«Prometheus» 47,2021, 29-48

AESCHYLUS FR. 486 RADT, TRAGIC HOMERISMS,
AND ANCIENT SCHOLARSHIP ON SOPHOCLES

In his edition of Aeschylus’ fragments, Stefan Radt includes the follow-
ing single word among the dubia (A. fr. 486): pevowi (= opéyetan).

The source is Schol. M Od. 13.381 Ludwich:

pevowd: epovtilel, pepuva, tpobuvpeital, kol map’ Aloydim dpéyetal.

No evidence of pevowdm is found in Aeschylus’ extant and fragmentary
works. As far as can be ascertained from the available editions of the scholia
to Odyssey', the scholium survives in this form only in ms. M = Venezia,
Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. 613, a very important thirteen-century
codex of the Odyssey®. The gloss is written in the interlinear space (f. 163v)
by hand M®, but is absent from V° (= Oxford, Bodleian Library, Auct.
V.1.51), with which M has close affinities’. Most interlinear glosses in M
overlap with the D-scholia to the Iliad’, but a lot of material due to hand M*
appears to originate from later works, such as Orion’s lexicon and the
Etymologicum Genuinum’. There is thus no way to know in advance whether
this particular scholium preserves ancient scholarly material of any
significance, but this is not unlikely a priori.

The verb pevowdo is firmly attested in the Homeric poems (/liad 9x,
Odyssey 15x). It is also conspicuously represented in the D-scholia (ed. van
Thiel 2014), some of which overlap with Aéfeic Ounpixai (ed. van Thiel
2002), and in the V-scholia to the Odyssey (books 1-8: ed. Pontani 2007-
2020; books 9-24: ed. Ernst 2004):

(1) Schol. 1. 10.101 pevowicwov: npodounddcty ZYQX (mpobuprcnct AY) = Aéceic Ounpr-
xol, L 118;

(2) Schol. Il. 13.214 pevoiva: évebopeito ZQX | pevowvd: évbopueitan Y;

(3) P.Ryl. 536 recto,i.10 on II. 13.214 pevowa- npodu[’;

(4) Schol. I1. 14.221 pépovag (nevowdc Hom.): mpobouii (mpobupel Z), oneddes. YX;

(5) Schol. Il. 14.264 pevowig: mpobuui], cmovdalels (rpobupeic omovddler Z) YQX;

(6) Schol. 1I. 15.82 pevownoet (nevowvioete Hom.): évBoun0f §j dwovondf] ZYQX; (= Aédeig
Ounprrai, n 137);

(7) Schol. Il. 15.293 pevow@v: mpobopovpevos ZYQX;

(8) Schol. I1. 19.164 pevowi: mpobvpeiton ZYQX (= Aéeic Ounpixai, pu 144).

(9) Schol. Od. 2.34d <gpeotv fjor> pevowi: katd Sidvorav GHMNPVs évupeitar. CGHNPV®

! Dindorf 1855, Ludwich 1871, 1888-90. I found no reference to the scholium in Pon-
tani’s ongoing edition, nor in Pontani 2005.

20n ms. M, see Ludwich 1871, 1-4 and esp. Pontani 2005, 242-265 (with full references).

* Pontani 2005, 253-255.

* Pontani 2005, 256: this suggests a common derivation from an exemplar equipped with
scholia minora or Aé€eig Ounpkad.

° Pontani 2005, 257.

¢ 3" cent. CE: see Montanari 1993 = 1995, 137-146.
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(10) Schol. Od. 2.34e pevowd] pepyuvd H / Aoyileton HM'P / mpoBouel Y / émbvpel E? / Sa-
voeitan I;

(11) Schol. Od. 2.36e pevoivnoe: mpoeboundn CHM*VY;

(12) Schol. Od. 2.36f pevoivnoe] éAdyicey P/ dpunoe BT,

(13) Schol. Od. 2.92d pevowvi] Swavoeitar M* / mpoBupel 1Y / émbopel t / oxonel ppovtilet cz;
(14) Schol. Od. 2.248b pevownoer’: mpoboundij HM*PV;

(15) Schol. Od. 2.275h pevowig] npobopfi IM*Y;

(16) Schol. Od. 2.285d pevowig] dwavof] M¥;

(17) Schol. Od. 4.480b pevowdc] du ppovtidog Exeig M* / mpobopuii Y;

(18) Schol. Od. 11.532 pevotva: hoyileto ZM'.

In none of these scholia dpéyopor is an interpretamentum of pevowvam.
Moreover, the scholia featuring third-person pevowd (nos. 8, 9, 10, 13) or
the paleographically comparable second-person pevowdg (nos. 4-5, 15-17)
do not exhibit lists of interpretamenta fully or partially coincidental with the
one attested in Schol. M Od. 13.381 Ludwich. In particular, ppovtiCm (Schol.
0d. 2.92d, no. 13) and pepyuvdom (Schol. Od. 2.34e, no. 10) are attested only
once and in different scholia’; the commoner mpoOvpéopar is attested mostly
in isolation®, although it is the only interpretamentum that consistently found
the way into lexicographic tradition’. Such evidence supports the view that
the connection between pevowvdm and opéyopor could have been made
outside Homeric scholarship.

The gloss pevowvam = dpéyopart is instead found in Hesychius p 855 Cun-
ningham: pevowd: epovtilel, pepyuvd, Tpobopeital, dpéyetar.

The verb form of the glossandum and the interpretamenta are identical to
those found in Schol. M Od. 13.381 Ludwich'’, but Hesychius does not cite
Aeschylus for pevowd = opéyetar. The two last editors of Hesychius, Latte
and Cunningham, generically write “Od. 2.92...” as the source of this entry:
if this was the case, surely the gloss could not derive from Schol. Od. 2.92d.
The fact that ppovrtilet, uepyvd and Tpobupeitat are attested in the Homeric
scholia, whereas dpéyetar is not, invites the conclusion that the source of
Schol. M Od. 13.381 and Hesychius’ entry could at least partly diverge.

The easiest conclusion would be that Hesychius and the scholium drew
from a univocal source which mentioned Aeschylus’ use of pevowvdm mean-
ing dpéyopat. Aeschylus’ name could have dropped out for whatever reason
from Hesychius’ entry, but was preserved in the scholium. There is no

" Though see Apollonius’ text cited at n. 9.

# See nos. 8 and 10 mpoOupeitol, no. 13 mpobvpel, nos. 4, 5, 15, 17 and possibly 3 mpodv-
ufj, other verb forms at nos. 1,7, 11, 14.

? See Apoll. Soph. 111.15-16 Bekker pevovowm npofvpoduot. 1o 8& “&v0’ £in &vOa, pevor-
VNoelE 1€ TOAAA” avti Tod pepuvnon, EGud p 387.45-6 Sturz EM 595.45 Gaisford, Ps.-Zon.
p 1353.7-12 Tittmann. Cf. also Eust. in Od. 1.430.28.

1% On the frequent agreement between the scholia minora in M and Hesychius’ lemmas,
see Latte 1953, xv n. 1, Pontani 2005, 95 with n. 209, referring to the data in Ludwich 1888-90.
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shortage of “slices from great Homeric feasts”'' in which Aeschylus could

have used this Homerism and/or adapted it to one of the meanings of opéyo-
uou, i.e. “grasp at”, “yearn for” (see LSJ s.v. 1I and discussion below)"?. But
the way in which the information about Aeschylus is conveyed by Schol. M
Od. 13.381 is anomalous compared to how Aeschylus is usually cited in the
Homeric scholia. Aeschylus’ presence there is not so ubiquitous as one
might expect, although he remains among the most cited authors". There are
35 “unique” citations of Aeschylus’ name in the available editions of the
scholia'*, predominantly in VMK-type or exegetical scholia (32 out of 35;
the other 3 occur in D/V-scholia). In 27 out of 35 examples, citations of
Aeschylus’ name are followed by direct quotations from his works. Indica-
tion of the play’s title is given in 17 out of 35 citations (12 out of the 27 with
quotations), and in 5 more cases knowledge of the play’s title is certain (3 quo-
tations from Prometheus) or inferable from other citations of the same play
elsewhere in the scholia (2 from Palamedes). Attributed citations cover ex-
tant plays (Prometheus Bound, Agamemnon) and a good range of fragmen-
tary tragedies (Aetnae, Edonoi, Glaucus, Xantriai, Palamedes, Prometheus
Unbound, Proteus, Semele or Hydrophoroi, Philoctetes, Phrygians or The
Ransom of Hector, Psychagogoi, Psychostasia), including two whose title
can be confidently restored from other sources (Thracian Women', Niobe'®).

Some 11 citations (9 of which with quotations) refer to plays whose title
is doubtfully conjecturable or no longer identifiable. Nonetheless, in these
cases the information provided by the scholia almost always receives ex-
ternal confirmation from other sources, connected or not with the scholium.
The kind of information being carried relates to different strands of tradition,
including paroemiography and gnomology (fr. 301 dndtng dikaiog ovK dmo-
otatel 026¢'’, 381 Bmov yap ioydc cvluyodot kai dikm, | moio Euvmpig TV

" On tepdym... t1@v Opnpov peydrov deinvov, see Athen. 8.347e, Eust. in I1. 4.721.15-
16. On Homer in Aeschylus, see Sideras 1971.

2 For example, in plays illustrating the exploits and downfalls of major Iliadic warriors
(Myrmidons, Nereids, Phrygians or The Ransom of Hector, Hoplon Krisis, Thracian Women,
Salaminians, Memnon, Psychostasia).

1 See n. 65.

' By “unique” is meant not duplicated across different scholia (i.e. Schol. Il. 2.862al+a2,
Schol. 7. 13.198al+a2, Schol. Il. 22.210al+a2+b Erbse, Schol. Il. 23.34c1+c2/d2) and not
making the same point or quoting a passage found in other scholia.

'3 See Schol. II. 14.404-6 Erbse, on Aeschylus’ treatment of Ajax’s physical impen-
etrability on occasion of his suicide (relating to fr. 83), for which see Schol. Lycophr. 455
(explicitly naming Thracian Women) and Schol. S. Aj. 833 Christodoulou (no title given).

1 Schol. /1. 9.158b Erbse = A. Niobe fr. 161 (title and quotation given in Stob. 4.51.1).

17 Schol. Il. 2.114 Erbse: cf. Dissoi logoi 3.10 D-K, Stob. 3.3.13, etc.
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kaptepwtépa;'®, 385 ol Tol GTEVayNOl TdV TOVOV idpata'’), mythography (fr.
312, a pun on dntepot [ekerddec™), grammar (fr. 281a28 #wng with smooth
breathing®', 378 use of adjectival cmdnc?, 451 yikfjtog as gen. of Yihi)c™),
and lexicography (fr. 379 aneipov = “borderless”, referring to a circle*, 446
®pdyeg and ®pvyio meaning “Trojans” and “Troy”?).

In only two examples a completely “new” and not otherwise known in-
formation is provided. (1) Schol. /. 9.593a Erbse = fr. 244 xoveg dmudbvvov
Gvdpa deomdtny, from Toxotides, attests to the use of dwapabove = dwo-
¢Beipo (“destroy”). No other source mentions this specific information, but
the verb is found elsewhere in Aeschylus (Ag. 824: cf. Eum. 937 apaBbver),
the information concerning Actaeon’s dogs substantially repeats knowledge
available from many different sources®, and the attribution to Aeschylus is
confirmed by fr. 245 = Poll. 5.47, reporting the names of the dogs in Aes-
chylus’ version. (2) Fr. 380 = Schol. /l. 16.380 Erbse informs that in one of
Aeschylus’ plays Achilles was said to have jumped over the moat with his
full armour, walking backwards and not showing his back to the enemies
(Aioydrog 6 Ayilhéo obv Tf mavomAig enoiv dmibev opuncavta Tnofoat
Vv Taepov un dsi&avta <ta> vdto toig £xOpoic). Even if unattested else-
where, the piece of information presumably comes from plays on which we
are relatively well-informed (Myrmidons, Nereids or Phrygians, forming the
so-called Achilleid)*’ and makes use of language (Té@pog) otherwise known
to be Aeschyleanzs. As is evident, therefore, both scholia can be fitted into a
significant constellation of sources more or less directly concerning the
play(s) being cited and/or the specific information being conveyed.

There is a world of difference between all other Aeschylean fragments
transmitted by Homeric scholia and Schol. M Od. 13.381. The latter is

'® Schol. /1. 16.542b Erbse: cf. Sol. fr. 36.15-17 IEG? with Noussia Fantuzzi ad loc.

1% Schol. 11. 23.10 Erbse: cf. Schol. S. EI. 286 Xenis (with épeiopata for ibpata).

0 Schol. II. 18.486 van Thiel: cf. Athen. 11.491a = Asclep. Myrl. fr. 4 Pagani (with n.).

! Schol. 11. 6.239¢ Erbse, matching P.Oxy. 2256 fr. 9a.28: cf. Hdn. 2.55.22 Lentz.

2 Schol. 11. 11.754a Erbse: cf. Hdn. 2.79.19-21 Lentz.

2 Schol. I1. 5.9b Erbse: cf. Hdn. 1.63.2,2.47.11,2.614.7 Lentz.

* Schol. /1. 14.200 Dindorf = Schol. Od. 1.98d Pontani: cf. Porph. Quaest. 1. 191.10-20
Schrader.

» Schol. 11. 2.862al+a2 Erbse: cf. e.g. Strab. 12.8.7, Schol. E. Hec. 4 Schwartz, Schol.
Ap. Rhod. 1.936-49f Wendel.

* See e.g. E. Ba. 1289, Acus. fr. 33 EGM, Ps.-Apollod. 3.30-32, Schol. E. Pho. 4.25-6
Schwartz, Davies-Finglass on Stes. fr. 295, with bibliography.

2" See West 2000, 338-343, Sommerstein 2010, 242-249.

% Tagpog features among Aeschylus’ obscure expressions cited by “Euripides” in Ar.
Ran. 928 and from Schol. Ael. NA 6.11.8-10 Meliado = fr. 419 we additionally know that
avA@v was used as a synonym for it.
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carried by an isolated and potentially unreliable source (a marginal gloss of
uncertain chronology) and is neither certainly nor probably assignable to any
extant of fragmentary play known to have been produced by Aeschylus.
Individual Homeric scholia about Aeschylus hardly ever mention material
that is not transmitted, presupposed or somehow alluded to in other sources:
when this happens (e.g. Schol. Il. 9.593a Erbse = A. fr. 244), a quotation is
supplied or other inferences are possible. But the gloss pevowd = opéyetat is
totally detached from any known tradition about Aeschylus. In addition,
opéyw/dpéyouat, no less a vox Homerica than pevowdo (lliad 32x, Odyssey
8x)%, is attested in Aeschylus only™ at Ag. 1111 mpoteivel 8¢ ygip’ &k xepdg
opeyopéva (Clytemnestra is imagined as laying her hands over Agamem-
non), where its meaning, “stretch out”, is incompatible with usvowdco“.
Even if one reckons with the possibility that the author or source of Schol. M
Od. 13.381 read a larger body of Aeschylean texts than the one currently
accessible, evidence of dpéyopar in Aeschylus remains suspiciously flimsy.
Furthermore, since the wording of the scholium coincides in all other
respects with Hsch. p 855, it is not impossible for the scholium to be later
than Hesychius, although the contrary hypothesis remains likelier”.

These uncertainties lead to a different, though not unlikely scenario: that
the indication xoi mwop’ Aioyvi® in Schol. M Od. 13.381, unsupported in
Aeschylus’ poetic text, may be incorrect, no matter its chronology. Either the
words kol map’ Aioyvio were added to the other interpretamenta by an incom-
petent critic, or a textual corruption obscured the name of another author.

A survey on the Archaic and Classical attestations of pevowdm is requir-
ed, and it is to the verb form pevowd or —allowing room for slight textual
corruptions— to the paleographically similar pevowdg and pevoiva that we
should turn first™.

The hypothesis that the passage illustrating pevowdwm = dpéyopat comes
from Homer is unlikely. First of all, it fails to provide a convincing account
for the addition of xai mwap’ Aicydle in Schol. Od. 13.381: the text behind
the hypothetical corruption cannot have been kai nap’ Ounpw, and an an-

¥ See LfgrE s.v. dpéym, Opéyvou, dpryvéoua.

% See also dpeypo (A. Cho. 426, 799); the adjective avtopéypwv at A. fr. 117, transmitted
by Hsch. a 8459 Cunningham, more probably derives from pélw (see Carrara ad loc.).

I See Medda ad loc.: dpeyopéva. here intensifies mpoteivel, as both verbs share the ac-
cusative y€ip’ (the reading of M, preferable to the nom. yeip in M*“FGT).

2 On the derivation of lexicographic lemmas from scholia minora, see Tosi 1988, 123-
127; on Hesychius and the V-scholia to the Odyssey, see Pontani 2005, 94-96.

* The simultaneous occurrence of the third-person pevowd in the poetic text, in the lem-
ma of the scholium and in Hesychius’ entry makes us confident that this is not a case of
“lemmatizzazione”, i.e. deliberate alteration of the verb form of the glossandum to any of the
default paradigm forms (see Bossi-Tosi 1979-80, 8-13, Tosi 1988, 120-123).
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cient critic would have had no reason to add a similar specification if he
found the desired meaning in Homer. Second, it is disconfirmed by the dis-
tribution of pevowdw in Homer’s text. No occurrence of pevowd, pevowvag,
pevoiva or of any other verb form of pevowdw in Iliad or Odyssey can be
comfortably explained by opéyopat. When occurring in short relative clauses
(0Od. 2.275, 2.285, 4.480: see also h. Merc. 474 = 489) or in formulaic ex-
pressions with the preceding dative peci(v) (o)fot (1. 14.221, 14.264, Od.
2.34, 6.180, 15.111, 17.355, 21.157), pevowvdw blandly indicate a wish or
desire, without further specification“, and the same holds true with 1. 12.59
and the occurrences including voog (Od. 2.92, 13.381, 18.283)%.

In the ten remaining occurrences, pevowvaw® does not simply mark a
desire, but emphatically designates the eagerness or strong impulse to per-
form some action. Apart from //. 15.82 and Od. 2.36, in which the desire
pertains to the verbal or imaginative sphere®, uevowvdm always refers to the
furious eagerness of fighting against and killing enemies, in which case the
verb is often connected with other words deriving from the *pev-root (e.g.
uévog, péuova, patpudo, poivopot) or with 6vuog. Three attestations are
relatively unmarked (I. 10.101°7, 13.214®, Od. 22.217*°), whereas the
emphasis is greater in the five remaining passages, in which the irresistible
yearning expressed by pevowvdo is strengthened by other linguistic clues: I/.
15.293 (Hector’s fury in the first lines of the army®), 19.164 (soldiers
craving for battle, but hampered by hunger and thirst"'), Od. 2.248 (Odys-
seus’ yearning for revenge on the suitors and its potential consequences*’)

B

3 For later imitations, see [Opp.] Cyn. 1.22, Q.S. 1.786, 5.171, 10.408, 14.142, 14.310
(with ofjow évi mpanidecot), Man. 3.374.

* A combination of the gpeoi- and the vooc-formula is found at h. Merc. 62: see Thomas
ad loc.

* In Il. 15.82, Hera’s flight is compared to the mental journey of a human longing for
many different places: note the juxtaposition of pevowvdm and @peci mevkaAiunot vonon and
1l. 15.83 ¢ kpounvidg pepavia (see Janko on /. 15.80-83). In Od. 2.36, Telemachus is eager
to speak out in the assembly of Ithaca: note his joy (35) and inability to remain seated (36).

7 Note the repetition dvopevéeg (100) ... pevotviomot (101) and the negative insistence
on the Trojans’ pévoc: see Hainsworth ad loc.

* Note &1t (214) and the redundant molépoo pevoiva | dvtiday (214-5), creating an
ascending threefold hexameter in 215, unusual in Tpocéen-lines (see Janko ad loc.).

¥ Note ola ... | &pdev év peyapoig (22.217-8), highlighting (in the suitor’s view) the
negative connotation of Athena/Mentor’s pevowdv.

“ Note @S¢ and the emphasis on Hector’s position (mpopog iotatar): cf. also /1. 15.298-9,
with Janko on /. 15.286-293.

“ Note Ovu@® ye and &l mep, highlighting the special force of the conditional, which
balances 165-6.

“2 Note, again, évi Ovuu@, and the contrast between the if-clause with pevowéw and the
apodosis (2.249-50).
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11.531 (Neoptolemus described as eager to fight Trojans from within the
wooden horse*), and especially /1. 13.79 (Ajax describes the arousal of his
pévog: see below). None suitably illustrates pevow@ = opéyetar: all except
one feature pevowvdo in a different verb form than the required one, and
even pevowvaq at 11, 19.164 (as well as Od. 22.217 pevowdc) does not work,
since dpéyopon + infinitive, unlike pevowvdo, is unattested in Homer with the
meaning “yearn for’**.

From the previous survey it should become clear that the gloss pevowd =
opéyetar cannot be an example of ‘Ounpov €€ Ounpov capnviletv, but has
to do with the use of pevowvdo (i.e. meaning dpéyopar) by a different author.
This provides a better rationale for the addition of kai nap’ AicyvA® in the
scholium, which could have been an accidental error rather than a gratuitous
intrusion. As for the omission of Aeschylus’ name in Hesychius, this can be
certainly ascribed to the processes of epitomisation that variously affected
Hesychius’ lexicon during its transmission™®.

The six pre-dramatic occurrences of pevowvéo are mostly unhelpful: in H.
Ap. 116, pevoivnoev retains some connection with Homeric pévog insofar as
it indicates Leto’s impulse to childbirth after Eilethyia’s visit*’; in [Hes.]
Scut. 368, éuevoivo means, quite simply, “wish”, denoting Cycnus’ un-
willingness to obey Heracles’ request*’; in Thgn. 461, ujnot’ én’ dmprktoict
voov €xe unde pevoiva | ypfuact, although pimot’... pevoiva means “(do
not) seek for”*, it still exhibits a strong connection with irrational impulse,
as the quest for wealth is presented as ethically inconvenient®. In Pindar,
uevowvém occurs 3x, all in the participle®: in OI. 1.58, pevowdm (“wish”)
highlights Tantalus’ abnormal effort to overcome his punishment (57-8 tov

* Note the enumeration ikétevey... énepoieto... pevotva and the depiction of Neoptolemus
as one who, unlike his fellows, does not shed a tear (11.528-30).

* At I1. 16.834 dpéyopar means “stretch out”; for dpéyopot + infinitive, see E. HF 16,
Thuc. 3.42.6, Crit. fr. 6.6 IEG2, P1. Prt. 326a3.

4 On epitomisation in Hesychius, see Latte 1953, xi-xvi, Bossi-Tosi 1979-80, 7, Tosi 2015.

% Note the co-ordinated v t6te 31 T6K0C £ile (Richardson ad loc.).

47 Cf. [Theoc.] 25.62 &¢ einwv fyeito, vom & 8ye mOAL’ duevotva, which Gow ad loc.
would unnecessarily emend to ToAAd pevoiva to match Od. 2.92, 13.381, 18.283.

* Note the exceptional construction with the dative ypfipact, by analogy with érn’ dmpt-
ktotol voov &ye. Contra, van Groningen ad loc., following Bergk, takes undé pevoiva as par-
enthetical and én’ dmpnkrolot... ypnpact as a single phrase. But a twofold division of 461
after the bucolic diaeresis is more elegant, and there is a significant difference between
“turning one’s mind toward unattainable things” and “wishing for riches to excess”.

¥ Cf. Thgn. 227-32, 699-728, 1155-6, 1157-8.

% A fourth attestation might be P.Oxy. 2736 fr. 1 ii.14 (uevowiv?), a severely damaged
narrative of the sack of Oechalia, if the latter is to be ascribed to Pindar (thus Lobel 1968,
Henry on P. Nem. 8.2), but the context is obscure.
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[= MOov] aiel pevowv@dv xepardc Porsiv edppocvvag dldtar’); in Pyth.
1.43, the poetic “I” emphatically states his “desire” to praise Hieron I of
Syracuse but not beyond measure (42-5 Gvdpa & €yd keivov | aivijoot
pevov@v EAmopat etc.’); in Nem. 11.45, humans are described as embarking
in ambitious exploits (44 peyaiavopiog éupaivouev) and yearning for many
accomplishments (45 &pyo te mOAAL pevowv@dvteg) because of their in-
clination to hope and lack of forethought (45-6), although Zeus gives no
clear sign of success (43-4), and such desires are beyond reach and redolent
with pavio (see 47-8 kepdéwv d& ypn uétpov Onpevéuev | anpociktav &
gpotov o&dtepot paviar)™. Only at Nem. 11.45 could pevowdwm be para-
phrased with 6péyopat, but the verb form pevowvdvreg is incompatible with
pevotwvd in the scholium and Hesychius™.

The survey of pevowdm in drama texts other than Aeschylus is more
promising, although pevowvém occurs once in each of the three genres.

The satyric attestation occurs in Euripides’ Cyclops, a play with a clearly
identifiable Homeric model™. At some point in the 2:2 stichomythia of E.
Cycl. 440-50, while the Satyrs and Odysseus are discussing on how to get rid
of the Cyclops, the Satyrs assume that Odysseus either wants to slay the
monster by himself or push him down a cliff (447-8 &pnpov Euirapav dpu-
noict viv | cpééan pevowdc §j metpdv dcat kdta). The Homerism pevovém
(448)°°, an epic touch to emphasize Odysseus’ ‘heroic’ stature, is literally
paraphrased in Odysseus’ reply (449): 00dév torodToV: d6MOG 1) Tpobuyia,
where pobupia rephrases pevowdc. Rather than being the locus classicus of
pevowvam = opéyopat, E. Cyc. 448-9 could have provided the source of pe-
vowém = mpodvpoduar which so frequently occurs in scholia and lexica’.

3! Translations differ: “always desiring to cast this from his head” (Instone), “in his
constant eagerness to cast it away from his head” (Race), “egli sempre aspira a stornarlo [i.e.
il macigno]” (Gentili 2013).

32 See Cingano in Gentili et alii 1995, Pfeijffer 2004, 23-25.

%3 See Verdenius, Henry ad loc.

 The passage might provide the locus classicus of pevowd = @povtiel via Schol. P.
Nem. 11.55.4 [= 11.43-5] Drachmann 10 dmofnocopevov, téAog £k Tod Aldg, enGiv, oV TPoyL-
VOoKoUeV ol vOpmmot, ALY peyonyopoduev peydia te pevowvdveg kol povtilovteg ep
£avtovg. Alternatively, the locus classicus could be one of the passages in Homer where pe-
vowdm co-occurs with ppéveg, but pevowvdm is never glossed by ppovtilw in the scholia ad locc.

% 0On Cyclops and Od. 9, see now Hunter 2009, 53-77, Collard-O'Sullivan 2013, 41-56
(with further references at 41 n. 156).

% On the tolerance of satyr drama for “Homerisms, rare words and outdated and poetic
forms”, see Lopez Eire 2003, 393-395.

37 See the scholia cited above and n. 9. On the “coppia contigua” (coupling of lemma and
interpretamentum on the basis of their co-occurrence in the locus classicus), see Marzullo
1968, Degani 1977-1978, 136-142, Bossi-Tosi 1979-80, 15-16, Tosi 1988, 92-93, 128-130.
Euripides may obviously allude to either /. 19.163 or Od. 2.247, in which pevowvdw® and
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The comic attestation of pevowvam occurs in the parabasis of Aristo-
phanes’ Wasps. In their capsule-account of the Persian Wars™, the Chorus
refer to the barbarians’ eagerness to destroy Attica (1078-80 fvik® (A0’ 6
BapPapog | @ kamv®d TopmV dracav TV TOAY Kol TupmoAdV | EEEAelv MUV
uevowv@v mpog Biav tavOpnvia). As in most Homeric occurrences, pevovawm
is associated with war, so it cannot indicate a bland desire®, but rather de-
notes the enemy’s irrational hunger for destruction®. Although pevowvéo ap-
proaches the meaning of dpéyopon insofar as it indicates the subject’s ulti-
mate goal, the emphasis is rather on the ways used by the Persians to attack
the Athenians, and pevowdo effectively highlights the intensity of the desire.

In tragedy, pevowvdw occurs only in S. Aj. 341, quoted below:

oipot tédAawv’ - Evpooakeg, auel coi fod.
i mote pevowvd; mod 1ot £1; Thhay’ EY®.

Lines 340-1 are spoken by Tecmessa in the first episode of Sophocles’
Ajax, another play with evident epic background. Ajax repeatedly cries out
from behind the skene-door, including a vague i® mod mol (339); Tecmessa
takes this to be referred to Eurysaces (340 oipot tdhaw’- Evpocakeg, auoi
oot fod) and speculates about Ajax’s intent (341 ti mote pevowvd;) and her
child’s whereabouts (mod mot’ &i;). Scholars generally pass pevowvé in si-
lence® or simply acknowledge its Homeric and dramatic parallels®. At first
glance, Tecmessa simply alludes to Ajax’s intention, hence pevowvdm means
“wish”. But since Ajax’s unclear intentions relate to his madness (discussed
at length between Tecmessa and the Chorus at 263-330 and 331-9), pevot-
véo retains its correlation with the *pev-root, particularly poivopon, for
which cf. 1. 15.293,19.164, Od. 2.248, 11.532, and especially 1. 13.79 cited
above, on Ajax’s pévog and eagerness to face Hector.

In a note following his edition of Schol. II. 13%, Ludwich suggested that
pevowvd = dpéyetal in Schol. M Od. 13.381 should refer to Sophocles, not
Aeschylus, and precisely to this passage, and that xoi Top’ AioyOAio ought to
be emended to kai mopd Xogoxiel. Ludwich does not justify his claim, but
the hypothesis deserves consideration. What Ludwich did not see is that
some interesting arguments strongly support his conclusion.

Ovpog co-occurred.

% See Austin 1973, 134, Biles-Olson on Ar. Ve. 1079-80.

* Thus e.g. Henderson “intent upon”, Biles-Olson ad loc. “intending”. Better Mastromar-
co: “bramando”.

% Note the accumulation of participles (t0Q®v, TVPTOA®V, EVOWVE@Y), the emphasis on
violence (npog Piov) and destruction (é€gAeiv), and on their completeness (dmacav TV TOAWY).

%! Jebb, Stanford, Garvie ad loc.

2 Kamerbeek, Finglass ad loc.

% Ludwich 1887, 475.
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To begin with, in S. Aj. 341, as well as Schol. Od. 13.381 and Hsch. p
855, pevowdwm occurs as pevowvd. This might have prompted an ancient
scholar or schoolteacher who was dealing with Homer’s text to check for the
usage of pevowvdw in the vemtepotr, which would have directed him quite
naturally to Sophocles, and to a play, Ajax, strongly connected with Homeric
tradition and widely read in Antiquity (as well as Byzantine Age).

The only relevant scholium is a supra lineam gloss on ms. G (= Firenze,
Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Conv. Soppr. 152), Schol. S. Aj. 341a
Christodoulou <pevowv-> mpobvpei<tar> (npobvuel G*, mpobopuii G': corr.
Christodoulou). Although this is of little help (dpéyopon is not present), the
origin of this gloss lies in the same strand of Homeric scholarship repre-
sented in the scholia minora listed above.

The search can go further than this. Tecmessa’s pevoivd appears to be
another piece connecting Sophocles’ Ajax with Homer®. The far-reaching
relations between Sophocles and Homeric poems had been already suffi-
ciently explored by ancient critics, who frequently attempted to elucidate So-
phocles’ text in the light of Homer. Some 34 explicit quotations of lliad and
Odyssey survive in the ancient scholia to the Ajax, covering several parts of
the play®. Some 13 refer to the first episode (Aj. 201-595), which evidently
provided a special focus of interest for ancient scholarship. This is especially
due to the well-known intertextual relations between the scene with Ajax,
Tecmessa and Eurysaces (S. Aj. 430-595) and the farewell scene by the
Scaean gates between Hector, Andromache and Astyanax (I/. 6.369-502)%.

The surviving scholia vetera to Sophocles’ Ajax strongly invite the suspi-
cion that a point-by-point comparison between the two scenes was made at
some point in ancient scholarship Moreover, the analysis of the individual
scholia reveals the existence of regular patterns of interpretation. (1) Schol.
S. Aj. 499 compares Tecmessa’s request that she and Eurysaces be not bereft
of Ajax’s protection (496-9 1} yap 04vng oo ... | ... voule kape tfj 168° fuépy
[ ...1&0v moudi 1@ o® dovhiav EEev Tpoe1v) with Andromache’s comparable
supplication to Hector (/I. 6.432 un moid’ dpooavikov Being ynpnv te yo-
vaika). The author of the comment did not pay attention to the differences
between the two passages®’, but sought for a comparison (couched in terms

% On Sophocles’ relation to the Homeric poems, Radt 1982, 197-202 (with bibliography)
is a useful starting point. A wealth of material is also found in the references cited at n. 66.

 Homer is by far the most quoted author in the ancient scholia to Sophocles, even more
than Sophocles himself: for statistics, see Montanari 1992, which makes the same point for
the scholia to Euripides (cf. also Scattolin 2007, 233); moreover, Sophocles and Euripides are
cited more frequently than Aeschylus in both Sophoclean and Euripidean scholia.

% Literature is vast: see esp. Perrotta 1935, 144-7, Easterling 1984, Mollendorff 2001.

7 No mention of enslavement is made in the Iliad parallel (but see Hector at Il. 6.462-3,
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of moral teaching: note the scholiast’s use of didaokaiia) that would juxta-
pose Tecmessa’s and Andromache’s speeches. (2) Schol. S. Aj. 501b com-
pares the tic-Reden included in the two passages®, and particularly Tecmes-
sa’s idete v opevvéTy | Alavtoc (S. Aj. 501-2) with Hector’s "Extopoc 110¢
yovi| (I1. 6.460)®. The overlap, once again, is limited to the pragmatics of the
sentences and perhaps to the ethical view implied in the onlooker’s evalua-
tion of the widowed woman. Similarly, (3) Schol. S. Aj. 514 compares Tec-
messa’s 514-7 éuoi yop ovkét’ Eotwv gig 6 1L PAénm | TNV cob (followed by
a reference to the death of Tecmessa’s parents) with Andromache’s state-
ments at /l. 6.413 003¢ poi éott matnp Kol déTvia unpe and 429 “Extop-
atap oV poi éool Tatnp Kol ToTvie piTnp to make the same point in terms of
family values and ethics. (4) = Schol. S. Aj. 550 compares the prayers made
by Ajax for Eurysaces (550-1) and by Hector for Astyanax. Although the
similarity is explicitly stated (1] 6¢ opoia gdyn), it is strictly limited to the
identity of speaker (a father) and addressee (his child) and to the form of the
speech act (a prayer), whereas the content, as Eustathius foresaw’', is dia-
metrically opposite’”. (5) Schol. S. Aj. 577, finally, compares Ajax’s request
that his weapons (except the shield) be buried with his corpse (Aj. 577)"
with Andromache’s report about Achilles’ decision to bury his father Ee-
tion’s weapons along with the corpse as a sign of honour toward the defeated
king (Il. 6.416-9)™*: the similarity is generically thematic (0idev “Ounpog
OmAa cvykaopeva) to the expense of other aspects such as the motif (in-
humation vs. cremation), the diverging moral character of Ajax and Achil-
les” and, again, the linguistic form.

including the phrase SovAtov fuap, similar to S. Aj. 499 Sovriav tpo@wv), whereas Tec-
messa’s widowed and Eurysaces’ orphaned status is mentioned again at 510-3 and 652-3.

% See in general Wilson 1979, de Jong 1987, and Finglass on S. Aj. 500-4 for a com-
parison.

% On the epigrammatic nature of II. 6.460-1 (a definition which equally fits Sophocles’
passage) see Graziosi-Haubold ad loc. See also Stoevesandt on /1. 6.459-63.

™ Incidentally, the similarity extends beyond the selected portions of text: cf. Aj. 502 d¢
péyotov ioyvoe otpatod ~ Il. 6.460-1 O¢ dpiotedecke payecbor | Tpowv inmodduwv, 504
o0t €pel Tig ~ 11. 6.462 dHg moté Tig Epéet.

! See Bust. in 1. 2.367.18-23, Brown 1965, 120, Finglass ad loc.

> Hector prays that Eurysaces may be better than he (II. 6.476-8), rule over Troy (6.478),
kill the enemies (6.480-1), and make Andromache rejoice (6.481); Ajax only prays that Eury-
saces may be equal to him but with better luck (Aj. 550-1), requires that he stand up to his fa-
ther’s reputation (556-7), and says that he will give joy to her mother before he grows up (558-9).

7 See Finglass ad loc.

™ See Kirk on I/. 6.417-20, Graziosi-Haubold on I/. 6.418-9.

7> Indeed, the scholiast speculates approvingly about Ajax’ decision to leave the shield to
Eurysaces (10 pev odrog o 10 €€aipetov @ maudl puAdocey kehedel) and not leave his
weapons free to be plundered or disputed in a future contest (td 6¢ GAAo TeEOYN SLVOAWOL
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All these scholia mostly revolve around Ajax’s legacy (compared to
Hector’s) and the grim future awaiting Tecmessa and Eurysaces. Each con-
sists of a single comparison between the Sophoclean and the Homeric word-
ing, with little or no comment added. This shows, inter alia, that ancient
critics were keen to engage in close readings of two extended passages from
different authors in order to establish similarities and differences between
them or the indebtedness of one to the other.

The gloss pevowvi = dpéyetat, I submit, is part of the broader comparison
between S. Aj. 330-595 and II. 6.369-502 outlined above, hence it can be
shown to refer to Sophocles’ use of pevowdwm at Aj. 341 in the meaning of
the Homeric dpéyopar.

As noted above, Tecmessa identifies the intended addressee of Ajax’s i®
noi wol with Eurysaces (340 EvpOoaxeg, aupl ool fod). Even if Tecmessa
were wrong and Ajax were addressing Teucer’®, it is undeniable that Tec-
messa so understands Ajax’s cry. Indeed, the fact is explicitly stated and ac-
counted for in Scholl. S. Aj. 339, 340b and 342b, although the three disagree
between them in points of detail. On the one hand, Schol. S. Aj. 340b
suggests that Tecmessa’s reason for identifying Ajax’s addressee with Eury-
saces is her fear that Ajax could accidentally kill his son in another fit of
madness (£0ediel yap un avélot owtov powvouevog: cf. S. Aj. 533); on the
other hand, Schol. S. Aj. 342b claims that Ajax calls on Teucer at 342-3
because he wants to entrust Eurysaces to his half-brother’s care (émintel
Tedkpov, tva mopdbntor adt® tov maida), which implies the view that Tec-
messa was right and Ajax called on Eurysaces at 339 —a possibility rejected
by Schol. S. Aj. 339 (1} 82 Tékunoco &vocey adTOV TOV Taid0 KoAETV)' .

Despite their differences, all scholia aim at explaining the content of
Ajax’s pevowdyv, and all conceive it as related to his (no matter if real or
alleged) desire to see Eurysaces —a request which Ajax will make later in
the episode (Aj. 530) so as to give Eurysaces his final recommendations (4j.
545-82). In Iliad 6, Hector interrupts his visit to Paris and Helen because he
wants to see his wife and child for one last time (or so he thinks: II. 6.367-8)
before going to war (1. 6.365-6 kai yap &yov oikdvd’ Ecelévcopat, dQpo
Pdopa | oikfjog Groydv 1e @idnv kai vAmiov vidv). Since Ajax’s and Hector’s
speeches to their children are profusely compared in the ancient scholia to

onotv. énictatol yap Kol aOTd TEPLUAYNTU EGOUEVA).

" Thus Catrambone forthcoming, arguing (from stagecraft and pragmatics) that Ajax
addresses Teucer at 339 and corrects Tecmessa’s guess at 342 (see Campbell on S. Aj. 339,
Fraenkel 1977, 12-13, Lloyd-Jones - Wilson 1990, 17) as against the view of many scholars
(esp. Jebb, Finglass ad loc.) arguing that Ajax addresses Eurysaces at 339 and Teucer at 342-3.

7 On the aorist évopcey to indicate a guess which later proves wrong, cf. Schol. E. Alc.
1104 Schwartz évopuice i TV Qukiav elpniévorl ovTOV HETEXEWY THG VIKNG.
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Sophocles, this incident would likely have been in the mind of Sophocles as
well as of the ancient critics who dealt with Ajax’®.

What is the exact relation between pevowd in Ajax, the gloss pevowvd =
opéyetan, and Iliad 67 In itself, the Homerism pevowdm at S. Aj. 341 may
have been borrowed from any of the Homeric parallels discussed above: a
very good candidate would be Ajax’s speech at I/. 13.77-80, in which the
speaker’s pévog is at the forefront: obt® viv kol éuol mepi dovpaTt XEIPES
Gamrot | popdory, kai pot pévog dpope, vépbe ¢ mooaiv | Ecovpat dpgo-
Tépotot: pevolvem 8¢ kol olog | “Extopt Iplapidn éupotov pepoadtt péye-
c0ar”. As to the meaning of pevowdm, S. Aj. 341 may be connected precise-
ly with the scene in Iliad 6, and in a way that could persuasively explain the
birth of the gloss pevowd = dpéyetat. As noted above, Tecmessa’s ti Tote
pevowd; refers to Ajax’s desire to see Eurysaces; similarly, the only occur-
rence of dpéyw/dpéyouan in lliad 6 refers to Hector’s wish for physical con-
tact with Astyanax (I1. 6.466): ¢ ginov 00 Tadog dpééato @aidipog "Extmp.

Like pevowd in S. Aj. 341, opéyouar (here introduced by the narrator) is
used in the third person. If, as I assume, an ancient critic glossed pevowa at
S. Aj. 341 with dpé&aro at Il. 6.466, he would certainly have parsed 6péyo-
pot according to the verb form of pevowdw attested in Sophocles’ text, in
keeping with the normal practice observed in scholiastic and lexicographic
tradition: hence, the aorist dpé&ato would have been changed to the present
opéyetar. In Iliad 6, 6pé&ato immediately follows Hector’s highly emotional
speech to Andromache (6.441-65), which the scholia to the Ajax quote in
relation to Tecmessa’s speech (Schol. S. Aj. 501b), and closely precedes the
scene of the helmet (/. 6.467-75, refashioned in a darker light by Sophocles
at Aj. 545-9*°) and Hector’s speech to Astyanax (Il. 6.476-81), quoted in the

" Moreover, Tecmessa’s agitated mood (see Schol. Aj. 340b) mirrors Andromache’s ap-
prehension in Iliad 6, which makes her run to the rampart potvopévn eikvio (6.389: cf. 22.460
powvadt iomn, referring to Andromache’s similar running after Hector’s death).

" See Janko ad loc.: “Ajax’s words are full of pévog, since polpdo, pevowde, dpotov
and pepowg are all from that root”. This passage could also have influenced S. Aj. 50 kai midg
gnéoye yelpa popudoav eovov; (cited in Suda p 327 Adler s.v. poupdooca, popdoa; see Fing-
lass ad loc.). On pévog in Homer, see especially Dodds 1951, 8-10, Bremmer 1983, 57-60,
Claus 1981, 24-26, 35-37, Jahn 1987, 39-45 and LfgrE s.v. pévog (with further bibliography).

8 At Il. 6.467-70, Astyanax is afraid of his father because of the plume of his helmet (ay
& 6 mdig Tpog KOATOV Ebldvoto TG | EkhivOn idywv, TaTpog eidov dyv dtvydeic, | Tap-
Bnoag yorkov te i8¢ Adeov immoyaitny, | dewov an’ dxpotdtng K6pvbog vevovta voncag),
which prompts his parents’ laughs (6.471) and the removal of the helmet (6.472-3). Contrari-
wise, at S. Aj. 545-7, while holding the baby in his arms, Ajax boastfully claims that Eurysa-
ces, if he is really his own son, will not be frightened by the sight of the blood (oip’ avtév,
aipe dedpo- tapPrioetl yap ob, | veospayi Ttovtovdet mpocievoomv povov, | simep Sucoing
€0t €10¢ T ToTpOBev; see Finglass ad loc.).
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scholia to the Ajax (Schol. S. Aj. 550) and evidently reworked by Sophocles
under the influence of the Homeric model.

Given the similarity of the contexts in which pevowdwm and opéyopan
feature, it would have been an easy step for an ancient critic or grammarian
to explain Ajax’s pevowviy with Hector’s dpéyecBar. Such gloss would find
its raison d’étre in the fact that both pevowdm and dpéyopor are neither
deployed in their usual meaning nor in familiar contexts. As for pevowdm at
S. Aj. 341, not only was the term unfamiliar to tragedy (and as such it would
have been perceived by ancient critics), but also occurs with an indeter-
minate object (11) —two circumstances which would invite explanation via a
more transparent interpretamentum. As for opé&ato at Il. 6.466, it equally
does not fall in any of the attested Homeric meanings and/or constructions of
opéym/dpéyopat, that is, (1) “stretch out” (with yeip or other body parts and/
or physical extensions) in either (a) active® or (b) middle and passive®, or
(2) “give”, “hand”, “hold out™™.

True, dpé&ato at Il. 6.466 has some remote connection with meaning (1b)
insofar as it indicates Hector’s stretching of his hands toward Astyanax (cf.
1l. 23.99, where the hands are mentioned), but in those examples dpéyopat
(always in the middle) is construed absolutely®, whereas at Il. 6.466 it
governs the obligatory genitive o0 ma1d6g. This leaves I1. 6.466 as the only
epic attestation of opéyopar for which a meaning compatible with pevowvéom
(i.e. “seek for”, “aim at”, “grasp at” + obligatory genitive) can be suggested.
Though attested only here in Homer, this meaning and collocation of dpéyo-
poun gained currency in Late Archaic and Classical Attic texts (tragedy, ora-
tory, historiography, and philosophy) until it became the predominantly or
exclusively attested use of dpéyouon™: see Tyrt. 12.12 IEG?, E. Ion 842, Or.
303, 327, Archelaus fr. 240 TrGF, Antipho 2.2.12.4, all of the 17 occur-

8 See I1. 1.351, 15371, 22.37, Od. 9.527, 12.257, 17.366, 24.743, P. Pyth. 4240, A. Ag.
1111, E. Med. 902, Hcld. 844, Pho. 103, 1710, S. OC 843, 1130, Ar. Av. 1760, Hdt. 2.2.18.

8 See 1l. 4.307, 5.851, 11.26, 13.20, 13.190, 16.314, 16.322, 16.834, 23.99, 23.805,
24.506, Od. 11.392, 21.53, Hes. Th. 178, h. Cer. 15, [Hes.] Scut. 456, E. Hel. 353b, 1238,
Emp. 31 B 1294 D-K.

¥ See (+ xddog = “give glory”) Il. 533, 5.225, 5.260, 11.79, 12.174, 15.596, 15.602,
17.453,22.57,0d. 4275, Hes. Th. 433; (+ ebyog = “give pride”) Il. 12.328, 13.327,22.130, S.
Ph. 1203; (+other objects) Il. 23.406 (téyxoq), 24.102 (démag), Od. 15.312 (kotoAnv koi
nopvov), Od. 17.407 (t6ooov), and also h. Merc. 496, P. Pyth. 3.110, Nem. 7.58, Bacchyl.
5.114, Ar. Av. 1102.

8 At I1. 16.314, 16.322 and 23.805, although opéyopar and @Oévew appear to share the
same direct object, the relevant accusatives are governed, strictly speaking, by ¢0dvw. See
Richardson on /I. 23.805-6.

% For dpéyopan + infinitive, a further development of dpéyopon + genitive, see n. 44.
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rences in Isocrates®®, 9 out of 10 in Thucydides*’, 22 out of 27 in Xeno-
phon®®, 7 out of 14 in Plato®, 5 out of 5 in the Demosthenic corpus®.

Evidently, if opéyopot had to be used as an interpretamentum in technical
works devoted to the explication of high poetry, its “Attic” meaning (“seek
for”) and collocation (with obligatory genitive) would have been selected in
the first place. In the case under discussion, there was one more reason to do
so, namely that this meaning and construction were attested in Homer, even
if once. The semantic and syntactical overlap between pevowvaw and dpé-
yopot, combined with the similarity of the two contexts, would have assisted
the connection.

Two different scenarios could explain the formation of the gloss pevowd
= dpéyetal. In the simpler hypothesis, the gloss independently blossomed in
school practice or in scholarly works on Homer and/or Sophocles in order to
explain what was certainly felt as a hard Homerism or to register another
sign of Homer’s persistence in Sophocles’ text. Alternatively, and more
interestingly, the gloss pevowd = dpéyetar could itself be the relic of a more
extended note comparing Ajax’s longing for Eurysaces with Hector’s desire
to embrace Astyanax. This view is encouraged by the extended comparison
between Ajax and Iliad 6 attested in the scholia vetera to Ajax discussed
above, which even suggest that a good deal of attention was devoted pre-
cisely to Ajax’s and Hector’s fatherly role and approaches to their children:
there would have been every reason to push this comparison further than the
meagre remnants surviving in the scholia’'. Over time, an exegetical note so
drafted could easily have been reduced to a gloss, retaining its basic infor-
mation —Sophocles’ (possibly exceptional?) use of pevowvawm + accusative
(“seek for”) as a synonym of opéyopar + genitive (“yearn for”’)— and losing
all the rest (e.g. original quotations, paraphrases of the two passages, schol-
arly considerations on the parallel, etc.). The modifications would have af-
fected the indication of the author’s name (Sophocles), which could have
been confused with another one (Aeschylus) in the scholium®* and omitted

% See Isoc. 1.2, 1.5, 1.38, 1.46, 1.51, 1.52, 13.4,2.2,9.80, 6.105, 8.7, 8.23, 8.62, 8.144,
15.217,5.134,2.18.

¥ See Thuc. 2.61.4,2.65.10,4.17.4,4.21.3,4.41.4,492.2,6.10.5,6.16.6,6.83.1.

¥ See Xen. Hell. 44.6,6.5.42, Mem. 1.2.15,1.2.16, 3.1.1, 42.23, Smp. 443, 8.23, 8.35,
Cyr.24.21,8222,Hier.7.1,7.3,9.7,Ages. 1.4,1.35, Lac.2.13,7.3, Vect. 2.7 (bis), 3.11, Egq.
mag.1.23.

% See Plat. Phd. 65c9, 75b1, Resp. 439b1, 57222, Leg. 714a4,757¢7, 807¢c6.

® Dem. 442, 1622, [Dem.] 61.20, 61.41, 61.52. See also Antisth. fr. 117.53 Decleva
Caizzi = 82.42 Prince (with n. ad loc.).

°! Further topics for comparison might have been oikovopia and narrative coherence (see
Niinlist 2009, 23-34, with references) or characterization (see Niinlist 2009, 246-254).

2 A source of confusion could have been Hsch. u 71 Cunningham poupd: évlovoid kai
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from Hesychius’ lexicon for reasons inherent to the textual transmission of
that work”. Comparable scenarios, in which the original loci classici have
been obscured in textual transmission, can be envisaged for each of the in-
terpretamenta attached to Schol. M Od. 13.381 and Hsch. p 855 —@povri-
Cel, pepuvdl, and mpoOvpeiton’ — and the process could have been assisted
by the very fact that all four interpretamenta were joined together at some
point in our sources.

Speculations on the source(s) and chronology of Schol. M Od. 13.381
and Hsch. p 855 will not get us too far. It has been observed that all four of
the interpretamenta attached to pevowd may come from loci classici of
different yet widely-read authors (Pindar, Euripides, Sophocles, and Homer
himself) and/or to exegetical works dealing with their works®. The fact that
two of these, mpoBvueiton and pepyvd, are juxtaposed in the lexicon of
Apollonius the Sophist (1* century CE) and that all four appear, separately or
in combination, in the Odyssey manuscripts supposedly preserving vestiges
of Alexandrian scholarship (H and M)*® might suggest a Hellenistic or early

o&éwmc Opud, i opéyetar, mpobvpeiton (cf., with minor variations, Hsch. p 75, 81 and 83).
Even if the locus classicus of the interpretamenta is very likely 1. 13.75 (poupd oot co-occurs
with 13.73 Bopog and 13.74 épopudtar: cf. Scholl. 71. 5.661 and 13.75 van Thiel, Apoll. Soph.
109.31 Bekker), powdo is certainly attested in A. Supp. 895 poupd méhog dimovg 891 (see
Sideras 1971, 90, FI/W ad loc.) and may be the locus classicus of popd ... opéyetar. If so,
the attribution of the interpretamentum dpéyeton to Aeschylus could have been inadvertently
transferred to pevowv@ = opéyetar and the process could have been assisted by the regular use
of mpoBupodpon as interpretamentum of pevowvdw, poipdo and pépova (see e.g. Schol. T 11.
13.155 Erbse pévog: v mpobopiav, mapd 10 péve to tpobvpodpor 60ev kol 6 pépova mapo-
keipevog, Schol. 11. 1.590 van Thiel, Schol. Od. 4.416¢,4.700a, Schol. A. Sept. 686d Smith, etc.).

% See above with n. 45 and Tosi 2015.

* For mpoBupeiton and pepiuvit see above on E. Cyc. 447-9 and P. Nem. 11.45 respec-
tively. As to pevowvd = pepiuvd, the origin of the gloss might be etymological: the interpreta-
mentum in Schol. Od. 2.34e Pontani (cited above: cf. Schol. Ap. Rhod. 1.894 Wendel) is also
found in P.Ambh. 18 vii.96 pepun[pijéev- depeppvor and P.Strasb. inv. G. 33 iii.27 pepunpt-
Eev- g[u]eppuvnoe]v, and might refer to 71. 15.82 (cf. Apoll. Soph. 111.15-16 Bekker, cited at
n. 7). Even if no locus classicus can be suggested (nor is one strictly needed: Tosi 1988, 34-
35, 117), the gloss pevownoete = pepuvnon in Apollonius the Sophist is mirrored in Schol. T
11.15.82d1 Erbse pevowvnoeté te moAld: 0 dvnp dnAovott modha uépn Tiig yiig évvonoetot and
Schol. BCE’E* /1. 15.82d2 Erbse (for the etymological derivation of pepyuvém from pepuepi-
{w, pepiCm and pépog, see Schol. HM*V Od. 1.427e1 Pontani, Schol. BCE’ET Ii. 2.3c Erbse,
EM 580.16-18, 25-8 Gaisford). Alternatively, but less likely, pepyvi could have been added
next to gpovtilet because of their regular co-occurrence in scholia and lexica: see e.g. Schol.
Ar. Eq. 638 Jones, Schol. H E. Med. 61mi.4 Daitz, Schol. S. Ant. 20.11-12 Papageorgius.

% See Pontani 2005, 100-103 on the relations between the Odyssey scholia and other
scholiastic corpora.

% On the sources of Apollonius (Apion, the ancestors of the D-scholia, Aristarchus) see
Erbse 1960, 407-432, Schenck 1974, Haslam 1994. On M, see n. 2; on H = London, British
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Imperial chronology. In particular, the possible derivation of the individual
interpretamenta from ancient exegetical works on Sophocles (pevowvg =
opéyetan), Euripides (puevow@ = mpobopueitor) and Pindar (pevowvd = @pov-
tilel) univocally points to the activity of Didymus, who was credited, apart
from drouviuozo on Homeric poems, with the composition of commentaries
on Pindar, Sophocles and Euripides, and a lexicon on tragedy (A& tpa-
yikn)’’, cited by Hesychius among the sources which Diogenianus, Hesy-
chius’ source, had epitomized®. The evidence is obviously inconclusive, and
different scenarios cannot be ruled out, including a possible derivation from
works roughly contemporary with Didymus, e.g. Apion’s I Adcoar Ounpiroi
(a source of both Apollonius the Sophist and Hesychius)*, or from the ac-
tivity of pre-Alexandrian ylwccoypagot'”.

Whatever the truth, the gloss pevovg = opéyetar, doubtfully edited by
Radt as Aeschylus fr. 486, is not Aeschylean at all: if my argument is sound,
the gloss should be removed from any future edition of Aeschylus. At the
same time, since the locus classicus of the gloss is very probably S. Aj. 341,
the gloss should find a place among the ancient festimonia of Sophocles’
Ajax, possibly as part of the broader exegetical comparison outlined in the
Sophoclean scholia vetera between S. Aj. 333-595 and /1. 6.369-502.

Pisa, Scuola Normale Superiore MARCO CATRAMBONE

Library, Harl. 5674, see Pontani 2005, 208-217, esp. 213-215.

7 See Braswell 2013, 46-47, Montana 2015, 175. On the preservation of Didymus’ activ-
ity in Hesychius and the Suda, see Tosi 2003, Scattolin 2013.

% Hsch. Epistula ad Eulogium 3-4 Cunningham; on Diogenianus, see Bossi 2000, Schi-
roni 2009, 47-52.

% On Apion’s “translation” of Homer, for which he drew from Aristarchus’ and other
scholars’ material, see Neitzel 1977, 202-207.

19 See Dyck 1987.
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ABSTRACT

The paper contends that the gloss pevowd ... opéyetar attributed to Aeschylus (fr. 486) by
Schol. M Od. 13.381 actually refers to Sophocles Ajax 341, as once suggested by Ludwich.
The gloss was probably meant to explain pevowvd by means of opé&ato (I1. 6.466) and may be
another relic of a broader comparison between S. Aj. 333-595 and I/. 6.369-502 attested in the
scholia vetera to Sophocles.
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