett., évti 1o T'Lh | mowv cett., oiav (ex olov) I | post amd, tod Lh | oi cett., om. " | 6-7 10 “kexprydreg” cett.,
om. T"| 7 gig cett., 516 M | 8 tpropdg cett., tpuodg Lh | yvopevog cett., yevopevog I | otodg oikely cett., oikelv avtode V | 9 moppatépm RVEL?, méppm
I' | ot ELh, om. RVI'

Lines 1494-1551 host Prometheus’ secret visit to Peisetairos, with which the Titan anticipates the upcoming
embassy of the Olympian gods. Prometheus describes how the foundation of Nephelokokkygia has brought to
the cessation of all traditional sacrifices, thus forcing the gods to fast (1515-1520). The Olympians, however,
are not the only ones suffering: the barbarian gods are also affected. Their situation is described by Prometheus
at Il. 1520-1522. The passage presents some linguistic difficulties: firstly, the comparison dGomrep TAlvproi
(“like Tllyrians™), placed between mewvdvteg (“hungry”) and kekpryoteg (“shrieking”) with no clear syntactic
link to either of the two verbs (thus allowing for more than one interpretation®®). Secondly, the rare verb kpilo
(“to shriek”, “to creak™) only attested three other times, in the Iliad, in Strattis and in Menander*®. Thirdly,

the description of the barbarian gods in the act of marching against Zeus Gvw0ev, “from the hinterland”.

The annotation consists of two scholia that are transmitted as separate items in RV (hence printed as such
in the present edition) and joined in the remaining manuscripts*’. The two scholia do not fully overlap in
content. The first, which is preserved in its entirety only by E, deals (1) with the comparison domep TAlvpioi,
(2) with the adverb évwBev and (3) with verb kexpryoteg, and derives, to some extent, from Didymos’
commentary (see below). The second scholium (probably a later reworking of the material of the first) focuses
only on kekpryoteg (but adds a lexicographic note on the substantive kpuyn, originally pertaining to the exegesis

of Hipponax*®, absent in the first) and dvw0ev, without mentioning the comparison with the Illyrians.

avémhaoce 0 TL Yévog 0sdv BapBapov Tprarridv: the verb (ava)ridtto belongs to the scholiastic jargon

and is typically used to signal alternative versions of a well-established myth, versions considered by the

2,

485 j.e. “hungry like lllyrians, and shrieking”, “hungry, and shrieking like Illyrians”, “shrieking like hungry Illyrians” and “hungry like
shrieking Illyrians” (see e.g. Sommerstein 1987, 297; Dunbar 1995, 700f.).
486 11. 16.470 wpixe 8¢ Luyov (“the yoke creaked”); Stratt. fr. 49 K.-A. &Euvier’ 00dév, ndico OnBoiov molg, / 008év ot GAL’ 0f mpdta
pev v onmiav / omrbotikay, Og Aéyovs’, ovoudlete: / ... TO yeAdv 6 kp1ddépev (“you, the entire city of Thebes, understand nothing,
nothing at all. For — as they say — you call the cuttlefish a “rear-squirter” [...] and instead of “to laugh” you say “to shriek); Men. fr.
472 K.-A. dAAa kai yapoutonn / kpiCet tig (“but a harlot shrieks as well”).
487 Suda 1327 A. is composed of the section on the provenance of the Illyrians, followed by the first part of the second scholium.
488 The gloss Kpiyn yop O TV dnobvnoxévIny Tpiopdg Toig ddodot yvopevog (see also [Zon.] 1253,21 T.), along with Et. M. 539,1f.
G. (pnuotucdv Svopo, Kpuyn, mg map’ Inndvakty, olov, “kpryn 8& vekpdv dyyehdc Te kai kijpvE” [fr. 54 W.2, 57 Degani]) and Hesych.
K 4094 C. (kpyyn® M yYAadE. oi <6&> daipoveg, eidmia), suggests that there was an ancient confusion between kpiyn (“owl”) and kpuyn
(“gnashing of teeth”). See e.g. Degani 1984, 257f.
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ancient grammarians to have been invented by the poet (see Niinlist 2009, 174-184)*%. However, nidtto and
its derivatives occur often in scholia dealing also with made-up names*?, places** and characters, as in this
case. The Triballians — a Balkan people «perhaps distinct from Illyrians and Thracians»**? but frequently
associated with either of the two in ancient sources**® — are mentioned also in Didymos’ papyrus commentary
on Demosthenes (P.Berol. 9780)%%. While commenting on speech 11 (the spurious Answer to Philip’s Letter),
the grammarian discusses the reference to Philip’s wounds*® by relating three episodes where the Macedonian
king was injured in battle (coll. 12.43-13.7), the last of which happened in a skirmish against the Triballians*®®.
Thanks to the only other extant source on the matter, i.e. Justinus’ epitome of Pompeios Trogos’ Philippika, it
is possible to locate the episode in 399 BCE, during Philip’s return from a successful expedition in Scythia:
the Triballians had stopped the march and expected to be given part of the booty to let the Macedonian army
pass through their land. The resulting battle ended with Philip’s right leg being wounded, the rest of the army
being dispersed and the booty being taken away by the Triballians*®’.

nepl 0& Opakny gioiy oi Talvproi. Tivég 6 epoidog @aciv avTovg: the indication “around Thrace” seems
rather generic when compared to Appian’s description of the Illyrians’ territory (lll. 1.1f.): TAAvpiodg "EAAnvec
Nyodvtar Tovg VP t€ Maxedoviay kai Opdkny and Xaovev kai Osonpotdv £l motapov “Iotpov. kai todt’
goTi thig xdpog 1O pijkog, edpoc &’ &k Mokedovmv & kol Opakdv tdv dpeimv éni Iaiovag kol Tov Téviov ki
10 Tpodmoda tdv Admewvi®. However, the Illyrians are simply located “in Thrace” by other authors as well,
see e.g. Arr. An. 1.4 &uo 82 1 fpt Shodvew (scil. AdéEavdpov) émi Opdkng, &g TpiPairodg kol TAlvprodg.

The opinion of “some” who located the Illyrians in Persian territory does not have parallels in the preserved

489 See e.g. schol. Ariston. I1. 1.59¢ (A) <moApmhoyy0évtag:> Tpdg TV 16V veatépmv iotopiov, 8Tt dvieddev T katd Muciav ictopioy
émhaoav, schol. ex. 1l. 6.142b (T) ot 6¢ mhdrTovton Aéyovieg g IInAiedg pev mapa Xeipwvog Epabe v ypilow avtiic, AyAAeds 8¢ mapd
InAémg, 6 8¢ ovdéva. £8idacev. On the concept of poetical invention (and, specifically, on mAdopo and Thdrte) in Homeric scholarship,
see also Bouchard 2016, 272-289.

4% See e.g. schol. Aristoph. Ach. 612 Wilson IIpwidng: dmd tod mpivov Emhacev dvopa, Enedh ol Ayopveic avOpokeic. 1 8¢ mpivog
émndeiov EvAov gig vBpakag, schol. Aristoph. Av. 65a Holwerda "Yrodeding €ymye: dvopa émhacev dpvéov Ymodedimng, schol.
Avristoph. V. 185b Koster a0 Apacitnidov: mémhaxe(v) 't0 Gvopa md tod drodpioat.

491 See e.g. schol. Hom. Od. 2.154g kai oty antédv] moAy mAdttet idiav T0ig aietoic 6 “Opnpoc. eimot §” &v Tic “koi OV ATV TS
OV 0pdV kopvedg, schol. Aeschyl. Pers. 34 Xovoiokdvng] tveg dtaupodot Zovotokdvng kai Inydg kai Taydv. T yap ovopata
mémAoKe Kol 00K 6TV AlyunTioKkd.

492 Stylianou 1998, 310.

493 Strabon considers them &0vog @paxucdv (7.3.13), while they are defined 0voc TAlvpucdv in St. Byz. T 181 B.-N.H. See Papazoglu
1978, 9-86; Cabanes 2002.

4% The commentary covers speeches 9, 10, 11 and 13. On the ascription to Didymos in the subscript, see Diels-Schubart 1904a, XVIII;
1904b, VIf.; Pearson-Stephens 1983, I11-X1V; Gibson 2002, 53f.; Harding 2006, 13-20; Luzzatto 2011. See also the Introduction § 2.
495 D, 11.21f. &AL €vvogicd’ d¢ aicypov €ott ... TOV pév éx Moxedoviog dpuduevov obtmg tvat @iiokivovuvov (od’ vmep 1ob peilo
notijoon TV apynv karatetp®dobot ndv 10 odpa toig molepiowg poyopevov (“Reflect, rather, how terrible it is that [...] a man coming
out of Macedonia is so fond of danger that, in order to extend his power, he is wounded in battle in every part of his body”).

4% Col. 13,3-7 t[p]irov Tpodpa AMfa]updver kot v €ig TpiPérilovg £uBoiny, Tv clpicy Tvog TV Stwkop(év)mv eig Tov 3(g)Eov
avtod pnpov mcop(év)ov k(oi) xOAOoUVTOg avToV.

497 ust. 9.3.1-3 sed revertenti ab Scythia Triballi Philippo occurrunt; negant se transitum daturos, ni portionem praedae accipiant.
Hinc iurgium et mox proelium; in quo ita in femore vulneratus est Philippus, ut per corpus eius equus interficeretur. Cum omnes
occisum putarent, praeda amissa est.

498 «The Greeks identify as lllyrians the people who live to the north of Macedonia and Thrace, between Chaonia and Thesprotia and
the river Ister. That is the length of the country, and in breadth it stretches from the mountains of Macedonia and Thrace to Paeonia
and the lonian sea, and the foothills of the Alps» (transl. McGing 2019, 303).
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literature but might have stemmed from the generalizing tendency to name (and consider) all non-Greek

peoples as BapPBapor (just as in the opening of the scholium, Aidvpog domep BapPapor)*.

ol YE®OPYEIV puév ovkK £xovot yijv, Anoetevovrteg 6¢ Tpépovrar: the focus on the Illyrians’ raiding activities as
primary means of sustenance (as a result of their lack of arable land)®® shows that Didymos linked &onep
Thproi with mewvdvteg (“hungry like Illyrians”), rather than with kexpiyoteg. Though apparently
autoschediastic, the statement Anotedovtec 6¢ Tpépovral is consistent with the narrative on the Triballians in
the commentary to D. 11 (see above), provided that the grammarian identified the Triballians as an Illyrian
tribe (see St. Byz. t 181 B.-N.H. £€0vog TAAvpwdv). If this is the case, further support would come from Diod.
15.36.1, which reports an episode of plundering by the Triballians citodeiq meldpevor (“suffering from
famine”) against the city of Abdera in 376-375 BCE. This piece of information probably goes back to the
Sicilian historian Ephoros (4™ cent. BCE)*™, Diodoros’ main source for books 11-15 of his Bibliotheke®®, It
cannot be excluded that the grammarian’s reference to the Illyrians’/Triballians’ Anotevewv also derived from
Ephoros. It is a fact that Didymos used Ephoros in his commentary to Pindar’s Paeans®®®. Actually, knowledge
and use of Ephoros’ work by Didymos is not surprising, not only in the light of the grammarian’s frequent use
of historians in his exegesis®®, but also because Ephoros was part of the Alexandrian canon®®. Given
Thucydides’ description (4.126.5) of the lllyrians as tAn0et dyemg dewvoi kai fotig peyédet dpopntor (“dreadful
in appearance for their number and intolerable for the loudness of their cry”), it is probably the idea of the
‘shrieking savage’ rhather than the one of the ‘hungry barbarian’ that underlies Av. 1521, although an

intentional &no kowod cannot be excluded.

T0 8% “KekprydTes” pipnoig éoTiv 0vK £ig TOV MoV, AL’ gig TV dcdgerav ktA: in this (possibly, but not
surely, Didymean) section, the interpretation “to make noise” preserved by a D-scholion to Il. 16.470 (kpike.
gyopnoey, Hymoev, modv Nyov dnetéhecev) and going back to Zenodotos (see Et. M. 539,9f.) is rejected in

favour of an alleged reference to “the inarticulacy of the barbarian languages”. The two interpretations are

499 «The Persians, lllyrians and Enchelei were always named with the same word by the Greeks: BapPapor» (Matijasi¢ 2011, 304). On
the Illyrians in ancient ethnographic discourse, see Wilkes 1996, 91-104; Dzino 2008, 2014; Matijasi¢ 2011.
500 See App. 1lI. 7, BC 5.14.145; Wilkes 1996, 168.
501 See Stylianou 1998, 310.
%02 The relationship between Diodoros and Ephoros has been thoroughly investigated by modern critics and the widely accepted view
is that the historian of Cyme was the almost exclusive source for Books 11-15 of Bibliothéke (see e.g. Stylianou 1998, 48f.).
Parmeggiani (2010, 349-394) offers the most updated and detailed discussion of the topic, with some significant revisions of the
traditional perspective.
508 See Her.Phil. 91 Palmieri (~ Amm. Diff. 231 N.) OnBaiot xoi OnBayeveic Swapépet. Aidvpog (fr. 172a-b C.-Pr.) &v ‘Yropviport tév
nondvov ITvdapov enoiv (fr. 66 S.-M.): “kai tov Tpimoda drd <tovTov> ONPayeveic TEUTOVOL TOV XPLoEwV &ig Tounviov Tpdtov. Tic
3¢ £otwv 1 dropopd v BNPayevdv mpdg OnPaiove, "Epopdg enotv odtwg (FGrHist 70 F 21)- ‘odtot pév odv cuvetdydnoav &ig Ty
Bowwtiav, Tobg 82 toig AOnvoaiolg 6p6povg mposoucodvag idig OnpPoiot mpocnyéyovto ToAAoig Etesty HoTEpPOV 0l 0<B>V GOUUIKTOL
pgv fioov moAdaydev, dvépovro 88 Ty vmd TO<v> Kibopdv<o> ydpov kai v dmevavtiov tfic <Ev>Poiag éxaAodvto oi piv
ovumavteg OnPayeveic, 4t Tpoceyévovio toig diloig Boiwtoig du OnPaiov’”. See also Parmeggiani 2011, 202f.
504 See frr. 222, 257 and 260. See also Deas 1931, 20; Braswell 2017, 113-116; Phillips 2020, 447-450 and Montana 2009a, 159-163
and (forthc.).
505 The most ancient and authoritative testimonies of a canonical selection of Greek historians (originating in Alexandria) are Cic. De
or. 2.55-58; Hort. fr. 10 Sigonius, fr. 29 Straume Zimmermann; Quint. Inst. 10.1.73-75; on which see Matijasi¢ 2018 (in particular 18-
23; 49-58).
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juxtaposed as equally possible in the second scholion to Av. 1521, probably as a result of ‘synonymic

adjustment®® in the epitomation process.

506 On the phenomenon of ‘synonimic adjustment’ in lexica and scholia, see Tosi 2015.
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fr. 251 (= 11 14.48, p. 256 Schmidt)

Subject: rephrasing of the Triballian’s utterance at Av. 1678f.

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1678-1681a Holwerda

KaAdvt kopowva I': v kodny kol peyddnv kopnv Boociiewav yapeiv. Aidvpog ovtwg, RVEL &l un

opvidialel. RVI?

kalani korauna: (the Triballian gives him) the beautiful and great girl Basileia in marriage. So (says)

Didymos, unless he is speaking bird-language.

Avristoph. Av. 1678f. koAdvi kOpovvo koi peydra Bactivad / dpvito Topadidmptt.
schol. Tz. Aristoph. Av. 1678a kaAdvt kopawvd] kainy képny, b peydro Bosiivad] peydinv Basiticoay.

1 k6pnv cett., om. E | Basirewov R, Bacideiov VI, Baciewav E | yapeiv Ald, yapel codd. | Aidvpog obtwg cett., obtwg Aidvpog E | 2 6pvifialer RV,

dpvifagewy I'?

The Olympians’ embassy travelling to Nephelokokkygia to discuss peace terms with Peisetairos is
composed of Herakles, Poseidon and a representative of the Triballian gods (already mentioned at Av. 1529)°.
Peisetairos’ request to take to wife Zeus’ daughter Basileia®® is accepted by Herakles but rejected by Poseidon
(1. 1674-1676): the decision then rests with the Triballian, who, in his own barely intelligible Greek, states

KaAGVL kKOpavva kai peydia Bactivad / Spvito mapodidmu®®,

The scholium to Av. 1678 consists of a rephrasing of the Triballian’s reply, which is ascribed to Didymos.
This is the only attempt in the scholia at deciphering the barbarian god’s idiom and this is not surprising, given
that the language of the two other lines previously uttered by the character (Av. 1615 vé, Bawoatped and 1628f.
oav vaxa / Baktapt kpodoa) is much less understandable. Indeed, only the first one is accompanied by a
scholium, which simply describes the utterance (transmitted by the manuscripts as vofoicatped) as Gonuot

Qovai.

%07 The embassy scene seemingly requires four speaking actors on stage at the same time, see MacDowell 1994, 331; Marshall 2013,
270.

508 See Dunbar 1995, 704. The debate on the identity of this figure is summarized by Newiger 1957, 92-103.

509 This is how the line is printed by most editors (see e.g. Bekker 1829a, 358; Dindorf 1835, 371; 1869, 103; Kock 1894, 255; Rogers
1906, 222; Dunbar 1995, 124; Henderson 2000, 240; Wilson 2007a, 424), but there have been attempts at detecting a negation either
by reading Baci\iv av (= Bacilewav ov, see van Leeuwen 1902, 251) or §pvit’ 6 (= 6pvib or pvict od, see van Herwerden 1882, 93).
Both a negative and an affirmative reply from the Triballian are dramatically possible (see Dunbar 1995, 735).
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TV KoMV Kai peydinv k6pny Basiiewav: the line is glossed almost identically by Tzetzes in his commentary
on Birds (schol. Tz. Aristoph. Av. 1678a-b), except for Baciicoa instead of Bacileia.

yapeiv: the infinitive is only in the Aldina, while all the manuscripts have the present indicative yopei. The
first can be understood as depending on an implied mopadidmot or Tapadidwot avtd (“he gives the beautiful
and great Basileia in marriage” or “he allows him to marry the beautiful and great Basileia). The present

youel, in the sense of “he betroths” seems less likely.

i pn opvidwalen: the phrase is treated as a separate gloss by Holwerda (1991, 233), though being transmitted
as part of the same scholium in RV. The otherwise unattested opviialw can only be understood as “to speak
bird-language”. The section could be ascribed either to a later commentator, opposing the grammarian’s
exegesis in favour of an interpretation of the Triballian’s words as uncomprehensible bird-language (see schol.
Aristoph. Av. 1615 Holwerda vafaicatped: BoapBopilov cvykatatifeton 6 BapPapog Oedc. ai yap Gonuot

eovai avti ovykatabiosng tibevtar), or to Didymos, doubting his own interpretation.
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fr. 252 (= 11 14.49, p. 256 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of the phrase domep ai xeMddveg in Aristoph. Av. 1681

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1681b Holwerda

domep ai yemdoveg RVET: Zoppayog ook €6ty 6 T00TOV VOUC QovepOG. 00OEV TL duvatal idtov TdV
reMOGVaV 1 Badiotg, ol ye unde mopeig ypdvior og ¢ dAda tdv opvénv, RVEI'Lh kol pdiota o un
aticd. RVET 6 88 Aidupog obto katoAAfhog elxev, £ Eleyev “o¢ Tag xeMdovas”. 08hel 58 Aéyetv:
“gi un Padiler TpoOg TaG ¥eAdOVAS”. 510 Kai Emoicet (Av. 1682) “ovkodv mapadodvarl Toic yeMdoot Aéyet”,

€mel Kol antog mpog antag Padilel i Nepehokokkvyiav. RVEI'Lh

“like the swallows”: Symmachos: the meaning of this line is not clear. The act of walking is not at all
typical of the swallows, who do not use their feet like the other birds do, especially those who do not
fly. Didymos (says) as follows: it would be appropriate if (Poseidon) said “to the swallows”. It means:
“if he does not go to the swallows”. Therefore he adds “indeed, he is saying to give (her) to the

swallows”, because he (scil. the Triballian) himself goes to them in Nephelokokkygia.

Aristoph. Av. 1680f. pa 1ov A’ ovy 0016 Ye mapadodvar Aéyel, / el pmy BaPalet v’ domep ol yeAdovec.

schol. Aristoph. Av. 1680 Holwerda pud tov Al ovy odTog ye: “pd 1oV Ala”, enoiv, “od Aéyel mapadodvar, 6AAG Badilew kol dvaympeiv: obtm 88 odTd
onot BapPapwg koi dvoepdotwg, domep ai xehdoves”. kai Aioydrog (fr. 50 R.) 10 BapPoapilewv yehdovilew enoi, koi "Tav év Ouedhiy (fr. 33 S.) Todg
BapPapoug yehdovag dpoevikds pnoty, ®g Hpmdiovog év 1 mpdte tiig kaborov enoiv (1 25,18 Lentz). 10 8¢ “Bacihvad” gig 10 “Paow” petéPatev

0 [MoceW@®v, mapodcov TV devtépav EETEVEY.

1 {dwov cett., idiwg I' | 2 ) RELh, om. VT | und¢ Bekker Diibner White Holwerda, prj 8¢ ELh, pév R Rutherford, pndév VI | nopeiq cett., nopeiav T | 3
nTnTucd statim cett., € mntikd corr. T' | post katoAqhwg, &v Lh Rutherford | post eiyev, gnow Lh | 6 cett., om. T | tég cett., todg E

Herakles interprets the Triballian’s obscure utterance kaldvi kOpavvo koi peydro Paciivad / Spvito
nopadidop (Av. 1678f.) as the god’s consent to Peisetairos’ request of taking Basileia to wife (1679
nopadodval Aéyel). Poseidon, instead, maintains that this is not what the Triballian means and exclaims
(1680f.) ué tov Al” ovy 00TOC YE mapadodvor Aéyet, / el un PoPaler Y’ domep ai yeldove (“No, by Zeus, he’s
not saying to hand her over! If anything, he’s just twittering like the swallows”), alluding to a commonly

perceived similarity between the swallow’s cry and barbarian languages®° and possibly even to a proverbial

510 In Greek literature the swallow’s call is frequently associated to an incomprehensible language, see e.g. Aeschyl. A. 1050-1052
AN gimep €oti pn xeMdovog dikny / dyvidta eoviy Bappapov kektmuévn, / Eoo pevdv Aéyovoa neibo viv Adywt, Aristoph. Ra. 92f.
EmELALISeg TadT’ doTi kol otouvlpota, / xeMdoveov povosio, 678-682 Kieopdvioc, ¢° ob & yeikeow dueiidrolg / dewvov
EmPpépetar / Opniia yemdov / €mi PapPapov eopévn métorov. See also Arnott 2007, 48.
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expression on the swallow’s talkativeness®*?, reliteralised — with comic effect — in Peisetairos’ response ovkodv
nopadodval Toig xehMdoot Aéyet (1682, “indeed, he is saying to give her to the swallows!”). The phrase Bapacet
v’ is Bentley’s emendation of the paradosis Badilei®?, almost surely a very ancient corruption, since Badilet

was clearly the only text available to ancient Aristophanic scholars.

Their puzzlement is clearly reflected in the scholia. An anonymous attempt at making sense of Poseidon’s
line is in schol. Aristoph. Av. 1680 Holwerda, where the commentator chooses the infinitive Baodiewv (instead
of the transmitted Badiler), linking it to the main verb Aéyet (“he is not saying to hand her over! If anything,
[he is saying] to go back™) and explaining domep ai xehMddveg as a reference to the obscurity of the Triballian’s
language (see above). The annotation on Av. 1681 is an excerpt of Symmachos’ commentary, in which
Didymos’ interpretation was then quoted®®. While the former simply states that the expression “unless he
walks like the swallows” is unclear (Since the swallow walks even less then other bird species), the latter tries

to understand the transmitted text.

KoToAMhog elyev: within the scholiastic jargon, the adverb kataiAilog can be used to express praise for any
aspect of a poetic composition, such as a fitting simile®* or an incisive description®®, but also to highlight
grammatical accordance®®. A similar usage to the one found in Didymos’ fragment — i.e. in a context of
criticism, instead of praise, towards the poet — is in schol. Soph. OC 1119a Xenis (t0 8¢ &xopevov ov
KATOAANA®G €lmev: 00 Yap ONov GEATT®G PAVEVTOV £pol TdV Tékvev unkdive OV Adyov, GAAYL “Tékva

POVEVTQ, £1TO UMKOVO TOV AdYOV”).

i heyev “ag Tag yeMdovag”: Didymos tries to make sense of the paradosis &i ur Badilel domep ol yeA1ddveg
(“unless he walks like the swallows”) by suggesting an unmetrical ®g tag xelMddvag (“to the swallows™), with
ag as local preposition, a usage found also e.g. in Ach. 65 énépyad’ Huag g Bactiéa Tov péyav (“you sent us
to the Great King”) and Pax 103f. ti 8’ Ao y’ 1 / &g tov AT’ €ig Tov ovpavdv; (“where else but to Zeus in

heaven?”). The resulting text is then paraphrased &i pr| Badiel Tpog Tag yeAMdovac.

511 See Aristoph. fr. 197 Rose, 159 Gigon undé yehdovag v oikiq déxecdot, Tovtéott AdAovg avOpdmovg Kol mepl YADTTOV dKpoTeig
opwpogiovg un moteicbar, Thphr. Char. 7.7 (on the Adhog, the talker) kai cuvdwalov 8¢ koAdoar kpival kai cuvBewpdv Bedoacbol
Kol GUVSEUTVEV QOYETV AEYoV ... 8T ODK v GLoTHCELEY, 008 &l TdV YeMdovav S6&etev sivar Aoictepoc, Nicostr. Com. fr. 16 K.-A. &
10 cvvey®G Kai ToAAY Kol ToxEog AMLelv / fiv 10D @povelv mapdonuov, ai xeldoveg / Ehéyove’ v Hudv coppovéctepat ToAw, Philem.
fr. 154 K.-A. 1 pév xeMdov 10 0épog, & yovau, Aakel, Macar. 5.49 LoAictepoc xeMdovoc: kai- AoAictepog Tpuydvoc. See also Diggle
2004, 275.

512 Em. Ind. 344. See Hesych. B 1 C. BaBalew 10 <pm> dupOpwpéva Aéyewv. Eviol 8¢ Podv. On previous emendation attempts and on
the reception of Bentley’s proposal by subsequent editors, see Dunbar 1995, 736.

513 On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its relationship with Didymos’ work, see the Introduction § 5.2 (along with frr. 224;
228f.; 231; 237-239; 242-244; 247f.; 253). See also Schneider 1838, 97-99; Schmidt 1854, 289; Schnee 1879, 35-46; Schauenburg
1881, 5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40f.; Montana 2003.

514 See schol. Aeschyl. Th. 3b Smith copdg 6 Tom T Koi KoTaAARAwGg TOV Epovia 16 KuPepviTy mopelkdlet Tiig vnoc.

515 See schol. ex. 1. 6.117b (bT) dvapydc £5\Amoe Bdovta kai Vrd THg AUEIPPOTNG domidog TumTdpEVOY. KoToAMAGG 88 eine “TdL
oQLPA Kol TOV avyéva avTov ETumtey 1) GvtuE”.

516 See schol. Ariston. 1. 12.159a (A) npdg mv cuvideioy Tod momtod, Tt KaToAARAOG T® “Bélea’” mANOVLVTIKG “pEov’ Emevivoye.
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010 Kol £moiocel 0vKoUV Tapadodvar ktA: the scholium does not specify which character on stage is the subject
of énoioel (“he adds™) or, in other words, who — according to the grammarian — is uttering Av. 1682 ovkodv
nopadodval toig xeAdoot Aéyet (“indeed, he is saying to give her to the swallows!”). All manuscripts give the
line to Peisetairos. However, another scholium on the same passage states “finally winning, Herakles decides
that the Triballian wants to give Basileia to the birds” (schol. Aristoph. Av. 1679a Holwerda to teAevtaiov
kpatoag 0 Hpoakhiig €€ avtod kpivel avtov BéAew Topadodvar Tovtovi v Baociiewav toig 6pviowv). The
phrase 10 tehevtoiov kpatnoog suggests that this is a comment on the last line of the exchange, 1. 1682, then
misplaced because of the similarity between the wording of Il. 1679 (rapadobvar Aéyet), 1680 (ody 0OTdg ye
napadodvar Aéyet) and 1682 (odkodv mapadodvar Taig xeMdooty Aéyer)®. Whether Didymos too assigned .
1682 to Herakles or rather gave it to Peisetairos, to the grammarian the scene unfolded as follows: the Triballian
gives his undeciphrable opinion (Il. 1678f.), Herakles interprets it as consent (1679), Poseidon protests that the
Triballian “is not saying to hand her over, unless he is going to the swallows” (1680f.), Herakles (or Peisetairos)
responds that the Triballian “is indeed saying to hand her over” (1682) because — Didymos explains — the
Triballian is in a way ‘going to the swallows’ since he has come to Nephelokokkygia, the city of the birds (énet

Kol avTog Tpog avtag Padilel eic Nepelokokkuyiov).

517 See Dunbar 1995, 737.
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fr. 253 (= 11 14.50, p. 256 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of the expression 1 yAdtto ywpic tépvetar in Av. 1704f,

Source: schol. Aristoph. Av. 1705a Holwerda

N yA@tta yopic REL téuvetor I Zoupayog mpog 10 €0og, 6T1 <ob> petd TV omAGyyvov ETEUVOV TNV
YA@TTOY. Kod Tap’ ‘Oprpe. odToc 8& S18 TV Tovnpiay TV StkatoAdymv enoiv EkPePrficOat ywpic THv
yAGTTAV. Aldvpog 8¢ €v taig Buciaig ywpig 1 YA®CoO ETEUVETO, OV PETA TOV JAA®V CTAGYYXV®V. Kol
"Ounpoc (Od. 3.331) “6AN &ye, TpVETE PEV YADGGOC . £yéveto 8 TodTo 8" BAANY aitioy. oDTOg 88
BovAetar Aéyety, 6Tt EEePANON €k TOV GTAAYYV@OV d10 TOVG PRTOPOC 1| YADGGO, Emel TANTN TOVG BAAOVC
kaxomolodoy. RVEI dAwg VET dvti tod “ogeilel téuvesbar 1) yA®ooo kai ywpilecbat Tod Aourod

ocouartoc.” VEI'Lh

“the tongue is cut and set aside”: Symmachos: according to the custom, because they did <not> cut the
tongue along with the entrails. Also in Homer. But he (scil. Aristophanes) says that the tongue is thrown
away because of the baseness of the advocates. Didymos: during the sacrifices the tongue was cut
separately, not along with the rest of the entrails. And Homer (says): “but come, cut the tongues”. But
this happened for a different reason. He (scil. Aristophanes) wants to say that the tongue was thrown
away from the entrails because of the orators, since they harm other people with it. Otherwise. In the

sense of: “it is necessary that the tongue be cut and separated from the rest of the body”.

Aristoph. Av. 1700-1705 BapBapot 8’ giciv yévog, / Topyiot te ko @ummot. / kdmd 1@V Eyyhettoyactd-Ipov ékeivov tdv @kinnov /movtoyod Tfig

Attciig 1 / YA®TTO YOPig TENVETAL.

Aristoph. Pax 1060 1 yAdtta ywpig tépuvetan | schol. Aristoph. Pac. 1060b Holwerda 1 yA®dtta xopig tépuvetan kot todto mopoytokov arnd Opnpov
(Od. 3.331) “GAN’ Gye Thpvete pév yAdooag”, dg enot Koddiotpatog (see Schmidt 1848, 326 n. 52), PIl. 1110a Chantry (~ schol. Tz. Aristoph. PI.
1110) 1 yAdtra td kfipukt todTov] Kodlictpatog “tdv Buopéveov” gnael “tig yAdooag toig knpuéy drnovépesbat, 510 kol tov momtiyv noteiv 1@ Epui

TEUVOUEVAS AVTAG” .

1 00 suppl. Schauenburg | £&repvov RT, &tepov VE | post Etepvov, kai I' | 2 yAdtrav ET, yAddooav RV | gnoiv cett., om. R | 3 yAdttav E, yAdooav RV
| 8\Aov cett., om. T | 4 tapvere RVEL?, tapvetan I' | dyéveto cett., &yiveto T | post todto, ov I | odtog Schnee, obto codd. | 8¢ cett., kai I' | 5 £eBAion
cett., £€epanodn I | énel todTy cett., émedn 8 avtijg I' | Tovg dddoug hic cett., post kaxomoodow I' | 6 EAhwg VT, gig 10 avto E | 1| yAdooa cett., v
yA@dooav (post ywpileohar) T

In its last intervention before the exodos (1694-1705), the Chorus evokes the monstrous race of the

Englattogastores (“those who live on their tongue”, i.e. the sycophants), linking their existence to the Attic
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custom of setting aside the tongue of sacrificial animals, in order to burn it at the end of the cerimony or to

give it to the priest or herald®8.

The annotation regarding the sentence 1| yA@tta yopig téuveron is composed by a scholium consisting of
two excerpts from Symmachos’ and Didymos” hypomnémata respectively (juxtaposed by a later Aristophanic
reader)®*® and by an anonymous paraphrase introduced by dAAwg in VI (gic 10 ovté E) and preserved as an
interlinar gloss in Lh. That Didymos’ quotation was not originally embedded in his successor’s commentary
is clearly demonstrated by the content of the two fragments. Symmachos’ interpretation presents the same
elements of Didymos’ one, in the same order, but in a slightly epitomised form: the reference to the sacrificial
custom of cutting the tongue, the citation of Od. 3.331 (reduced to xai map” Opnpw by Symmachos) and the
explanation of the different meaning given by Aristophanes to the usage. In other words, Symmachos adopted
and reworked Didymos’ interpretation in his own commentary and it is therefore rather implausible that he
also quoted directly his predecessor®?.

Aidvpog 8¢ &v Taig Buoiog yopic 1| YAdooo tépvero kth: the custom alluded to by Aristophanes both at
the end of the choral intervention in Av. 1704f. and in Pax 1060 and described by the grammarian has several
epigraphical attestations spanning from the 5" century BCE to the 3™ century CE®?. Its earliest literary
attestation is in the Odyssey, in the scene of Telemachos’ visit to Pylos, where, at the end of Nestor’s report of
the events following the fall of Troy, the goddess Athena invites the men to “cut the tongues” of the sacrificial
victims and mix the wine (3.331 &AL’ dye, Tépvete pév yAdooag, kepdacde 8¢ otvov) and is promptly obeyed
(341 yhwooag &’ &v mopi ParAov, avictduevor & émélelpov). The specific relevance of the tongues is also
evident in the rite described in Apoll. Rhod. 1.516-518 (008’ Témi 81y peténetto kepacodpevol Al Aopag, / 7y
Oéug, Eotndteg £mi yYAdoonot yéovto / aibouévaig, Hmvov 6 610 kvépag Euvmovto). The aition of this custom
was investigated by historians like Dieuchidas of Megara (4" century BCE) and the Attidographer Philochoros
(4™-3" century BCE), which were later quoted by an ancient scholar of Apollonios of Rhodes (see schol. Apoll.
Rhod. 1.516-518¢)%?2. Similarly, the scholia on the Odyssey preserve a fragment from Leandros’ Milésiaka (4™

518 The identity of the god to which this act was dedicated is discussed by Kadletz 1981. See also Robertson 1991, 31f.; Dunbar 1995,
743f. On the Chorus’ ‘ethnographic reports’ of 11. 1470-1493, 1553-1564 and 1694-1705, see Rusten 2013.
519 See also frr. 238, 243f., 247 and 249.
520 See Schnee 1879, 32f., 36; Schauenburg 1881, 5f. On Symmachos’ exegesis of Aristophanes and its relationship with Didymos’
work, see the Introduction § 5.2 (along with frr. 224; 228f.; 231; 237-239; 242-244; 247f.; 252). See also Schneider 1838, 97-99;
Schmidt 1854, 289; Schnee 1879, 35-46; Schauenburg 1881, 5-33; Boudreaux 1919, 153-158; Dunbar 1995, 40f.; Montana 2003.
521 For the full list, see Robertson 1991, 49 n. 36.
522 ] Béc doti: Atevyidog dv toic Meyapucoic (FGrHist 485 F 10) ictopei, 811 AhkdBovg 6 [Téhonog S1d tov Xpuoinmov goévov
PLY0SeVOELS €k TMV MUKNVAY TPYETO KATOIKNOMV €I ETEPOY TOAV. G 3¢ TEPLENMETE AEOVTL Avpavopéve To Méyapa, £’ Ov Kai Etepot
foav dnestaiuévol Hid T0d Baciiéng T@Y Meydpmv, katayoviletal Todtov koi TV yAdttay avtod &ig nipav Béuevog fipyeto moAy
gig o Méyapa. kol amayyeAAovTov Tdv dnestolpévev Ert v Ofpav, 6Tt adTol gicy Ol KATNY®VIGUEVOL, TPOGKOUIGHS THV TPV
fiey&ev avtovs. Adnep Bboag toig Oeoig 0 Pactredg TO TedevToiov TV YAdooav €nébnkev toilg Popoic, kol dnd tote £€0og Todto
Siépeve Meyopedotl. Odyopog 8¢ év 1@ Tlepi Buowdv (FGrHist 328 F 80) gnowv, &1t 10 KGAMoTOV T0D 6OUATOS Koi TPOTEDOV £0TL.
kot ‘Ounpog (Od. 3.341)" ‘yhdocoag & €v mupi fariov’.
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century BCE, seemingly quoted by the grammarian Aretades®?®) identifying the habit as ndtpiov £0o¢ Tovov,
as well as indirect quotations from the grammarian Apion (1% century BCE-1% century CE) and the obscure
Antipatros®?*, and a reference to Plutarch (see Plu. Quaest. Conv. 612c), all advancing explanations on the
custom of cutting the tongue. Didymos was surely aware of such a wide debate, as demonstrated not only by
the quotation of Od. 3.331 embedded in his interpretation, but also by the observation that, in the Aristophanic
passage, “this happened for a different reason” (éyéveto 8¢ todto 61 ANV aitiav), an observation which
implies the allusion to (and perhaps an originally extended treatment of) the much discussed aition of the
sacrificial custom. In taking into account the Homeric passage (and the relating scholarly debate) Didymos
was likely influenced by his predecessor Kallistratos, who referred to Od. 3.331 in his comments on Pax 1060
and PI. 1110 (see above scholl. Aristoph. Pac. 1060b Holwerda, PI. 1110a Chantry).

ovTog 8¢ PovieTan Aéyswy, 6TL £€PAfON wTh: modern critics are not unanimous as to what Aristophanes
actually meant when he presented the sycophants as the reason for the habit of cutting and separating the
tongue from the rest of the sacrificial offerings. Some suppose a parallelism between the importance of the
tongue of the victims and that of the tongue of sycophants (i.e. their speeches) in public life5?®. Others
understand the line as a subtle, yet aggressive suggestion that the tongues of public accusers be cut just like
those of sacrificed animals®2®. Some believe that both ideas are implied®?’. The comic pointe was probably
unclear to ancient commentators as well, as Didymos’ vague explanation “because (the sycophants) damage

others with their tongue” seems to suggest.

523 Cf. schol. Od. 3.332d1 Pontani tauvete pév yawooag: E0qtnoay 81 ti 1oig 0eoic dmévepov i YAMooog. ol pév évopucay, Gv 6Tt
Aéavdpog (FGrHist 492 F12) fj Apntédng, xatd matpdov £0og {Idvav}y: ot yap matpov £0oc Toveov. On Aretades, see Ippolito
2019.

524 Cf. schol. Od. 3.332d1 Aniev (FGrHist 616 F38) 52 &t kpdtiotov Tdv ueddv 1) YAdooa, Td 82 kpdtiota Toig Ogoic dnévepov, d2
Pontani tauvete pev yddooag] ... dAAa kai ot “Twveg todto émoiovv, (nthioetev dv tig. Aniov (FGrHist 616 F38) 8¢ 6t 1 yAdooo
kpdriotov &v {Poig, T 8¢ kpdrtiota Toig Oe0ic dnévepov. Avtimatpog d¢ 8t xpr avtiis eeidecbo Tpog koitny idvtag. [ThodTopyog o6&
St ypn ék 10D ovprosiov Exepvbely, 60y kai Tapoipiov Aéyecbot “piod pvapova coprdtav” (PMG adesp. 84, see Plu. Quaest. Conv.
612c). Antipatros may be identifiable with Antipatros of Akanthos (FGrHist 56 F 1a-b) and/or with the Antipatros quoted (along with
Euphronios) in schol. Aristoph. Av. 1403b Holwerda (see Montana 2018a).

525 See Merry 1889, 82; Green 1894, 166; Dunbar 1995, 744. See also van Leeuwen 1902, 254, who particularly stresses the sarcastic
nature of the parallelism.

526 See Bekker 1829d, 248; Sommerstein 1987, 309.

527 See Coulon 1928a, 107.
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V57

Rs

Ald

140

Didymi fragmenta in scholiis Ranarum servata

Ravennas 429 (10"-11" century, Biblioteca Classense, Ravenna): see Martin 1882, 60-87; von
Holzinger 1882; Zacher 1888, 529-543; Allen 1896; White 1914, Ixxxviii-xc; Jones 1952; Mioni
1964, 363f.; Eberline 1980, 27f.; Diller 1983, 309-320; Chantry 1999, x; Orsini 2011.

Venetus Marcianus gr. 474 (12" century, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Venezia): see Zacher 1882;
1888, 505-528; White 1914, Ixxxvi-Ixxxvii; Koster 1953, 24f.; 1957, 162; 1963; Eberline 1980, 41f.;
Chantry 1999, x.

Ambrosianus gr. L 39 sup. (14" century, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, Milano): see Zacher 1888, 554-
556, 567-580; White 1914, xcv-xcvii; Eberline 1980, 15; Chantry 1999, x.

Estensis 0.U.5.10 (14" century, Biblioteca Estense universitaria, Modena): see White 1914, xciii-
xcv; Eberline 1980, 17; Chantry 1999, x-xi.

Laurentianus conv. soppr. 140 (14" century, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Firenze): see Zacher
1888, 546-548; Eberline 1980, 11f.; Chantry 1999, xi.

Vaticanus Barberinianus gr. 126 (14" century, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Citta del Vaticano):
see Eberline 1980, 35f.; Chantry 1999, xi.

Vaticanus gr. 57 (14" century, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Citta del Vaticano): see Eberline
1980, 29; Chantry 1999, xi.

Reginensis graecus 147 (14" century, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Citta del Vaticano): see
Eberline 1980, 39f.; Chantry 1999, xi

Venetus Marcianus gr. 475 (15" century, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Venezia): see Zacher 1888,
544-546; White 1914, Ixxxvii-Ixxxviii; Eberline 1980, 42f.; Muttini 2019, 17f.

editio Aldina (Venetiis 1498): see Zacher 1888, 557-564; Eberline 1980, 45f.



fr. 257 (= 11 14.5, p. 248 Schmidt)

Subiject: the character named Phrynichos mocked at Ra. 13

Source: schol. Aristoph. Ra. 13a-b Chantry

ovrep Barb ®poviyoc: MEBarb Aidvuoc gnotv éti vilv @poviyov tod koutcod pépvntot, og mop’
gkaota &v tailg kKopmdiug goptikevouévov (Phryn. test. 8 K.-A). &ott 8¢ matpog Edvopidov.
KOU®OETTAL 8¢ Kol (¢ EEVOG, Kal &ML POLAOTNTL TOMUATOV, Kol ¢ AALITPLL AEY®V KOl KOKOUETPO. iol
8¢ kai dAlor tpeig Dpdviyor. RVME®Barb(Ald) dpdviyoc 8¢ 6 kopkog o0dev To0TmV £moincey v
10i¢ cwlopévorg avtod. VME®Barb(Ald) sikog 8¢ &v toic dmolmidcty elvar antod To10dTd T
VE®Barb(Ald)

“(...none of the jokes) that Phrynichos (usually writes)”: Didymos says that now (Aristophanes)
mentions the comic playwright Phrynichos as writing vulgar jokes on every occasion. His father is
Eunomides. He is also ridiculed for being a foreigner, for the poor quality of his plays, for plagiarising
and for writing rhythmically unpoetic verses. There are also three other Phrynichoses. Phrynichos the
comic playwright did none of this in his preserved plays, but it is likely that there was something of the

sort in the lost ones.

Aristoph. Ra 13-15 1i §fjt” &3¢t pe todto, Té okedn pépewy, / ginep momowm pmdev dvrep dpoviyog / elmbe moteiv; kai Avkig képewyiog / okedn pépovs’

£KGOTOT” €V KOUMIIQ.

schol. Aristoph. Av. 749a-b Holwerda ®pbviyog dppposciov: ovtog tpaypdomoids (TrGF 3 T 10g S.), d¢ éni pelomotiong £0avpdlero. Técoapeg 8¢
&yévovto dpovirol. 6 pev €ig ob vilv pvnuovevel, ToAvepddpovog moig, momthg 130G &v Toig pékestv. 6 Eepog, Xopokhéong maic, vmokpiric. Tpitoc,
Dpvviyog O kopkde, ob pépvntar “Eppunog év @oppoedpoig (fr. 64 K.-A.) d¢ dAASTpio HroPallopévon Tompata. TéToptog 8é éotty Adnvoioc o
Yévog 6 oTpotyRoag TO meEpl Zapov kol Actudym Tpocdipevog, Entetprcag 8¢ Tij Tod dYuov katadvoeL Tepi GV &v Toig Batpéyoig (schol. Ra. 13a-b)
ikavag sipfikapev | Suda X 808 A. Avkig: Aéyetat koi AVKOG. Kop®SETTaL 88 Mg Woypdg momtis. Aptoto@dvng: Ti dfjt’ £det pe Tadta i okedn eépety,
ginep momow pMdev Gvrep Dpdviyog memoinke koi AVKIC Kapewyiag. odTol oby ol Tpeig Kopkol VmdyvypoL. 6 88 Dpdviyog &v Taig kKouediog Tap’
£K0OTO EPOPTIKEVETO. KOUWMIETTAL O& Kol MG EEVOG EML GAVAGTITL TOMUATOV Kol OG GAAOTPLO AEy®V KOl MG KoKOUETpa. £yEvovTo 8¢ Kai dAlot Tpeig
DpvviyoL. ckeunPopods’ £kdoTot’ v kouwdig | schol. Tz. Aristoph. Ra. 13 Koster dvrep ®@piviyog: @poviyog v mpd Aicydlov tpoymdiog momtig
8p1oTog” ViV 88 TOV Kopkdv Kopmdel dpdviyov, kol Adky kol Apenyiov, mepl dv Epbaco mpoewmeiv. v & 6 Ppdviyog odtoc matpdg Evvopidov,

KOUOIETTAL 8¢ (g EEVOG Kal TOMTNG PADAOG Kol G GALITPLa AEymV Kal KaKovovoTato. £icl 8¢ kai £Tepot Ppvviyot d0o.

1 6uviv RVE®, dte vidv Barb, om. M | dg map” RE®Barb, domep VM | 2 matpog cett., tpog Barb | 3 ante kopwdeiton, koo Barb | pr. kai om. ME@Barb
Bekker | tert. «ai hic cett., post d¢ M | quart. koi M Chantry, kai dc RVE®Barb edd. cett. | 5 ovtod MOBarb, £avtod VE | eivar E@Barb, gotu (per

comp.) V | toodt6 Tt E@Barb Bekker Zacher Chantry, to towodtov V, tolottov 1 Dindorf Dibner
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Aristophanes’ Frogs begin with the well-known metatheatrical repartee between Dionysos and Xanthias,
with which Aristophanes attacks his rivals Phrynichos, Lykis and Ameipsias on stylistic grounds®?, accusing
them of using over and over again the trite comic device of the luggage-carrying scene with its vulgar jokes
(the vis comica of the passage lies in the fact that the two characters are themselves performing a scene of the

same kind).

Didymos’ exegesis focuses on the identity of the first figure mentioned by Aristophanes, Phrynichos of
Eunomides, and his namesakes mocked in comedy (Aristophanes alone attacked multiple times both the tragic
playwright®® and the politician®°, and many other jokes surely occurred in the lost plays of the time, see
below). The main issue concerning Didymos’ fragment is its length. Indeed, it is common belief>®! that the
scholium on Ra. 13 consists of two separate comments, the first belonging to Didymos, the second to another
ancient commentator questioning his exegesis. The idea of two opposed statements is already in Schmidt
(1854, 248) and is reiterated by Kaibel (1889, 35), Roemer (1908, 386) and Steinhausen (1910, 22f.)%%2, before
being reaffirmed by Chantry (1999, 7°%; 2001, 240; 2009, 132-135). However, this assumption is not at all

self-evident, as a detailed analysis of the text can show.

Aidvpog gnow 6T ... pépvnrar: the opening sentence, which stresses Didymos’ authority, consists (as in all
the scholia of this kind®*) in the identification of the satirized figure. Didymos’ source was in all likelihood a
komadoumenoi-handbook, perhaps the one compiled by Ammonios’, which he evidently used while discussing
another mocked figure, i.e. Meidias in Av. 1297-1299 (see above Did. fr. 247)5®. Unlike xoumdeiton (see
below), the verb péuvmron presents the mockery as «one more instance of public or private discussions about
the person ridiculed» (Chronopoulos 2011, 212f.), without defining it as a speech act specific of comedy, but

also without considering the lampooning statement as historically accurate.

og mop’ Ekoota &v Taig Kopediag goptikevopévov: the implicit causal clause explains the reason of

Aristophanes’ mockery by paraphrasing the idea expressed at Ra. 13-15. Among the very few occurrences of

528 Fritzsche (1845, 5f.) maintained that miéCopon (I. 3) and ag¢ OAiBopan (I. 5), along with Il. 8 and 10 in their entirety were actual
quotations from other comedies (either by Phrynichos and Ameipsias, or by Phrynichos alone). On the expression undév dvmep
Dpoviyog / elmbe moielv, see also Baier 2002, 191f.

529 See Avristoph. V. 269, 1490; Av. 749; Th. 164; Ra. 910, 1299.

530 See Aristoph. V. 1302; Ra. 689; schol. Aristoph. Lys. 313 Hangard (below).

531 See e.g. Stama 2014, 42 n. 43.

532 Edmonds (1957, 452 n. 1) and Kassel-Austin (1989, 394) only note the absence of the last segment in R. Storey (2011, 44) prints
and translates the text as a unitary annotation, while Rusten (2011, 328) segments his translation by putting the biographical information
and the mention of the namesakes in brackets. See also Harvey 2000, 123 n. 75.

533 The editor (ibid.) remarks the alleged opposition by inserting «contra 13a» directly in the text, between the two sections, a type of
ecdotic interference that is not infrequent in his scholia to the Frogs (see Montana 2017 and the Introduction § 5.2).

534 See e.g. schol. Aristoph. Ach. 849a Wilson Kpativog: ohtog Hel®dv momic. kKopodeital 88 éml potysig kod ¢ AGEIVOC KEPOLEVOC,
535 See also frr. 229 and 237. On Didymos’ general interest in the kémadoumenoi see the Conclusions § 1.3.1.1 and frr. 237, 245-247,
249, 259, 266, 268. With regard to Ammonios, see Steinhausen 1901, 6-45; White 1914, xxi; Boudreaux 1919, 75f.; Nesselrath 1990,
74-76; Dunbar 1995, 36; Bagordo 1998, 50 and 74-76; Montana 2006b; D’ Alessandro 2018 and the Introduction § 3.3.
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popticedopa, this is the only one> that preserves the etymological meaning of the verb>’ (from the adjective

eopTiKodG, “vulgar”).

£om1 8¢ matpog Evvopidov: this piece of biographical information cannot be found elsewhere, but there is no
reason to disprove it>%. Didymos’ source (probably a komodoumenoi-handbook, see above) could have derived
it either directly from Athenian archival material or from literary evidence (by Phrynichos himself or, much
more probably, by his rival playwrights, see below).

Kopdsitor 8¢ kai: with the phrasing xkouwdeitanr a¢ ktA Didymos keeps the level of mockery separated
from that of historic reality. In other words, he does not describe Phrynichos as foreigner and a poor poet, but
highlights that he was ridiculed as such®®. The conjunction xai introduces a list of other jokes on Phrynichos,
the original context of which can be reconstructed only in one case (see below). The iteration of @¢ underlines
the perceived subjectivity of the mockery, again suggesting that Didymos did not consider the accusations to
be factually based. Clearly Kaibel’s definition of this list as «ein Stindenregister des Phrynichos» (1889, 35)

compiled by Didymos in unjustified (see below).

m¢ Eévog: Didymos (or his source) read at least one comic passage where Phrynichos was accused of being of
foreign ancestry. Aristophanes’ plays preserve several instances of allegations of foreign (almost exclusively
non-Greek, therefore barbarian) origin against public Athenian figures®*, suggesting that ethnicity and family
descent were good subject matter for jokes, as long as there was something about the person that justified the
mockery®*. Maybe the information on the name of Phrynichos’ father actually derived from a comic passage

where the playwright’s ancestry was questioned®*,

Kol £l QaurétnTl ToMpaTov: eavidtng and eadrog are frequently used as indicators of poor moral and
technical quality in literary products®:. The presence of xaxouetpa (see below) as last point of joke in
Didymos’ list suggests that here pavidotng generally indicates other playwrights’ criticism towards the content

of Phrynichos’ poems®*, rather than towards their technical features.

536 Because of the evident dependence of Suda A 808 A. from the exegetic material accompanying Ra. 13, the two passages can be
considered as a unitary occurrence (see Zacher 1888, 707f.).

537 See the remaining occurrences: schol. Aeschyl. Th. 181-186 Smith (8uoi poptikevduevo kai Bépog dtdotov vouidueva), Isaac.
Comn. Porphyr. Typic. I. 228 (8wt 10 pr| poptikevbijvar tovg buvmdovg iowg move @ peiCovt) and Theophylact. Achrid. Ep. 16.27 (si
un BovAoipeBa patnv poptikevesbar), where the meaning is rather “to fool” or “to wear out uselessly”.

538 See Harvey 2000, 95.

539 See also fr. 237 and 266. On the different rephrasings of personal jokes in the scholia, see Chronopoulos 2011.

540 These are all analysed by MacDowell (1993, 362-370).

541 See MacDowell 1993, 359, 371.

542 Surprisingly enough, Harvey’s attempt (2000, 95-97) at drawing hypothetical conclusions on the origin and the political stance of
Phrynichos’ family starting from the name of the father overlooks this section of the scholium.

543 See e.g. Isocr. 2.44 fdiov yap v kopmdiog Tfic eaviotdrng ... dxovcatev, Plu. De aud. poet. 20A povoiks QovAn Kol douoto
movnpa ... akddaota motodotv 1, Apophth. Lac. 218F TTepidvdpov 8¢ 1od iotpod aEtordyou katd Téyvny 6vTog ... eadia 6 Toupata
Ypapovtoc.

544 Though focused on Eupolis’ reprise of Phrynichean comic material, Aristoph. Nu. 553-556 (Efmolig puév tov Mapik@v mpdTictov
napeilkvoey / ékotpéyag Tovg Nuetépovg Trnéag kaxdg Kakd®g, / Tpocbeig avtd ypadv pedvony tod kdpdakog obvey’, fiv / Dpoviyog
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Kol g drroTpra Aéymv: schol. Av. 749b Holwerda (@poviyog 6 kopukdg, od péuvntor “Epuumog év
Doppoeopoig [fr. 64 K.-A.] ®g dArotpia vroPfariopévov Tompuata) informs that the accusation of plagiarism
came from the comic playwright Hermippos®?®. The only other occurrence of éAAotpia Aéyetv in the meaning

of “to plagiarise” is found in Polybios>.

kol kakopetpa: a definition of xaxopetpa (with regard to epic hexameters) is to be found in a grammatical-
rhetorical miscellanea (codex Baroccianus 72, f. 196r.), at the end of a section entitled tod 8eiov Tpopwvoc
nepi pétpov®’. The ascription to Tryphon®#, the eminent contemporary of Didymos, was contested already
by zur Jacobsmuehlen (1886, 192f., 242 and 250), who proved that the text is in fact an excerpt from a late
metrical treatise falsely attributed by other manuscripts to Hephaestion (see Wendel 1939, 731). Even though
any sort of theoretical definition of xaxdpetpo dates most probably to the late antiquity, the use of the adjective
by Plutarch®* constitutes an interesting parallel for Didymos’ fragment. In the passage, xoxépetpo. introduces
two quotations: the first (TrGF adesp. 400) is an iambic trimeter that offends against Porson’s ‘law’ (See
Sandbach 1961, 293; Frazier-Sirinelli 1996, 174 n. 168), the second is an hexameter that offends against Tiedke
and Meyer’s ‘law’ (see Maas 1961, 64)°*°. Consequently, it can be inferred that — at least in the Imperial age
(and probably in Didymos’ time as well) — the word kakopetpog was a technical term indicating verses

perceived as rhythmically unpoetic (the same meaning recurs in other scholia as well*®).

giol 8¢ kol drlor Tpgic PpOviyor: the brief allusion to the existence of three namesakes can be a mark of
epitomation of a longer annotation. Indeed, schol. Aristoph. Lys. 313 Hangard (t®v év Zduw otpatmydv:

Aidvpog kai Kpatepdg [FGrHist 342 F 17] gaot tadto aivittesbat gig @poviyov 10v Ztpatmvidov KTA) proves

méion Temoiny’, fiv 10 Kijrog flobiev) probably conveys criticism towards Phrynichos as well. The reference to accusations of @oavidtng
could also allude to this passage.

545 On the actual meaning of this imputation see Stama 2014, 43f. (with bibliography) and Comentale 2017, 275f.

546 Plh. 9.2 oM@V Yéip Kol ToAAaY®S EENPIOIMUEVEY TA TE TEPT TG YeVEoLoYiag kol udBovg Kkoi mepl Tag dmokiog, £t 88 cuyyeveiag
Kol ktioglg, Aowrov i ta dALOTpLa ST Aéyewv mg B0 TOV ViV Ttepl TovTeV Ttparypatevopevov. In schol. Aristoph. Eq. 299a Jones-Wilson
(A OTpLa Toivoy coeiln: texvalel copiag yap Eheyov Tag téyvac. Ta aAAOTPLa Aéyels, enoiv) the phrase glosses aAAGTpia. ... co@iln,
“you’re stealing someone else’s tricks”.

547 The text given by von Velsen (Trypho. fr. 135) is the one first transcribed by Dawes (1781, 441f.), which lacks the last part. The
section is printed in its entirety by Consbruch (1906, 353): kakouetpdv éott, 6 katd w6d0. 1 durodiav 1 katd nepiodov dnoptilel Tolg
HéPEGT TOD AGYOL" TO Yap KaBopov Npotkdy EMIKOTTEWY BEAEL TV ALEWV €V TOIC HEPEST TRV YOP®BY BVEL TAY TOU®V. ECTL L&V 0DV TOL
Kot 08 kakdpeTpo. “OBprog eiveka tiicde: o0 8’ Toyeo meifeo 8 fuiv” (1. 1.214). katd durodiav 8¢ “Eonete viv pot Modoar OAvpmio,
dopat’ Egovoar” (1. 2.484 et passim). katd nepiodov 8¢ “€v0’ ovt” Tdopevedg TAR pipvey obt” Ayopépvaov” (1. 8.78). yiveton 8¢ <kai>
KOKOUETPO. BGa &V T TEUTTY YOPY HEAMoTo oTovdeiov Exgl “auoel 8’ dp’ aiyeipov DdoTOTPEPémY <fv> dAcoc” (Od. 17.208). 16 &&
&ptotov NpPOV dotiv obteg &6 Exm TOV TPITOV SaKTLAKOV TEUVOEVOV T Tpoyaie, olov “Bvdpa pot Evvere Modoo moAvTponov”
(Od. 1.1).

548 On the grammarian and his works see Wendel 1939, Baumbach 2002 and Montana 2015a, 180-183; 2020, 256-259.

549 Quaest. Conv. 747F-748A &i 6¢ un, (scil. 1 deiéic Zowkev) 10ig &yav meloig kai kakopéTpolc, og td totadta (TrGF adesp. 400)
“€yévovto tob pev Hpaikijg Tod & "Tewhog”, “tijode matnp Kai avip kol Toilg BactAelc, kol adeipoi, / Kol mpoyovol. kKAlet 8° ‘EArog
‘Oloumada” (SH 1146).

550 See also Cimadori 2007, 299s.

%51 See schol. Ariston. 1l. 13.172a (A) vaie 8¢ ITRdatov: 11 Znvodotog yphoet “O¢ vae TINdatov”, tva kotdAAniov Tov Adyov Katd
GLVaENY Towo1. Ayvoel 8¢ Tt ‘Opnpog Srakdntel Tag PPAcELS, tva Py pokporepiodog yévnTat. GAA®MG Te Kol KakOHeTpoV TO £m0G TOLE,
schol. Ariston. Il. 22.379a (A) 1 yap toladta £onuelodvto Tpdg Kpicty momudrtev, 6t omaving ‘Ounpog kakopétpovg motel, schol.
Aristoph. Ra. 288 Chantry vi tov Aia Onpiov péya] yp(doetar) “t0”. xakopetpov ¢Eodov and schol. Aristoph. Pl. 505a Chantry
obrovv givai enu[i]: kakdueTpoc 0vTOC, &V &violg 88 Kol dpeTpoc. 6 88 voig dfjhoc.
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that Didymos also dealt in detail at least with the politician Phrynichos, quoting from Krateros’ Collection of
decrees®?, Already Steinhausen (1910, 36) suggested that the grammarian must have originally given a more
complete version of the list, with biographical notes on the several Phrynichoses and detailed references to the
comic passages where each figure was satirized®?. The idea is reinforced by the comparison with schol.
Avristoph. Av. 749a-b Holwerda, which preserves a complete list of the four komaodoumenoi named Phrynichos
(i.e. the tragic playwright [PA 15008; PAA 965290], the actor [PA 15007; PAA 965300; 2586 Stefanis, see also
Ghiron-Bistagne 1976, 363], the comic poet [PA 15006; PAA 965270] and the general [PA 15011; PAA
965420]), which might reflect a more comprehensive Didymean discussion of the four namesakes. The
anonymity of the scholium and its closing sentence (nepi Gv &v toic Batpdyoig ikovég eiprjkapev) show that
this is in fact a direct excerpt from a hypomnéma to the Birds, where the commentator (Didymos himself or a
later annotator®®*) alluded to a more complete discussion on the four Phrynichoses in a comment to a line of

Frogs®®.

Dpoviyog 8¢ ... TowodTov TL. Unlike the previous section (which concentrates on Phrynichos’ depiction in
comedy), the second part of the scholium focuses on Phrynichos’ own plays. The observation dates back to a
time when at least some of Phrynichos’ plays were still available (and the loss of part of his oeuvre was clearly
acknowledged)®® and testifies that a comparison was carried out between the accusations made by other
playwrights against Phrynichos (i.e. the allegations of vulgarity, plagiarism and bad versification) and his
extant comedies. The result of the comparison is negative, but the scholium leaves open the possibility that the
criticism was based on the lost plays. In spite of Chantry and his predecessors’ opinion (See above), there is no
reason to consider this last segment a ‘response’ against an alleged Didymean ‘attack’ to Phrynichos. As seen
above, the wording of the scholium shows that Didymos was well aware of the literary nature of the criticism

towards Phrynichos. Therefore, it is not impossible that the grammarian himself compared the data given by

552 See Meiners 1890, 10; Steinhausen 1910, 22; Carawan 2007. For Didymos’ use of historians in general see frr. 222, 250 and 260.
See also Deas 1931, 20; Braswell 2017, 113-116; Phillips 2020, 447-450 and Montana 2009a, 159-163 and (forthc.).

553 One of the most complete lists of this kind is in schol. Aristoph. Pac. 348e Holwerda 6 ®oppimv 8& obtog Adnveiog ¢ yévet, vidg
Aocomniov ... avtod pépvnror 0 kopkog év Tnredot (1. 562) kai Nepéhaig (immo Lys. 804) koi Bapviovio (fr. 88 K.-A.), Ebmolig
Actpatevtolg (fr. 44 K.-A.). 6 88 Sevtepog fiv ko pépvnron koi Ztpdrtic (fr. 6 K.-A). tpitog porxdg Kportivog Atoddvty (non
apud K.-A)). tétaptog Kpotwvidtng apyoiog Kpartivog Tpoeavio (fr. 238 K.-A.). néuntog dpyoiog Abnvaiog petd Tohwva dpéag:
Edmolg év AMjuoig (fr. 138 K.-A.), but see also schol. Aristoph. Nu. 1022a0. Koster tfic Avtiuéyon Kotomvyoshvig: 00tog Mg kivaudog
Kol e0popeog kai Ontvpavg kopmdeitat. 5e0tepog 6 £l Tovnpig Kop®doduevog. Tpitog 6 Pakddog Aeyopevos. tétaptog o tpanelitng,
o0 pépvnran Ebmoiig év Ajpoig (fr. 134 K.-A.). méuntog <6> ioToploypdeoc Téyo 88 6 adtog Eoti 16 edpdpee. On the lists of namsakes
in scholia on komodoumenoi, see Steinhausen 1910, 34-39.

554 Boudreaux (1919, 95) identifies the commentator with Didymos, although the only thing that can be argued from the text is that the
interpres loquens commented on Frogs before commenting on Birds. For this and other internal references in the scholia to
Avristophanes, see ibid. 147-150 and Rutherford 1905, 42f.

555 Ra. 13 is actually not the only passage where a person named Phrynichos is satirized in Frogs: Aristophanes also mentions the
politician Phrynichos in I. 689 and the tragic playwright in 1l. 910 and 1299. The indication év Batpdyoig of schol. Av. 749b could
theoretically refer to any of the four passages. Actually, the relative pronoun in zepi Gv might indicate generally the four Phrynichoses
(“we said enough about them in Frogs”), but also more specifically the events concerning Phrynichos 6 otpatnydg (in this case the
reference should be to Ra. 689). While Boudreaux (1919, 95) reports three options (cf. ibid.: «13 ou 688 ou 1299»), Holwerda seems
to think that the reference is to Ra. 1299 (see id. 1991, 118).

556 1t is impossible to date even vaguely the loss of Phrynichos’ work in antiquity, all the more in the total lack of direct tradition on
papyrus. See Perrone 2011 for an evaluation of the survival of ancient comedy on papyrus.
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his source with the plays by Phrynichos that were available to him. Moreover, the absence of this last portion
of the scholium both from R and from the Suda does not constitute sufficient proof to argue that the exegetic
material accompanying Ra. 13 comes from two separate and opposed annotations. Indeed, the tendency of R

to severely abridge marginal notes is commonly acknowledged®®’.

557 See Jones-Wilson (1969, 1X) and Montana (2017, 201 n. 16).
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fr. 258 (= 11 14.6, p. 248 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of pn paivotd ye in Aristoph. Ra. 41

Source: schol. Aristoph. Ra. 41a-b Chantry

vi| Ala, RM pn poaivod ye: RMEBarb Aidvpog avti tod “ur poaveing”. mbavotepov 6& avti tod
“Omérafé oe paivesBor 6 Hpaxhilc”. dAAmg. un odto poveing, og vmolaPeiv oe tov Hpariéa

eofmbiivar. RVME®Barb(Ald)

“Sure! Afraid that you’d gone nuts!”: Didymos (says that this stands) for “may you not be a fool”. More
plausibly (this stands) for “Herakles thought that you had gone nuts”. Otherwise. “may you not be such
a fool, that you think Herakles could be afraid of you”.

Aristoph. Ra. 40f. Au. 6 waic. Zo. ti éotwv; AL 0vk éveBopning Ea. 0 ti; / Al dg 6pddpa ’ Edeice. Ea. vi) Ala, iy paivold ye.

schol. Tz. Aristoph. Ra. 37a Koster moidiov, mai, fui, mai: 6 Atdvucog kdmtel koi mhittel v Bvpav Hpakiéog kai kokel tvo dodhov EEeADETV

‘Hpoxdéa moig yap kol 6 vi0g, KuPLOTEPMG 3¢ O SOVAOG. AovvTnpiTov 8 Thg TANYTG Yeyovuiag Hpakhiic i0iouévog yiyaot ToAepETV Kol KEVTOVPOLG

3

KEVTOWPIKAG TG, eNot, Ty BVpav éndraev axoopms. 6 Atdvucog & £t éotmg €@ dxovoag Todde Tod Pripatds enot @ Zavlig: 6 moig — avti o) “oO
ol Eavhio” —, veBopundng kai vevonkag, og mavv Eue 0 HpaxAfig Extondn; kol 6 Eavliag §j Emmiudv avtd enot oiya, un poivolo, i° EpoPnon og, un
Gpo povikd kotdoyetog 1 @ voonpatt | schol. rec. Aristoph. Ra. 41d Chantry pm paivowo] pimog poivy koi 810 todto todto Aoyiln (rodto

hoyopevog o0 Reg)

1-3 paveing—popndivor codd., paveing [...] obtog g vmokapeilv og 1oV Hpaxiéo pofndijvon et separatim mbavdtepov—Hpaxiiig Chantry | alt. pr om.
M®Barb | paveing codd., fort. paviic | alt. dvti 100 VE@Barb, dvti R, 611 M | 2 paivesbar 6 ‘Hpakific: RVE®Barb, 6 ‘Hpaxifig paivesBor M | dAog
VM Dindorf Dubner, éALd R, fij obtog E Bekker, fi ot ®Barb, om. Rutherford | paveing codd., fort. pavijg | pi obtew . RM®Barb Dindorf Diibner
Rutherford, un p. obtwg E Bekker, un obtog p. V

The repartee between Dionysos and Xanthias at the beginning of Frogs reaches one of its wittiest points at
Il. 40f. After having heard Herakles’ reaction at his knocking on the door, Dionysos (who is wearing the
typically Heraclean lion skin and carrying the club®®) brags about having scared him. The god’s bombastic
question to Xanthias (“didn’t you notice...how very afraid he was of me?”) allows the slave to comically
overturn the expectations, by substituting the object complement pe with the complement clause pun paivod

ve (“Sure! Afraid that you’d gone nuts!”).

The exegetic material transmitted by the manuscripts in relation to these lines consisted originally of two
redactions, as the compilation mark &\img shows. The first one compares Didymos’ somewhat unclear

equivalence (ur paivoto = ur paveing, on which see below) with the correct interpretation of the passage

558 On the symbolic meaning of Dionysos dressing as Herakles, see Lada-Richards 1999, 164f.
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(“Herakles thought that you had gone insane”). The second version carries only one interpretation, that, despite
its anonymity, shows a clear connection to Didymos’ and appears to be, in fact, a longer version of the
grammarian’ explanation (un obto paveing, g vmoraPeiv og tov Hparxdéa popndijvar). John Tzetzes’ lengthy
paraphrase of Il. 37-41 (schol. Tz. Aristoph. Ra. 37a Koster) seems to depend on the first redaction of schol.
Ra. 41, although the two intepretations are reported as equally plausible (“and Xanthias either says ‘shut up!

Don’t be a fool’ blaming him, or says ‘he was afraid, that you were in the grip of madness’”).

Aidopog avti Tod “pi) paveing”: as already underlined by Chantry (1999, 10), the first redaction of the
scholium reports a severely abridged version of Didymos’ comment, which is instead preserved in a longer
form (but anonymously) by the second part of the annotation (ur obto paveing, dgvmorapeiv g Tov HpakAiéa
eopndfvar). Apparently Didymos — «nulla [...] particulae ye habita ratione» (van Leeuwen 1896, 13) —
misunderstood the Aristophanic passage and considered un paivoto as an indipendent sentence, separated from
the verbum timendi £deiwoe. The text of the annotation allows for two alternative readings of his interpretation.
One is that Didymos considered ur paivolo a negative imperative. However, as ur + optative can in no way
express a prohibition in Greek, we must assume that the grammarian saw pn paivoto as an unusal phrasing of
a negative command. Under these circumstances, one would expect the exegesis to offer a grammatical
equivalent of the aberrant expression. According to the text of the scholium, though, this grammatical
equivalent was un paveing, again with an ungrammatical optative (this time aorist) following ur. Apparently
overlooking the problem, most scholars translated un paveing as a negative imperative (see van Leeuwen 1896,
13: «noli ita desipere»; Roemer 1908, 371: «sei kein Narr»). However, the grammatical awkwardness could
be avoided by considering un paveing the itacistic corruption of an original pn poviic: un + aorist subjunctive
is indeed a fully grammatical way to express the negative imperative®°. Alternatively (2), Didymos might have
given un poivolo a desiderative value (see Suss 1959, 11). This seems to be the reading underlying
Rutherford’s translation of Aidvpoc: dvti tod “ur poveing”, «Didymos takes it to mean “may you not lose your
wits”» (see id. 1896a, 286). Actually, more than any other form of paivopou, the aorist optative with pf seems
to have been used in xown-Greek exclusively with a clear desiderative meaning, and almost as an idiomatic
expression, as several occurrences from the Imperial age show®®. Therefore, Didymos might have intended to

paraphrase the Aristophanic un paivoto with the common kown-phrasing.

559 See e.g. LXX Macch. 4.10.13 pn paviic kol ob toic d8ehgoig cov thv adtiv paviav, dArd netodeic 16 Baciiel odle ceavtov (“do
not be insane, you too, like your brothers, but save yourself by obeying the king”).

560 See Luc. Pisc. 37 pm obtog poveiny Eyoye dg BAdcenpov sinelv T okondv (“may I never be so insane as to say anything defamatory
or unpleasant!”), Phal. 1.11 pn yap obto paveinv, dg toovtev émbupiica ktudrov (“may I never be so insane as to desire such
things!”), Tox. 25 un obto poveinv g Tepudeiv oe véov kol kKaAov dvto KopT aicypd kai Aelofnuévn cvykatalevyvopevov (“may I
never be so insane as to watch you, who are young and handsome, marry an ugly, deform girl!”), DDeor. 8.3 éy® 8¢ pur| oUt® paveinv
¢ T xein TpooeveyKely 1@ poAbokd toute Opuyi obtwg éktednivpéve (“may | never be so insane as to offer my lips to such a soft,
effeminated Phrygian!™), Aelian. NA 9.33 kai o ti o, @ Pociied ki Osdv PrhovOpondTate AckINTiE, aBpdTovoy Eymys GvTikpive
t{j coeig Tf] off un poveinv &g tocodtov (“O King Asklepios, of all gods the most benevolent to mankind, | do not compare absinthe
with your ability — may | never be so insane!”).
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fr. 259 (= 11 14.7, p. 248 Schmidt)

Subject: the character named Molon mocked at Ra. 55

Source: schol. Aristoph. Ra. 55c-a-b Chantry

ukpog, (Ald) fiikoc EBarb(Ald) Molwv: MEBarb(Ald) nailel. ot yap peyordoopog 6 MoAwv.
VME®Barb(Ald) Mg V Aidvopog 8¢ enotv 611 600 MOAwvES gioty, 6 DTOKPLTTG Kol O AmmodvTNG:
Kol LEAAOV TOV AomodvTny Aéyet, 6¢ 0Tt pukpog 10 odua. Tiuayidag 6¢ (fr. 20 Matijasic) tov vmoxprny

viv Aéyecbai pnot Morlwva. RVME®Barb(Ald)

“Small, the size of Molon!”: he is joking, because Molon is large-bodied. Otherwise. Didymos says that
there are two Molons, the actor and the thief. And he rather refers to the thief, who is of small build.

Timachidas, instead, says that he now means the actor Molon.

Avristoph. Ra. 52-55 At kai 8fjt’ €l tfig vedg dvayryvdokovti pot / Tiv Avdpopédav mpog spontov €aipvng nobog / v kopdiav éndrate mhg oist

696dpa. / Hp. md0og; tdo0g T1g; At. opkpdc, Nhikog MOAmv.

Dem. 19.246 tadta pev yap ta iapfel’ €k Goivikog éotv Evpuridov 10010 8¢ 10 dpap’ ovdendmot’ oite ®cddmpog 00T’ Aptotddnpog vrekpivavto,
ol ovtog Té Tpita Aéymv Setéhecey, GAAL MOAwV fyovileto ko &l 81 Tig dALog TdV madoudv drokprrdv | Suda p 1053 pikpdc, Hiikog Morwv: émi
TV TavY PporxEov. d00 8¢ yévovio MOAmveG, £1g DIOKPITHC, Kol Aomodvmg, 1203 A. MoAwv: Svopa KOPLov. AptoTopdvig: “uikpdg, Aikog MOA®V”.
£ TOV PpoyvoopdTov avipdnov. “tdcog T60og; HKpos, NAikog MOAwV”. Modmveg 8¢ 800, rokpirai kai Aomodvtar | schol. Tz. Aristoph. Ra. 55a

Koster ouikpdg fiikog Morwv: 60 Mérmveg fioav, 6 Aomodhing 1o oiua Bpayde, kai 6 Drokpitic, mepi ob ot viv- fiv yap mévy uéyag T g,

1 nailer-Moiwv bis (hic et glossa) Barb | yap VMEBarb edd., 3¢ ® (Barb s.l.) | 2 8¢ cett., om. V | 3 7ov cett., om. Ald | Aéyer cett., om. R | 3 &g
VME®Barb, dg R | picpdog RVME®Barb edd. cett., spikpog E Bekker | post 8¢, kai V | 4 viiv AéyeoBai gnot V Chantry, Aéyesban vovi R Dindorf Dilbner
Rutherford Siiss, AéyecBon E@Barb Bekker, Aéyer M

Dionysos’ comic representation of the ‘size’%! of his longing for Euripides (Ra. 52-55) is based on the
simile with the size of a man by the name of Molon. This is almost surely to be identified with the actor®
who, according to Dem. 19.246, competed in the main role in Euripides’ Phoenix®®® and who — as the context

suggests — must have been famous for being large-bodied.

%61 Herakles’ somewhat unexpected question regarding the size of Dionysos’ n60oc «is a feed for the joke about Molon» (Dover 1993,
197). See also Lada-Richards 1999, 41.

%62 346 O’Connor; PAA 658637; 1738 Stefanis; see also Ghiron-Bistagne 1976, 343.

%63 TrGF frr. 803a-818 K. The date of the play is unknown, but the reference in . 421-423 of Aristophanes’ Acharnians (425 BCE)
constitutes a terminus ante quem. Jouan and van Looy (2002, 320) suggest «la décennie 438-428, plut6t au début de la période, sans
qu’on puisse préciser davantage». Fritzsche (1845, 25f.) links the joke about the actor to the reference to Euripides” Andromeda in .
53, supposing that Molon might also have played a role in that tragedy, the date of which (412 BCE) is attested by several Aristophanic
scholia (schol. Aristoph. Ra. 53a Chantry; schol. Aristoph. Th. 1012, 1060 Regtuit; see Jouan-van Looy 1998, 152). Though
chronologically possible, the connection remains hypothetical.
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As for all Aristophanic passages involving personal attacks, the manuscripts preserve some exegetic
material concerning the identity of the mocked figure. In this case, the annotation begins with the correct
interpretation of the joke (naiCet. €0t yap peyokdowpog 6 Morwv) followed by the compilation mark éAAwg
and by the quotation of Didymos’ interpretation of the passage, along with that of Timachidas of Rhodes®®.
While the latter correctly identified the komaodoumenos with the large-bodied actor Molon, Didymos
misunderstood the irony of the passage and believed that the figure lampooned was instead a short-statured

thief by the same name.

Aidvpog enowv 6T 6v0 Morwvég eiow: this is the typical phrasing found in the scholia that discuss
komadoumenoi by the same name®®. On the interaction and overlap between studies on k6méodoumenoi and

on namesakes in ancient scholarship, see Steinhausen 1910, 34-39.

6 vmokprtig: Didymos could have derived the knowledge of Molon’s acting profession from the passage of
the speech On the False Embassy®® (19.246), but he might have also used other (now lost) texts from which
he — and other ancient commentators, such as Timachidas — deduced not only that Molon was an actor, but

also that he was a notoriously big man.

Lomodvtng: in its literal meaning, the word indicates a person «who dresses in other peoples’ clothes» and
therefore who steals clothes from others®’. That the Aomodvton were regarded as a subcategory of petty street-
criminals is made clear by several comic passages®®®. With regard to the clothes-stealer Molon mentioned by
Didymos — in the light of similar fragments, where the information provided by the grammarian about the
lampooned character(s) is more or less evidently backed by textual evidence®®® — it seems highly unlikely that
he ‘made up’ a thief by this name, solely on the base of his misunderstanding of Ra. 55, as assumed by most

modern scholars®™. Rather suprisingly, no attempt has yet been made to link Didymos’ fragment to a passage

564 2nd_1st century BCE. See Matijasi¢ 2014, 114-118; 2020, 8-11; Coward (in preparation).

%65 See e.g. schol. Aristoph. Av. 7490 Holwerda téccapec &yévovro piviyot, 1556 dvo 8¢ giot [TeicavSpor, schol. Aristoph. Lys. 801
Hangard §%o Mupavidat icav. On Didymos’ general interest in the komaodoumenoi see the Conclusions § 1.3.1.1 and frr. 237, 245-
247, 249, 257, 266, 268.

566 A speech on which he might have written a commentary (see Did. fr. 288 C.-Pr. ap. Harp. £ 143 K.; Braswell 2017, 70).

567 EDG 849; see also GEW 106: «wer in (fremde) Kleider fahrt»; DELG 631 «celui qui met le manteau d’autruix». The exact description
of a Aomodvng in action is given by Euelpides in Aristoph. Av. 492-498 (gu¢ todt6 v’ épdta. / yraivav yop dndies’ 6 pdydnpog
Dpuyiov épimv dua todtov. / gig dexdtny yap mote modopiov kKAnOeic vrémvov &v dotet, / kbptt Kabnddov, Kai mpiv demvelv Tovg
dAhovg ovtog &ip” foev' / karyd vopicag 6pBpov Exdpovy AAUOVVTAdE, KipTL TPpoKdTTe / EEm TEi)0VC Kol AmmodVTNG Toiel POMGA® pie
10 vdTOV' KAY® TimTt®m uEMo te Bodv, 0 8’ dnéfhioe Boipdtidov pov).

568 See e.g. Aristoph. Ra. 772 (where the Awmodvtan are associated with the BoAlavtiotopor, “cutpurses”), Aristoph. fr. *322 K.-A. =
CGFP *58 (where they follow the 3ot and the kAéntar) and Aristoph. Th. 817 (where the word serves — along with ydotpidec,
Bopoldyor e avdpanodiotai — to describe men’s dishonesty). Crat. fr. 220 K.-A. depicts the Aomodvtan as newvdvteg. See also schol.
Avristoph. Ach. 214 Wilson; Dover 1993, 287; Dunbar 1995, 341f.; Sommerstein 1999, 223; Austin-Olson 2004, 271f.

%69 See e.g. Did. fr. 257 (above), where the original context of the four accusations against Phrynichos can in one case be reconstructed
(Hermippos’ Porters) and needs to be presupposed for the other three; Did. fr. 268 (below), where the comment on Mammakythos,
Melitides, Koroibos and Boutalion surely relies on a number literary attestations, now either completely or partially lost. See also Did.
fr. 215 C.-Pr. (Aidvpog: 6 Kapdomiov {nmréoc. oddapod kopmdeitar), where the grammarian clearly states his lack of information on
the mocked figure.

570 See e.g. van Leeuwen 1896, 16: «meras nugas praebet Didymus in scholio, parvum grassatorem nescio quem spectari contendens»;
Sommerstein 1999, 161: «Didymus [...] claimed that there was another Molon, a footpad, who was small!» (author’s italics).
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(I1. 41-44) of the well-known papyrus commentary on Eupolis’ Taxiarchoi (P.Oxy. XXXV 2740 [= Eup. CGFP
98 = Eup. fr. 268 K.-A.])*"%.

[ ]c &yo khaiewy (40)
[ J@vi tovtoL UVvN-

[noveter] »[ai] TnAexdei-

[6nc] oc Aomo-

[6vTov ]

The interpretation (Il. 41-44) following the partially lost lemma Jovi®™ clarifies that the word is actually a
personal name of someone who was also mentioned by the comic playwright Telekleides (fr. 73 K.-A.) for
being a AwmodvTnc® 3. It would not seem far-fetched to suppose that the name partially lost in the left margin
was indeed MoAJwvi. The integration would fit adequately with Luppe’s suggested integration of a verbum
dicendi at the beginning of the same lacuna®™, a proposal based on the comparison with similar phrasings such
as Aristoph. Av. 692 (ITpodikm mop’ &uod khdewv eimnte) and Pl 62 (ikhdew &ywyé oot Aéyw)®™. If this
reconstruction is right, Didymos knew of a thief named Molon from a play by Telekleides. Actually, this would
not be the only evidence of the grammarian’s interest in the playwright: Didymos had taken part (along with
other scholars®) in the debate on the meaning of the verb tevtélw®’, which was used by Telekleides (fr. 38
K.-A.), as well as by other playwrights®’®. Moreover, he is probably responsible for the transmission of Telecl.
fr. 40 K.-A. in Ath. Epit. 2.52d, where the quotation from Telekleides corroborates his explanation of the term
Spumeneic®’®. The presence of the thief Molon both in Didymos’ scholium to Ra. 55 and in the papyrus

571 | follow the line numbering adopted by Austin 1973, 114-118 and followed by Kassel-Austin 1986, 453-458 and Trojahn 2002,
109-116. See Olson 2016, 372. These lines also correspond to Telecl. fr. 73 K.-A. (see also Bagordo 2013, 285f.). The text given here
is that invariably printed since Lobel’s editio princeps (see id. 1968, 53; Austin 1973, 115; Kassel-Austin 1986, 455; Trojahn 2002,
111; Olson 2016, 387), except for the fragmentary letter preceding the dative ending -vi in I. 41, for which see Benuzzi 2019a. The
bold type is used to isolate the lemma from the commentary. Overviews on the play in Storey 2003, 246-260; Kyriakidi 2007, 24f.;
Olson 2016, 366-371.

572 Although the curved trait on the margin of the lacuna has always been interpreted as a omicron (see Lobel 1968, 53; Austin 1973,
115; Kassel-Austin 1986, 455; Trojahn 2002, 111; Bagordo 2013, 285; Olson 2016, 387), | have argued (Benuzzi 2019a) that the
correct reading is Jovt.

578 That the character referred to in Eupolis’ text and the Aonodvtng of Telekleides® play were in fact the same person is implied by
Storey (2003, 247), but should not be taken as self-evident.

574 See Luppe 1980, 44. The estimated space is, indeed, of 8/9 letters, see Olson 2013, 387.

575 In the same direction goes Handley’s proposal [Aéywv Tac]ovi (ap. Kassel-Austin 1986, 455), that still presupposes the above
mentioned misreading of the traces on the left margin. No other attempts have been made at identifying the komadoumenos, but see
Lobel’s observation (id. 1968, 54): «the only name of a Aomodvtng | can supply is Orestes, Av. 712, 1490, Ach. 1167», reprised by
Austin 1973, 115 and taken by Storey (2003, 247) as evidence for the dating of Eupolis’ play (see Olson 2017). Actually, there is
another overlooked Aomodvtng, i.e. Phaullos (see schol. Aristoph. Ach. 214 Wilson).

576 Namely, Lykophron (fr. 134 Strecker), Herakleon (p. 8 Berndt) and Artemidoros.

577 See Did. fr. 36a-c C.-Pr. (ap. Phot. t 219 Th.; Suda t 431 A.; Et. M. 755, 38-50 G.).

578 Cf. Phryn. fr. 37 K.-A.; PI.Com. fr. 95 K.-A.; Pherecr. fr. 198 K.-A.

57 These and other less compelling instances are discussed by Montana 2018b.
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commentary to Eupolis” Taxiarchoi is surely relevant but a tentative ascription of the commentary to the

grammarian solely on this basis would be highly speculative.

Koi pailov Tov Aomodvtny Aéyeu. as rightly underlined by Sommerstein (1999, 161), the identification of
Molon with the thief and not with the actor derives, at the same time, from Didymos’ literal-minded approach
to the Aristophanic passage — which caused him not to perceive the irony of Dionysos’ answer cpkpog, fAikog
Moérwv — and from his knowledge, derived from other comic passages, of the actor’s big size.

0 ¢om1 kpog 10 edpa: in all likelihood, the piece of information regarding the short stature of the thief
named Molon is autoschediastically deduced from Dionysos’ misread joke. Didymos knew (see above) that
Molon the actor was a big man and — by excluding that he was the mocked figure in Aristoph. Ra. 55 — assumed
that the only other Molon he knew of (i.e. the Awmodbtng mentioned by Telekleides and, perhaps, by Eupolis,

see above) was famously short.
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fr. 260 (= 11 14.8, p. 248 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of kdépaia

Source: schol. Aristoph. Ra. 104b-a Chantry

N v M k6Bold MEBarb ¢y éottv: MBarb évti tod R “kaxodpyo koi dverevdepa”. RVE@Barb(Ald)
ABLUOG KATEGTOUVAWEVQ, ATOTNTIKG Kol <KOBAAOVG TOVG AGAOVC. 01 8€> kaKoBobAOVG TOVG KoPdAovc.

VMEG®Barb(Ald)

“that’s humbug!”: instead of “malicious and mean words”. Didymos (says that it means) “things blabbed
out”, “deceitful things” <and (that) kobaloi (are) the chatterboxes. Others (say that)> the kobaloi are bad
advisers (kakobouloi).

Ar. Ra. 104 1 unv k6Bord y’ éotiv, Mg kai ool Sokel.

Suet. Iepi praconuidv (exc. byz.) 153-156 T. koPatog kai komg kai kOPakTpog Kai Popordyog koi fopas: 6 pAdapog | Harp. k 67 K. (~ Lex. Rhet.
Bekk" 272,21-23, Phot. k 849, 851 Th., Suda « 1896 A.) xoBaleia: Acivapyog &v tf] Kotd TTubgov sicoyyehiq (or. 6 fr. 9 Conomis). koPoleio éréyeto
1| TpoomomTh HeT’ AmdTng Toudidt kol KOPoAog O tadTy Xpdpevos. oike 88 cuvdvupov 1@ Bopordyw: Obdyopog B~ AtBidog (FGrHist 328 F 6) “ov
yap domep Eviol Aéyovot, Popordyov Tve, kol kOBodov yiveshar vopisTéov ToV Aldvocoy.” AptototéAng 8¢ év 1’ {dav ictopiog (HA 597b 23) tov dtov
onot k6Parov kol pmTiv Gva dvtopyovpevov diiokecOat | Antiatt. k 7 V. k6Bodog: 6 okipapddng kai ewdfig. Apiotopdvng Batpdyog | Hesych.
Kk 3177 C. k6Bodog” mavodpyog. kakoDpyog. GTOUA0G, AGAOG, 6’ 0L Kail 6 Kopyog. EVIoL HaTa1og. SANOL kpOTAPLOTHG, HoMTOG, THNGTNG, BMATEGDV.
kakoAodog | Et. Gen. AB s.v. kopaiog (~ Et. Gud. 332,3-8 S., Et. M. 524,30f., Suda k 1897 A.) k6BoAog: 6 Anotg. 4o Tiig Komidog KomiBarog Tig dv.
80ev Kol 10 KoPBoedety KaToypNGTIKGG elpnTal TO HeToPEPeY Té GANOTPLA cBod Kat® dAtyov. dAlol 8¢ GV dotiv ‘Qpog (Qpimv B) k6Balo Aéyovoty
10 KOTEGTOAUVHEVE Kod KOBAAOVG TODG AdAovg Gmd ToD KOy memompévng tiig Aééewg. 60ev kai komy kakodow (Aedodotv A) 1OV Adhov. Opoing 8¢
Kod Kopyodv. amd Tod adtod 8¢ kai dnpokénog, @ kuvnyesiov pév i taloiotpag 1 innucic 00 8¢ dicapd (Gcopel A) pélet (uéArel B). péher 8¢ eic to
KUPeio iévorn kai dpTuyokomely Kai uefvoKeshon peTd SALmY KoBdAmY Kai T ToTpda EEmpynuévay. kai 8Akog (BAlog A) Gv “odtog ovd” dv padntig
glvot SHvarto Tév koBodevpdtov”, s.v. kémg (= Et. Gud. 337,55-338,2 S.; Et. M. 529,25-30 G.) kémig, chvtopog, 6£0¢ @ Aoyw fiyouv Adhog, Evev Kai
6 dnpokodnog kol kOParog (koPoAdrog B), kai kotestmpvinpévos, kofarot (td katactoipvpéve [sic] koBoia B) Aéyovrar kai tag 1V AOymv Téxvag
komidag Eheyov: “un tov IMubaydpav ebpopev dviav dAndvav koridwv” (FGrHist 566 F 132, ui—konidwv om. B): Evpumidng “mog (ndg B) mpiv 6
TOKMOEPoV komIg N8VAGYOG dnpoyapiotic” (Hec. 131) | schol. Eur. Hec. 131 x6mic] 6 Adhog. 80ev kol <dnpokomog ko> kdBarog, 6 kopydg: ‘Ko
unv k6Bakd v’ €otiv G kai ool dokel’. Komidag Te Tag TAV Adywv tépvag <€heyov> dilot te kai 6 Tipaog (FGrHist 566 F 132) obtwg ypdeov: ‘dote
Kod poivesOon pn oV ITvBaydpav T edpdpevov TV dAndIveY Komidov pmde Tov 19’ Hpardeitov katnyopoduevov, 6AN’ ovtdv <tdv> Hpdrhettov lvat
Tov dhalovevdpevov’ (~ Et. Gen. s.v. kémg = Et. Gud. 337,55-338,2 S., Et. M. 529,25-30 G.). t& mepiepya yap tdV AOY®V Kol TO KOTECTOUOANEVOL
koPara Ereyov, dg Aptotopdvng &v Batpdyoig ‘kOPord y* €otiv, d¢ kai oot dokel” | schol. Aristoph. Eq. 270b éxkofolikevetar: Anoteder kdParot
yap ol petd EKA0L AnoTai ToLG ATOVG KOl KOPuVNPOPOLS KaAODGL. ot 8¢ KOPakov v petd dmdng modwdy, 270¢ ékkoPatikevetat: kKOPoka yop
KoAodot T0 dmatipoto kol Tavovpyedpota. éKkofalicedetal 8¢ dvti Tod Anotedel. kKOBoAotl yap ol Anotai' Todg aTodg Kai Kupneodpovs Kahodoty. ol
3¢ koBatov THY petd amdng mondeiov, 450 Jones-Wilson k6Batog el: mpogipikapey 8Tt Todg peTd EVhov Anotic obtag éxdhovy ol modatoi | schol.

rec. Aristoph. Pl. 279f “koBaldov’” enotv 1oV gig éamdtnv ypdpevoy moidid tposmomjte, § Chantry®® kéBoiog] Anotig, 4md Tod kémdog, “komiBaldc”

%80 The accents on komdog and on both occurrences of k6mig are given as they appear in Pald (no accent is visible on x6mdac), and not
as printed in Chantry’s edition, where they appear as konidog, xomnic and xomidag. In fact, the tradition of the several exegetic texts that
deal with the Aristophanic k6poalog and the Euripidean xomig show confusions between komig (“prater”) and komic (“cleaver”). For
instance, the etymologica have ano tfig komidog S.v. k6Barog and komidog S.V. KOTIG.
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TG @v. GOt 8¢, amd Tod “koOyar”, 60ev Kol “komis”. Evpidng “0 mouwihoppmv kOmic”. 0&UG €v 1@ AOY®, Tiyouv AdAog. EvBev Kal O “Onpokomog”. kai
TAG TOV AOYOV TEXVOG “KOTSAS” EAEYOV.

1 dvtiod om. Bekker | 2 Aidvpog VE®, -pa MBarb | kateotopvipéva VEBarb, -eotoipvpéve 0, -sstopmpéva M | dratnticd VE@Barb, om. M | xai
<xoBdrovg Tovg Adrovg. oi &> kakoBovrovg Tovg koBdhovg supplevi e.g. (coll. Et. Gen. s. w. k6Baiog et komic), koi kokofodrovg Tovg kofdrovg
VEB®, koi kakoBoviovg koBfdiovg Ald edd. cett. (kofdrlovg Bekker), koBdiovg Aéyovot Todg movodpyovg kai dratntikovg kai kakofodrovg M, kai

kakoBodrovg Todg kakobpyovg Barb, koBdiovg Aéyovot todg kakoBovriovg Chantry

While voicing his contempt towards contemporary tragic playwrights and praising Euripides’ poetry at the
same time (Ra. 92-103), Dionysos encounters Herakles’ disagreement. Indeed, the latter dismisses the
Euripidean expressions enthusiastically quoted by the god at Il. 100-102 as «6Bara’®?, a word frequently used
by Aristophanes (see especially Eq. 417f. koi vij AT’ 6Aka v’ €oti pov kOPola madog dvtog. / EEnmatwv yap
TOVG payeipovg av Aéywv totavti ktA) to indicate tricks and deceptive behaviours. The adjective k6BaAog can
also designate people®®?, often accompanied by similar words, such as navodpyogand @éva&/pevaxilew . The
term seems to have been widespread in Old Comedy in general, for Photios (o 782 Th.) states that it occurred
in a play by Pherekrates (along with the adjective 5Bpiotog®®*), and a scholium to Aristoph. Av. 1297-1299 (a
quotation from Ammonios’ Kamadoumenoi reported by Didymos in his hypomnéma, see above fr. 247) refers
to Meidias being called k6Baiog in Phrynichos’ Ephialtes®®.

The scholium on Ra. 104 seems to reflect at least two different exegeses. On the one hand, an anonymous
explanation of k6Bala in the semantic nuance of malice and viciousness; on the other, Didymos’ interpretation
of the term as indicating nonsense chatter (kateotopvipéva) aimed at deceiving the listener (dmatntikd). The
beginning of an entry from Heychios’ lexicon (x 3177 C.) might preserve traces of these two sections, in the
same sequence offered by the scholium (with otdpviog reflecting the Didymean xatactopvluéva, see

below).

581 See e.g. Kock 1898, 55: «Schelmereien»; Coulon 1928hb, 90: «des jongleries»; Del Corno 1992, 21: «roba da ciarlatani»; Dover
1993, 204: «dirty tricks».

%82 The substantive/adjective k6Batog was in all likelihood an attic term originally meaning “porter”, as numerous later papyrus-
occurrences of koPaiedew in the sense of “to transport” prove. See e.g. P. Lond. | 131 col. 13 |. 296 c6(0c) Evyapictov
koPoAevovro(c) Opva eic oik(ov) (tetpdPolrov), along with Et. Gen. s.v. koBadog (and the related etymologica entries) xoPoievetv
KOTOYPNOTIKAG EipnTot 10 petapépey aAldTpLo kot OAiyov (See also Suda k 1895 A.). All literary occurrences of k6Balog presuppose
the semantic shift towards the contemptible “rogue”. See e.g. Grégoire 1938, 287f.; Bjorck 1950, 46f. and 258f.; GEW 889; DELG
550; EDG 727f.; Willi 2003, 233; Kanavou 2011, 64 with n. 285; Stama 2014, 71.

583 See Eq. 450 Io. k6Parog 1. AL, mavodpyog &1, Ra. 1015 und’ dyopaiovg unde kopérove, domep viv, imde mavodpyove. See also
Eq. 331f. movoupyiq e kol Opdost / kai koPaiikedpacty, 635F. “dye 51 Zritalot kol Pévakec”, v 8’ £yd, “Bepéoyeboi te kai KoPakot
kol MoBawv, Pl. 279f. Swappaysing, dg nédwv &l kol oot koParog, / doTic pevakilelc, ppdoar 8’ odrm TéTAnkag Huiv. Moreover,
Euripides is called mavotpyog at I. 80 of Frogs (see Ra. 80-83 kAlwg 6 pév vy’ Evpuridng mavodpyog dv / kv Euvamodpdvor debp’
émyepnoeté pot / 6 8 ebkolog pev évBasd’, ebolog & ékel), only a few lines above Herakles’ disdainful judgement of the Euripidean
elocution as k6poAa.

584 See Pherecr. fr. 173 K.-A. vBpiotdv Epyov koi k6Borov ipydow (pydon K.-A.).

585 See schol. Aristoph. Av. 1297-1299 Holwerda «6Baidg te eivor éAéyeto (sCil. 6 Mediag) kai mrayalaldv, g Ppdviyog év Eeiaity
(fr. 4 K.-A.). The same material (in a more epitomized form, but still with the reference to Phrynichos’ play) can be found in schol.
Luc. JTr 48.18 Rabe. See also Stama 2014, 69-72.
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koteotopvipéva: in order to explain k6foka, Didymos resorts to another word found more than once in
Aristophanes, the verb xatactopdriopar®®, and more precisely to its perfect participle, used also by
Aischylos in Frogs to refer to Euripides®®’. Three more texts preserve Didymos’ explanation of k6Baia as
KoTeoTOpHVApEVA, Without mentioning the grammarian’s name. Two of these are entries from etymologica s.
w. k6Barog and komic: the first (Et. Gen. AB s.v. kopBaiog ~ Et. Gud. 332,3-8 S., Et. M. 524,30f., Suda « 1897
A.) originally belonged to the lost atticistic lexicon compiled by Oros®® (Aot 8¢, Gv kai ‘Qpog Eott, KB
Aéyovot 10 kKoteotopvAipéva), While the second (Et. Gen. AB s.v. koémig = Et. Gud. 337,55-338,2 S.; Et. M.
529,25-30 G.) does not name any source. The third occurrence of xatestopvipéva as gloss for képala is in a
scholium to a passage from the parodos of Euripides’ Hekabe, where the Chorus — recounting the events
leading to the decision of Polyxene’s sacrifice — disdainfully refers to Odysseus as 6 mowAoppwv / KoOmg
NovAdyoc dnuoyapiotng / Aaeptiadng (Eur. Hec. 131-133). In all three texts Didymos’ exegesis is quoted
anonymously and in conjuction with a discussion on x6mc®®°, a word perceived by ancient scholars as
etymologically related to x6palog through the verb k6mtw®®. The etymologic entry s.v. x6mc and schol. Eur.
Hec. 131 have one further element in common, namely the reference to the usage of the plural k6mdeg to
indicate rhetorical devices, corroborated by a quotation from the historian Timaios (FGrHist 566 F 132). The
fact that, in the etymologic entry, Timaios’ fragment is directly followed by Eur. Hec. 131 is a clear sign that
the entry is ultimately an excerpt from a commentary on Euripides’ Hekabe, an excerpt that also constitutes
the first part of schol. Eur. Hec. 131. That this scholium results in turn from the compilation of two sources is
made evident by the repetition of Ra. 104 both at the beginning and at the end of the annotation. The second
part of the scholium, containing Didymos’ exegesis of koBodla (td mepiepya yap Tt@V AOYy®V Koi Ta
KOTESTOMVApEV KOPola Edeyov, ¢ Aplotopdvng v Batpdyolg ‘kOPard v’ €otiv, O¢ kai 6ol dokel’), was
probably derived by the scholiast from a lemmatised source (possibly through the Comic Vocabulary).
However, the first part of the Euripidean scholium, with the passing reference to Ra. 104 and the extended
guotation from Timaios, might be itself ascribable to the grammarian: it has long been hypothesised that the

core of the scholiastic corpus on Euripides stems from Didymean material®®. Moreover, the use of historians

586 See Aristoph. Th. 461-464 oio kateotopvlato / ovk dxaipa, ppévag Exoveo / kol moAdmAokov vénu’, o0d’ acvver’, GAAY TV
mhvTa.

587 See Avristoph. Ra. 1160f. ov dfjta 10010 7°, @ katecTtOpPVANEVE / vOpmme, Tadt 617, GAL’ dpioT’ émdv Eyov. It is not surprising
that half of the Aristophanic occurrences of ctopbdrog, otopdiie, otdpvipae and their derivatives come from Frogs (see Il. 92, 841,
943, 1069, 1071, 1310), where the motif of empty rhetoric plays a central role.

588 5th century CE, see Alpers 1981, 87-101.

589 See GEW 915: «Schwatzer»; EDG 749: «prater». DELG 564 links the meaning «bavard» to «omig, in direct contradiction to the
textual evidence.

590 schol. Eur. Hec. 131 does not clarify the nature of the relationship between «omic and k6Barog. The etymologica and schol. Aristoph.
Pl. 279g Chantry give two options, an anonymous one (implying for k6poAog the meaning of Anotrg, “robber” and a rather obscure
derivation &mo g kK6mdog komiBords tig dv) and the one adopted by Oros (with k6Barog and komig both meaning “chatterbox” and
both coming from «kéntw. For kénte within the semantic field of “chatter” see Poll. 6.119f. Addog ... KotV T0 Ota). The second
solution is clearly the only one compatible with Didymos’ interpretamentum of k6poka.

591 Although Didymos’ name is mentioned only in the subscriptio to the Medea (schol. Eur. Med. subscr. p. 213, 26-27 Schwartz mpog
Sdpopa avtiypapo Atovuoiov 6looyepis kai tva tdv Awduov), he is quoted eighteen times in the scholia. See Wilamowitz 1907,
160f.: «obwohl die Anhaltspunkte schwach sind, darf man wohl dem allgemeinen Eindruck folgen und den Grundstock der Scholien
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is a distinctive feature of the grammarian’s exegesis®*2. In other words, schol. Eur. Hec. 131 might consist of
an excerpt from Didymos’ commentary to the Hekabe — in which he discussed komig, k6parog/kopara (making
reference to Ra. 104) and komidec (quoting Timaios) — followed by the grammarian’s same exegesis of k6pala,
derived by the scholiast from a lexicon. It was probably from the Didymean commentary to the Hekabe that
Oros drew the interpretation of kopaia as kateotopvipéva (preserved under his name in the etymologica),
rather than from the commentary to the Frogs>®.

Assuming that the discussion of komig, k6Borog/kéPara and komdeg in schol. Eur. Hec. 131 does in fact
go back to a Didymean commentary on the play, it remains unclear whether, while commenting on Ra. 104,
Didymos limited his explanation to the sole k6Bola or offered a more extended discussion, similar to the one
preserved in the Euripidean scholium, later lost due to epitomation. Hesychios, whose lexicon overtly relies
on Didymos’ Comic Vocabulary®*, explains k6Baioc as otopdrog, Adrog, b’ ob xoi O kouydg (kx 3177 C.),
therefore pointing in the direction of a broader discussion — involving at least k6paiog, besides kofaia — in
Didymos’ exegesis of Ra. 104 (see below).

aratnTkd: the second equivalent given by Didymos for Aristophanes’ koBoda is dmotntikd, “deceitful
things”. A very similar interpretation is found in scholl. Aristoph. Eq. 270b-c Jones-Wilson, as well as in
Harpokration’s explanation — derived from a commentary on Deinarchos’ Against Pytheas — of the substantive
koPadeio (Harp. k 67 K.). The entry also includes a quotation from Philochoros (FGrHist 328 F 6) attesting
the use of k6Bakog by the historian. It is tempting to see Didymos’ influence in this context as well*®. In this
case, Harpokration might have drawn from another Didymean discussion on the same term, but this time

possibly in a commentary by the grammarian to Deinarchos®%.

Kol <kofdlovg Tovg Aahovg. oi 68> kakofovrovg kth: this exempli gratia integration is based on Hesych. «
3177 C., schol. Eur. Hec. 131 and the etymologica entries s. vw. k6Bolog and komig discussed above. Indeed,
it is reasonable to suppose that the scholium to Ra. 104 originally included an explanation of k6paiog as AdAoc,
ascribable to Didymos. In fact, the paretymologic explanation from kaxéBoviog could hardly belong to the

zu diesem Drama [scil. die Troerinnen], wie auch den der noch dirftigeren zur Hekabe fir Didymos in Anspruch nehmen»; see also
Barrett 1964, 48; Merro 2008, 37-40; Cavarzeran 2016, 6; Mastronarde 2017, 9-14.

592 See frr. 222, 250 and 257. See also Deas 1931, 20; Braswell 2017, 113-116; Phillips 2020, 447-450 and Montana 2009a, 159-163
and (forthc.).

5% Oros’ dependence on Didymos’ commentary to the Hekabe is proposed by Alpers 1981, 115. The evidence put forward by the
scholar consists of Et. M. 293,40-47 G. and schol. Eur. Hec. 934 Schwartz, that suggest that the lexicographer made direct use of a
commentary to Euripides’ Hekabe to explain the meaning of dwpiélewv. However, the close resemblance of this exegetic material with
a quotation from Ailios Dionysios in Eust. Il. 975,37 (= 111 606,9 V.) was rather considered by Erbse (1950, 31) as proof of Oros’
dependence from the atticist grammarian for the redaction his lexicon (or for a Hekabe-commentary of his own, as assumed — rather
audaciously — by Tuilier [1968, 98]).

594 On the relationship between Hesychios and Didymos’ Comic Vocabulary, see frr. 227f., 241, 244, the Introduction § 5.1.

59 Another instance in Harpokration’s lexicon of Didymos using Philochoros as a source for Attic language is n 62/3 K. nepictoior
Anpocévig év td Ipdg Nikdotpatov (53.15) mepi tdv Apebovsiov avdpanddwv “@uteuthipla EA0DV TEPIOTOIYOV KATEKAAGEVY.
Aidvpog 8¢ (fr. 300a C.-Pr.) 11 yévog Ehoudv mepiotoiyovg Kadel, tg P1ddyopog atoyddag mpoonydpevoe (FGrHist 328 F 180). punmote
8¢ mepiotoryov KEKANKEV 0 PTOP TAG KOKA® TEPL TO YOplov £V GTOlY® TEPLKLING.

596 A Didymean hypomnéma to Deinarchos is not attested, but was hypothesised by Schmidt (1854, 320) on the basis of Harp. n 11 K.
(Did. fr. 315 C.-Pr.). See Braswell 2017, 83f.
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grammarian, since the meaning of “bad adviser” is somewhat distant from Didymos’ interpretation of k6paAa
as empty words “blabbed out” (katecotopvipuéva). It seems more likely that the grammarian equated k6Badog

to AdAog, and that a section of his exegesis went lost due to inaccurate epitomation or a saut du méme au méme.
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fr. 261 (= 11 14.9, pp. 248f. Schmidt)

Subject: made-up places in Ra. 186-194

Source: schol. Aristoph. Ra. 186b-194bf3-186a-d-c-ep-ea Chantry

10 8¢ AnOng mediov: RVM Aidupdg onor RV ywopiov év Adov datetimokev RVME(AI) obto
Aeyouevov, o¢ kol “tov Avaivov AibBov” (Ra. 194) &mloocev amd t0D TOVG vekpovg avdaiveshor kai
aripavrag sivar. VME(AID) dAhog V todto knpiccst 6 Xapmv. ¢ tomovg 8¢ KataAéyel. €k 8& tod
dgLTEPOL, KOl TO AdvVaToV TV Kb’ Adov dnAol. 0 “f ¢ dvov wokag”, dvti Tod “1fj gig dvov mokag”.
advvatov yap mokac dmoxeipecOon TV Svmv. patveton 8¢ kai mapoyuddec §ion eivar. RVME®BarbV®’
6voL 6 TOKNG TO AypnoToV. 0VOE Yap ai ToD dvov oKL ¥pNoUedovoty. 1| Tapotuio 08 Aéyetal Emi TV
avnvoTev. &v @ TPOTO EapsV Kol T “yOTpav mokiAlels” kol “kompov dvaduudc”. dvivote 88 Kod té

gv Adov. 510 Todto 0DV “dvov mokag” dvémlace momtikde. VME®BarbV (Ald)

“The Plain of Oblivion”. Didymos says: “he imagined a place in Hades by this name, just as he invented
‘Auainos’ rock’®®" because the dead wither (auainesthai) and are dry”. Otherwise. Charon is announcing
this, as if he is enumerating places. From the second onwards, he also shows the impossibility of the
things in Hades. “E’s donkey wool” stands for “¢ eis (i.e. ‘or to’) donkey wool”. It is indeed impossible
to shear wool from donkeys. It seems to have already been proverbial. “Donkey wool” is what is
pointless, for the wool of the donkey is of no use. The proverb refers to pointless things. Similarly we
also say “you are painting pots” and “you are steaming dung”. The things in Hades are also pointless.

Therefore he poetically made up “donkey wool”.

Aristoph. Ra. 185-187 Xo.. tic gig dvamadrog €k kaxdv kol Tpaypdrov; / tig gig 10 Afjdng nediov, §j °g ‘Okvov mhokdg, / i °g KepBepiovg, i °g kOpakag,

1} 'mi Taivapov; 194 Ea. nod it dvopevd; Xa. mopd tov Avaivov Aiov.

Zen. 5.38 (~ Diogenian. 4.85; 6.99; App. Prov. 2.29; Apost. 7.79; 12.89; Macar. 3.56; 6.35) 6vov mokovg (nteis: €nt @V dvurdotota (nrovvimy.
napdoov Ty Gvov obte méar Tig Suvatar olte kelpat. Aéyetan 8¢ kai dvov keipelg, émi TdV dvnvitolg ényepovviwv | Hesych. 0 926 C. dvov nokai:
K@piov £V GS0V S1ATETOTOKEV APIGTOPAVNG, OVTM AeYOUEVOV TAAGOG. T 8¢ Kkal mopotpio TiG Gvov moKal, £l T@V AvIVOT®V Kol ATEADV" 00OE yap ai
TEEEIC TV SVoV Kai kapoelg Shvavtai Tu. domep i Aéyot Tig Svov Kelpelg” Tapdcov ovv T &v &S0 vipvuTd £6T1 Kol TO Pndév, Tapd TodTo TAg ToD Svou
nokag Emlacev | Phot. 0 360 (~ Suda o 399) 6vov mokor mapopia Emi TdV dvnvitov: donep ai towadtor “mAiviov mAbvew”: “adokov tidhew™ “yOtpav
mAOvew”, 0 363 Th. dvov mokar £l TdV AvnviTov Kol TdV pn dviev Aéyetot 1 mapoipio VO TV ATTikdV: donep ai towodtar “mhivlov mAvvew™

2., G

“aokov tiMkew “ydtpav mokidew™ “gic kompdva Bvpdv” Apiotapyog 8¢ S 1o Kpativov (fr. 367 K.-A.) dmoBécbar év Adov oyowviov mhékova:
&vov 8¢ 10 mhexoduevoy dmecBiovto, olov dmokeipovta | Suda a 4418 avoivetor Enpaivetat. oot yap oi Enpoi. kol avacuds, Enpacic. 1 mpOT
dacvvetarl. Apwotopavng (fr. 659 K.-A)): évtadba om noddpov éEavaivetar. kai tépmbr (fr. 660 K.-A)): dot’ &yoy’ nbowvduny Bsdpevos. kol
avaivotto, Enpaivorto, dpaviécbo. &v Emypaupact (AP 6.116 = HE 3260) “0 ¢06vog adaivotto, teov 8” &1t kbdog aéEor”. kai Avaivov Aibog, and

10D abovg Todg vekpodg elval. Adaivov Aibog iv ABfvnow, T 655 (~ @ 1998, y 135) A. tig eig dvamadrag: avtor mopOuevTikad Topd XEpovtog medcels

597 The transliteration of the personal name reflects the absence of initial aspiration in the manuscript tradition, although Kock’s
conjecture Avaivov (1898, 71) is generally accepted by all modern Aristophanic editors (see below).
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Kol knpdypota “tig gig dvanadrog ék kKakdv (Tovov) kol Tpaypdrov; Tig eig 10 Afng mediov;” Afng nediov yopiov dutetdinokey v §dov obt®
Aeydpevov: m¢ kol TOV Avaivov AiBov. “tig €ig dvov mokag;” oltw Aéyovst TO dypnotov: ovdE yap ai Tod Gvov mOKOL YPNOUEVOVTL. AEyeTal SE 1
mapotpio £l TV vvOTOV: v @ TPOTM QAUEV YOTPOV TOtKIAAELS" dvijvuta 8¢ Kod Té &v §Sov. S1é T0DT0 0vY Evou moKoC dvemhdcoTto momtuedg | Eust.
11. 531,8-10 (= 11 40,1-3 V.) ioté0Vv 8¢ MG TO pun) £proeopelv mapoiov ERveyke 1O €ig Gvov mdKkovg émi TOV AKePSAV Kol GAvcIte v, fiv Tap®dncog 6
Koukdg dvov nokac nailov mAdrtel dg oid Tt yopiov &v Adov, 787,7-12 (= 111 7,23-8,5 V.) ictéov 82 11 év 10ig 100 Iawcaviov (= Paus. Gr. £ 21 E.)
QépeTat, Mg TV Sopav AoTaONTOV TIveg elmov YAoivay, & 0TIV avDQaVToV, Kai 8Tt &k Tiig AsovTiig 1 Katd 1OV AdovTa Tmopotuio, 10 «Evpelv Aéoviay, émi
TOV ASVVATOLS EXLEPOVVTIOV. Kol TODTO HEV Sid TV yevvaldtnTa Tod AEovtog, Ov ovK Gv Eupelv Tounon Tig. 10 pévtot “mokoug Gvov” dilov tpdmov
4dOvaToV éott, S1i 1O pny eivon mékeoBar dvov, Od. 1559,45-48 (= | 249 S.) kai 6 kmpkdg 88 nailov avaivov Aibov &v ddov eivon TAGTTEL Gwd TOD

avawvodeic todvopa, 1788,23-25 (= 11107 S.) ... kol todg §vov TOKoVE, 0DG O KOWIKOG £ig TOKAG TUPOINCE.

1-2 Aidvpoc-émhacev hic cett., post 1{n etvar R Dindorf Diibner, bis (hic et post 1jon eivar) V (G) Bekker | 1 10 RValt., om. Vpr ME | gnot R(Galt.),
eaoct Valt. | év Adov hic RValt. edd., post dwatetomwkev Vpr. E, M (om. év) | dwutetdmokev V(bis)ME edd. cett., tetomokev R Bekker | 1-2 obtw
Aeyopevov om. Ald Bekker | 2 &mhacev ME, mhdoag Valt., om. Vpr. | avaivesbar hic ME edd. cett., ante todg Ald Bekker, avdcbor V | 3 todto—
kotoAéyet hic cett., bis (hic et in init. schol.) V, in init. gl. Suda | 6 cett., om. ®Barb | témovg 8¢ cett., tonov xai M | 4 Tdv cett., i V¥’ | 1od RVEGVY,
10 MBarb | 10100 om. Bekker | eig RVV® edd. cett., & E@Barb Bekker, én’ M | 5 yap cett., 8& R | tédv dvov cett., tov dvov R | koi cett., om. © | {n
RV edd. cett., om. ME®@BarbV*’ Bekker | 6-8 svov—momtikég hic cett. Bekker, post dmd tod todg vekpodg awaivesBort kol 6Aifavtag sivan V Dindorf
Diibner | 6 moxag VV®, noxov ME®Barb Bekker | ai cett., om. Barb | noxor MV®(G) Chantry, néxeg VEBarb edd. cett., nokol @ | 1) mopoia
ME®BarbV*, tfj mapoig V | 7 avnvitev VME®BarbV¥, avivitav @, évorjtwv Barb supra lin. | papsv VE@BarbV®, gaci M | pr. xai ME®BarbV*,
om. V | rowiikeig MEBarbV®, mowiAny V, mpokidelg O | kompov ME@BarbV®, kompav V | évabopudc ME®Barb, dvadvpiog V, Bopdc V7 | 8 ody
VMEV®, om. ®Barb | svov VEV¥, Barb add., om. M® | momticdg VMEGVY, Barb p.c. (e matktikdg)

After his entrance on the scene, Charon lists the stops that his boat will reach in its next journey®®. These
include both toponyms, like to Anbng mediov (I. 186) and Taivapog (188), and vulgar expressions wittily
resemanticised as place-names, such as £g ko6pakog (188).

The exegetic material concerning the expressions o AfOng nediov and the obscure Ovovnorxar®® of Ra.
186 is variously arranged in the manuscripts, although a core sequence can be identified, which is consistently
reproduced in the same order and may reflect the conflation of two separate exegeses: on the one hand, the
attribution of Il. 185-187 to Charon, the observation that some of the places named by him metaphorically
represent 1o advvorov tdv kad’ Adov, the grammatical note on the apheresis of 1j €ig in 1} > ¢ and the reference
to the possible existence of a proverb on donkey wool; on the other hand, the explanation of “donkey wool”
as a proverb on pointlessness (to &ypnotov), similar to other sayings. Further exegetic material is variously
distributed around this core sequence in the different manuscripts. Didymos’ fragment is at the beginning of
the annotation in all of them, except for R that has it at the end (in V the fragment is quoted twice, both at the

beginning and at the end). In R®BarbV®" the quotation is abridged, while VME preserve Didymos’

59 The scene must be imitating the actual custom of calling out the destinations of boats before their departure (see Welcker 1812,
123f.; Mitchell 1839, 45; Fritzsche 1845, 118; Droysen 1869b, 275; Kanavou 2011, 160).

59 The unanimously transmitted ‘Ovovmédkog began to be regarded as dubious already in the mid-19™ century (see Meineke 1860,
XXIII; van Leeuwen 1896, 41; Kock 1898, 68. See also, later, Sommerstein 1999, 173; Henderson 2002, 46; Wilson 2007c, 166). The
corruption must have occurred very early in the transmission of the Aristophanic text, since already Aristarchos emended the text in
"Oxvov mhoxdg (Phot. o 363 Th., see below). However, numerous editors take the paradosis as authentic (accepting the otherwise
unattested substantive noxn) and print either dvov mokag (see e.g. Mitchell 1839, 45; Fritzsche 1845, 118-120; Suiss 1959, 17f.) or
‘Ovovndkag (see e.g. Coulon 1928b, 94; Radermacher 1954, 163; Dover 1993, 214f.). See also Kanavou 2011, 160; Tosi 2017a, 423;
2017b, 235-238.
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interpretation in a longer form. The anonymous explanation of “donkey wool” as a proverb on pointlessness
directly follows Didymos’ exegesis at the end of the annotation in V, as well as in Hesych. o0 926 C.*® and

Suda t 655 A., and can probably be ascribed to the grammarian®® (see below).

Aidvpog pnot ... dhwotetdmokey: Fritzsche (1845, 118f.) was the first to highlight that the lemmatisation of
the scholium under 16 AMOng mediov (RVM) is probably wrong and that Didymos’ observation ywpiov év
Adov droteTomwkey obtm Agyouevov kT is in all likelihood to be referred to 1 ’¢ 6vov moxag. This hypothesis
finds support in Hesych. o 926 C., where the lemma is, indeed, 6vov mokonr and where no mention is made of
10 ANBng mediov. What is more, the verb datetdonmxev implies that the toponym was considered Aristophanes’
invention®® and Didymos could have hardly regarded the “plain of the Lethe” as a creation of the playwright,
since the place was mentioned by other authors, like Simonides (AP 7.25), Plato (Resp. 621a2-3) and an
unidentified playwright (ap. [Plut.] ad Ap. 15)5%,

MG Kl “1ov Avaivov ABov” Emhacev 4mo ToD ToVg vEKpPoLg avaivesOar: on mhdttm and its derivatives in
the scholiastic jargon, see above fr. 250. The verb avaivopa®™ occurs in two Aristophanic fragments (frr. 659-
660 K.-A., see Bagordo 2016, 221-224), both preserved by a Suda entry (o 4418 A.), where they are followed

by a reference to Avdaivov Aiboc and by its Didymean paretymology, émd tod abovg Todg vekpodg eivous®.

Kol aripavrog eivar: Didymos’ explanation of Avaivov Aifog implies a second undeclared paretymology, i.e.
that of d\ifac (“dead body”, “corpse”) from the privative prefix &- and the substantive Aifog (“stream”,
“flow”), with the resulting meaning of “dry”’¢%. Such derivation appears to have been well-known in the early
Imperial Age, for it can also be found in Plutarch (Quaest. Conv. 736A ¢ 6’ a\ifac kol 6 okeletOg £ml TOlG

VEKPOig Aéyovtat, Aowdopovpévng @ ovopatt Tig Enpdtntoc)®”’.

ovov 8¢ mokag 10 dypnortov kth: as already discussed, the section identifying 6vov ok as a proverb on
pointlessness probably belonged to the original comment to Ra. 186 in Didymos’ hypomnéma. The ascription

to the grammarian is even more convincing in the light of his well-attested paroemiographic interests®,

rowmTik®G: the use of the adverb presupposes the acknowledgement of a poetic habit (see Ninlist 2009, 11)
and, more specifically, an established concept of poetic license (ibid. 174-184 and Meijering 1987, 62-67).

600 |n particular, the central section of Hesychios’ entry (o0d& yop ai méeic tdv dvav kai képoelg Svvavtai Ti. domep £l Aéyot Tic dvov
keipeg) is almost identical in Zenobios, while the rest the rest of the text presents the same wording as the Suda. On the relationship
between Hesychios and Didymos, see Schmidt 1854, 29-36 and the Introduction § 5.1.
601 See Fritzsche 1845, 118f.
602 On the verb in the scholiastic jargon, see Bouchard 2016, 272. See also Nunlist 2009, 372.
603 See AL 11/2, 1956f. Among Didymos’ contemporaries, see Diod. 1.96.9; Dion. Hal. 8.52.4; Str. 3.3.4.
604 For the initial aspiration in Attic, see GEW 188; DELG 141; EDG 171.
605 On paretymology in Didymos’ exegesis, see also fir. 224, 225, 227, 262 and the Conclusions § 1.4.
606 See LLSJ 65. The real etymology is unknown (see GEW 72; DELG 60; EDG 67), perhaps the noun is somehow related to dieipw,
for anointing the body was part of the ritual preparation for the npd0eoig (see e.g. Kurtz-Boardman 1971, 144).
607 See also an intrusive gloss in a passage from Kornutos (ND 75.12-15 L. évtedfev dmovontéov koi todg driPaviag pepwdedcdor v
Adov eiol 10 v i MPadog dpedeiov TdvV vekpdV).
608 See frr. 238 (above), 267 (below) and the Conclusions §1.2.2.
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£V @ TPOT® Qupiv Kal TO “yOTpav mokilrels” kol “kémpov avadvmdc”: Photios’ entry on dvov mokon (0
363 Th.) is very similar in wording to the section of the scholium that identifies the phrase “donkey wool” as
a proverb on pointlessness (and that can be easily ascribed to Didymaos, see above). However, the list of sayings
similar to &évov nokou includes two more expressions that are not in the scholium (i.e. nAivBov mivvev and
aokov tiddew) as well as a slightly different version of kompov avadodg (i.e. gig korpdvo Buav). In fact,
assuming that Photios ultimately drew from a less epitomized version of Didymos’ comment would explain
both the longer list of proverbs and, more importantly, the lexicographer’s quotation of Aristarchos: on the
base of a lost occurrence from Kratinos (fr. 367 K.-A.), the scholar emended the Aristophanic text in "Oxvov
TAOKAG, Supposing a reference to a mythical character of the underworld forced to plait a rope «which, as he
plaited it, was being eaten away by a donkey»®®. This would not be the only case of Didymos quoting

Aristarchos’ exegesis of Aristophanes®®,

609 Sommerstein 1999, 173. The scene was featured in a series of paintings ascribed to Polygnotos, that decorated a building called
Aéoyn in Delphi (see Paus. 10.29). On Oknos, his literary and iconographic occurrences and his frequent association with the Danaids,
see AL I11/1, 821-827; Felten 1994, 33-35.

610 See e.g. fr. 267 below. Overall, most of Aristarchos’ fragments preserved by the scholia to Aristophanes are probably owed to
Didymos, see Boudreaux 1919, 66f.; Muzzolon 2005, 55-64.
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fr. 262 (= 11 14.10, p. 249 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of 6ppog

Sources: scholl. Aristoph. Ra. 222aB-221-222da-fp-i-dp-aa-b-e-c-gp Chantry

gy 8¢ 7 dlysiv Epyopar <tOV Sppov @ Kodf kodE>: RE 10 dppomdylov, §j 10 ioyiov. V 6 Atdvucog
Aéyel, dewvomob®dV €ml T® KOTMAATEV. TOV O& KOAOOUEVOV “TaDpov”. HEPOC O¢ €0TL TG MLYTC.
RVE®Barb(Ald) ‘Hpwdwavog 6¢ (I 72,27 Lentz) kol t® Ady® xoi katd thv didAektov Papémg.
RE®Barb(Ald) o1 10 cvveyeg avtdv Emipbeypo mailov Aéysl. E@Barb(Ald) dAwg. V t0v 8¢
Aeyouevov “tadpov’. VEO@Barb(Ald) 10 petoéd v dwvpumv. E@Barb(Ald) Koiiictpatog v
doiV, kol 10 iepdv dctodv. VE@Barb(Ald) nédg ovv &v Avciotpdn diwpiotar “moio 8 do@ig, moiog
&’ 6ppog;” (v. 964). 11} 8¢ mpopopd, Tiuayidag (fr. 21 Matijasic)” “oppov”, og “opBov”. V Aidvpog o8
TV TpaUY enotiv, ovy d¢ Tveg 10 ioyiov. EvBev kai 10 Oppwdelv VEOBarb, tov 6ppov idpodv. ‘Ounpog

(Od. 20.204) «id1ov mg Evonoa». TohTo Yap Taoyovolv oi poPfoduevol. E@Barb

“I’m beginning to feel an ache (in my orros, ko-ax ko-ax!)”: the rump or the haunch. Dionysos is
speaking, complaining loudly about the rowing. The so called “bull”. It is a part of the buttock.
Herodianos (says that the word has to be pronounced) with a grave accent both because of the word and
according to the dialect. (Dionysos) says (scil. ko-ax ko-ax) ironically, because of their uninterrupted
refrain. Otherwise. The so called “bull”, the one between the testicles. Kallistratos: the loin and the
sacrum. Then why is there a distinction in the Lysistrata: “which loin, which orros”? With regard to the
pronounce, Timachidas (says) orros like orthos (i.e. oxytone). Didymos (says that orros means) tramis
and not “haunch” as some (believe). From orros comes orradein, “to sweat in the orros”. Homer: “I

sweated as I saw you”. For this is what happens to those who are scared.

Aristoph. Ra. 221f. &y 8¢ y> dhyeiv dpyopon / 1OV Sppov, G KOUE KOGE,

Aristoph. Pax 1238f. A", dyobé, / OLiBeL ToV dppov. amdpep’, ovk dvicopal, Lys. 962-966 moiog yap <&T’> &v véppog dvticyol, / moia yoyn, moiot
& Opyew, / moio 8 do@dg, moiog & Oppog / katarewdpevog / kai pn Pwvdv tovg 6pbpovg; | P. Berol. 9780 col. 11 Il. 14-25 &vior 8(€)
[..Jvou[..Jool...Jxwtepw[.] npwivevoay, kabda[ne]p 10 Oppwdelv fikiota Anpo[cblevikov dv k(ai) &l Tiva GA[A]a Spota tovte[t]: « Ot 8(8) xpf wite
OpPmIETV NUAG T(MV) €keivov 8 Hvapy punte ayevw@dg (G titoyd, i vor Tpog antov.» oppwdelv dedo[rév[an (Eotiv), amd] (&) Tod cvpPePfnrotog Toig
3(g)d1[6]ot [r]emointon ToBvopa y(ap) mept tov Sppov [...], b {e}idedpor. Ounpog «"1d10v mg évonoa, d(g)dakpuvtar d(£) pot dooe» k(al) 6 Kmpkdg
Apiotopdvng &v Batpdyoig émi tod katentnkot[olg Atovicov: «Xm npmwktog idiet mdhaw | Poll. 2.174 mepiveog ovopdaleton i tpdpug i 6ppog | Gal.
Gloss. 0 21 P. (= 19,127 Kiihn) dppodémv: tdv Gypt 10 8ppov éxtevopévav. dppog 8¢ tod iepod dotéov 10 Tépag, dmep Kol dppomvyov Kokeital |
Erot. 124,17-125,2 N. tpépuv 1oV dppov, dvrep kai drotadprov kakoduev. og kai Tnrdvas (fr. 114a W.2 = 133 Degani) pnotv: éktidlot Tig adtod v
Tpapy vropydoat. péuvnto kol Apyiroxog (fr. 283 W.2) | Ruf. Onom. 101f. tév 8¢ aidoimv, 10D pév tod dppevog 1 H&v dmokpepmc eOGIG, Kavhdg, Ko
oTAHA" TO 8¢ PN} EKKPENES, DIOCTNUA, KOl KOOTEMS TPpdynAog” Kai 1 610 péoov ypapur, tpopic oi 8¢ dppov dvopdatovow | Her. Phil. Diff. 15 P. (~
Amm. Diff. 80 N.; Lex. Syn. 55 P.; Et. Gud. d? 205,13-206,16 De St.) 4ppdeiv kai Oppodeiy Stapépet. T Piv yop S1d tod 0 onuaivel 1o ediaPeicOor
£Enyodvtan 8¢ TV Aé&wy obTmg dppog Aéyetar O mept TodE YAOLTOVG TOMOG, &vTiva Todpov Aéyousty eV Kol TdV OpvEmY 6 TOMOG 0VTOG OPPOTHYIOV

Kokeltar, ovy, MG Tveg dyvoodvteg, Opbomiytov. £Tdpme &’ gipntoat, Sppog v O TG ToYTS Kol 0iovel OppomvyLov. ol 8¢ eDAAPOVEVOL TEPT TIVOG AVUCTAY
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£i®0act T 0idoiov, TOANAKIC 88 Kol Td dhoya TV DoV VTOGTEASAEY elnbe TV 0DpaY ST Tt edAaPeitaL. eDAOYMG 0DV ék 10D TapakorlovdodvTog o
Oppmdeiv glpnton émi oD gV aPeicBar. kai Evpuridng tov [epota gicdyel Aéyovta (fr. 130 K.) ‘tag yap ovpeopig tdv kokdg nenpaydtmv / o0mdhmod’
BBp1o’, avtdg Oppwddv Tabelv’. kai 10 [1év] Oppwdelv towodtov | Hesych. o 1316 8ppog: 1y tpdig: ovy, dg tiveg, 10 ioyiov. £tepot 8¢ Etvpoloyoldot Kot
70 OPPWIEIV: 01 yap ded01KOTES idiovoL TOV HppoV, & 0Tty idpodaty, 1 *T0 66ToDV TO VIO TV Paryw, T 1243 C. tpdpug 10 <t>pijpa Tig E8pag, 6 Sp<p>oc.
Tweg Eviepov. ot 8¢ ioyiov | Phot. 0 526 6ppoc’ tpapug kai dppomhyov: obtwg kol ot "Toveg dpbordyov 8¢ map’ 0ddevi tdv EAMjvov, T 415 Th.
Tpag 6 6ppog { 1 dwaypaen” fj O tpiipa tod apyod | schol. Aristoph. Pac. 1239b Holwerda &ppog éotiv 6 Dmokeipevog toig opap®pact Tomog.
dfhov 3¢ &1L Aafov tov Bdpoka Enekdbioey adTd g Aacdve, tva pddlov kvion véhota, Pl. 122d Chantry 6ppwdd: dmd tod “Gppov”, 6 éott 10
pecomdytov Tiig meplotepds: £6TL YOp Tpopepdv 10 pépog | schol. Dem. 11.8a Dilts oppwdeiv] 10 poPeicBar ipnron 8¢ dmd 10d 0ppod kai tod déovg:
dppdg 8¢ Aéyetau 1) muyn @V Opvibwv: 80ev kod dppomiylov. Emedt) 0OV cupPaivel Toig dpvicty év 1@ poPeicOon dmotateiy Kai TV dppov &md 10D Séovg
éneiyecbon oG 10 dpodedoat, dut TodTo gipnTon T0 PoPeicOan dppwdeiv | schol. Luc. Lex. 2.29 Rabe 10 8¢ €8dpnv tov 6ppov avti 10D dvesvpny,
£TpiPnv 1OV ddTavpov fror Ty Tpdpy | Suda o 631 dppwdel: poPeitar ... HtL TV PoPovpévav gimbev 6 Gppog TPdTOG IBPoDV. E6TL TO OPPMIETV GO
0D Oppov, & £0TL HEGOTHYIOV TG TEPIOTEPTS. EGTLYAP TPOLEPOV TO HéPOC, 632 A. dppwdia: pOfog. £k Tod ppov, 6 £6TL HEPOG TTiG TLYTIG, O KAAOVUEVOG

Tadpog. dpa pev oppmdio Ry, pny &pa. EOGGUIEY OMIGM AVAELYOVTEG.

1y’ R, v E | 6 Awbvwwoog E@Barb Bekker Dindorf Dubner Chantry, ante éri V, 6 om. R Rutherford Siiss | 2 Aéyer E@Barb Bekker Dindorf Dibner
Chantry, om. RV Rutherford Siss | dewvomaddv cett., dewvoradel V | éni 1¢ E@Barb, éni 10 RV | tov E@Barb, 10 RV | tabpov cett., moppov V (etiam gl.
tadpov MRSs) | pépog hic cett., post muyiig V | 3 Hpwdiavog ER, ‘Hpbddotog ®Barb | pr. kai-Bapimg E@Barb(Ald) edd. cett., Bapiver avto R Rutherford
Suss | xara E, om. ®Barb | 4 tov E®(G), 10 VBarb | 5 KoAlictpatog E@Barb, oi 8¢ V | 7 Tyayidag Dindorf recc. Dibner Chantry, Twapyidog V |
Ooppov, g 6pbdv Dindorf recc. Ditbner Chantry, 8ppov ¢ 6pbov (sic) V (dppov, g dpbBpov G) | 8 tpapuv VOBarb edd. cett., tpaunv E Bekker | gnoi
(G) Chantry, ea() V, om. E®Barb edd. cett. | &v0ev E, 60gv Barb, 60gv 8¢ O | vBev kai 10 0pp. EOBarb, £topoloyeitar 8¢ 10 opp. V | 8-9 1oV dppov—
@oPovpevor E@Barb, oi yap dedoikdteg idiovot tov Gppov V (post 226)

The chant of the Frogs — meant to give rhythm to Dionysos’ paddling (as announced by Charon at Il. 205f.)
— quickly turns into a singing battle between the Chorus and the god, after the latter interrupts the song with a

comic complaint on the physical pain caused by the rowing (Aristoph. Ra. 221f.)5%,

Although the scene evidently entails a reference to Dionysos’ sore backside, the word dppoc®'? has been
object of a vast debate in ancient scholarship, as shown by the abundant scholiastic material on the topic.
Indeed, the term occurs two more times in Aristophanes — namely at Pax 1239 (where a cuirass can not be
used as chamber pot because O1iper Tov 6ppov) and Lys. 964 (within a description of the effects of the forced
sexual abstinence on the Athenian men)®® — but, out of the three passages, only the line from the Lysistrata
unequivocally links the word 6ppog to the genitals, whereas in Pax 1239 and Ra. 222 the exact body part
intended is unclear, hence the numerous ancient attempts at establishing the word’s meaning. The scholia to
Ra. 222 alone preserve seven different interpretations of dppog (i.e. dppomdytov, icyiov, Tadpog, HEPOS Tiig
YR, TO HeTald TV ddVvU@Y, 06QHC, TO iepov d0cTodv) besides Didymos’ proposed gloss tpdyuc, and two
more are found in the scholia to Pax 1239 (6 vnokeipevog Toig cpaipmdpoct tomog) and Pl. 122 (16 pecomdylov
g mepiotepdc). The exegetic material relating to Ra. 222 is unevenly distributed among the manuscripts and
derives ultimately from the conflation of two separate ancient comments, as clearly proved by V, which

(besides preserving the longest annotation) divides the two excerpts with the compilation-mark dAimg. These

611 See e.g. Corn 1999, 201: «ko-ahx, ko-ahx my ass, which hurts like hell!»; Holzberg (2011, 17): «es fang schon an, mir wehzutun /
an meinem Arsch, koax koax!».

612 For the etymology, see GEW 427; DELG 827; EDG 1110f.

613 The three Aristophanic occurrences of dppoc are discussed in Henderson 1991, 111, 128, 201.
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excerpts differ strongly from one another, as far as the quotation of sources is concerned. Indeed, the first one
consists almost exclusively of anonymous material, except for the reference to Herodianos’ accentuation of
the word (Il 72,27 Lentz). The second comment, instead, quotes almost in direct succession Kallistratos (see
Schmidt 1848, 326 n. 51), Timachidas (fr. 21 Matijasi¢) and Didymaos.

Aidopog 8¢ gnei v Tpapwv: the word chosen by Didymos in order to explain the unclear 6ppog is another
specifically comic-iambic term, tpéyug, found both in Archilochos (fr. 283 W.2) and Hipponax (fr. 114a W.2 =
133 Degani), as attested by Erot. 124,17-125,2 N. The only Aristophanic occurrence of tpdaug is at Th. 246
(@if0g yeyévmuon mhvto T mepi THY Tpauy), within the scene of the depilation of the Inlaw®'4, while Strattis
used the derivative Siétpapug and Telekleides the compound teprotpanc®®®. None of the passages allows an
unequivocal identification of the body part that tpduig should designate. Moreover, besides presenting it as an
equivalent of 6ppog, the lexicographic tradition does not offer one unitary meaning for tpauig, but rather
reflects three main interpretations: (1) 10 tpfjua tfig £5pac®®, (2) 6 mepiveoc®?’, (3) 1y S péoov (scil. tdv
aidoiwv) ypaupn®e. As a result (and because of the equally uncertain value of dppog), it is impossible to
ascertain what meaning of both terms the Didymean interpretamentum presupposed®’®. Nevertheless, traces of
Didymos’ exegesis can be found not only in the lexicographic tradition®” and in the sources depending from
it*?, but also in Lukianos’ Lexiphanes, where tpauig and dppog are used at close distance within very similar
expressions (2.11-13 ta auei v tpapy podakilopat €n” dotpdfng oxnodeic, 2.29 dvoatedeic mi v dotpdfnv
8dapnv Tov 8ppov)®%. While commenting on Luc. Lex. 2.11-13, Weissenberger (1996, 176f.) underlines the
allusion to the depilation-scene in Aristoph. Th. 246, but fails to highlight the synonymic usage of tpduug and
6ppog, which can hardly be casual in Lukianos’ learned prose and might actually presuppose the knowledge

(both on the author’s and on his audience’s side) of the ancient scholarly debate concerning the two words®?,

614 See Austin-Olson 2004, 134f.

615 Cf, Stratt. fr. 84 K.-A. (commented in Orth 2009, 282f.) and Telecl. fr. 72 K.-A. (discussed by Bagordo 2013, 283f.). On tpéyug and
its derivatives, see Henderson 1991, 21f., 203.

616 See Hesych. t 1243 C.; Phot. t 415 Th.; Et. M. 763,55-57; Suda t 903 A.

617 See Poll. 2.174; Hesych. § 1392 C.; Et. M. 763,55-57.

618 See Ruf. Onom. 101f.; Phot. T 415 Th.

619 But see Chantry (2009, 172): «Didyme dit: ,,le périnée (tpdyuc), et non pas comme certains “la hanche”».

620 Namely in Poll. 2.174, Erot. 124,17-125,2 N., Hesych. o 1316 C. (which is the closest in wording to the the Didymean fragment
preserved by the scholium and derives from the Comic Vocabulary, see the Introduction § 5.1) and Phot. o 526, T 415 Th.

621 See Arethas’ scholium to Luc. Lex 2.29 (on the relationship between this scholiastic corpus and the lexicographic tradition, see
Alpers 1981, 78).

622 See also Austin-Olson 2004, 134.

623 A similar conclusion (with regard to Homeric scholarship) can be found in Nesselrath 2002, where the close relationship between
Luc. VH 2.20 and the ancient Homerphilologie is demonstrated by means of clear textual correspondences. Unfortunately, a systematic
study of the relationship between Lukianos’ literary critical writings and Alexandrian scholarship has not yet been carried out. In his
conclusions on the Lexiphanes, Weissenberger (1996, 285) seems to assume that the author only consulted the classic works, but not
the scholarship concerning them (see ibid.: «er selbst diirfte sich gut amusiert haben, aus der Fulle ihm bekannter und erreichbarer
Literatur, insbesondere Alter Komddie, Tragddie und medizinisch-naturwissenschaftlichen Fachschriften, daneben auch
Historiographie und Gerichtsrede, die entlegensten Vokabeln zusammenzusuchen»). Similar observations can be found in Ledergerber
1905 and Rosen 2016, while Sidwell’s conclusion (id. 2009, 118) «that Lucian’s use of Old Comedy makes firm assumptions of the
familiarity of the pepaideumenoi with the corpus of this genre and with the scholarship upon it» regards only the level of critic-aesthetic
interpretation and not that of textual-lexicographical exegesis.
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0¥y A TIveg TO ioyiov: Didymos’ exegesis includes the open refutation of an anonymous equivalence between

6ppog and ioyiov (“haunch”), which is otherwise only alluded to at the beginning of the annotation.

£vBev kai T0 0ppmdEiv: in Chantry’s edition, this section (schol. Aristoph. Ra. 222ga-p) is separated from the
rest of Didymos’ fragment (schol. Aristoph. Ra. 222c), although the two pieces of exegesis unequivocally
belong together. The connection is proved not only by Hesychios’ entry on &ppog (which ultimately derives
from the Comic Vocabulary), but, even more notably, by Didymos’ Demosthenic commentary P. Berol.
9780%24, The papyrus offers an extraordinary parallel to the paretymologic link between &ppog and dppwdém
found in the Aristophanic scholium®?, Col. 11 of the papyrus preserves a discussion on the authenticity of the
Answer to Philip’s letter ([Dem.] 11). Didymos lists several pieces of evidence against the ascription to
Demosthenes, the third being the presence in the text of non-Demosthenic words, such as oppwdeiv (see P.
Berol. 9780 col. 11, Il. 14-25 and Harding 2006, 221-224)%%, The reference to the verb is followed by a
digression on its etymology from 6ppog, and by a quotation of both Od. 20.204 (the same Homeric verse
attached to the exegesis in the Aristophanic scholium)®” and Aristoph. Ra. 237 (y® mpoxtog idiel méAan,
another of Dionysos’ expressions of complaint on the consequences suffered by his backside because of the
rowing). The two quotations imply that Didymos understood dppmdéwm as a compound of dppog and i5iw®?, a
derivation that was later accepted also by Galenos (Gloss. 0 21 P. = 19,127 Kiihn) and by the later lexicographic
tradition. According to Harding (2006, 222f.), the ascription of the stylistic argument on 6ppwd&iv to &viot (P.
Berol. 9780, col. 11 I. 14) entails either that Didymos was coyly referring to his own original (par)etymologic
and interpretative theory as belonging to “some”?°, or that others before him had considered 6ppwdéw a vulgar
word because of its derivation from 6ppog and that he had inherited the interpretation from one of his
forerunners. Lossau (1964, 99) maintains that the occurrence of oppwdéw in the Answer to Philip’s letter was
indeed declared suspect by one of Didymos’ predecessors, but simply because the verb was a hapax®®, and
that he later replaced that scholar’s explanation with his own theory on the ‘vulgar’ etymology of the word
from 8ppog. Although such a reconstruction is somewhat far-fetched, the idea of a pre-Didymean damnatio of
Oppwdely as fikiota Anpoctevikov is worth considering. In particular — starting from the first editors’ (highly
debated®®) assumption that the papyrus is a private copy preserving only excerpts from the original
commentary by Didymos®*? — one might perhaps regard the argumentation offered by P. Berol. 9780 as the

624 On P.Berol. 9780 and the ascription to Didymos in the subscript, see Diels-Schubart 1904a, XVI1I1; 1904b, VIf.; Pearson-Stephens
1983, I11-XI1V; Gibson 2002, 53f.; Harding 2006, 13-20; Luzzatto 2011.

625 The existence of the lonic dppwdéw, identical in meaning to the Attic dppwdém, makes it hard to ascertain the real etymology of the
verb. In fact, the Attic form might derive from an actual folk-etymology from &ppoc (see GEW 427f.; DELG 827; EDG 1111).

626 «It is important to note that Didymus himself does not explicitly say that the occurrence of the word dppwdeiv has some bearing on
the authenticity question; he does not seem to have a strong opinion about it» (Gibson 2002, 127).

627 With regard to Homeric references in Didymos’ scholarship, see Braswell 2017, 116-118.

628 On paretymology in Didymos’ exegesis, see also frr. 224, 225, 227, 261 and the Conclusions § 1.4.

629 See Harding 2006, 223.

630 Harpokration’s observation oAb 8 £o1i tobvopo moap’ avtoig (scil. toig pRtopowv) in his entry on dppwdsiv (o 36 K.) might be
interpreted as an ancient refutation of the idea of dppwdeiv as hapax in Demosthenes.

631 See Gibson 2002, 51-54; Harding 2006, 13-20.

632 See Diels-Schubart 1904a, XI, XXf.; 1904b, V.
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result of the erroneous conflation of two separate but consecutive statements: on the one hand the refutation of
the Demosthenic authorship of the speech because of the presence of the hapax “and whatever other words

there are like it” (xai &l tiva dAAa Spoto Tovto, 11. 16f.), on the other hand Didymos’ digression on the

etymology of the word.
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fr. 263 (= 11 14.11, p. 249 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of kepofdrtag

Sources: scholl. Aristoph. Ra. 230ca-ba-cp-233aa-231a-233b-ap-230ba-aa-ap-bp Chantry

kol kepoPatac EBarb o gig 1o képata t@v opdv Paivov i E@Barb(Ald) 6 émi képatog Paivav [1i] E
gme1dn ynhag Exetv Sokel Tpdryov, 810 kod aiyoPdtav kai tpoyofauova Aéyovot. RVE®Barb(Ald) /| oiov
KePATORATNG. GAL®G. O Paivov €M T®V KEPATOV. KEPOTO O UG TG AKPpO®THPLN. AA®G V 811 ol dpyaiot
KoAGU® avti kepatiov Expdvio. RVME®Barb(Ald) fidecav pév yap 10 képag, avépepov 6& Td dvOpaTL
Emi TNV apyoiov ypiicty, O¢ Kol “yopdag” Aéyouev £TL VOV TAG €K TOV veEDpmV, OTL TO TaANOV EVIEPIVOL
noav. RVE®OBarb(Ald) &\og V dnei oOpryyr fidetan 6 Ildv, fuc &otiv €k KOAGuoV.
RVME®Barb(Ald) fya o1 koi 1o arno fiic Abpact dveréuneto. V 1| 6Tt kGAapog TaAot vl kKEpATog
vretifeto T AOpq, kol S todTo €k cvvnbeiag “KAAaUOV” KOAODGL TO KEPOAG. MG ZOQOKATG, &V
Aiynordtow (TrGF 36 R.2): “0enpébn cov kdhapog donepei Apag”. VE@Barb(Ald) éiloc. yniog
Exewv dokel Tpdryov, 010 kai aiyoPfdtav kai tpayofdpova Aéyovst. V Aidvpog 8¢ enow, i 61t képata
&yet, fi olov kep<at>oPdtng, v Pacty Eyov kepativny: ginep ioTopeitan Té Kétw TPdyov Exetv. HoTe
ano Tdv moddV kepoPdme. RVME®Barb(Ald) dAlwg. d1a 10 kekepatopévny Exev v Paov: obtm

YOp OVOHy®To dote Sokely kekepatd®abat. obtm yoiv kai “aiyimovs”. V

“and horn-footed (Pan)”: the one who walks on the horns of the mountains or the one who walks on
horn [or], because (Pan) seems to have goat hoofs, which is why they also call him “goat-mounting”
and “goat-footed”, or like keratobatés. Otherwise. The one who walks on the horns. They call “horns”
the peaks. Otherwise. (“The reed ... under the lyre:) because the ancients would use reed instead of
horn. Indeed, they knew the horn and referred to the ancient use with the name, like we now call “guts”
the strings made of sinews, because they were originally made of gut. Otherwise. (“Tunes played on a
reed””:) because Pan delights in the pipe, which is made of reeds. Moreover, a sweet sound was produced
by fthe lyret. Or (“the reed ... under the lyre”) because in ancient times they would put a piece of reed
underneath the lyre instead of horn and therefore they call “reed” the horn out of habit, like Sophokles
(says) in the Captive Women: “the reed was taken away from you, like from a lyre”. (“And horn-footed
[Pan])”: Didymos says: “either because he has horns, or like keratobatés, having the foot made of horn,
since he is represented as having the bottom half of a goat. Therefore, because of the paws, (he is called)
‘horn-footed’”. Otherwise. Because his foot is hardened into horn. Indeed he grows toenails so that they

look like hardened into horn. Similarly, (he is called) also “goat-footed”.
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Aristoph. Ra. 229-234 éug yap EotepEav <pév> gbivpoi e Modoar / kai kepoPdrag [Tav 6 kaapdpboyya tailov: / npocemitépmetar 8 O GOPHIKTAG

Amd M av, | Eveko d6vakog, dv voAdplov / Evudpov év AMpvaig Tpépo.

Her. 2.46 tov Idva tév 0kto Bedv Aoyilovtat eivar ol Mevdnotot, Todg 8& 0kTe Beodg T0VTOVG TPOTEPOVG TMY Sumdeka Oedv pact yevésbat. Ypapovai
e O Kol YA eovot ol {mypdeot kot ot dyaipatonotol tod [Tavog téyokua katd tep “EAAnveg aiyompdownov kai tpayockeréa, ot toodtov vopiloveg
sivai pv AL’ dpoiov toiot ddAotot Beoiot | Hesych. k 2351 C. kepoBdtng: 6 ITév: frot 81 képata Exgl, §j olovel kepatofdtng, v Baoty Exov kepativy
<&mel 1oL KéTo TPhyov elxev> | Phot. k 612 Th. kepofdrtag 6 Iav &t képato, &yet fi kepartivag Bacelg | Suda k 1415 A. kepoPdtng: 6 Ilav: émedy)
Mg Exev dokel Tpayov: 810 kai aiyPotg Kot tpayoPapmv Koleitat. §j 8t képota Exel. §j v Pdov Exmv kepdtivov: ioTopeitot yop Td KAT® TPAYOL
Eyov: dote and td@v oddv kepoatoPdnc. fi O &ig Td Képata TOV OpdV Paivav. i 6 &nt képata Baivwv | schol. Theoc. Anec. Est. 1.23 Wendel ta 8¢
képaro, émedn 1oV ITavo elyov oi vopeig 0gdv, 6 8¢ TTav képata Exmv mapadédotal. Tovg vousic 88 ol T fovkolike cuVOEVTES EUIODVTO, OC EQPNUEY.
Kol T@dv Onpiov 8¢ ai popeai tod [ovog Evekev Aapfdvovtar, Eneidn £v tolg dpeot Kol Taig Epnpioug mopadidotat Swatpifetv, Tomolg Onpuddest, kai Gpa
Kol o0TOG T KAT® TPayddn kai Adoia mapadidotor Exewv | Eust. prooem. in Pind. 27.35-40 Mawdtiog 8¢ 0g0g 6 TTav dg Apkaducdc (v Mavale yop
énpdto Apkodiag dpet), kepdelg 8¢ 6 avtdg, énel kepooEdpog EnhatteTo 1o Thg TOV OpdV EEoxag Tag Vynhotdtag, ol <koi> adtai pépog gicl Tod
TavTog, €ig O petodappaveto kot 6 TIav: 6t 8¢ képata Eréyovto Kol ai Opewvai Drepoyai, SnAot O Yphyag Dyiképata TETPAV, TV Kol DYNANV Kol €ig
&L Myovoav, 1. 451.3-4 (= 1712 V.) iotéov 8¢, 61t €ig kévipova fiyouv gig Ounpodxevepov 10 éni [Tavdg cuvetédess Tvt 10 «Tod KEPO £K KEPOATIG»

Kol €ERg, dg Tod ITavog Kepas@Opov dvtog Kotd TOv pdbov.

1 pr. 6 om. ®Barb | alt. 7 del. Fritzsche | 2 éne1dn cett., om. V | dokei cett., okelv 6 [Tav V | Exewv RVEO, &ywv Barb | tpdyov RE@Barb(G) edd. cett.,
tpdyov V, tadpov (sic) Suss | aiyofdrav V Dindorf Diibner Chantry, aiyipotov RE@Barb Bekker, aiyiparav Rutherford | tpayopdpove RVEBarb,
tpayofappova O | Aéyovot RE(G), Aé() V, Aéy( ) Barb, Aéyer © | 3 xepatofdatng edd., kepotopding V | 6t oi RVE®Barb, oi yap M | 4 xakdpg
RME®Barb, keAdpov V | kepatiov RVE, kepdatov @, kepat( ) Barb, képatog M | éxpdvto hic RE@Barb, post kakapo M, om. V | fidecav—yap Suda, i
fidecav RE@Barb, fideicav V (Edncav G) | avépepov REGBarb, avagaipovtag V (dvagépovieg G) | td dvopor cett. (1o dvopa G) | 5 Aéyopev &1t viv
RVE, &1 viv Aéyopev O, £t vy eivan Aéyopev Barb | ék RE®Barb, om. V | §1t RE@Barb, yap (post makatov) V | éviépvar RVE, vebpvor OBarb | 6
énel RE, émedn M, émi O, kai yap ém (sic) V, om. Barb | #{5etar RME®BAar, i 8¢ V (Rdev G) | éotiv RE®, 1iv V, odv Barb, om. M | 7 ftijg Mpact codd,
100 86vakog tempt. Schuringa | képatog (G), képag V | 8-9 dg—Avpag hic V, post éxpdvto (om. ag) E@GBarb | 8 év V, om. E@Barb | 9 Aiypuoeidticy
EO, Aiypoddroow Barb, Aiyuoddrog V | cov E®, oot V, 6 Barb | @onepet Dindorf coll. Poll. 4.62, recc. Dibner, Chantry, ag nepi V (6¢ nepi G),
donep EOBarb Bekker | 10 gnow cett., pacwv Barb | i VE, fitot R Dindorf, om. M@®Barb | 11 olov RE®Barb, oi V, (611 G) om. M | kepatoBdrng
Fritzsche Chantry (coll. Hesych. k 2351 C.), kepoBdtnc RVE®Barb Bekker Dindorf Dilbner Siss, kepmBarng M, kep<atwv>ofdtng Rutherford | cett.,
otovei v OBarb | kepativniv VME, (ante &wv) ®Barb, kepativov R Rutherford | einep ME®Barb edd. cett., finep V (Somep G), dg R Rutherford Siiss
| & ko Tpdryov RVME, 0 kot tpdyov Barb, ta kata tpayov © | Exewv E edd. cett., &( ) Barb, &wv RM® Rutherford Siiss, (ante tpdyov) V | 12
kepoPartng cett., kepoPdmg M

Dionysos’ reiterated attempts at stopping the song of the Frogs fail once again as the Chorus responds to
the god’s imprecation “go to hell with your ‘koax’!” (Ra. 226) with the enumeration of its divine protectors
(229-232 “T am loved by the Muses skilled in the lyre and by horn-footed Pan who plays tunes on the reed-
pipe. Apollo the phorminx-player delights in me t00”).

The otherwise unattested epithet “horn-footed”®* attracted the attention of ancient commentators, who tried
to identify its origin and meaning. The text printed here reflects the annotation as preserved by V, where the
scholiastic material concerning kepofdrag is combined with that regarding the “tunes played on the reed-pipe”

(carapoeboyya) and the “reed under the lyre” (1. 232 &veka d6vakog, dv vmoldplov kth)®4, Overall, the

633 See e.g. Sommerstein 1999, 57: «hornfooted Pan»; Holzberg 2011, 17: «der BocksfuR Pan»; Halliwell 2015, 182: «goat-hoofed
Pan». The expression has some parallels in Latin literature (see Verg. Aen. 6.591 cornipedum ... equorum and Hor. Carm. 2.19.1-4
Bacchum in remotis carmina rupibus / vidi docentem — credite posteri — / Nymphasque discentis et auris / capripedum Satyrorum
acutas), see also van Leeuwen 1896, 48f.; Kock 1898, 75.

634 The other manuscripts divide the discussion under separate lemmata.
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annotation offers two anonymous explanations of the epithet kepofdg, besides Didymos’ one: the first (0 eig
10 Képata TOV OpdV Paivav ... 6 Paivev €ni @V kepdtov. képata 6¢ @oot Ta akpotplo) is based on a
secondary meaning of képag, i.e. “mountain-peak”, and results from the confusion between kepofdtng and
kepaParng, as already underlined by Fritzsche (1845, 138f.)%%. The second seemingly ‘rationalises’ the epithet
“horn-footed” by linking it to a condition similar to onychogryphosis®®, thus presupposing a more

anthropomorphic representation of Pan, with fully human legs and feet®’,

Aidopog 6¢ gnou, ij 6T képata Exer: the first proposed interpretation “because (Pan) has horns” entails either
(1) that Didymos acknowledged the common nomen agentis meaning of the suffix -Batng and understood
KkepoPdng to mean “he who walks with (?) horns” (or something to that effect), or (2) that he simply equated
the epithet to compounds such as kepodyoc®® or kepaceopoc®®, completely overlooking the sense of the suffix
-Bdrng. The earliest literary description of Pan as having horns is in the Homeric Hymn to Pan (dwépwra, Il.
2 and 37), but here the grammarian is probably referring to the universally known iconography of the god, in
which the horns played a central role®,

f] olov kepatoPfarng, Tiv paciv £rov keparivyy: this second explanation of the epithet relies on an etymology
with syncope, i.e. through “contraction” from a longer form (kepofdng from xeparopanc®?). The method is
explicitly mentioned in another Didymean fragment, probably deriving from the Comic Vocabulary and
preserved in Harpokration’s Lexicon to the Ten Attic Orators (with modokdkkn explained as deriving from
nodokatoyn)®? and is used by the grammarian also to explain the obscure term Bpikelot in Kratinos’ Seriphioi
(from Bpotd eixelor)®*2. In fact, etymology with syncope was already applied by Aristarchos to some Homeric

635 See Et. M. 504,2f. G.; Suda x 1350 A.; [Zon.] 1185,12-17 T. See also Alberti 1766, 232.

836 There is no description of this or a similar condition in Greek medical writings.

837 Such an iconography is in fact attested in the 4™ century BCE within the school of Polykleitos, see AL 111/1, 1414-1417; Boardman
1997, 925. Despite the ‘rationalising’ interpretation, manuscript VV connects this explanation with the adjective aiyinovg (“goat-
footed”), which is only found in Hdt. 4.25 (o1 8¢ @aiaxpoi ovtol Aéyovot ... oikéetv o dpea aiyimodog dvdpac). The form aiydmovc,
instead, is attested twice in astrological literature (see Ptol. Tetr. 3.12.7; Heph. Astr. 139.2), while aiyuodng occurs twice in the Homeric
hymn to Pan and thrice in epigrammatic literature (see H.Pan. 1f. auoi pot ‘Eppeico @ikov yovov Evvene Moboa, / aiyumddnv Siképota
@OKpoTOV KTA, 35-37 £k 8’ £téhecoe yapov Barepdv, Téke 8 €v peydpotow / Eppein eilov viov doap tepatonov idécbat, / aiyumddnv
Sucépata molvkpotov fdvyéhmta, Nicarch. AP 9.330 = HE 2728 Iava tov aiymodnyv, Paul. Sil. AP 6.57 = 20,3 Viansino aiyurodn
IT6v, adesp. AP 16.15 aiyomnddng Tdtvpog).

638 Cf. Babr. 1.45.4-8 opov &° (scil. 6 aimdloc) éxel téyov gicdedukviog / oiyac kepodyoug dypiag, ToAD mhsiovg / GV adTdC Ny,
ueiCovag te xai kpeiooovg, / toig pev épav ERatke Barlov €€ tAng, / tag 8’ idiag defike pakpd MUOTTEW.

639 This is referred to Pan in Luc. Bis Acc. 9,9-13 (AI) un npdtepov améAdne, & ‘Epuij, mpiv einsiv 86Tic 00T0¢ 6 TPOGIOV 0TIV, O
KEPAGPOPOG, O THV 60ptyya, O Mdo1og ék 10ig okeroiv. (EP) i pnig; dyvoeic tov ITava, Tdv Atovicov Bepandviav tov BakyikdTatov;
and Long. 2.24.2 £&vBa. 16 tod ITavog dyalpa idputo Tpayockelés, KEpaoPOpov, Tf| LEV cOpLyya Ti] 88 Tpayov TNODVTH KATEXOV.

640 For an overview of the evolution of Pan’s iconography, see AL 111/1, 1406-1439; Brommer 1956; Borgeaud 1988, 52f.

841 In the text, the adjective kepatopdrng is actually Fritzsche’s conjecture, which finds support both in Hesych. « 2351 C. (kepoBéng:
6 Iév- #{rot 811 képata Exet, i olovei kepatofdrnc) and in the phrase i olov kepatofding preserved only by V. In the light of this
evidence, Rutherford’s xep<atw>opdtng (1896, 307) seems less plausible.

642 Harp. n 76 Keaney nmodoxdxkn: AnpocOévng Karda Tiwokpdrovg (24.105). 10 Eblov 10 &v 16 decpmtnpin obtog éxoleito, ftol
napepBeAnévon 10D ETépov K, TOSHV TI KAK®GIS 0VGa, T KaTd cuykonyv, Mg enot Aidvuog (fr. 249a C.-Pr.), olov modokatoyn.

643 See Hesych. B 1152 Cunningham Bpikedot oi p&v 1od¢ ictdémodag, 4md 1od Pépoug kol Tod Evkov oi 8¢ PapBapovg Aidvuog (fr. 9
C.-Pr.) 8¢ té& tparyuct mpocwnegio, mape Kpative, olov Bpotd sikehot, &v Zepipiotg (fr. 218 K.-A.).
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terms®4. With regard to this particular instance, the comparison with the synonymic triplet kepaceopoc-
KEPATOPOPOC-KEPOPOpOg (“horned”)® suggests that no actual semantic difference should exist between
kepoPdtng and kepatoPdtng. The fact that the derivation through syncope from kepatofdarng is linked to this
second explanation and not to the first indicates that Didymos perceived at least a slight semantic difference
between kepofdtng and kep<oat>ofdtnc. Judging from the explanation v Baow &ywv kepativny, the
difference was in the suffix -Batng, to which, in the first proposed interpretation, Didymos gave the meaning
of nomen agentis (“he who walks”), while in kep<at>ofdrng he intended it as equivalent to Baoig (“with

horned step”, therefore “with hoofs”)84,

ginep lotopeitan T0 KATO TPdyov Exewv: in the scholia, the verb iotopeiton is mostly used to allude to the
existence of parallel narratives (without explicitly quoting the sources), primarily with regard to myths. Instead,
when the object of discussion is a historical event, ictopeitor is followed by the names of the author(s)
providing the parallel account (mainly historians®’, but sometimes poets too%%). In this case, Didymos is
probably alluding to the common knowledge of Pan’s iconography, rather than to specific literary accounts®,

miag Exewv dokel 6 IMav tpdayov, 610 kai aiyoPfarav koi Tpayofdapova Aéyovewv: the anonymous
observation, that introduces Didymos’ fragment in all manuscripts, seems to depend on the grammarian’s
second proposed interpretation of kepopdtng (see above), and might in fact be a later rework of his original
comment, although the two compounds offered as parallels to kepoPdrng are not easily reconciled to the
supposed meaning “horn-footed”. In particular, aiyofdrng (also aiyipdanc) has a clearly sexual meaning, for
it appears to be a standard adjective for tpdyog (see Pind. fr. 201 S.-M. aiyipdrar/ ... tpdyot yoveuéi picyovra
and Phil. AP 6.99 = GPh 2729 aiyifatnv moAov tpdyov) and is also comically associated to goatherds by
Meleagros (AP 12.41 = HE 4506f. otépym Oijlvv Epota dacutphdylmv 8¢ micoua / AAoTaOpOV HELET®
mowéotv atyoParaig). In all likelihood, the obscene meaning needs to be presupposed also when the adjective
occurs as epithet of Pan, as in epigrammatic literature®®®. As far as the otherwise unattested tpayoBépuwv is

concerned, the adjective seems closer in meaning to the interpretation of xepopdtnc as “horn-footed”. Indeed,

644 See schol. [Did.] 1. 12.318a2 {axAeisic:} obrag ,,téhesct™ 8¢ Apiotapyog katd cuykomiy, O¢ 10 ,,dvoxkAéa‘ (2.115) T, schol. Od.
14.176 H ot yépera] obtmg Apictapyoc. yepeiova xépeta, cvykomnt. See also schol. [Ariston.] Il. 3.44b A mpopov: 611 Kot cuyKomrV
OV TpOpayov gipnkev, oby dg oi FAwocoypdeot tov Pacidéa, 7.75al1 A npdpog Eppevor “Extopt dim: &1t idiwg Og mepi £Tépov. Kot i
mpdpov TOV Tpdpayov katd cuykonnv and Schironi 2018, 343.
645 See GEW 826; DELG 517; EDG 676.
646 This meaning of the suffix -Bétng is found e.g. in sTviofdrng (“column base™).
647 See e.g. Ep. Hom. m 116 Dyck vétoc ... idn 8¢ xai 10 dpoevikdv ictopeitar napd Zevoedvtt (EQ. 3, 3) koi Epopo (FGrHist 70 F
224); schol. Dem. 20.130 Dilts napa "Epdpw (FGrHist 70 F 209) 8¢ kai Avdpotimvi (FGrHist 324 F 105) ictopeitot g éviknoav Tovg
AbOnvaiovg Aakedotpoviot GeOdpa.
648 See e.g. schol. Apoll. Rhod. 4.1750-57 Wendel ictopsiton tadto mopd Mvddpe év Mubovikorg (4), émueréotepov 82 mapd
Ocoypniotm év o Aukdv (FGrHist 761 F 1a) kai mapa Akecdvipw €v a” Kuprvng (FGrHist 469 F 5a).
649 Unlike in schol. Pind. O. 5.20e; 27b Drachmann (= Did. fr. 111a-b C.-Pr. = 8a-b Braswell todto 8¢ gnowv 6 Aidvpog dudptopov
givar o yap ictopsiton kth.), where Didymos clearly refers to literary evidence with the verb ictopeitat.
650 See Theokritos (Ep. 5.6 = AP 9.433 = HE 3496f. 2yyd¢ 8¢ otdvteg Aaciag Spvog dvrpov dmicdev / Tavo tov aiyiéray dpeavicmpueg
tHrvov), Nikarchos (AP 6.31 = HE 2751f. aiyiBdrn t6de IMovi kol gdkdprno Aovoow / kol Anoi XOovin Euvov Ebnka yépac) and
Meleagros (AP 12.128 = HE 4470f. aimoAkai cupryyeg, £v odpeot unkétt Adgvy / pwveit” alyiBarn Havi yapilopevar).
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tpayoPauwmv can be considered fully equivalent to tpaydmovg, which describes Pan in several epigrams®t,
However, regardless of the meaning of tpayoBauwv, it must be noted that pauwv-compounds are particularly
frequent in Byzantine works (see e.g. Sym. Neoth. Hymn. 38.96 depofduwmv, Eust. Serm. 7.137.23

aibepoPapwv) and this could in fact support a late dating of this anonymous rephrasing.

651 See Mel. AP. 7.535 = HE 4701; Nicod. AP 6.315 = FGE 2028; ‘Simon.” APl 232 = FGE 700. This assumption is supported by other

rather widespread Bauwv-compounds, which are always used to describe what the substantive moves or stands on (see e.g. Aeschyl.

Ch. 591 mtavé, te xoi nedoPdpova, fr. 225 R. AeovtoPapwy ... oxben yoiklotoc, Soph. Tr. 1095 innoBdauova otpatdv, fr. 884 R.2 6

oknrrpoPéumv aietog, Eur. Or. 516 tetpafdpovog dg vn” drnvag, but see also Aristot. Phgn. 813a3 poxpofapwv koi Bpadvfauwmv,

but see Theokritos’ Bpotofdauwv [Syr. 13 = AP 15.21], that according to Palumbo Stracca 2007, 116 probably has a sexual sense).
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fr. 264 (= 11 14.12, p. 249 Schmidt)

Subject: origin of the quotation kvpdtov &v dykdaioig

Source: schol. Aristoph. Ra. 704a-b-c Chantry

v oA Barb kol tadt® MBarb £yovieg M xopdrov &v aykdroig. VE Aidopog onor mapd to
Aioyohov (fr. dub. 462 R.) <...>. VME®Barb(Ald) &t 8¢ 6viwg mapa Apyihoyw (fr. 213 W.2)
VME®Barb “yuyag &yoviec xopdtov &v dyxdials”. VME®GBarb[Ald] 6élet ¢ eimeiv: “koi Todta
6vteg £v moAAoTg Kivduvols”. Evelotikel yap O ITehomovvnolakog noérepoc. RVME®Barb[Ald]

“having the city and these affairs in the embrace of the waves”. Didymos says: “(with an allusion) to
Aischylos’ line [...]”. Actually, it comes from Archilochos: “having their lives in the embrace of the
waves”. He means: “being such things in many dangers”. Indeed, the Peloponnesian war was still

present.

Aristoph. Ra. 703-705 &i 8¢ todt’ dykmoopuesa kamocepvovodpeda, / Thy Oy Kai Tadt’ Exovieg Koudtov &v dykihaig, / VoTéEp® Xpove moT’ oddIg

€0 QPOVELV 0D S6Eo|LEV.

App. Prov. 3.37 (= Suda k 1205 A.) koi tadt’ £xoveg Kopdtov év dykAoig: avti tod dvieg &v moAloig kivdvvorg | Suda k 2675 A. kdpa: Apioto@ivng
“koi TADT” EYOVTEC KOUATOV &V dykdhonc”. 6vTi ToD Svieg &v ToALoic KIvdvvolg kol dvéykaic. 8Tt ToL peydia kopaTa &v Tf cuvnBeiq odyeg Aéyetat. €5 ob

kol Emaryilm Emi 100 6QodpAG TVE®.

1 mapa cett., mepi M | @ V Dindorf Diibner, 1o E®@Barb Bekker Schmidt Siiss Chantry, om. M | 2 Aioydkov MO(AId) edd. cett., Aiocyor( ) VEBarb,
Aioyohe Dilbner | post Aiydiov lacuna statuenda | mapa Apyhdyw Dindorf Dibner Siss, mapa Apyhox() V, mopd td Apxhdyxm M, mapd td Aisydd(
) E, mapa o Apyihdyxov ® Chantry, mapd 1od Apythoyov Barb | 2-3 Eoti—dykdhaig om. Bekker | 3 0éher 8¢ einelv cett., om. R | 4 yap cett., om. O |
[Meghonmovvnouakog R, Tlelomovnoiakog ®Barb™, Awoviciaxog VMEBarb®(Ald)

In the epirrhema (lIl. 686-705), Aristophanes advises the Athenian people to reinstate as citizens those who
had lost citizenship as a result of participating in the oligarchic revolution of 411 BCE. The passage ends with
the playwright’s stern rebuke against the Athenians’ pride (11. 703-705). The tone of the admonition is made
even more solemn by the depiction of Athens®? xvpdrov &v dyxdhaig, “in the arms of the waves”, a

grandiloquent expression that ancient scholarship identified as a literary quotation®®,

852 With regard to the word-order problem in Ra. 704, see Dover 1993, 280 and Wilson 2007c, 172.

653 The final section of Suda k 2765 A. (“koi tadt’ &yovieg KvpbTOV &V dykéAarg” ... Tt Té peydho kopata &v Tf cvvnOsig alyeg
Méyetar. £€ o kai Enaryilm éni 1od cpodpdg mvéwm) seems to entail a different reading of the Aristophanic line, with dyxéog replaced
by a word loosely related to oi& in its secondary meaning of “big waves” (possibly aiyiaAois?).
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In the scholium, Didymos’ interpretamentum of the phrase xvpdtov €v dykdiog is followed by the opinion
of a later reader, who attributed the words to Archilochos and quoted a full iambic trimeter (fr. 213 W.2) from
which the expression was allegedly taken. The annotation then ends with an anonymous paraphrase of the

Avristophanic line.

Aidopdég pnov mTapa to Aioyvlov <...>: the various readings offered by the manuscripts — mapa @ AioyOA(
) V, mept Ailoydrov M, mapa 10 AioyoA( ) E@Barb — resulted in three divergent texts by Bekker (1829, 385
mapd 10 Aioydlov, followed by Schmidt 1854, 249 and Chantry 1999, 98), Dindorf (1838, 92 mapd @
Aioydiov) and Dibner (1842, 296 nopa 1@ Aioydim), with different implications with regard to the content
of the Didymean fragment®-. If, on the one hand, Dindorf’s solution is grammatically acceptable and based
on the paradosis, Diibner’s conjectural restoration AicyvAg is—on the other hand — supported by the ubiquitous
use, in the scholia, of mapd + dative to refer to the presence of a certain expression in a specific author®®®:
nonetheless, the confusion of the manuscript transmission could hardly have been originated by an obvious
expression such as mapa 1@ AicyOie. Both Dindorf’s and Diibner’s texts imply the intent, on Didymos’ side,
to signal a verbatim quotation from Aischylos in Ra. 704. This perspective is shared by Fritzsche (1845, 268),
where the Didymean exegesis is explained as an erroneous recollection of Aeschyl. Ch. 587-589 (névtoi v’
ayxddon / kvmddhov dviaiov / Bpdovot ktr)®e. However, Bekker, Schmidt and Chantry’s text mopd tO
Aioyviov is guaranteed by another Didymean fragment, preserved by schol. Aristoph. Av. 1121a Holwerda 6
d¢ Aidvpog (fr. 242, see above)' mopa o ITvddpov “Gumvevpo oepvov Aheeod” (N. 1.1). The parallel
illuminates the scholium to Ra. 704 with regard to both reading and meaning, as it shows Didymos’ detecting
of an alleged Pindaric hypotext in Av. 1121 (GAA’ ovtooi Tpéxet Tig AApelov nvémv) expressed through mapd
10 + genitive of the author’s name®’. It is therefore rather easy to suppose a similar situation for the comment
on Ra. 704: the grammarian’s aim was to highlight an Aristophanic allusion to a passage by Aischylos (most
probably Ch. 587-589, as suggested by Fritzsche 1845, 268) and not a verbatim quotation (as implied by
Dindorf’s and Diibner’s solutions, as well as by Chantry’s translation [2009, 82]: «Didyme dit que cela vient
d’Eschyle. En réalité, cela vient d’ Archiloque»). If this is the case, Didymos must have quoted the Aeschylean
line that he identified as hypotext for Aristoph. Ra. 704 (as in fr. 242) and its absence needs to be explained

854 An originally more articulate wording such as that of schol. Aristoph. Lys. 1257a Hangard (moAbg &8 épigi tég yavoag: Tpog o mapd.
¢ Apyhoyo (fr. 44 W.2) “moAdoc 8 dppdg fv mepl otépa’”) cannot be excluded.

65 See e.g. scholl. Aristoph. Ach. 3a mapd @ Zdepovt, 352 mapd IIAdtovi 1) kopkd v Spauatt ‘Eoptoig, 399a Wilson kai mapd 1
prATopt év 1d <mpdt> iV Ommik®dv, Pac. 126a Holwerda £ott 8¢ év 1] Lhevefoig mapd td tpayk®d obtme, 1148b mapd Zipuwvidy
@ dpopyie, Ra. 191c Chantry mapa @ XZopokhel €v Xpoon. See also Dickey 2007, 117.

656 See also van de Sande Bakhuyzen (1877, 142), who instead thought of Aeschyl. Ag. 723 (noléa & £oy’ &v dykéhaig).

57 napé + accusative is used rather frequently in the scholia to signal a hypotext (real or devised), underlying the commented passage
(a meaning, therefore, inherently different from nopd + dative). In these occurrences the reference to the author is often achieved by
means of a derivative adjective (see e.g. scholl. Aristoph. Ach. 390a Wilson mapd 10 Ounpicov, Nu. 603 Holwerda mopa 1o Evpurideiov,
Pac. 1159¢ Holwerda napd 10 ‘Ho0dewov, Av. 1240 Holwerda tot6 onot mapd 10 Zo@OKAEIOV).
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by means of epitomation®®. As far as the anonymous response o1t 82 Svimg mapd to Apyloyov kA, the
textual transmission of the pericope is as confused as the Didymean one, since the manuscripts have
respectively mapa Apyihoy( ) (V), mapa @ Apyihdxm (M), mapa to Aioydo( ) (E), mapda ta Apyikoyov (©),
nopa Tod Apyihdyov (Barb). The solution adopted by Suss (1911, 49, Aidvpdg enot mapa 10 AicyvAiov. Eott
3¢ dviwg Tapa Apyihdyw ktA) is the most convincing, as it implies that the hypotext devised by Didymos was
not rejected by the later reader in favour of another alleged hypotext (as Chantry’s text implies), but that it was
rather refuted thanks to Archilochos’ passage, that proved that the expression kopdtov &v dykdiaig in Ra. 704

was actually a verbatim quotation from this poet.

658 See Roemer 1908, 267: «die von ihm aufgespiirte Stelle ist ausgefallen». See also e.g. the abovementioned scholl. Aristoph. Ach.
390a Wilson, Nu. 603 Holwerda, Pac. 1159c Holwerda, Av. 1240 Holwerda, where the reference to the author is always followed by
the direct quotation of the supposed hypotext.

659 Debates on the identification of Aristophanes’ quotes, reminiscences and borrowings from other authors were anything but
infrequent in ancient scholarship. An example is offered by schol. Aristoph. Ra. 1269a-b-c Chantry (x0di6t” Ayaudv: Apictapyog [fr.
24 Muzzolon] koi AmoArdviog [see Montanari 1996a), émokéyacte nobev gici. Tipayidag 8¢ [fr. 25a Matijasic] ék TnAépov Aicydiov
[fr. 328 R.]. AckAnmadng ¢ [see Pagani 2009a-b] & Toryeveiag).
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fr. 265 (= 11 14.13, p. 249 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of Avyiopdv

Source: schol. Aristoph. Ra. 775b-c-d Chantry

kol M Avyioudv VME: koundv. VME®Barb(Ald) ypaepetar ME@Barb koi M Aoyiopdv. <ivyilew
vop> 10 [6€] waumtewv. Guo pev mpog ta AN, duo 8¢ mpoc 1O EEeAittelv kol dvadvecBal.
VME®Barb(Ald) xai M “Ounpog: “5iom pooyoiot Aoyotst” (1. X1 105). VME®Barb(Ald) Aidvpog 6
Mwytopdv VME®(AId) amod tdv cuvdecémv tob Adyov E(Al)

“and twistings (lygismoi)”: bendings. It is also written “reasonings” (logismoi). <To “twist”> is to bend.
It refers both to body parts and to the act of unwinding and rolling up. And Homer (says): “he tied (them)

with flexible twigs (lygoi)”. Didymos: “twistings” (lygismoi) from the connections of the speech.

Aristoph. Ra 774-776 0i §” dxpodpevol / Tdv Avtiloyi®dv Kol Ayiopdv kol 6Tpo@®dv / Depepdvnoay KEVOULGaY GoQATATOV.

Poll. 4.96f. gimoig 8” av opynotiyv ... edKAUTT, AVYIGTIKOV ... Koi TO Tpdrypata ... Auytopov, képyy | Hesych. & 1333 Avyiletor cuvdédetat. otpépetat,

1334 2ylopevov kapmtopevov, 1336 C. Avyiopdc: avaklocic v HeA®DY.

1 kopndv E(Ald), koprtdv VMOBarb, hic edd., post ypagetar (kai M) ME®Barb | Loyiopdv Bekker Dindorf Dilbner Suss, Aoyiopdv M, noparoyicpdv
VE (tovtéott aporoyiopdv Ald), 4rd naporoyiopdv O, and tdv hoyiopdv Barb, vac. Chantry | 1-2 Avyilew yap ins. Dobree | 2 to—xéaumtew hic cett.,
post évadvecOar M | pr. 82 del. Dobree | ante e, v’ 7| M | 2 uén cett., ©éhn M | &€ehittew cett., éittery M | §idn MOBarb, (5idet Ald), 515v- VE |
pocyotot cett., om. Barb | Aoyoiot VE, Liyoist M, Aéyovot ©, om. Barb | 4 post Avyisudv, ypaeet M | ano-Adyov codd. Bekker Dindorf Dibner Siss,

Avti 1OV cvvdeséwv Tod Adyov Dobree, om. Chantry

Ra. 771-778 host the account, given by the anonymous slave®®, of Euripides’ accomplishments in Hades:
the playwright has managed to convince his new audience of his poetic superiority over Aischylos by means
of avtidoyion, Avyopoi and otpoeai. The line aims at criticising Euripides’ tortuous rhetoric, but while the
first of the three terms clearly reminds of sophistics, the other two allude metaphorically to wrestling, dancing
and athletics®:,

The exegetic material concerning the term “twistings™ presents some noticeable discrepancies between the
manuscripts and needs some degree of emendation to be fully comprehensible. The main cause of textual

corruption was the reference to the alternative reading Aoywopdv (which is indeed attested by part of the

660 As regards the identity of this character, see Dover 1993, 50-53.
661 See, among others, Blaydes 1889, 355; van Leeuwen 1896, 123; Kock 1898, 137; Radermacher 1954, 252f.; Dover 1993, 287f.,
Sommerstein 1999, 223.
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manuscript tradition of Frogs®®?), for two main reasons. Firstly, the word kaurdv — a simple gloss for Avyiouév
as confirmed by several entries in Pollux and Hesychios (see above) — was later taken as (part of) the varia
lectio (the manuscripts indeed read ypaeestar kapum@v ktA). Secondly, confusion inevitably arose from the
comparison between the corrupt Aoywoudv in the Aristophanic text and the scholiastic wording ypdaoeston
Aoywoudv, originating different ‘false’ variae lectiones, such as Aoyiopuév (M) and maparoyioudv (VE). What
is more, Dobree’s integration <Avyilew yap> (1833, 172) undeniably betters the text and is justifiable with an

omission due to haplography.

Aidopog 8¢ Mylopdv and T@v cvvdeofwv tov Adyov: while the first part of the scholium features an
interpretation of Avyiopodg as “bending”, Didymos links the term to the idea of “tying together” words and
concepts, clearly as a nod to Euripides’ tortuous rhetoric®®®. The Homeric quotation immediately preceding the
fragment (taken from the description of Achilles in the act of tying Antiphos and Isos after having captured
them) is much closer to the grammarian’s interpretation than to the anonymous exegesis and might in fact have
originally belonged to Didymos’ comment®®*, as suggested by the identical verbal root in Homer’s §idn and in
the term ovvéeoic. With regard to the isolated ypaeet of M, it probably resulted from the previous reference
to the alternative reading Aoywopdv and should not be regarded as an indication of a textual choice or

intervention by the grammarian®,

662 1n particular, by M — where «in rasura correxit Av ex Lo et deinde supra Av scripsit Ao prima manus» (von Velsen 1881, 76) — and
Npl.

863 This is a more general meaning of ctovdeoig, but possibly reminiscent of the one found in grammatical treatises, where the term
indicates the act of connecting different parts of speech by means of conjunctions (cbvdeopot), see e.g. Apoll. Dys. Conj. 225,15
Schneider &1 8te papév obtmg «dpa Mpépa Eotiv §j VOE» cuvdeoty Emomaoduedo o d1d Tod dpa, d16 8& oD .

664 See Dobree 1833, 172, where the Homeric quotation is printed after Didymos’ fragment.

665 For a detailed discussion of the ambiguous meaning of ypdgetv in the scholiastic jargon, see Slater 1989, 46-53; Neri 1996, 34-37.
It must be noted that there is no clear evidence of Didymos’ practising textual criticism on Aristophanes’ plays, while several instances
are preserved e.g. in the scholia to Pindar (some cases show a conservative approach, such as schol. Pind. O. 10.55c¢ [= Did. fr. 123 C.-
Pr. =20 Braswell] and P. 7.6a Drachmann [= Did. fr. 135 C.-Pr. = 31 Braswell], while others involve actual emendation attempts, such
as schol. Pind. O. 9.34c [= Did. fr. 120 C.-Pr. = 17 Braswell], O. 10.17¢c [= Did. fr. 122 C.-Pr. = 19 Braswell] and N. 10.114a Drachmann
[= Did. fr. 165 C.-Pr. = 61 Braswell]).
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fr. 266 (= 11 14.14, p. 249 Schmidt)

Subject: Phormisios, disciple of Aischylos in Aristoph. Ra. 965

Source: schol. Aristoph. Ra. 965a-b-c Chantry RVME®Barb(Ald)

Aidvpdc enoty &t Poppictog Spactikdg 1V, Kai TV KOUMVY Tpépmv Kai poBepdg Sokdv eivat. S’ & kai
Aioydlov padntiv enotv odtov sivat. dacde 8¢ fv kol kabiel OV nthyove. kopmdeitor 8¢ Kol €ic

dwpodokiov. RVME®Barb(Ald)

Didymos says that Phormisios was a man of action, who let his hair grow long and had a threatening
appearance. Therefore he (Aristophanes) says that he was a disciple of Aischylos. He was hairy and let

his beard grow long. He is attacked in comedy also for corruption.

Avristoph. Ra. 964-967 yvidoet 8¢ 10ig tovTov Te KApois ékatépov pabntaic. / tovtovpevi ®oppiciog Meyaivetog 0”6 Maviig, / calmryyohoyyvmnvéda,

capkoopomrvokautat, / ovpoi 8¢ KAertopdv e koi @npopévng 6 Kopyoc.

Avristoph. Ec. 95-97 olkovv kaAd v’ &v mébowev, gl TAnpng toxor / 6 dfjpog dv kdneld’ drepPaivovod tig / davoaariopévn deikeie 1ov Goppiciov; |
Ath. 6.22%-f Apiotopavng 8¢ 6 KOUOSTOS ... &v Td [Thodte dpdpatt katd TV 100 OpeVOpHoL Bg0d émpdvelay Todg iyBunpols enot mivakag
Apyvpodg dvapovijvor kabdmep kai to dAha drovta, Aéyov mdi [seqq. Aristoph. Pl. 812-815]. IMAdrwv &’ év péoPeot (fr. 127 K.-A.)" “katélafov
(k> E\aPov Fritzsche) "Emixpdmg te ki Poppiciog / mopd 10 Baciiéng mheioto dopodokiuata, / d&OBaga xpvcd kol mvakickovg dpyvpodc”,
13.570e-f tadté cot mapawelv Exo, Etaipe Muptide. koi katd Ty Pketaipov Kuvnyida (fr. 6 K.-A.) “modoat yépmv dv to0¢ tpémove. ovk 0168’ 81t/
otk éotwv fidiotov dmobavelv Bivodvd’ dua, / HGomep Aéyovov drobavelv @oppiciov;” | Dion. Hal. Lys. 32 ®oppicidg Tig tdvV cuyKateAdovIov petd
700 dHUOV YVOLNV EioNYHOOTO TOVG HEV PEVYOVTAG KaTéval, TV 8¢ molteiav un mdow, dALL toig [tv] yijv &xovot mapadodvar | Suda ¢ 606 A.
Doppiclog kai Meyaivetog: 6 ®oppiciog adBadng kai Opacic otpatnyidv. Apiotopivng Poppiciog kai Meyaivetog 6 Mdvng. ovopato dovAwv | schol.
Aristoph. Ra. 966a-b Chantry cainyyoloyyvanvadar céinryyag koi Aoyyag kol vmnvag £xoves. todto ig tov Poppiciov dnoteivel, g péyav Exovto
TOYOVOL. EImeV & GLVOETMC, TO eV Gmd Tod moAépov, TO 8¢ dmd Tod mdymvoc, Ec. 97 Regtuit (~ Suda @ 605 A.) tov doppiciov: odtog docic. Aéyet

obv 10 aidoiov

1 tpépov cett., otpépmv E(AId) | 2 8 6 Suss Chantry, 510 codd. Bekker Dindorf Diibner | pnow avtév RME Bekker Stiss Chantry, avtdv gacw
V@Barb, avtév gnowv G Dindorf Diibner | eivar om. M. | actg Kuster rec. Chantry, Bafig codd. Bekker Dindorf Diibner Siiss, Bofu<yéveio>¢
Rutherford | fjv cett., einv V | koict cett., kabein V

The first depiction of Aischylos’ style given by Euripides (ll. 907-953) culminates in a boastful claim of
the didactic role supposedly played by his own tragedies in Athens (I. 954 £rerta Tovtovct Aakelv £€5idada),

and in the comparison between the two playwrights’ respective ‘pupils’, selected by the speaker among the
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most prominent political figures of the time: Phormisios and Megainetos (called “Manes”) on Aischylos’

side®®®, Kleitophon and the astute Theramenes (see fr. 267 below) on Euripides’®®’.

The scholium could be easily ascribable to Didymos in its entirety®®, if not for the central section soovg 62
Mv kai kadiel 1OV TOYwvo, which might seem to be in slight contradiction to the grammarian’s v Kounv

pépav (see below).

®oppicroc: Phormisios (PA 14945, PAA 962695) was a prominent political figure between the end of the 5™
and the beginning of the 4™ century BCE®®®, mocked twice in Aristophanes (Ra. 965 and Ec. 97) and twice in
fragmentary comedy®’°. In the line from the Assemblywomen, Phormisios is mocked for his hairiness, while
Plato in the Ambassadors (fr. 127 K.-A.) and Philetairos in the Hauntress (fr. 6 K.-A.) offer different lampoons:
the first describes Phormisios and his collegue Epikrates in the act of accepting bribes from the Persian king®'
(the last section of the scholium refers indeed to this play), while the second mentions Phormisios’ peculiar

death during sexual intercourse.

dpaotikog: as far as scholiastic literature is concerned, dpaoctikdc is almost always used either in its
grammatical meaning of “active”®’? or as a generic synonym of adjectives such as the Homeric dtpnpég
(“busy”)®”. Only rarely is it referred to characters (whether only mentioned, or on stage)®’*. With regard to
extra-scholiastic evidence, the adjective occurs very frequently in Diodoros’ Library of History: the author
preserves by far the highest number of occurrences of pactucoc®’®, which he mostly uses in portraits of great

generals and politicians with a remarkable inclination towards quick and effective action®”®. Modern translators

666 «Rough military types, that is, men of action, unpolished, unrefined and uncivil, coarse and soldierly in their outlook and manners»
(Lada-Richards 1999, 269).

667 Aristotle (Ath. 34.3) states that Phormisios (see below), Kleitophon (PA 8546, PAA 576135) and Theramenes (PA 7234D, PAA
513930) were among those &v étaipeiq pev ovdepud ovykabeotdteg, [B]AAmg 8¢ dokodvteg 00deVOg Emtheinesbon TdV moltdv, and
that they aimed at establishing v nétpiov mohteiav (see also Dion. Hal. Lys. 32 and Rhodes 2016, 284). «Es geht also die Schilderung
des Euripides nicht auf den Unterschied in der politischen Richtung, sondern vielmehr im Charakter und in der Lebensanschauung»
(Radermacher 1954, 282). Nothing else is known, instead, about Megainetos (PAA 636190).

668 On Didymos’ general interest in the kGmodoumenoi see the Conclusions § 1.3.1.1 and frr. 237, 245-247, 249, 257, 259, 268.

669 For an overview on his career, see Lenschau 1941, 541-544; Walter 2000, 952.

670 There is no way to prove that the figures mocked in all four passages are the same person, but «the name is so rare that they probably
are» (Dover 1993, 313).

671 The embassy, led by Phormisios and his collegue Epikrates (PA 4859D, PAA 393945), took place between 395 and 393 BCE (see
Pirrotta 2009, 259). In all likelihood, the events related to the expedition played a major role in Plato’s play Ambassadors. Lysias’
speech Against Epikrates (Lys. 27) most probably relates to this embassy (see Pirrotta 2009, 259).

672 See Matthaios 1999, 253f. and 306 for Aristarchos’ category of Spactuct Evvota and its probable Stoic origins.

673 See e.g. schol. Od. 1.109¢-d, 4.23a1-2.

674 See the paraphrase of Aeschyl. Th. 554 (Gvi)p éxoumog, yeip 8 6pdiL T Spdouov) given by the relating scholium (554a clwndy piv
€ldag kol pn dhalovedechot OEAmV, TV yelpa 8¢ dpacTikdq).

675 With the exception of medical writers, where the adjective describes e.g. the effectiveness of medications, the strength of bodily
movements or the influence of external factors on human health.

676 Such as e.g. Duketios, leader of the Sikeloi (Diod. 11.88.6 Aovk£tiog ..., SpuoTIKOC &’ OV, VEOTEPOY MPEYETO TPUYUATMV),
Agesilaos, king of the Spartans (Diod. 15.19.4 6 §° Ayncilooc, dv @doel SpaoTikdg, prhomdrepog Ny koi g Tdv EAMvav Suvacteiag
avteiyeto, 31.4 fiv yap 6 avip ovtoc [sCil. 6 Aymoilooc] Spactikd kai petd cuvéceng modfic Opacve kai mapaforolg Tpateat
xpduevog, 33.1 oi 82 cvvévieg 1§ Ayncihdm naptidtar copBoviot kol oi Tag fyepoviag Exovieg 0ovpalov, TS SPucTicdg ElvoL
Sok®dv Aynoilaog kai peilova kol duvapkotépay Exov Ty dovauy 0 dinyevicato mpodg tovg morepiong), Alexander the Great (Diod.
17.16 t@v 8¢ mepl tov Avrinazpov kol [Toppeviova coppfovievdviav tpdtepov mardoromoachor kol tote Tolg TNAUKOVTOLS EYXEIPETY
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of the scholium have given the adjective a generic meaning®’’, but, in the light of the evidence from Diodoros,
it seems reasonable to suppose that Didymos’ dpaotikdg also implies a reference to Phormisios’ political

activity, which was central to Plato’s Ambassadors (see above) and therefore well known to the grammarian.

v kopny Tpé@v: according to schol. Aristoph. Ra. 966b Chantry, the compound calrtyyoloyyvmanvéadot
(“beard-lance-and-trumpet types®78) specifically refers to Phormisios’ long beard (todto €ic tov ®oppiciov
amoteivel, mg uéyav Eyovio ntdymva). The comic replacement of the female organ with tov ®oppiciov in
Aristoph. Ec. 97 confirms indeed that Phormisios was renowned (and had been for at least a decade®™) for his
hairy appearance. While the line from the Assembly-Women might allude to general hairiness, the last element
of the compound in Frogs, vavn, hints unambiguously at the long beard®. In this context, Didymos’ phrasing
v koM tpépmv and the following Sacvg 8¢ v kai kabict Tov Tdywva can be explained in different ways.
Firstly, they could be part of the same Didymean exegesis, with xéun indicating “hair” in general — not
specifically “hair of the head”®®! — and dacvc—ndywva being a more precise explanation of the same idea (in
this case, the entire scholium could be ascribed to Didymos). Secondly, they could be two separate exegeses,
the anonymous dacvc-—ndywva relating to caAmyyoroyyvanvador in Ra. 966 and Didymos’ explanation
relying either on the same adjective (but with a wrong interpretation of vzrjvn, which seems unlikely) or on
another passage on Phormisos’ appearance (Ec. 97 or even a lost text): in this case, the scholium would be a
compilation of Didymos’s commentary and of another unnamed source, responsible also for the reference to
Phormisios’ corruption (alternatively, the reference is owed to Didymos and the section dacvc—ndymvo was

inserted later in the scholium, separating the grammarian’s comment in two parts).

poPepog dokdv sivan: several occurrences from the Imperial age onwards show the link that was traditionally

perceived between long k6un and @oBepotnc®2. The connection was so strong that an ancient paretymologic

£pyotg, dpaotikog v [scil. 6 AAéEavdpoc] kol Tpog Thcay mphtemg dvafoiny dAlotping drakeinevog dvieine Tovtolg) and Agathokles
of Syracuse (Diod. 19.4 ovppayovviev 8¢ tdv Kapyndoviov toig mepi oV Zdotpatov @uydow €yivovio Kivduvol cuveyelg kal
napatdielc adpdv Suvapcny, &v aig Ayadorific, moté pev isibtng dv, moté 88 £’ fyepoviag tetoypévoc, HmeAqedn Spacticdg ivor
Kol @UAOTEYVOG €K T0D TPOG EKaGTOV TMV Kapdv Emvogiohal Tt TdV ypnoipmv).
677 See Rutherford 1896, 380: «a man of an energetic character» and Chantry 2009, 110: «un homme entreprenant».
678 Sommerstein 1999, 113.
679 And for much longer, if one accepts the low datation of the Assembly-Women proposed by Canfora (2014, 245-258).
680 See Kanavou 2011, 177.
681 See e.g. Clem. Al. Paed. 3.1.1 évSpa deikvuoty 1} 1od yeveiov koum, Apollod. Bibl. 1.34 TH 8¢ nepi Titdvov dyavokxtodoo yevvil
Tyavtag €€ Ovpavod ... ol pofepol pev taig dyeot katepaivovto, kabeévor Pabeiov kOuNv €k ke@aAfig kol yeveiov.
882 See e.g. Plu. Lyc. 22.1f. xopdvreg e00d¢ éx tiig @V pnPav fukiag, (scil. ol veol) pédiiota mepi Todg KvdHvoug &0epdmevoy ThHv
KONV Mmapdv te paivestol Kol SIOKEKPLUEVIV, ATOUVIILOVEDOVTEG TvaL Kol Avikovpyov Adyov mepl TG KOUNG, 6Tl ToVg UV KOAOVG
EOMPENESTEPOLG TOET, TOVG 8¢ aioypovs poPepwtépovg (and, similarly, Lys. 1.1f.; [Plu.?], Apophth. Reg. 189D-E; Apophth. Lac. 228E);
Dio Chr. Enc. Com. 15 kai paArov gpovtifovot (Scil. ol pihdkopor) tod kabapav eépe Ty kKOuNV § 100 Ndéwg Kabehdewv: 1 pHev yap
Kohovg 1€ Kal PoPepolc Eotke molElv, 6 8¢ Bmvog, Kav mavy MdYg T, Ppadeic te kai daguAdktovg, Philostr. VA 8.7 xoi Bacthedg Tiig
Enaptng Aewvidag £yéveto kopdv VrEp dvdpeiog kai tod oepvog pév eitotg, poPepoc 68 £xBpoic paivesbori. See also the already quoted
Apollod. Bibl. 1.34.
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explanation of the poetic term @ofn (“lock™, “curl”) implied that the word derived from the adjective

PoPepoc®®.

Kopedgitar 8¢ kai ig dmpodokiav: whether Didymean or not (see above), in all likelihood this section was
originally followed by an explicit reference to Plato’s Ambassadors, later lost due to epitomation. The
grammarian used the comic playwright Plato to explain Aristophanes’ text in at least two more cases (see
above frr. 227, 247). On xoupdsitar as marker of the commentator’s awareness of the comic mechanism of
personal mockery, see above frr. 237, 257 and Chronopoulos 2011, 113.

883 Et, M. 797f. G. ¢opn: 1 0pi& mapd 10 poPepovg elvat TodG KoudvTog: ol yap moAatol Tdv avlpdrmv obtm poPepiv dvouiov eivar
TNV KOUNV, GoTe OV ATV TPOGTYOPELTAV.
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fr. 267 (= 11 14.15, p. 249 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of the expression ov Xiog, dAla Keiog in Ra. 970

Source: schol. Aristoph. Ra. 970f-b-a-c-d-e Chantry VME®Barb(Ald)

o0 Xiog, aAla Kelog VE: 611 dokel mpooyeypdaebar 1 moitteig, Ayvovog adTOV TOMCUUEVOD, MG
Ebtmolic TTokeowy (fr. 251 K.-A.). VE@Barb(Ald) Apictapyog 8¢ (fr. 18 Muzzolon) mg yeypappévon
“K@og” éEnyeitar 6t Tpog 10 “Xiog” eionyaye 10 “K@og”: tov yop avtiotpopov 1@ Xim Aéyschar.
VE®Barb(Ald) todto odv gnotv 811 00démote kakoPorel 6 Onpopévng OC &v AcTpoydAols, GAL
gmroyyave.. RVME®Barb(Ald) émmAntrer 6¢ avt® 6 Anuntprog (fr. 35 Staesche), og telémg
ayvoodvtt 6t Kelog v. RVME®Barb(Ald) napodeinet 8¢ dpog koi adtdg, 8Tt 008Ev fiTTov mapd Ty
vrovolay gipnron dvti tod “K@og” “Kelog”. @Barb(Ald) Aidvpog 8¢ gnowv 61t ddvatol Kol Thg
mapoliog pepviiobor “ov Xiog, dArla Kdoc”, map’ 660ov mokilog Tig OV kal dyyioTpopog KabouAdY

01 Koupoic, TPog TO KpeitTov pépog et Sidovg Eontdv, Kdoc [68] édéyeto eivar. VME®Barb(Ald)

“not a Chian, but a Keian”: because (Theramenes) seems to have been added to the list of citizens, since
Hagnon adopted him, as Eupolis (says) in the Cities. Instead Aristarchos explains as if the reading was
“Coan”, (saying) that, faced with the “Chian”, he scored the “Coan”: because it was said to be the throw
opposite to the “Chian”. (Aristophanes) says this because Theramenes never has unlucky throws, like
in the game of the dice, but he always wins. Demetrios rebukes Aristarchos for completely ignoring that
(Theramenes) was Keian, but he in turn omits that nothing is said less accordingly to the sense than
“Keian” instead of “Coan”. Didymos says that (Aristophanes) may also be recalling the proverb “not a
Chian, but a Coan”, in so far as a person who is shifty and changeful and takes advantage of every

situation, always turning to the winning side, is said to be a Coan.

Aristoph. Ra. 968-970 @npapévng; copdc vy’ avip kol devog ig ta mavta, / 8g fiv kakoig mov mepuéon kol mAnciov napaoti), / Téntokev EE® OV

Kok@®v, ob Xiog dAla Kelog.

Zen. 4.74 Kdog Xiw: 6 K@og dotpdyarog nddvato £, maporpia 8¢ Eott Xiog mpog Kdov. 6 pév yap Xiog nddvaro &v, 6 8¢ Kdog €€ | schol. Aristoph.
Ra. 540a Onpapévoug: obTog TiV Ti TOMTIKY TPOTTOVIOY. CKOMTEL 5E adTOV (g edUETAROAOV EvTa Kol TpdG TOV Koupdv appotovta, b Chantry todtov
Sw v mowkMav tod fjBovg KoBopvov ekdrovv, Emedn €xatépq oTdoet T T@V TOMTEVOUEV®V E0VTOV TTopeTifel, KaboWA®dY Toig Katpoig Kol O
GUUPEPOV £0VTOD TOD TETOD TPOTAGO®YV, ENEWN Kol O kKOBopvog dvdpdot kai yovauél mpog tag Ymodéoetg appodtret | schol. Areth. Plat. Lys. 7 (206e5)
Cufalo t@v 82 Bordv 6 pev té &€ duvauevog K@og kai £&itng Méyeto, Xiog 8¢ 10 &v kol kdmv. Aéyeton 84 Tic Kol Topolpio, 4md TovTov, olov “Xiog
nopactic Kdov odk 6607, dg’ ob kei Ztpdrtig Ayuvomédag (fr. 24 K.-Al): “Xiog mopactig Kdov ovk £ Aéyewy” | Suda 0 345 A. Onpopiévng copdg
avnp Kot dewvog gig Ta mavta, 0G 0VdEmoTe EKOKOPOANGEY MG £V AGTPOYGAOLS, GAL™ EmeThyyave. Onpapévng ov Xiog 8¢, dArda Kelog onot map’ doov
mokihog Tig v Kad GyyioTpopog kaBwpiLel Te Tolg Karpoig TPOG TO KPeitTov pépog del S150vg éontdv. Kdog 8¢ édéyeto | Eust. 11. 1289,64-69 (= 1V 691
V.) tdv 8¢ Bormv, paciv, 6 pev 1o £ duvdpevog Kdog éléyeto kai &itng, 0 8¢ 10 &v Xiog kai kdmv. 60ev kai mapopio “Xiog napactis Kdov ovk
£Gom”. kad’ fjv mapd Xtpartiol 1@ Kowkd (fr. 24 K.-A.) 10 “Xiog mapaoctag Kdov ovk é3 Aéyewv”, 6 mapoaradrel koi Apiotopdvng &v @ “ov Xiog,
dArd Kelog” f| “K@dog” (Ra. 970), Od. 1397,39-44 (=129 S.; ~ 1462,46-48 = | 119f. S. ) £&n Aéyer éxelvog 6 T mepi Tig kad’ "EAAnvog moudids ypdyag

(= Suet. IIepi moudidpv 1.23f. T.), xai 611 TdV KoTd ToVG AoTparydAovg Pormv, O pev ta £€ duvapevos, Kdog kai &itng éréyeto. 0 8¢ ta &v, Xioc. £t 88,
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Kol KooV, 80gv kai Ti¢ Topotpia “Xiog Tapactac Kdov ovk d6om”. fic péuwntar gnot Ztpdrtic év 1@ “Xiog mopactac, Kdov ovk &6 Aéyew” (fr. 24 K.-
A). &vba évBopntéov kai 1O 10D KepKoD “Téntokey EE® TV kak®v, ob Xiog dAla Kelog” (Ra. 970). kai vontéov dg 1i Eo@oiton 1 ypaen tod Keiog,
| 6AL Tap@dnTor V1o 0D Kmpkod | schol. rec. Aristoph. Ra. 540d Chantry 6 @npauévng odtog avijp movodpyog v, Koi mpdg Todg Kapodg
uetafoiropevog. Xiot yap kai Kiot morepov elyov mpodg dAMAovg. &te odv mopd Xiotg fv, Xiov éontov éxdrer dte 8¢ mopda Kiowg, Kiov: fiv 8¢ Tij

aAnBeiq Xioc.

1 K&iog V Chantry, Kiog E Bekker Dindorf Dibner | tpooyeypapbar V(Ald), tpoyeypdebor E, tpocyeypaeet ©, mpooeyeypdpet Barb | 3 Xiog scripsi,
K@og codd. edd. | alt. K@og scripsi, Xiog codd. edd. | tov yip ©Barb, (0 yap Ald), tov yap 10v V, 10 yap 1oV E | 4 00v om. M | kaxoBoiel Hemsterhuys
(Anecdota, | 200, cf. Suda ékaxoBoincev) recc. edd. cett., kaxopoviel RME®Barb Bekker, kakofovleig V | 5 Anuntpuog cett., Anpokpirog M | teléamg
RVEBarb, teheing M, om. O | 6 dyvoodvtt VMEG®Barb, dyvodv R | Kelog VM®Barb Rutherford Siiss Chantry, Kiog RE Bekker Dindorf Diibner |
naporeinel VEOBarb, mopadeinreton M | pog kai avtoc VE@Barb, odtog dpume M | 7 eipntar VE®, ebpntan Barb, gipnkev M | 1o ME®Barb, om. V |
Keiog ®Barb Siiss Chantry, Kelog onoiv M, Kiog VE Bekker Dindorf Dibner | dbvatar ME®Barb, om. V | 8 pepvijoon bis Barb | Kdog scripsi, Keiog
MBarb Siiss Chantry, Kioc VE® Bekker Dindorf Diibner | v VME, fiv ®Barb | kaBopudév scripsi, kabmpitet codd. edd. | 9 toic xapoic MOBarb (G,
Suda 6 345 A., schol. Aristoph. Ra. 540b Chantry), Tobg kapovg VE | ante di5ovg add. ¢ M | 8¢ delevi | éAéyero VE®Barb(Ald), Edeyev M

The list of alleged Aeschylean and Euripidean pupils of Ra. 965-967 (see above fr. 266) ends with the name
of “the astute Theramenes” (@npouévng 6 kopydg), which triggers Dionysos’ admired reaction, culminating
in a joke on the politician’s ability to always get away with any difficult situation (Il. 969f. «if by any chance
he falls into trouble or even finds himself close by it — hey presto, he’s fallen out of trouble again»®®*). The
pointe of the expression méntwkey € OV Kakdv, ov Xiog dAla Kelog (where the two ethnics serve as
predicative of the subject) most probably lied in the parodic use of Keiog (the ethnic designating either
Theramenes’ alleged association with Prodikos®® or his supposed foreign descent, see below) instead of the

expected K@og, which — just as Xiog — indicated a certain throw of the dice®®®.

The annotation seemingly relies on an excerpt from a post-Didymean commentary on Frogs (maybe
Symmachos’?): the chosen interpretation (which sees in I. 970 a simple joke on Theramenes’ alleged foreign
birth and uses Eupolis’ Cities as evidence) is followed by the quotations of Aristarchos’, Demetrios Ixion’s
and Didymos’ exegeses. The first apparently considered the authentic text to be o0 Xiog aiia Kdog and
explained that the Coan, the highest score in the dice game, was the opposite of the Chian, taking the expression
as a reference to the politician’s skill in turning negative situation to his own advantage. This interpretation

was refuted by Demetrios Ixion, who accepted the reading Keiog (since he believed that Theramenes was

684 Sommerstein 1999, 113.

685 See Suda 0 342 A.; Dover 1993, 314; Kanavou 2011, 166f.

686 See e.g. Kock 1898, 161; Dover 1993, 314. The information comes from Suetonius’ ITepi maudiv (quoted by Arethas and Eustathios,
see below). Modern translations can be divided into literal ones (see e.g. Welcker 1812, 73: «nicht Chier, sondern Kier»; Rogers 1902,
149f.: «a Kian with a kappa, sir, not a Chian with a chi»; Muzzolon 2005, 97: «non & di Chio, ma di Ceo»; Chantry 2009, 114: «en
homme non de Chios, mais de Céos») and interpretative ones (see e.g. Merry 1884, 107: «he manages to throw himslef clear of the
danger»; Ewans 2011, 201: «he throws a double six and turns up trumps»; Holzberg 2011, 50: «nicht ein Einser, sondern ein Sechser
am Wiirfel»; Halliwell 2015, 213: «He always escapes with a lucky throw—for him, nothing dicey goes wrong!»). In all likelihood,
the dice-metaphor extends beyond the sole 1. 970. In particular, the verbs neputéon, napaotii and néntokev (1. 969) probably belong
to the dicing jargon (just as the participle nopaotdg in Strattis” fragment, see below; Radermacher 1967, 283; Orth 2009, 138).
Moreover, Hesych. p 236 C. (Mdavng kvBevticod Borov Svopa [kai] BapPapikov, kabdarep EbBoviog [fr. 59 K.-A] év KvPevtaic
nopiotnot kol GAA@V katodeyopévov BoOAmv <dvopate>) seems to suggest that the nickname of the otherwise unknown Meyaivetog
of Ra. 965 (see above Did. fr. 266) also designated a specific throw of the dice, thus implying a wider application of the dicing imagery
throughout the entire passage (Il. 965-970. See Fritzsche 1845, 229; Hunter 1983, 145f.).

182



indeed a Keian) but did not elaborate on the meaning of the expression ob Xiog aAra Kelog. Lastly, Didymos
supposed that the phrase echoed a proverb (see below). The wording of the scholium is affected by the very
similar spelling of the three ethnics, which caused confusion in more than one case: not only was the ethnic
“Keian” spelled Kiog by part of the manuscripts®®’ and the modern editors up to Diibner 1842, but also the
words K®og and Xioc were likely swapped in Aristarchos’ fragment and the former was erroneously replaced

by Keilog in Didymos’ comment (see below).

Aidopog 6¢ gnowv 6T dvvartor kai Tijg mapowiog pepvijeOor: two main features of Didymos’ exegetic
approach emerge from this section, i.e. the interest in proverbs (see above frr. 238, 261 and the Conclusions §
1.2.2) and the unassertive tone®e,

“ov Xiog, Al K®og”, map’ 6oov mowkilog Tic OV Kai dyyictpo@os kaboph@v ktk: the manuscripts
unanimously read ob Xioc, alia Kelog and kabwpiret. The first proposed emendation is based on the fact that
Xiog and Kdog as terms of the dicing jargon feature in two other proverbial expressions, namely Xiog
nopaotag Kdov ovk édom (“having turned out a Chian, | will not allow a Coan”, i.e. “having scored one with
the throw of the dice, I will not allow [you] to get a six”®®), listed in Suetonius’ On Greek Games (quoted by
Arethas and Eustathios®®) and apparently alluded to by Strattis in his Lemnomeda (fr. 24 K.-A. Xioc nopoactig
K@ov ok &8 Aéyetv, “having turned out a Chian, he does not let the Coan speak™®), and Xiog npo¢ Kdov (“a
Chian against a Coan”, i.e. “a one against a six”’) preserved by Zenobios. Therefore, if the grammarian saw a
possible proverbial echo in Aristophanes’ text, it is more likely that the saying he had in mind involved the
two ethnics found in the other two proverbs®®?. The emended participle kafouréve® (with the consequent
expunction of the following 4¢), instead, allows to read the end of the scholium as one cohesive sentence,
making sense of the otherwise isolated and obscure K@oc 8¢ é\éyeto eivon with its unspecified subject: the
resulting text implies that Didymos gave an autoschediastic explanation of the ethnic, based on the common
characterisation of Theramenes as a scheming opportunist and political transformist®. If this reconstruction

is right, Didymos followed Aristarchos in reading o0 Xiog, aAid Kdog in Aristophanes’ text.

687 Both in the scholium and in Aristophanes’ text, see Wilson 2007b, 178.
688 See Clausen 1881, 34f.; Boudreaux 1919, 111 and Did. frr. 227, 229, 230, 237 (above) and 269 (below).
689 See Taillardat 1967, 157f.: «tel le coup de Chios, j’annullerai le coup de Cos».
6% see Taillardat 1967, 33-36.
691 See Taillardat 1967, 158; Fiorentini 2017, 118-120. The implications of this joke are now impossible to reconstruct (some
hypotheses are listed in Orth 2009, 138-140, see also Fiorentini ibid.). Orth’s translation (2009, 137: «stellt sich ein Chier dazu, dann
kommt ein Koer nicht zu Wort») does not reflect the actual text, where Xiog napactdg refers to the subject of £q.
692 See Fritzsche 1845, 229.
6% The phrase xafopAév toig koipoic is found in schol. Aristoph. Ra. 540b Chantry, within a description of Theramenes’ political
behaviour.
69 See Aristoph. Ra. 540f. 10 8¢ petactpépecdat / mpog 10 palakdtepov / Se10D mpog dvdpdg o1t / kai phoet Onpausvovg (with
scholia) and Lys. 12.65-78. See also Buck 1995.
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fr. 268 (= 11 14.16, p. 250 Schmidt)

Subject: the meaning of pappdrxvbor and Mertioo in Aristoph. Ra. 990f.

Sources: scholl. Aristoph. Ra. 990a-b-d-c-991a-b Chantry

Moaoppdxovbot RVE Meltidon M: Apiotopydg (fr. 19 Muzzolon) ¢now dvopoatomemotiictar.
VE®Barb(Ald) “néc odv”, Anuitpiog enowv (fr. 36 S.), “gi 81 cvivn0ec atoic 10 Svopa; ob kai Spdpia
6Aov obtog émyéypamton ‘MappdrkovBor’, & tveg ITAdtwvoc Aéyovow;” VE®Barb(Ald) diloc.
E®Barb dvti tod “papuddpentor”’. RE@Barb(Ald) Aidvuodg 6¢ enov dtt Mopudkvbog kai Melttiong
émi popig diefariovro, kabdmep kai 6 Bovtoliov kai 6 Kopoipog. RME®Barb Mehttionv tov evnon
Aéyer mopd 10 “pé”. ME@Barb(Ald) yéyové i ot nowpdc. VME®Barb(Ald)

“Mammakythoi®®”: Aristarchos says that the name is a coinage. “How is this possible” says Demetrios
“given that the word was usual for them? Is not an entire play entitled Mammakythoi, the one that some
ascribe to Plato?”. Otherwise. In the sense of “brought up by their grandmother”. Didymos says that
Mammakythos and Melitides were mocked for their foolishness, just as Boutalion and Koroibos. He

calls “Melitides” the good-hearted, from the word “honey” (meli). There was a man so stupid.

Aristoph. Ra. 989-991 téwg &” aBektepdraror / keynvotes, pappdrkvbot, / Melrido kabijvro.

Suet. Iepi praconuidv (exc. byz.) 186-188 T. Mauudrvdog, Aueietidng, MeAntiong: éni pwpig SoBefonuévor. dv gact oV Tpitov aplOuelv un
émiotacOa, €l pun dypt @V TEVTE, AyvoElv 8¢ Kol TpOG OTOTEPOL TMV YovEV dmokunbein, tiig te vipeng uni dyacbat, edAafovuevov v mpog Ty
untépa draPoiny | Ael. VH 13.15 kai Koporfov 8¢ kai Mehridny kai éxeivovg dvofiroug gaociv | Lib. Ep. 51 1od te yap Edpufdrtov 10 movnpedechon
100 18 AvToLbKOL TO KAETTEWY Mehtidov te T popaivew | [Luc.] Am. 53.6 Melitidny fj KopoiPov oiet pe mpdg Oedv, tva toig vmd cod dikaing kpibeicy
évavtiav épw yijpov; | Diogenian. 5.12 nhbibdtepog tig [pa&iding: adtn yap Epmtopévn i kdAAotov, "HAiog, &pn, kai odka. Opoia tf), Avontdtepog
‘IBokov, kai Kopoifov, kai Meltidov | Eus. PE 14.18,17f. 00 yap pdrlov [THppova Bovpdoor tig dv i Tov KopoiBov ékeivov f 1ov Melntidny, ol 87
dokodot pwpia deveykeiv | Hesych. p 216 C. pappdkvbog popdc. ot 8¢ kai dpapa terompévov IMhdtwve | Pyz. AEE. 270 pappdkvdor: popoi, 271
N. pelridor: popoi | Lex. Rhet. BekkY 279,18f. Melridng: koi ovtog tév evifav, ¢ 6 Mapyitng koi 6 Képotpog | Phot. p 241 Th. (~ Et. M. 577,33
G.) Meltidng &g kai odtog @Y edMBwV, Og 6 Mapyitmg dg ovk fidel mAéov t@v mévie apOueiv: Tolodtog 8¢ koi 6 KopoiPog koi 6 Augietidng | Suda
B 468 (~ p 523) Bovtakiov kai KopoiPog kai Mehtidng éni pwpig dieféfrnvto. Apiotopdavng (seqq. Ra. 989-991), y 118 yélotog ... kai Etépa mapotpio.
yerodtepov Meltidov, €ml tdv Emt popig dtofefinpévav. MeMtiong yap avip Kopododevog K10 T@V TomTdY Tl Poplg KOTA TOVTH TG APPIoTEdN.
tobtoV 8¢ pacty appfjoat pev moAld Tafovta péypt Tdv € Kol TEPa PnKETL dovachat, yApavta 8¢ Thg vopeng pi dyacbor eoPeicbat yap pr avtov
M modg tf) el Sl 6 8¢ Apgioteidng Nyvoet €€ omotépov yovémv €téxOn | k 2113 KopoiBog: dvopa kOptov. Koi popdg Tig, LeTpdV TG KOULOTOL.
Kolkipoyog (fr. 587 Pf.): “tov &ydoov dg 1t KopoiBov”. 61t Bovtakiov kai Kopoiog kai Meitidng €nt pwpig dieféfinvro. Apiotoedvng, p 121
Moappdxvbog: dvopa koprov. Apiotoedvng (seqq. Ra. 989-991), u 1344 A. pwpoi koi apértepot kai keynvotes Mappdkvbog: Mehtidng, Bovtodimv,
KopoiBog | schol. Tz. Aristoph. Ra. 990b Koster (~ Tz. Ep. 1,1.3-2.1, H. 4.836-886, schol. Tz. Aristoph. Nu. 1022b Holwerda) Maxkad koi Mapyitng
T1¢ / ko Mehtidng: kai KopotBog' / obv oig koi Moppdrovfoc. / kai Bovtaiov, popoi- / 6 Opéotng te, 6 maic 1od Eppokpdrovg / visic Inmokpdtong
te* GANoL te mheioveg / Mokkd, T® kotonTpo pev / 16 avtiig diedéyetor / Mapyitng npdta e, / tig 6 yevwhoag éué / Mehtidng 8¢, ovldyo Ti] oikeiq,

[ 0036hwg uiyvuto. /| g mevBepdpofogs / €ac0m pot KdpotBog / dotig nipiBuet o kopata: / v, 800 kol tpia o / katapBudv deids” / kai cuyyéwv de,

6% The lemma is transliterated according the generally accepted spelling Mopuéxv0ot (see below).
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apyfifev amnpifuet / 2400wV kai coumavtee, obomep mposenuev | schol. anon. rec. Aristoph. Nu. 985b Koster 6 Knkeidng ovtog Safddletan ig
popiav, donep koi 6 Mehtidng kai 6 Kopvpog kai 6 Mapdrxovbog kai 6 Tametog (NuU. 998) kai 6 Bhtopdpog (1001) | Eust. Od. 1669,42-53 (= 1 395,9-
24 S.) onueiwoo 8¢ 811, dg kai &v TAadt EnAdbn, éni Ogpoitov kal Gpehi] Tvd TpdcOTa Kot 0¥ mavy omovdaia gig Tpoiav éotpatedoaro. ... €€
éketvav 6¢ kal kopoifovg Tvag dmookmntopey, pabovieg Tiva KopoiBov eomdn Muydova Dpiya 10 y€vog HOTOTOV TOV EMKOVPOV APIKOLEVOV TR
Mptéue 1’ edndetay. ... Opoing koi tov Mauudkovov, kai 1ov Meltidny, kai 1ov Apetetiony, ol Stafémrot &ni pwpig ioav, dv 6 Meltidng apdueiv
Te U Eniotactot Adyeton €l un dypt @V TEVTE, KOl Ayvoelv Tpog OMOTEPOL TMV YovEmV TTokunBein, Kol vopeng un dyacbat, edAafodpevog v Tpog
untépa draPfoinv, Serm. 9.152.12-20 &i yap kai tveg (Betéov yap) Exbpag fikovowv dmdotolot kol Evedpevutikol Tevdfveg ... dAL’ Nuelg 000E avtol &g
tocobTov Mehridar i kol Mappdkovfot, og pn &g kataotoydleohar, tiveg pev ol tijg 0pdTNTOG, Tiveg 8¢ o1 T0d Paivelv okold | Apostol. 5.27

yero1dTEPOc Mehtidov: émt tdv émi popia StoPeBonuévov. Meltidng yap v &vijp koupdoduevog HId 1@V momtdy &l pwpig.

1 Mappdrovbor VE, MapdxvBot R | ante gnow, pév E(Ald) Bekker | dvopatonenowjcdor VPE Chantry, dvopotonenotijcdar @Barb Bekker Dindorf
Diibner Siss | 2 i &7 VOBarb Chantry, i us E(Ald) Bekker Dindorf Dubner | o0 Staesche, rec. Siss, ob codd. Bekker Dindorf Diibner Chantry | 3 &
twveg E(Ald), oftveg VOBarb | TIAdrovog VEBarb, TThovtwvog O | Aéyovowy VE, Aéyovtar O, Aé( ) Barb | 4 poppdbpentor EBarb, poppddpentor O,
papddpentor R | onow M, om. RE®@Barb Bekker Dindorf Diibner Rutherford Siiss | Mappdxvbog Dindorf Dilbner Rutherford Siiss, Mappdkovfog
ME®Barb Bekker Chantry, Mapdxvbog R | Mehridng codd. Bekker Rutherford Siiss Chantry, Mekntidng Dindorf rec. Dibner | 5 dieférlovto
ME®Barb Bekker Chantry, diepfépinvto R Dindorf Diibner Rutherford Siiss | Bovtakiov RME®, BotoAiov M, Atakiov Barb

The second half of the pnigos (Il. 980-991) hosts Dionysos’ appreciation of Euripides’ arguments in favour
of his own poetry (and especially of the didactic value the tragic playwright brags about in Il. 954-979). The
god draws a comparison between the present-day, (ridiculously) cunning Athenians, imbibed of Euripidean
‘wisdom’, and their counterparts from the past, defined afertepdrtartol / keynvoteg poupdakvdotl / Mehrtido

(11. 989-991, “silly, gaping mummy’s boys, as dumb as Melitides”)%%.

The annotation to Ra. 990 is a compilation of at least two excerpts, linked by the adverb Alwc in E@Barb.
The first preserves the traces of an ancient interpretative debate on the word poppdxvbog, involving
Avristarchos — according to whom the word was Aristophanes’ invention —and Demetrios Ixion, who disproved
the Aristarchean interpretation on the basis of the existence of play entitled MappdxvBor and ascribed by some
to the playwright Plato. The second contains Didymos’ comment — which focuses not only on the term
noppdxvbot of 1. 990, but also on the mysterious appellative MeAtidon (1. 991) — along with more exegetic
material (independent from the grammarian) identifying poppdkv6og as a synonym of papud8pentog and

Mehridng as deriving from péi (“honey”)®’.

Moappdxv0og: this is the generally accepted spelling of the word, despite the diphtongated reading preserved
by VME (noudxvbot R) in the lemma and by RVME®Barb in the body of the annotation (accepted by Bekker
1829, 393 and Chantry 1999, 124). The manuscripts show similar ortographic discrepancies in Aristophanes’
text as well: VU have poppdxvfor, AM have poppdkovfot, R has papdxvor. The only attestations of the
word before Didymos’ time are the titles of Plato’s play (mentioned by Demetrios in response to Aristarchos)
and its two cognomines fabulae, one ascribed to Metagenes (Avpot fj Moppudicv0oc®®, frr. 1-5 K.-A.; see Orth
2014, 384-389) and one to Aristagoras (frr.1, 2, 5 K.-A.; see Bagordo 2014, 14-19). Nothing among the scanty

6% According to Kanavou (2011, 167), the expression «must refer to the passivity of the audience of Aeschylus’ plays».
697 Fritzsche (1845, 322) accepts the derivation from péi1 by proposing the reading Melittidon.
698 On double titles in Greek drama, see Hunter 1983, 146-148 and below.
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fragments of the three plays allows to draw any conclusion as to what the word poappdxv6og signified in each
of the contexts, but it can be assumed that it had the same etymological meaning (from pépun and kevbo,
designating «qui se cache contre sa mere» [Coulon 1928b, 133 n.1]%%°, therefore “mummy’s boy””) which the
Aristophanic passage presupposes. Didymos’ interpretation of the word as a personal name was likely
influenced by the following Meittidat, which was probably not a proper name for Aristophanes but had
become one in later authors (see below). With regard to the comic plays entitled Mappdxvbog, it has to be
assumed either that the grammarian believed them to be named after the supposed protagonist (instead of the

main stock character)’® or that he ignored the evidence altoghether’,

Mehtiong: in Aristophanes’ text, the almost unanimously transmitted reading MeAridon is prosodically
problematic, since the first iota is short, where the iambic sequence should have a longum. Modern editors
have either accepted the paradosis (explaining it in various ways™) or printed MeAntidar’®. The passage
might imply a joke on the deme of Me)Ait’®, possibly relying on a widespread prejudice against the Athenians
living there. Among them was a famous komadoumenos, Philonides of Melite, who was mocked for being
uneducated and foolish by Nikochares (fr. 4 K.-A.) and variously attacked by other playwrights of the same
period (see Philyll. fr. 22; PL.Com. fr. 65; Theopomp.Com. fr. 5 K.-A.)"®. One wonders if Aristophanes’
Meridan should be taken as an allusion to this figure, whose characterisation as an uncouth and uncultivated
individual would certainly fit with the general sense of the Aristophanic passage. With regard to the text of the
annotation, Dindorf’s emendation Meintidng (1838b, 117; Dilbner 1842, 303)"% is unnecessary. Indeed, there
is no need to think that Didymos read anything different from what the scholiastic text implies. The

grammarian treats MeAwtidng as the name of a character mocked for his foolishness™” (just like poppdxvdor,

69 See also GEW 168 «der sich bei der Mutter verbirgt»; DELG 663: «qui se cache dans la jupe de sa maman»; EDG 899: «who hides
with his mother».

700 proper names used as titles were not infrequent in Middle Comedy (see below n. 716 and Arnott 2010, 316), but Plato’s, Metagenes’
and Aristagoras’” Mappdkv0og clearly belong to the wide group of plays named after the main stock character: see e.g. Diphilos’
Aminotog (fr. 14 K.-A.), Menander’s Avdpoyuvvog (frr. 50-55 K.-A.), Amiotog (fr. 63 K.-A.) and Asicdaipov (frr. 106-109 K.-A)),
Menander’s and Mnesimachos’ (fr. 3 K.-A.) Adokolog, Antidotos’ Mepyipoog (fr. 1 K.-A.), the many "Aypowog-, Kora&- and
Dulapyvpog-plays. See also Storey-Allan 2005, 219.

01 An entry by Harpokration (o 7 K. = Did. fr. 286 C.-Pr.; 4 Pearson-Stephens) attests that Didymos used Metagenes’ Adpon to explain
the word oikiokog in Dem. 18.97, but this does not prove that he necessarily knew its secondary title Mappdakv6og too.

702 See e.g. Radermacher 1908, 453, who considered the word an ethnic designation from the Greek name of the island of Malta
(Mehitn, with a supposedly long iota, but the evidence provided is scanty, and the consequent interpretation unconvincing); Langerbeck
1958, who minimized the prosodic difficulty (see ibid. 49: «ist aber ein solcher katalektischer und “akephaler” Abschluss einer Reihe
von iamb.Dim. wirklich bei Aristophanes unmdglich?») and considered the adjective to be derived from the deme-name Mgitn, with
an alleged reference to Callias (ibid. 48); Coulon 1928d, 133, Dover 1993, 313 and Sommerstein 1999, 243, who accepted the reading
Mehutidou (the second still highlighting the prosodic issue) with the meaning of “halfwit”, “fool”.

703 Which is the reading of the Parisinus 20%, also shared by some of the later occurrences of the name (see e.g. Suet. ITepi fAaconudsy
188 T. and Apul. Apol. 24 below); see e.g. Bekker 18293, 555; Dindorf 1835, 121; 1869, 147; Blaydes 1889, 403; Wilson 2007b, 179;
2007c, 176. Instead, Fritzsche (1845, 322, followed by van Leeuwen 1896, 153; Kock 1898, 163) thought of a patronymic from
Méhmocog/MéMttog and emended into MeAittidon.

704 See Honigmann 1931, 541f.; Lohmann 1999, 1190. The standard demotic was actually Meltet, see e.g. IG 112 1141 I. 8 Ovijtop
Kno1c08mpd MeAtedg ein[ev] KTA.

705 All four passages are preserved by schol. Aristoph. PI. 179b Chantry. See Orth 2015, 50-54.

706 The emendation was wrongly taken as authentic by Radermacher 1908, 451, as already underlined by Langerbeck 1958, 49.

707 On Didymos’ general interest in the komodoumenoi see the Conclusions § 1.3.1.1 and frr. 237, 245-247, 249, 257, 259, 266.
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see above). In this case, his interpretation finds support in (and probably relies directly on) a couplet by
Menander, Asp. 269f. tpog Oedv, Meltiont / LoAgiv vreiineog; (“Good God! Do you think you’re talking to
Melitides?78), where Smicrines disdainfully rejects a proposal that he considers detrimental to his own
interests. The joke implies that the audience was familiar with Melitides as a proverbial fool’®. In fact, the line
from Menander’s Shield is the oldest of a long series of occurrences — mostly from the 2" century CE onwards
—, where Melitides plays the same role of archetypal simpleton (see e.g. Them. Or. p. 330d Harduin Mettidng
0 avonrog, Apul. Apol. 24 apud socordissimos Scythas Anacharsis sapiens natus est, apud Athenienses catos

Meletides fatuus).

£mi popig driefdrrovro: on dSufarie + mc/éni, see fr. 229 above. Didymos’ terminology (pwpio/pmpdc) is
reflected throughout the following tradition up to Apostolios’ paroemiographical collection (15 cent.).

kaOamep: besides being a common substitute for dc when sources are mentioned’*?, ka@dmep often introduces
supplementary examples of the phaenomenon commented on by the scholium (see e.g. — on the invention of a
speaking name — schol. Aristoph. V. 836¢ Koster aAL’ £otkev 6 AGPng dvopotonenotijodat AnAdg, Kabdmep O

Adxng mopd Tniexdeidn &v Ipvtavesty [fr. 26 K.-A.J)™L

Bovtalimv: this is for sure a personal name, attested epigraphically’2. Like in the case of popudicvdoc, the
literary occurrences of the name are limited to the titles of two lost comedies’™?, one by Antiphanes (probably
known with the double title Aypoucog f| BovtaAiov’, see frr. 12 and 69 K.-A.) and one by Xenarchos (test. 1
and fr. 1 K.-A.). There is no textual evidence linking Didymaos to any of the two plays. Still, Didymos’ choice
of Boutalion as a parallel example (see above s.v. kafdamep) implies that he knew of at least one play — maybe

(but not necessarily) Antiphanes’ or Xenarchos’ one — where a Boutalion was satirized for his stupidity.

08 Translation by Ireland (2010, 45). Didymos knew and engaged with Menander’s work in detail, since he wrote more than one
hypomneéma on his plays (fr. °278 C.-Pr.; see Schmidt 1854, 307; Theodoridis 1973; Martina 2016, 258; Braswell 2017, 64f.).

709 See Sisti 1971, 93f.; Gomme-Sandbach 1973, 85; Arnott 1979, 47 n.1; Sommerstein 1999, 243; Jacques 2003, 20 n. 3; Beroutsos
2005, 91; Ireland 2010, 93.

10 See e.g. scholl. Aristoph. Av. 494a ka®dénep Evpinidng &v Aiyel (fr. 2 K.), 556a kaddmep kai ®irodyopog &v i) & Aéyel (FGrHist 328
F 34), 1073ba kabamep Kpoatepog iotopel (BNJ 342 F 16b).

711 See also Niinlist 2009, 11.

12 Both on ostraka (BovtoAiov Mapaddvioc, PAA 268635, see AG 1990, 89-95; AM 1991, 150) and once on an Athenian stone from
421/0-416/5 BCE, preserving the accounts for the statues of Athena and Hephaistos (IG I® 472 I. 14 Bovtoiiovog Mapafovid, PAA
268630). See Oshorne-Byrne 1994, 90.

13 Suda B 468 (~ p 523), k 2113, u 1344 A. and schol. Tz. Aristoph. Ra. 990b Koster (~ Tz. H. 4.836-886, schol. Tz. Aristoph. Nu.
1022b Holwerda) are not taken into account as they ultimately depend on Didymos’ exegesis to Ra. 990f.

14 See above and Konstantakos 2004. Middle-comedy plays often carried proper names as titles (see e.g. Alexis’ Thrason and Polykleia
[frr. 96 and 190 K.-A.], Eubulos’ Klepsydra and Nannion [frr. 54 and 67 K.-A.], Antiphanes’ Malthake and Melitta [frr. 146 and 149
K.-A.]). See also Arnott 2010, 316.
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Kopooc: the name may refer to (1) the alleged first winner of the Olympic games™?, (2) the founding hero
of Tripodiskos in Kallimachos’ Aitia’® and (3) the son of Mygdon, a minor ally of Priam in the Little lliad™’.
That the fool referred to by Didymos was indeed the Phrygian hero of the Little Iliad is proved by Servius’
note to Verg. Aen. 2.341, where the grammarian — who is commenting on the brief Vergilian account of
Koroibos’ fortuitous arrival at Troy’*® — seems to ascribe the first depiction of Mygdon’s son as a fool to
Euphorion™® (hunc autem Coroebum stultum inducit Euphorion [fr. 107 Cusset])’?. Just like Melitides,
Koroibos’ status of stereotypical half-wit was already well established in the 3" cent. BCE, as a fragment by
Kallimachos’ proves (fr. 587 Pf. éntd cogoi yoipotte, 1oV dydoov, dote KopoiBov, / 00 cuvapiBuéopev’?).
For Mammakythos, Melitides and Boutalion, it is possible (and, for Melitides, almost certain) that the
grammarian relied on evidence coming from comedy in order to identify the figures as pwpoi: in Koroibos’

case there are no occurrences of the name in comic playwrights’??, and Didymos’ source was probably

15 See Call. fr. 541 Pf.; Plb. 6.11a.3; Ath. 9.382b; Paus. 5.8.6, 8.26.3s.; Eus. PE 10.14.6. See also Moretti 1957, n. 1.

716 fr, 30 Pf. = 32 Massimilla, see also P. Oxy. 22.2263 = Ag./Derc. fr. 8A Fowler = FGrHist 305 F 8 bis; Paus. 1.43.7f. See also
Massimilla 1996, 299-302 and 305f.; Ambiihl 1999a, 755; Harder 2012, 274-277.

17 See Verg. Aen. 2.339-346; P. Ryl. 22 (= PEG frr. 2 p. 75 Bernabg); Paus. 10.27.1f. (= PEG fr. 15 p. 79 Bernabé); [Eur.] Rh. 539;
Q. S. 13.169; Serv. ad Aen. 2.341. See also Vian 1969, 135-137 n. 2; Ambiihl 1999b, 755; Liapis 2012, 223; Fantuzzi 2020, 442f.

18 See Verg. Aen. 2.339-343 addunt se socios Ripheus et maximus armis / Iphitus ... iuvenisque Coroebus / Mygdonides: illis ad
Troiam forte diebus / venerat insano Cassandrae incensus amore.

19 See Clément-Tarantino ap. Acosta—Hughes-Cusset 2012, 165 n. 94: «Servius mentionne le seul Euphorion comme témoin et peut-
étre comme origine de cette tradition». On Servius’ usage of Greek sources, see Cameron 2004, 192-197.

720 Further proof of the identification is given by several paroemiographical and lexicographical occurrences (see e.g. Suet. Ilepi
Praconuidv (exc. byz.) 184 T. Kopoifog: 6 vnong, amd 100 Muyddvog, Dpuyodg 10 yévog, 8¢ dokel HoTaTog TV EMkovpmv apikécbal
@ Tpuap, S gondeav, Zen. 4.58 (~ Hesych. k 3649 C., Apost. 10.3) Kopoifov nibubtepog: €0Mng kol popog. €mi yap tod
popaivovtog Etottov oV Kdpoov dmd tvog Kopoifov popod, dv ofovrar tov Moydovog etvor maida tod dpuydg, katd o Tpomikd
YEVOUEVOV. TIVEG BE TODTOV GvaicOntov pact yeyovéval, (g kai ta kdpota tig Oaddoong apBueiv. These texts —along with many other
literary occurrences of Koroibos’ name, both in prose and poetry from the 2™ cent. CE to the Byzantine age — show how the hero
developed from being simply «another late ally unable to save Troy» (Fries 2014, 329) to representing the archetype of the half-wit,
just as Melitides. See e.g. Luc. Philops. 3 8¢ 8° v odv tadta katayéhaoto Svia pr ointar aAn07 ival, 6AL" éuepdvac EEeTalov ot
Kopoifov tvoc fj Mapyitov vouiln 10 meifecbor 1} Tpurtddepov Eddoat St tod dépog €mi dpaxdvimv vromtépmv f [ava fikew &€
Apxadiog coppayov gic Mapoddva ... , doefric 00To¢ ve Kai dvontog avtoic 5ofev, Gal. UP 3.10 (3,236 Kiihn) KopoiBog év dviag
€ 11 6 TPoOG T R Bovpaley T toladto g phoewg Epya kol pépeecdar toAudv, Olymp. In Alc. 85, 9-14 kai ddvatoi Tig kKotd pev
10 Bhov Kpeittov eivar, katd 88 1O miv yeipmv' olov v einmpev 1O SAov, TO vdpeiov Yévog dg dAoV KPETTTOV 6Tt TOD Yuvaukeiov, o0
v kod wdv Tovtog, ovte yap Ogpoitng kpeittwv Osavoig, 1 KopoiBog, Arethas op. 69 p. 81 Westerink Kopoifiov, Béltiote, Tadta
kol Mapyitov fj koi g vel mavTov otopacty Akkodg, GAL’ odk dvopdc @ Td & HALa Tpocsival Kokd Kol TO SUPPOVEGTUTOV TGV
doidwov, Man. Phil. Carm. 2.1.762 un yodv Kopoiog i kai ypaoo pdtny.

721 The longest version of the fragment is preserved anonymously by Pomponius Porphyrion’s comment to Hor. Serm. 2.3.296 (where
the author, with refined irony, makes Damasippos call his Stoic teacher sapientum octavos). The ascription to Kallimachos is to be
found in Suda k 2113 A. and in the Etymologicum Symeonis (see Gaisford 1848, 2302). See also Jahn 1867, 249 and D’ Alessio 2007,
738 n. 83. As rightly underlined by Pfeiffer (1949, 406), it can not be determined «utrum iam in fabella quadam lonica Coroebi stupidi
nomen cum septem sapientibus coniunctum fuerit an hoc Callimacho proprium sit». Less cautiously, Wilamowitz (1924, 187) deduced
from the text that Kallimachos was the actual inventor of a catalogue of the «sieben Vertreter der negativen Weisheit».

722 However, a play featuring Priam’s Phrygian ally Koroibos would not seem out of place in Middle Comedy, considering the high
frequency, in this phase, of plots relating to the Trojan events (see Arnott 2010, 295f.). Similarly, Pfeiffer (1949, 406f.) supposed that
the character, originally mocked «in ‘fabellis Tonicis” vel in comoedia Attica», had later become a proverbial fool. For other Middle
Comedy plays dealing with characters related to the lliad and to Troy in general, see Alexis’ three titles on Helen (frr. 70-73 K.-A.),
the two plays on Philoctetes by Strattis (frr. 44f. K.-A.) and Antiphanes (fr. 218 K.-A.), Anaxandrides’ Anchises (frr. 4f. K.-A.), Achilles
(fr. 8 K.-A.), Helen (fr. 12 K.-A.), Pandaros (frr. 38f. K.-A.) and Protesilaos (frr. 41f. K.-A.), Eubulus’ Anchises (frr. 4f. K.-A.), Dolon
(frr. 29-31 K.-A.), Lakones or Leda (frr. 60-63 K.-A.), Mysoi (fr. 66 K.-A.) and Phoenix (fr. 113 K.-A.), Theophilos’ Neoptolemos (frr.
6f. K.-A.). See also Carriere 1997, 417 («on voit surgir des sujets troyens nouveaux»). For Odyssey-related plays, see Revermann 2013,
110-118.
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Kallimachos (and/or Euphorion)’%, In fact, in its entry on Koroibos, Suda (x 2113 A.) quotes Call. fr. 587 Pf.
right before Didymos’ exegesis of Aristoph. Ra. 990f. Given the lexicon’s close dependence on the scholia to
Aristophanes’?, it can not be excluded that a less epitomized version of Didymos’ exegesis actually included
Kallimachos’ distich. In the Imperial age Melitides and Koroibos occur together — as a sort of canonic duo —
in Aelian (VH 13.15), Pseudo-Lukianos (Am. 53.6) and Eusebios (PE 14.18.17f.)'%. All the later texts that
mention jointly Melitides and Koroibos belong either to the scholiastic’® or to the lexicographical-
paroemiographical tradition’?’. In most cases the two characters appear along with other — more or less known
— proverbial fools, such as Margites’?, The longest list of this kind is provided by John Tzetzes in his comment
on Aristoph. Ra. 9907%°, a patchwork of Aristophanic exegesis in which the four Didymean fools are joined by
Margites and by two other kamadoumenoi, in order to create a parodic catalogue of the ‘Seven Fools’, parallel

to that (or, more precisely, those) of the Seven Sages’°.

723 Although there is no evidence of any exegetic work by Didymos on Kallimachos, he appears to have used his poetry while
commenting on Demosthenes (see Call. fr. 495 Pf. ap. P. Berol. 9780 col. 14 Il. 31-35 k(ai) (§otv) 6 | Adyog T vV Tédt An[p]ocBéve[t
nt]epi Tiig | Meyapixdic Opyéd[og], A x(oi) KaAlipo-|xog mov pvnpovedwv enoli-] «Nicai-ng dyAibeg dm’ Opyddog»), on the Odyssey
(see Et. M. 664,46-52 G. [~ Et. Gen. s.v. teplokénto] neploként®: “neploként® evi yopw” [Od. 1.426; 10.211, 253; 14.6]. t® Hynid,
80ev goti mepiokéyacBon Sid T Byog kol amdeiv: §| 60ev £oti TO MEPIE id€iv. T} mepiokenTov, 6 TIC BV KaTOvO®Y BavUAGEEY” OloV,
“dopa yévoua / oot (1) tepickentov naiyviov Apowvon” [Call. ep. 5.7f. Pf.]. Aidvpog [fr. 93a-b C.-Pr.] év dmopviuatt & ‘Odvooeiog.
obtwg edpov &y &ic Tov Qpov) and, most probably, on Pindar (see Pontani 2011, 110f.). A Didymean reference to Euphorion, instead,
can be found in Harp. o 14 K. 6 kdtwfev vopog Anpocbévng év 1 Kat’ Apiotokpdrove. Aidvpoc: “fror” enoi “tiv fhaiov Afyet 6
ptop S 0 TAV dikaoTnpiov o pEV dveo T 8¢ kdtm ovopdlecOat, §j S O oyfipa Tiig €v T0ig dEoot ypaeflg Bovotpoendov
YEYPOULEVIC ) TOV QIO TGV EDOVOLOV BpYOUEVOY VOIOV KaTmBey dvopdlel 6 Anpocsdivng 6t yap” enoi “Bovstpoenddv fioav oi
aEoveg kai ol kOpPeig yeypappévorl dednimkev Edpopinv év td Amolodmpw [fr. 7 Cusset]).
724 See also Suda B 468 [~ 1 523] A. On the relationship between Suda and the Aristophanic scholia, see Zacher 1888, 689; Adler 1928,
XVIII; Holwerda 1977, XVII. See also Tosi 2006, 177; 2014, 21f.
725 See also Diogenian. 5.12.
726 See e.g. schol. anon. rec. Aristoph. Nu. 985b.
727 See e.g. all Suda-entries listed in the loci paralleli.
728 See above Lex. Rhet. BekkY 279,18f., Phot. p 241 Th. (~ Et. M. 577,33 G.) and Eust. Od. 1669,42-53 (= | 395,9-24 S.). Koroibos
and Melitides also appear indipendently with other archetypal simpletons. See e.g. Melitides with Mammacythos and Amphietides in
Suet. ITepi flacpnuidv (exc. byz.) 186-188 T.
723 The same carmen is also to be found, with few alterations, in Tz. Ep. 1,1.3-2.1, H. 4.836-886 and schol. Tz. Aristoph. Nu. 1022b
Holwerda. See Koster (1962, 989-991) for a detailed analysis of the text. The text is identified as a para-hymn by Pizzone 2017, 185
n. 17.
730 For an overview of the different lists of the Seven Sages preserved by the tradition, see Engels 2010, 9-78. Trying to link Tzetzes’
catalogus stultorum to Kallimachos’ reference to the éntd cooi in the Koroibos-fragment is surely tempting, but Tzetzes’ clear
dependence on Aristophanic exegetic material (which is made even clearer by the completely different set of characters Tzetzes
presents, in comparison to those found in other works such as Suetonius’ ITepi BAaconuicv, Lex. Rhet. BekkY and Photios’ Lexicon)
excludes the possibility. At the same time, however, the earlier authors — particularly those from the Imperial age — might directly rely
on (or at least indirectly mirror) a rhetorical catalogue of fools similar to the mythographic ones found on papyrus fragments (see van
Rossum-Steenbeek 1998, 309-322 and 328-340. See also Lightfoot 1999, 247; Cameron 2004, 238-249; Zito 2014, 116-118).
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fr. 269 (= 11 14.17, p. 250 Schmidt)

Subject: incongruity between Dionysos’ statement in Ra. 1028 and the preserved text of Aischylos’ Persians

Sources: scholl. Aristoph. Ra. 1028a-aa-ba-c-ea-f et ap-ep-d-bp-g Chantry

gxapnv yodv, vik’ firoveo RVE <mepi Aapeiov tebvedtog>: &v 10ic pepopévolg Aioydrov “IIépoang”,
olte Aapeiov Bavotog dmayyéAletal, obTe YopOg TAG XEIPAG cVYKpoVGag Aéyel “Tavol”. GAAG TA HEV
TpaypoTo Hokertal €v Lovoolg, Kol tepipofog Eotv N punqtnp EépEov €€ dveipov TvOg, Yopog o8
[epo®dv YEPOVTOV SAAEYOUEVOS TTPOC aMTHY. £t &yyelog dmoryyEAhov THY Tepi TaAapivo vavpoyioy
ko v Eép&ov euynv. RVE®@Barb(Ald) Xaipic (fr. 22 Berndt) 6¢ enot 10 “Aapeion” avti tod EépEov
obvnBeg yap Toig momToic &ml TV LIAV TOIC TOV TaTépwv ovouaot ypficdat. VE@Barb(Ald) npog ov
Eotwv einely Ot év T dpdpatt Aéyetar “EépEng uev adtog (i te kai PAémel pdog.” (299) VEO®Barb(Ald)
‘Hpoducog (p. 126 Diring = fr. 10 Broggiato) 6¢ gnot dirtag yeyovévar <kabéoeic™ t...1 tod Bavdatov,
Kol TV Tpaymdiav oy mepiéyey v év Iatatoic pdymv. dokodotv 8¢ odrot oi “TIEpcor” Hmd oD
Aloydlov 6ed1ddybot év Zvpakovoalg, orovddcavtog Tépwvoc, dg enow EpatocBévng év yv" Tlepi
kopoddv. (fr. 109 Strecker = 6 Bagordo) VE®Barb(Ald) diimg. VE Aidvpog 611 o0 mepiéyovot
Oavatov Aopeiov “oil TIépoor” 10 dpdpa. S O Tveg d1tT0g KaOEGEL, TOVTESTL JOACKAAING, TOV
“Tlepo®Vv” @aot, kol TV piov pn eépectat. Tveg 8¢ yYpapovot <avti> “Aapeiov”, “tod EépEov”. ol 8¢
Ot TOTG KVPIOIG AVTL TAOV TOTPOVVUIKAV KEXPNVTAL, Kol oty 0 E€péng. ol 8¢, Ot €idwhov Aapeiov

PB&yyeTaL, £kei<vov> tebvnkotog, dniovott. VE@Barb(Ald)

“T rejoiced when I heard (of Dareios’ death)”: in the preserved Persians by Aischylos nobody announces
the death of Dareios, nor does the Chorus say “alas!” clapping their hands. Instead, the events take place
at Susa and Xerxes’ mother is terrified because of a dream and the Chorus of old Persians speaks with
her. Then (comes) a messenger reporting the sea-fight in Salamina and Xerxes’ flight. Chairis says:
“‘Dareios’ (death)’ instead of ‘Xerxes’ (death)’, for it is usual for the poets to use the names of the
fathers in reference to their sons”. Against him one could say that in the play it is said “Xerxes himself
is alive and sees the light of day”. Herodikos says that there were two (stagings) f...T of the death and
that tragedy included the battle of Plataia. These Persians seem to have been staged by Aischylos in
Syracusai, at Hieron’s request, as Eratosthenes says in the third book On Comedies. Otherwise.
Didymos: the Persians do not include Dareios’ death. Therefore, some say that there were two stagings
— that is two productions — of the Persians and that one is not preserved. Some write “Xerxes” (instead
of) “Dareios”. Some (say) that they used proper names instead of the patronymics and that (the one

intended) is Xerxes. Others (say) that clearly it is Dareios’ ghost who is speaking, since he is dead.

Aristoph. Ra. 1028f. &ydpnv yodv, ik’ tiixovco mepit Aopeiov eBvedtoc, / 6 xopdg 8’ £0BLC T Yelp’ GG GuYKpovGaC Elmey “iowoi.”
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schol. rec. Aristoph. Ra. 1029e Chantry ov ¢épetai Tt to0dTov &v 101G VOV gdprokopévols “Ilépoais”. gaoci 8¢ 811 év £tépoig Tlépoag mepi TovTOL
SiéEaiotv. PstrLvMt

a 2 anayyédieton VEBarb, émayyéddetor RO | (ante yopog, 6 Ald) | suykpotoag hic VE®Barb, ante tag R | 3 vnokerton RVEBarb edd. cett., vmoxewvtoun
®(Ald) Bekker | 4 arayyélov RE®Barb (G), drnoayyéhov V(AId) | 5 Xaipig VE, yaiper © (G), xaipeig Barb | 8¢ VEBarb, yap © | 6 yap om. Barb | 7
Spapatt E@Barb, dpappatt V | Bréner VEO, Brénewv Barb | 8 dittdg yeyovévon kabéoeig Chantry Montana, duttdg yeyovévon tag 0éoei Vel kabéoeig
Dobree, dittéc yeyovévan tég kabéoeig Dindorf Dilbner, Sirtod VE®Barb Bekker Siiss (Surtijv G) | 1...1 100 ovdtov VE@Barb (om. G), <dv piav
Gpyeobar dmod Tod Aape>iov Bavdrov Fritzsche, <mpo> tempt. Montana, tob Bavdrtov exp. Dindorf Ditbner | 9 koi-nepiéyev VEOBarb (fitic-nepiéyet
G) | 10 gnow cett., pa( ) Barb | 11 post Aidvpog, 8¢ ©Barb | 12 kabéoeig Casaubon (Animadv. in Ath. p. 413) edd., kotaféceig VOBarb (G), 0éoeig
E(AIld) Bekker | 13 avti suppl. Schuringa, Aapeiov exp. Dindorf | 14 tav cett., om. ©(Ald) Bekker | éotiv om. Bekker | 15 ékei<vov> Dobree edd. cett.,

éxel codd. Bekker

At Il. 1028f. of Frogs, Dionysos — who has just been reminded by Aischylos of the performance of the
Persians — expresses his own appreciation of a specific scene, that of the announcement of Dareios’ death and
of the reaction of the Chorus to the message (Ra. 1028f. &ydpnv yodv, fvix’ tfixovca mepit Aapeiov tebvedtog,
1 6 xopdg & £0OVC TO ¥ETp” M1 cuyKpovsag eimev: “iowoi”). No such scene occurs in the preserved text of the
Aeschylean play, nor could it be found in the Persians available to the ancient commentators of Aristophanes,
as the exegetic material demonstrates. The problem of the inconsistency between the text of the Frogs and the
plot of Aischylos’ play is due to the evident corruption of Ra. 1028, where the first section (until ©vix’) and
the last one (from nepi onwards™?) follow the metric scheme of the anapaestic tetrameter catalectic, while the
central portion is clearly ametric. Although it cannot be determined where, in the course of the textual tradition
of the Frogs, this corruption intervened and how severe it was at the time of the Alexandrian scholars, the
scholia show undoubtedly that the text offered to the ancient readers the very same meaning that still troubles

modern scholars.

The annotation consists of two scholia substantially overlapping in content but clearly differing in length,
connected by the compilation mark éAlwg. It has been convincingly argued by Montana (2017, 215-221) that
the first and longer part (i.e. scholl. Aristoph. Ra. 1028aa-ba-c-ea-f Chantry) represents a direct excerpt from
Didymos’ hypomnéma to the Frogs, while the second one (i.e. scholl. Aristoph. Ra. 1028 ap-ep-d-bp-g
Chantry) is a patent, but highly epitomized quotation from the same work. In other words, in his commentary
(excerpted at the beginning of the annotation) Didymos extensively quoted the exegeses of his predecessors
Chairis, Herodikos and Eratosthenes. The compiler that later quoted from the same commentary omitted all
their names, only mentioning the name of his primary source, Didymos. Apart from preserving the opinions
of his forerunners, the grammarian seemingly gave no original contribution to the debate. Indeed, besides the

plain description of the incongruity between Ra. 1028 and the plot of the Persians’, no other piece of exegesis

31 The most recent and complete discussion of the problem (including all the relevant bibliography) is Totaro 2006, where all modern

emendation proposals are collected and evaluated. See also Wilson 2007c¢, 177f.

732 Although it fits within the metre, the preposition repi is included in the cruces, because it is highly unlikely that the action described

at . 1028 (whatever it is) happens “with regard to Dareios’ death”, since he is already dead and features as ghost in the tragedy.

733 The recalled scenes are: Atossa’s dream (mepipoBdc dotv 1 pfTnp ZépEov & dveipov tvog, see Aeschyl. Pers. 159-214), the

dialogue between Atossa and the Chorus (30pog 8¢ ITepc@®v yepovtov dloleydpevos Tpog avtiv, see Aeschyl. Pers. 215-248) and the
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is explicitly linked to him (although two anonymous sections might be ascribed to him, see below). Still, the
exegetic material relating to Ra. 1028 provides exceptional insight into Didymos’ modus operandi, clearly
showing his attention for the scholarly work of the predecessors and his aim to reorganise and frame the

philological debate within his own commentary.

Xaipig 8¢ gnov 0 “Aapeion” avti Tod EépEov: Chairis (27-1% cent. BCE, see the Introduction § 3.3) may
have been Aristarchos’ pupil (see Montana 2015b). Didymos quoted him also in his exegetic work on Homer
and Pindar, as shown by the scholia to Il. 6.717** and Pind. N. 1.497,

pog Ov E6TIv EimElv 6L &v T® dpapart kth: the refutation of Chairis’ interpretation could actually be easily
ascribed to Didymos. In fact, not only does the formulation echo the grammarian’s typically cautious tone’®,
but a very close wording is also found in the already mentioned Didymean scholium to Pind. N. 1.49, where
Chairis’ opinion is followed by mpog Todtov 8¢ Eveotv imeiv kT, by the exegesis of another ancient scholar
and then by Didymos’ one. The response is based on a misunderstanding of Chairis’ proposal: for him Aapgiov
was a patronymic and nepi Aapeiov tebvedtoc meant “about Xerxes’, the son of the dead Dareios”. Instead,
the anonymous critic (maybe Didymos) understood that the meaning presupposed by Chairis was “about the
dead Xerxes, Dareios’ son” and therefore highlighted that Pers. 299 clearly states that the King is alive after

the battle of Salamis™'.

‘Hpodwkog 6¢ oot dittog yeyovévor <keBioeis>: this is the only instance of Didymos quoting Herodikos
(2" cent. BCE, see the Introduction § 3.4.1)", The citation probably comes from his Xiuuxra dmouvijuora
(on which see Pagani 2009d). Broggiato (2014, 48), instead, believes that this fragment pertains to Herodikos’

work entitled Kowuwdoduevor.

®g gonow Epatoc0ivng év v epi kopmdidv: although there are no cases of direct quotation, Eratosthenes’

books On Ancient Comedy’® were undoubtedly a paramount source for Didymos. The grammarian is likely

Messenger scene (eita dyyehog dmoyyéAhov TV mepl Zodapive vavpoyiov kol Thv ZEpEov euyrv, see Aeschyl. Pers. 249-531 and hyp.
Aeschyl. Pers. 4f. Ty €kel edvodyog éotty dyyélhmv &v apydi Thv ZépEov Nrtav, 13-15 Zépénc otpatevcdpevog kotd EALGSoc, kol
melq pév &v Miartaroig vikneic, voutiky] 6 &v ZaAapivi. d10 Oecoariog pedywv diemeparmdn eig v Aciav).

734 schol. Did. 11. 6.71a (A) vexpovg du nediov cuMjcete tebvmdrag: obtmg Apistopyog. 6 8¢ Znvodotog ,, Tpohov du nediov cuifcouey
&vtea vekpovs”. ABnvokAiéovg ¢ év 1@ Ilept Opnpov mapotnpnoavtog 61t 1@ HEV KOUAT® Kol £0vtov 0 Néotwp Dmofdilel Adymv
kteivopev* (Z 70), 10 8¢ képdog dtov motgiton TV oTpuTIOT®Y &v Td cuAncete, 6 Xaipig (fr. 3 B.) Ounpucdv sivai onot tov g
£PUNVELNG XOPAKTTPO MG €V TOVTOLS ,,dANOL eV Yap TTavTe, doot Bgoi gic” &v OMUm, / coi T Emmeifovton kai Sedpunipecba Ekactog™
(E 877-8)" &de1 yap dédunvion i meibovron §j avamody. kol mdAw: ,,aAL’ byed’, dg v éyd einw, telddpedo mdvteg: / vov pgv ddpmov
£leobe kata otpatove (X 297-8), kol dAloyod: ovde yap dAlmg dxpdalel 6 Néotwp, AL Do yrpwg £otkev Amelpnkévat. Tadto O
Aidvpog (fr. 55 C.-Pr.). See also schol. Did. 1l. 2.865 (A), 6.4b (bT).

735 schol. Pind. N. 1.49¢ Drachmann 6 82 Xdipic (fr. 20 Berndt) enov, 811 6 Xpopog moAld cvpmovisag ¢ Tépwvi katd v apynv
auolpic Etuyev & avtod, Bote €k meplovsiag kol itmotpogiical Mg ovy ovTog Emadlov movmy EloPe THV Empdvelav, obto Kai
‘HpoxAfig mold tadomopioog Enadlov Eoye v dbavaociov kai Tov yapov i "HPng ... Bértiov 6 enow 6 Aidvpog (fr. 144 C.-Pr.)
£Kelvo Aéyewv, OTL KTA.

736 See Clausen 1881, 34f.; Boudreaux 1919, 111 and Did. frr. 227, 229, 230, 237, 267 (above).

737 See Montana 2015b; 2017, 218f.

738 On Herodikos’ life and works, see Pagani 2009d, Broggiato 2014a, 41-55.

39 The extant fragments are collected by Strecker 1884; a new commented edition by M. Broggiato is in preparation. See also Tosi
1998a, 1998b, 1998c; Broggiato 2014b, 2019a, 2019b, 2019c; Benuzzi 2018, 2019b.
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responsible for a good amount of the fragments of Eratosthenes’ work quoted by Athenaios™°, Harpokration’!,
Hesychios’2 and, of course, the scholia to Aristophanes (see the Introduction § 3.3)"#. Although Eratosthenes
features in the discussion only as a source on the Sicilian restaging of the Persians (or rather of the whole
tetralogy’*), given the clear reference to his work On Ancient Comedy, it can be assumed that he also discussed
the wording of Ra. 1028, explaining the discrepancy between Aristophanes’ line and the plot of the Persians
with a supposedly revised version of the play for the Sicilian production (his exegesis being later adopted by
Herodikos).

o0l 8¢, 6T eidAov Aapeiov @OfyyeTar kTA: this anonymous interpretation ends the list of explanation attempts
in the more epitomized part of the annotation and is absent in the longer Didymean excerpt. Although it is
introduced by the unspecified oi 8¢, it is tempting to ascribe the section to Didymos™®. In all likelihood, the
wording “Dareios’ ghost is talking” implies a textual solution to the problem of Ra. 1028, namely the
emendation of the transmitted mepi Aapsiov tebvedrog (“regarding Dareios’ death”) in mopd Aapeiov
tebvedrog (“from the dead Dareios”), thus making Dionysos’ line into a reference to the speech of Dareios’

ghost at Pers. 681-84274,

740 See e.g. Ath. 11.501d (= Eratosth. fr. 25 Strecker; Did. fr. 8 C.-Pr.), with its rich doxography concerning the word BoAaveidppaiog
(Crat. fr. 54 K.-A.).

741 See e.g. Harp. p 16 K. and Benuzzi 2018, 335-338.

72 The close similarity between Hesych. x 1590 C. (= Eratosth. fr. 63 Strecker) and schol. Aristoph. Lys. 722b Hangard suggests
Didymos as common source.

743 Schmidt 1854, 44-66 listed as fragments of Didymos’ Comic Vocabulary a large group of scholia, lexicographic entries and
Athenaios’ passages where only Eratosthenes was mentioned (sometimes along with Lykophron). This is obviously a rather audacious
operation, although it cannot be denied that Didymos played a central role in the fragmentary survival of Eratosthenes’ On Ancient
Comedy.

744 See Broggiato 2019¢, 19-26.

745 As supposed by Montana 2017, 221.

746 The change of preposition has been adopted by several modern scholars in their attempts at emending Ra. 1028, see Bachmann
1878, 102; von Velsen 1881, 98; Heidberg 1898-1899, 66; Willems 1919, 78.
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fr. 270a (= 11 14.18, p. 250 Schmidt)

Subject: the expression 1 Toig 6ctpdkoig / abtn kpotovoa (Aristoph. Ra. 1305f.)

Source: schol. Aristoph. Ra. 1305b-c-a Chantry

mobd ‘otwv 1 10ilg Ootpdkolc RVM: 6t gaivovtal tiveg dyopoiol kpobovieg 10l 0oTpdKolg Kol
npocadovteg 1@ kpovuatt @ o6 tovtwv. RVE®Barb(Ald) Aéyeton eig v Yyuroinv tavta,
RVME®Barb(Ald) 1 kaB6lov v Modcav avtod: Emléyel yap “debpo, Mobo’ Evpuridov”. (1306)
VE®Barb(Ald) Aidvuoc 8¢ mpootibnow 61t VE@Barb(Ald) si®boaocwv dvii Abpag koyydia koi

dotpdxia kpovovieg Evpududy Tva fyov dmoteleiv Toig dpyovpévorc. VME®Barb(Ald)

“where is (that woman who rattles with) the potsherds?”: because it seems that low-class people rattled
the potsherds and sung to the sound produced by them. This alludes to the Hypsipyle or generally to
Euripides’ Muse. Indeed he adds: “come here, Muse of Euripides”. Didymos adds that they are

accustomed to producing a rhythmic sound for the dancers by rattling shells and potsherds instead of

(playing) the lyre.

Avristoph. Ra. 1304-1307 éveykdtm Tig 10 AOpiov. kaitot ti 31/ Aopag émi TovT0; oD *oTIv 1) T0ig doTplxols / abtn kpotodow; dedpo, Modcs’ Edbpuridov,

[ Tpog fivrep Emrhdera TodT’ Gdev pékn.

Ath. 14.636d-e "Eppumog 8 év @eoig (fr. 31 K.-A.) 10 101015 Kpovew kpepPorialev gipnkev év tovtolg “Aemadag 8¢ metpdv dmokdmtovtes /
kpepPariaovot”. Aidvpog (fr. 270b C.-Pr.) 8¢ gnow eimdévor Tiviig avti tiig Apag koyydAa kol SoTpake cuYKpovoVTag EVPUBHOV Y6V TIVO, BToTEAETY
1015 Opyovpévolg, kabdmep kol Apiotoedvny év Batpdyoig edvar | Phryn. PS 79.6 kpoteiv dotpdkoig: Apiotoedvng éni tiig Evpridov pelomotiog, 6t
obyl yvnoiov <momtod> 008 yviicia & uéAn, 6AL’ ola mpog dotpaka §decdot, Sfilov molodviog <T0D> KOU®EOD, Tt T8 KAEAVUEVE TAV HEADY Kod
A86KILa TPOC TA BoTPA<KO> SOV, odyYl TPOS ADpav T K1Bdpav. Aéyel 8’ obTrg ‘doTpdiolg abtn kpotodoo dedpo pode’ Evpuidov’ | Hesych. k 4049

C. xpeppaliagew (Hermipp. fr. 31 K.-A.)" koyydio koi $6Tpaiko cuykpotodviag EvpuBudy Tva fxov drotelelv 1ol OpxovpEVOLS.

1 dyopoiot RVE, gicayopaiot ®@Barb | 2 mpocédovteg VE@Barb, mpoddovteg R | Aéyetou cett., Aéyovst M | post tadta, moeiv M | 3 Moo’ Barb (et in
versu cett.), Mobdoa VE® | 4 koyyvha VE, koykdapia MO, koykdiwa Barb | 5 &vpubuov Ath. Dibner, 0p0pmg VE@Barb Chantry, ebpubuov epit. Ath.
Bekker Dindorf Suss, dpvBupov M | opyovpévorg VE@Barb(Ald), dpynotaic M | eidBaciv—opyovpévorg hic cett., ante Aéyetoan M

While preparing to put Euripides’ songs to trial, Aischylos — who deems his rival’s lyrics unworthy of the
solemnity of the lyre accompaniment (Aristoph. Ra. 1304f. kaitot ti d&1 / Apag €mi todto;) — calls on stage
Euripides” “Muse” (I. 1306), a silent female character depicted as 1 toig octpdroig / adtn kpotodoa, “that

woman who rattles with the potsherds” (Il. 1305f.)"#". In this way, Aristophanes attacked a musical experiment

747 Aischylos’ disparaging tone is inevitably flattened when the expression is translated as a simple 1| kpotaAilovoa (see e.g. Rogers
1902, 199: «she that bangs and jangles her castanets»; Coulon 1928b, 146: «la joueuse de castagnettes»; Marzullo 1968, 616: «quella
con le nacchere»; Del Corno 1992, 131: «la ragazza che suona le nacchere»; Paduano 1996, 179: «la suonatrice di nacchere»; Ewans
2011, 214: «that woman who beats time on castanets»). Literal translations such as those by Kock (1898, 198: «mit Scherben
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recently carried out by Euripides in his Hypsipyle (411-408 BCE)"*®, with the protagonist accompanying her
song with castanets mimicking the sound of clapping waves around the island of Lesbos (Eur. fr. 752f,8-14 K.
= [l. 194-201 Collard-Cropp)™°.

The scholium regarding the expression mod *otv | 10ig doTpdKols / abdtn kpotodoa; seemingly contains
three separate interpretations. The first describes the act of rattling potsherds to accompany singing as a vulgar
custom and correctly identifies the scene as an attack against the experimental monody of Hypsipyle. The
exegesis is echoed in Phot. x 1111 Th., although the wording of the entry is heavily corrupt.”® The second,
instead, considers the silent character as generic representation of Euripides’ low style, rather than a specific
criticism on the Hypsipyle (a more articulate phrasing of this interpretative stance is preserved by the
grammarian Phrynichos [PS 79.6]). Finally, Didymos’ comment offers an autoschediastic explanation of II.
1304-1306, based on the opposition between the lyre and the potsherds, but without any reference to the
obviously different status of the two instruments and with a focus on the act of dancing rather than that of
singing. His interpretation is found, in an almost identical form, in Ath. 14.636d-e, within a long and varied
excursus on music and its historical and technical features (616e-639a). After discussing string and wind
instruments, Athenaios comes to percussions and, more specifically, to the kpéufaia. Dikaiarchos is the first
source quoted with regard to the popularity of the instrument among women™. The digression then proceeds
with the incipit of an anonymous song to Artemis’™?. After this reference — aimed at proving the close
connection between kpéuporo and women — the focus shifts towards kpeppaialow, a verb that Athenaios
found in Hermippos® Gods (fr. 31 K.-A.)™®3. Didymos’ comment on Ra. 1305 is reported right after the
quotation from the play by Hermippos, and is followed by a precise reference to the Frogs (koBdmep xai

Aptotoeavny év Batpdayoig edvar) that hints at the original context of the interpretamentum. The same

klappernde»), Sommerstein (1999, 139: «that girl who plays percussion with broken bits of pot») and Holzberg (2011, 64: «sie, die mit
Topfscherben klappert») are more preferable. On the exact meaning of the word dotpakov in the Aristophanic passage, see below. On
the character’s unclear external features, see Radermacher 1954, 320; Dover 1993, 351; Sommerstein 1999, 274.

748 See Kannicht 2004b, 736.

749 The most recent study of Hypsipyle’s monody in relation to Aristophanes’ parody is in Simone 2020. Detailed analyses of the entire
Aristophanic passage can be found in van der Valk 1982, Borthwick 1994 and Di Marco 2009, 119-141. Barker (2004, 199) establishes
a convincing link between this scene and the entrance on stage of Prokne in Av. 667ff. For a survey on the imagery of dancers and
prostitutes in parodies of the New Music, see Gianvittorio 2018.

750 Phot. x 1111 Th. kpotoAile: 0d S0 TV ¥eP&V KpOTELY, GALL S10 kKpotdAov: T “Tfig kpotaticdong” g Evpuridng (fr. 769 K.)
onoiv 0 kopkog T mepl g Yyuroing Aéyav. It is possible that the entry originally included a direct quotation from Ra. 1305f. later
gradually obscured, firstly with the easy saut du méme au méme 1 toig 6otpdrolg abtn kpotodoa <debpo Modoo> Evpuridov and
secondly with the adaptation of the participle to the lemma kpotaiilew (along with further loss of text at the beginning of the quotation).
On the strong influence of the lemma on the interpretamentum in the lexicographic tradition, see Tosi 1988, 157f.

51 Ath. 14.636¢-d v yap 8 Tvo Kol yopic TOV ELEUCHUEVEY Kol 0pdaic SlENuuéveV ETEpa WYOPOU LOVOV TOPUCKEVACTIKG,
KaBdmep T KpépPoia. mepi GV eot Atkaiapyog év toic mepi Tod Tiig EAAGSo¢ Biov (fr. 60 Wehrli = 72 Mirhady), émywpiéca pdckov
noté Kal’ vrepPory i 10 Tpocopyeichoi te Kkoi TpocEdety Taig yuvenkiv dpyové Tva wod, v dTe Ti BmTorto Toig SuKTOAOIG TOLETY
Ayvpov yogov. On Dikaiarchos and the main features of his work On the Life of Greece, see Ax 2001, 279-297.

752 Ath. 14.636d dniodcbar 8¢ &v 1 tiic Aptéudoc dopatt (Mel. adesp. fr. 37 [PMG 955] P. = Alcm. fr. ©"284 Cal.), od éotwv dpyhy’
“Aptept, 6ot pé T L epnv €@ipepov Buvov / vevarte 60gv ade Tig GALL ypvoopavia T/ kpépBoda xolkomdpaia xepoiv”. The quotation
belonged most probably to Dikaiarchos’ original discussion, as supposed both by Wehrli (1967, 61) and Ax (2001, 285). See also Neri
(1996, 51), who links the entire passage to the erudite discussion on the Aenddec preserved by Ath. 3.85e-86a (see ibid. 25-55).

753 See Comentale 2017, 130-138.
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exegetic sequence presented by Athenaios (with Hermippos’ lines followed Didymos’ observation and a
specific reference to Aristophanes) can be found in Hesych. k 4049 C. kpepfotiélev: koyydia kai doTpoKo
ovykpotodvTag Evpuouov Tvo nyov dmotedeiv Toig dpyovpévorc. Even though the names both of the playwright
and of the grammarian are omitted, the lemma xpeppatialew clearly comes from Hermippos and the wording
of the explanation is exactly the same. Given the two occurrences, it can be easily supposed that Hermippos’
lines originally belonged to a longer version of Didymos’ comment on Aristoph. Ra. 13057 this is further

confirmed by a closer analysis of Didymean fragment (see below).

Aidvpog 8¢ mpostiOneuy: the verb is mostly used in highly articulate scholia where various exegeses are not
simply juxtaposed but rather critically integrated into one coherent annotation. It can introduce a quotation
from a scholar already mentioned’®, but can also mark an ancient reader’s exegesis that represents an addition
to what has been said by another scholar®. In the present case, while highlighting the logic concatenation of
the entire scholium, tpootifnot suggests clearly that Didymos’ comment is closely linked to what is said above
and that the redactor perceived his interpretation as an addition to the rest of the exegetic material™’. The
absence of other names of commentators in the scholium leaves room for different perspectives. On the one
hand, with his observation, Didymos might have been integrating the exegesis of another commentator (as in
schol. Pind. N. 3.16b, see n. 756), whose name went lost due to epitomation. On the other hand, the redactor
might have been intermittently quoting from Didymos’ hypomnéma (as in schol. Apoll. Rhod. 4.272-274 and
schol. Hrd. 1l. 13.450al [A], see n. 755), and a previous mention of the grammarian might have equally gone

lost in the trasmission of the scholium.

cid0aow: the verb covers a wide range of meanings in the scholiastic vocabulary™® and occurs twice more in
conjuction with Didymos’ name, both times introducing general, autoschediastic inferences from the

Aristophanic context (see above frr. 232, 243).

754 But see Neri 1996, 51: «quanto a Ermippo, ¢ senz’altro plausibile che anche il passo degli Déi derivi dall’esegesi di Dicearco, che
di nacchere, musica e commedia si sara forse occupato nei diovoaiaxoi dyaveg (frr. 73-89 Wehrli)»; see also Comentale 2017, 131.
55 See e.g. schol. Apoll. Rhod. 4.272-274 gvev &1 tiva: Tecoyymotc Alydmtov mdong Paciiedg petd Qpov tov "Toidog kai Ooipidog
moida TV pev Aciov 0ppncog ndoav KateoTpéyato, opoimg kol ta mieiota tiig Evpodnng. dxpiéotepov o0& £oti Td meEPl avTOd TOPA
‘Hpodote (2.102-110). Ogdmopmog 8¢ év y* (FGrHist 115 F 46) Zécwotpv avtov karel. Hpddotog 8¢ mpootifnow (102), 811, &i puév
TIvog TOAEP® KatéoTpeyey, othhag £tifel g éviknoev. See also schol. Hrd. 1l. 13.450al (A) Kpntn émiovpov: todto Tpiydg
aveyvaootn. Znvodotog (fr. 4 p. 191 Pusch = vol. 1l p. 413 van Thiel) yap dg énikovpov, ékdexouevog Paciriéa kai gOlaka. Kol
Apiotapyog 6 obtog, €xdexdpevog tOv olaka. pépvntar 8¢ koi 6 Aidvpog (fr. 61 C.-Pr.) tfig dmoddoemg kai Tpoewv (fr. 100 V.).
£Kkelvo o0& mpootinow 6 Tphewv 611 6 €miovpog, O ,,EMICKOTOG™ KTA.

76 See e.g. schol. Pind. N. 3.16b 6 pgv Apictapyog Ovpavod Buyatépo Ty Modoav dédektat ... 6 88 Auudviog pootiOnoty dtt Sid
10010 Kpéovia kEkAnke TOV OVpavov, 81t mpiv Kpdvov Bosiledoar odtog éBacilevcey.

57 The absence of mpoctinot in Athenaios’ passage — where the Didymean exegesis simply serves as an isolated consideration on the
topic — confirms the specific function of the verb in the scholium.

758 For which see the relevant comment on fr. 232 (above).
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avti Aopag: for a similar observation on the more or less improvised substitution of noble music instruments
in specific performative contexts, see Eratosthenes’ comment on the allegedly Archilochean hymn to Herakles

TAVEALOL KOAATVIcE ™S,

L4

Koyyvlho Kai octpdaxie; the word dotpdxio’® (just like Aristophanes’ 8otpaka) can mean either “potsherds”
or “shells”. Since Didymos pairs it with koyydAw it seems unlikely that the two terms should be interpreted as
synonyms. Rather, here the grammarian is listing two different objects which, according to him, were
habitually used as castanets, namely shells (koyyoiwe) and potsherds (ootpdxie). It is therefore even more
plausible that his exegesis originally included the line from Hermippos’ Gods, where some unnamed characters
use limpets (Aemddeg) as castanets’®?.

EvpuOpov Tva Nyov amotehelv Toig dpyovpévors: the here adopted reading &vpvOudv (already printed in
Dibner’s edition, see id. 1842, 309) is only attested by Athenaios’ tradition, in opposition to the adverb
evpvbuwg (VE®Barb, printed by Chantry) and the adjective €bpvOuov, preserved by the epitome of the
Learned Banqueters and accepted by Dindorf. The substantial semantic difference between &vpvOuog and
ebpubuoc/evpvOuwmc is highlighted by several passages, where it is made clear that &vpvOuog alludes to the
steady beat pattern underlying and supporting a more varied rhythmic sequence, defined £bpvuog’®?. Among
the other parallels, the description of the birth of dance given by Philodemos’ On Music constitutes an essential
point of comparison, in that it refers to the clapping of hands and stamping of feet as &vpvOuot xai teToypévan
kwvnoeig’® and to the subsequently introduced musical elements as ebpvOpot popai (see n. 762).

79 schol. Pind. O. 9.1k mepi 82 t0d tverlo Epatocbévng (fr. 136 Strecker) gnotv éti 8te 0 adAntig §| 6 K0apiothg un moapfiv, O
£Eapyog oo petodaPav Eleyev EEm 10D pEAOVG, O 8E TAV KOUAGTMY X0pOg ETEPOALE TO KAUAAIVIKE, Kol OVT® GUVEIPOUEVOV YEYOVE TO
TAVEALOL KoAAIVIKE. ) 8E dpyn) ToD péhovg Eotiv @ kodhivike yoipe dval Hpdrieec.

760 Athenaios’ version of Didymos’ exegesis has 8otpaxa, while the Aristophanic mss. unanimously offer dctpdéxia. The insertion of
aiota in an original 6otpaxo influenced by xoyydha is not impossible, but nevertheless unlikely, as déotpaxia is undeniably difficilior.
761 For xoyydAov as common interpretamentum for Aemdg in the lexicographic tradition, see e.g. Hesych. A 657 C. Aemddec to mpog
Taig méTpaug kekoAAnuéva koyyda dotpéwv Eddrtm and Suda A 284 A. (~ schol. Aristoph. PI. 1096ba-B Chantry) Aerdg 8¢ koyyviiov
€180¢, O TOAc TMETPAIG TPOGTNYVVTAL, SVGATOCTAGTMG EXOV, EMelddv Tig ovtod PovAndein AaPsiv. evemipopog 8¢ Eoti 16 Aemdc O
Apilotodvng. Top’ Vovola, HoTEP AETAS TETPQ, OVTMOG 1 YPADG TG UEPUKI®.

762 See Phid. Mus. col. 74 I. 44-col. 75 |. 11 &nd pév tfic mepi tyv | o[0]ow [dpa-10{c}og kai yavdoen[c cuvii]jttov drdymg Kai
av[eneic]dktog, olovel PrachHé[vieg, x]|ToTpov émi 10 kai xepd[v ka]li ToddvV Kol @V GA[v pe]|pdv kewnoeig EvpvBuov[c k]lai
tetoypévag ‘womofe]'a’'obar 1]|pebfétvieg 8¢ kol tépy[el k]|dAlovg kai ka®’ Spacw, | ta[i]lg eopaic xpdvio @V [..]Aw[v
gvpubpoig, Dion. Hal. Dem. 50.50-64 (~ Comp. 25.52-63) 1 pév (scil. Aé&ig) Spowa Taparopfdvovoa pétpa kot puOpovg teTaypévong
glte Katd otiyov eite kaTd TEPIOSOV ... KOl TG CYNUOTL TOVT® TH|G KATAGKELTG Amd ThG Apyiig LEXPL TOD TéA0VG TpoPaivovca ERUETPOS
T’ ot kai Eppuluog, kol ovopata keitor Tf TowdTn AéEel pétpov kai péAog, 1| 6€ mepumemdavnpéva HETPA Kol puBRods ATaKToug
gumeptlappavovca kol punte dkolovdicy antdv uAdttovco pnite opolvyiav Pt GAANY opoldtnta Tetaypévny undepiov bpvipog
pév éott kai edpeTPog, £meldn Swamemoikilton LETPOLG Te Kol pubpois tiowv, ob piv Eppubude ye 00d¢ Eupetpog, Gal. De diff. puls. 8,515
Kihn kai Eotv évavtiog 1@ apvBuwm (scil. couypd) ovy 6 Evpubuog, Tag Yap oceLYLOG &V Tvt PLOU®, GAL’ O gbpubpog kakovpevog.
AREOTEP@V 01 TOVT@Y, GpHBLoL Aéym Kai eDPVOLLOY, KOOV YEVOG €0Tiv O EvPLBLOG GELYUAG.

763 A similar idea is expressed by Plu. Quaest. Conv. 623B o te cpodpai meprydipeton Tiic yoyfic TV uév Slappotépav ¢ fdet ko o
oML GLVETAIPOLGLY Kol TapakaroDoy €ig EvpuOuov kivnoty, EEodlopévov kol Kpotodviwv ginep opyeichot un dHvavtar.
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Conclusions

1. Didymos’ exegesis of the Birds and the Frogs and the six parts of grammar

Following the approach already adopted by Rutherford 1905 (for the evaluation of all Aristophanic scholia),
McNamee 2007 (for the classification of the marginalia on papyri) and Schironi 2018 (for the analysis of
Aristarchos’ fragments on the Iliad), the final assessment of Didymos’ exegetic achievement with regard to
the Birds and the Frogs will be based on the six ‘parts of grammar’ — i.e. the six moments of the philological
inquiry into any literary text’s* — identified by Dionysios Thrax (2"-1% cent. BCE)"®®. The comparison between
the content of Didymos’ fragments and the partition theorized by Dionysios’®® (which probably reflects an idea
of grammatikeé that was already current in Aristarchos’ circle’’) will further highlight the shift in the exegetic

paradigm described in the Introduction (§ 4).

1.1 Practiced reading aloud according to prosody

The act of reading aloud was an essential step for the understanding of any text, as it required the correct
division of the scriptio continua into single words. In this process, accents had a central role”, Didymos seems
to have dealt with matters of prosody only when the meaning of the text was at stake, as suggested by fr. 224,

where he discusses the accentuation of the made-up call éxonof.

1.2 Interpretation according to the poetic tropes present in the text

Almost half of Didymos’ comments on the Birds and the Frogs (frr. 226, 229, 231-236, 238-240, 242f.,
249-252, 258, 261, 264f., 267) are representative of the £éEnynoig koTd 100G EVOTAPYOVTAG TONTIKOVG TPOTTOVG,
since they try to explain all sorts of obscure puns and convoluted expressions «involving a figurative and not
standard use of language»’®. Didymos’ process of decoding these expressions mostly consists in detecting

allusions, which at times are rather far-fetched (see also below § 2).

1.2.1 Hypotexts

In some cases, the allusions he identifies are to other literary texts, like in fr. 242, where the solemn
description of the messenger rushing on scene as ‘breathing Alpheus’ is considered, quite implausibly, a

reference to the beginning of Pindar’s Nemean One, or in fr. 264, where Didymos sees an echo of an

64 Dionysios’ partition can be considered «la codificazione teorica di quella disciplina, la ypoppotucr, che integrava I’attivita
filologica e quella linguistica al fine di interpretare i testi letterari» (Pagani 2014a, 409).

765 See e.g. Lallot 1989; Montanari 1997; Pagani 2008; 2010; 2014a; Callipo 2011; Schironi 2018, 93-97.

766 Dion. Thr. 1.1.5f. ypoppatiky oty dumeipio Tdv mapd momtoic T& kol cuyypapedoty (g £mi Td moAD Aeyoudvav. uépn 88 antig
éotv €€ TPATOV AVAYVOGOIS EVIPIPNG KaTh TPoo®dicy, deVTEPOV EENYNOIS KOTO TOVG EVUTTAPYOVTOS TTOTIKOVG TPOTOVS, TPiToV
YAWOG®V TE Kol 10TOPL®V TPOYEPOG Amdd0oLS, TéTapTOV ETvpoloyiag ebpecic, méumtov avoloyiog €xhoylopds, €ktov kpioig
TOMUAT®V, O 31 KAAMGTOV £0TL TAVTOV TOV £V TH] TEXVN.

767 See e.g. Schironi 2018, 94.

768 See Schironi 2018, 109-115.

769 Schironi 2018, 95.
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Aeschylean line in Ran. 704, which is instead a verbatim quotation from Archilochos. Sometimes, due to the
loss of the text identified by Didymos as the hypotext, it is impossible to verify how plausible his interpretation
is: one example is in P.Flor. I 112 (CLGP Aristoph. 28), where an interlinear addition attests that Didymos
identified a nomos as hypotext for the Aristophanic lines commented upon; another is offered by fr. 214 C.-
Pr. (ap. schol. Aristoph. V. 1064a Koster), where the supposed hypotext is a lost song by Timocreon of Rhodes
(PMG 733)"°,

1.2.2 Proverbs

Proverbs were another potential object of allusion that was at the centre of Didymos’ attention. He supposed
that the joke on Theramenes at Ra. 970 was based on a variation of a known proverb (fr. 267) and his
interpretation of Av. 994 (fr. 238) and Ra. 186-194 (fr. 261) probably involved proverbs too. A clear
paroemiographical interest can also be observed in his exegesis of the orators’’t. However, for Didymos the
study of proverbs was a self-standing field of research as well. Indeed, he compiled his own paroemiographical
collection, entitled Against the Compilers of Works on Proverbs’’ (later epitomized by Zenobios)’”?, in which

he probably drew on the previous paroemiographical tradition initiated by Aristotle’™,

1.3 Straightforward explanation of glossai and historiai
1.3.1 Historiai

With the term iotopion, Dionysios probably referred to all the «‘matters of fact’ concerning the content of
a text and requiring specific clarification»’". In the case of Didymos’ exegesis of comedy, the main component

of this group is represented by the fragments on the komaodoumenoi.
1.3.1.1 Komodoumenoi

The identification and description of the targets of direct personal attacks (with the consequent discussion
of possible namesakes and of the meaning and origin of the mockery) seems to have been of particular interest
for Didymos and the readers of Aristophanes in his time, as demonstrated by the remarkable number of
fragments dealing with the komadoumenoi in the scholia to the Birds and the Frogs (see frr. 237, 245-247,
249, 257, 259, 266, 268). This was a field of research already practiced in the 2" cent. BCE, so Didymos could
avail himself of a well-established tradition of komodoumenoi-literature, of which no more than a few names
and titles remain (see the Introduction 8§ 3.3-4): the only source of this kind that he explicitly names is
Ammonios, whom he quotes and criticizes in fr. 247. In other fragments, he directly refers to the other plays

and playwrights in which each k6maodoumenos was mentioned and it cannot be ascertained whether he is

770 See Montana 2009b.

71 See e.g. frr. 283b = 354b, 318a C.-Pr. (ap. Harp. nt 54, t 19 Keaney).

72 See Phot. Bibl. cod. 279.530a 61t Aidvpog mepi mapoyudv Sexatpio Bipria cuvtétoye, TpOg TOVG MEPL MOPOUULDY GUVIETAYOTAG
EMLypAYag o0Td.

73 On the relationship between Didymos’ and Zenobios’ works, see Biihler 1987, 36f. n. 16.

774 For an overview see Tosi 1994, 179-192.

775 Schironi 2018, 96.
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autonomously carrying out the comparison or if he is drawing from an intermediate source where the different
passages were already collected (see frr. 237, 245, 259). In more than half of the fragments on the
komodoumenoi, Didymos uses expressions like kopwdeiton og (frr. 237, 257, 266) and daparretar mog (frr.
247, 268), thus keeping the level of the historical facts separated from that of the literary mockery’’®. On the
contrary, he reasonably assumes that the features ascribed to the character by the lampooning lines are
historical (and therefore uses the verb &iui in his description of the komodoumenos) when the target of the
mockery is the person’s outer appearance (see fir. 246, 249, 259, 266). In his investigation of the historical
figures lampooned by Aristophanes, he is seemingly rather scrupulous, since he plainly declares when he lacks
information on any of them, as shown by fr. 215 C.-Pr. (ap. schol. Aristoph. V. 1178a Koster Aidvpog 0
Kapdomiov {nmtéog. ovdapod kopmdeitar). At the same time, however, when he has plenty of data on a given
komodoumenos, he apparently favours the most complicated or simply abstruse explanation. Such is the case
of the Alkaios mentioned (along with Ibykos and Anakreon) in Th. 162 (whom he identifies with an obscure
citharode attacked by Eupolis in the Golden Race, see fr. 256 C.-Pr. ap. Aristoph. Th. 162a Regtuit) and of the
Molon of Ra. 55, whom he identifies contra sensum with a short-statured thief by the same name mentioned
by Telekleides (see Did. fr. 259). These two cases show an apparent tendency to overlook the sense of a single
passage, if this allows to highlight a link (namely, the presence of the same komadoumenos) between different
plays and authors.

1.3.1.2 Other ‘matters of fact’

Other ‘matters of fact’ discussed by Didymos include problems of identification of bird species (fr. 228),
inconsistencies between the contents of literary works (fr. 269) and allusions to historical events (fr. 222). In
all these instances, his main interpretive tool is the use of authoritative sources (either previous Aristophanic
scholars, or other authorities, like e.g. historians). Instead, in dealing with customs (frr. 253, 270) and matters

of staging (frr. 223, 248) he seems to rely on his own judgement.
1.3.2 Glosses

A considerable portion of Didymos’ fragments concerning Aristophanes is dedicated to obscure words, as
was the Comic Vocabulary in its entirety. Almost all of Didymos’ predecessors in the exegesis of the
playwright must have dealt with the many glosses found in its plays (see the Introduction §§ 3.2-3.4) and thus
were potential sources for the grammarian. For the most part, the explanation of difficult words involves some
sort of (par)etymology (see below): only in three cases (frr. 2, 230, 260) the clarification is not directly based

on an etymologic derivation.

1.4 Discovery of etymology
In his exegesis of Aristophanes, Didymos (like his predecessors) was frequently faced with obscure words,

most of which are unattested outside the playwright’s texts. He therefore resorts often to the tool of etymology

776 See Chronopoulos 2011, 212f.
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(or, rather, paretymology), «the last and most advanced exegetical technique»’’". The terms that he analyses
by means of etymology are mostly either coinages (like éromol and kepviog, frr. 224, 227) or other types of
hapax (like the epithets Aoypoaio and kepoPfarag, frr. 232, 263), but etymology is also used with toponyms,
both real and invented (like Aénpeov and Avaivov Aibog, frr. 225, 261), and with scientific/technical terms
(like Tpnyopeav, fr. 241). A specific etymological concept that seems to have been favoured by Didymos was
syncope, i.e. the derivation of a word through ‘contraction’ from an originally longer form’’®. This method is
applied to Pan’s epithet kepoBatag (from kepatofdrag, fr. 263), as well as to the obscure Bpikerot in Kratinos’
Seriphioi (from Bpotd eikelot, see fr. 9 C.-Pr.). This procedure is explicitly mentioned in another Didymean
fragment, probably deriving from the Comic Vocabulary and preserved in Harpokration’s Lexicon to the Ten
Attic Orators (modoxdxkm ... katd cuykomiy, B¢ enot Aidvpoc, olov modokatoyy, see fr. 249a C.-Pr.). This
approach likely pertains to the so-called “pathology”, the method with which ancient grammarians explained
words through modifications (za6n) from original forms. In fact, Didymos is the oldest grammarian known to

have written a monograph Ilepi maf@v'™.

1.5 Calculation of analogy and judgement of poems

The last two moments of the philological inquiry identified by Dionysios are not represented in Didymos’
fragments on the Birds and the Frogs. This is actually unsurprising, if the two concepts are considered more
closely. Firstly, the avoioyiog éxhoyiondg is the process of establishing the right form (be it ortographic,
prosodic or morphologic) of a word by means of comparison with similar words. This part of grammar is very
closely connected to the practice of textual criticism, since analogy is a reliable method to correct a text that is
not yet fixed. Similarly, the kpioig mrompdrov is the act of debating the authenticity of a given piece of poetry
(whether an entire poem or a few lines) and, later, of discussing the literary value of a poet’s work. None of
these philological activities were strictly necessary in Didymos’ time with regard to the plays of Aristophanes:
their text had already been established by Aristophanes of Byzantium and debated passages had been discussed
at length by Aristarchos in his commentary (see the Introduction § 3.3).

2. A partial assessment

As anticipated in the Introduction (§ 1), the present work on Didymos’ fragments in the scholia to the Birds
and the Frogs forgoes any judgement on the grammarian’s contribution to the contemporary understanding of

the text of Aristophanes: this line of inquiry has been pursued in the past, and its results, though debatable and

777 Schironi 2018, 342.

78 Etymologies with syncope are attested already for Aristarchos, see Schironi 2018, 343.

7 This is attested only once in Et. Gen. o 1312 L.-L. = Did. fr. °328 C.-Pr.). The work was commented on by Herodian (see schol.
Hdn. ma6. 1. 3.272al, 11.160, 17.201c [A]). A treatise Ilepi rabov is ascribed by the manuscript tradition also to Tryphon, but the
authorship is debated (see Ippolito 2008).
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based on a limited pool of texts, have exerted an undue influence on the modern perception of Didymean
scholarship®.

Still, to give an overview on the ‘correctness’ of Didymos’ exegesis of these two Aristophanic plays, it can
be said that — in the cases where such an evaluation can be carried out! — the majority of his interpretations
are either plausible (though at times more or less verifiable)’® or most likely (if not surely) correct’®. Some
of the remaining fragments show a tendency towards far-fetched or overcomplicated explanations that
seemingly betray the will of displaying erudition’®, while a small group of them offers autoschediastic, naive
or plainly wrong interpretations’®,

What seems more notable, however, is how Didymos’ exegesis is almost exclusively concerned with the
elucidation of the language and the content of the plays (i.e. with the clarification of difficult words, puns,
allusions and references to historical figures and events), sidestepping the more specifically philogical aspects
like textual criticism and matters of authenticity. This reflects the shift in the exegetic paradigm described in
the Introduction (8 4): the needs of the Aristophanic readership at the time of Didymos’ scholarly activity had
changed, and Aristophanes’ plays were read by the urban élites as part of their rhetorical training. This new,
polycentric and less-specialised group of readers was almost exclusively focused on the basic understanding
of the comic language with its numerous glosses, convolute expressions and obscure puns, and of the allusions
to the reality of fifth-century Athens, with its main historical events, its customs and its more or less politically
prominent figures. Through the reasoned compilation and reuse of the exegeses of his predecessors, Didymos’

commentary on the Birds and the Frogs responded exactly to these needs.

780 See in particular Roemer 1908, West 1970 and Harris 1989.

781 In some cases the uncertainty of the scholiastic and/or the Aristophanic text makes any assessment impossible.
82 Frr, 2, 223, 225, 230, 232, 234, 238, 244, 245, 249, 250f., 261f., 265f., 270a.

83 Frr, 227, 233, 236, 239, 241, 247f., 257, 260, 269.

84 Err, 222, 224, 229, 231, 235, 242, 259.

785 Fyr, 240, 243, 246, 252, 258, 264.
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