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Introduction

Ancient literary criticism is not the least studied subject of classical studies.
The author of a new book on the topic cannot take it for granted that the
field will unconditionally welcome the results of his efforts. So why this

book?

A general overview of extant scholarship on ancient literary criticism
recognises three major areas of interest. Scholars (i) explore the origins
of ancient literary criticism (e.g. in Aristophanes or Plato)' or (ii) they
interpret the relevant ‘technical’ treatises (Aristotle’s Poetics, Ps.Longinus’
On the Sublime, Ps.Demetrius’ On Style, etc.) or specific parts of them,” or
(iii) they provide collections (sometimes annotated and/or translated) of
relevant passages from the texts of categories (i) and/or (ii).> Conversely,
literary criticism in the scholia is an underworked topic.* Given that there
is an undeniable interest in ancient literary criticism, this lack of attention
is surprising and, as this book attempts to demonstrate, not justified.” For
the scholia are apt to put into perspective and supplement the evidence that

' See e.g. most recently Ford (2002), Ledbetter (2003), also Harriott (1969), Kennedy (1989: Chapters
1-3).

Scholars either focus on the single treatise, e.g. Halliwell (1986) on Aristotle’s Poetics, Russell (1964)
on Ps.Longinus, Schenkeveld (1964) on Ps.Demetrius, etc., and see also the various articles in Laird
(2006), or they present the evidence in the form of a synthesis, e.g. Grube (1965), Fuhrmann ([1973]
1992), Kennedy (1989: Chapters 4—11). The disputed authenticity of On the Sublime (Heath 1999)
can be ignored in the present context.

See e.g. Lanata (1963), Russell and Winterbottom (1972), Murray (1996).

Cf. Montanari (1993: 355): ‘L’analisi di quanto ¢’¢ nella scoliografia di terminologia retorica e di
ricorso a concetti retorici & un lavoro che ¢ stato fatto in modo molto parziale e limitato.” The last
decades have seen only one monograph that is entirely devoted to the subject: Meijering (1987),
which despite its great merits leaves sufficient room for further research. The same applies mutatis
mutandis to other contributions, such as the seminal article by N. J. Richardson (1980). On earlier
scholarship see below.

It may be pointless to speculate about the reasons for this lack of attention. It is, however, important
to note that the organisational principle of most studies on ancient literary criticism is the individual
ancient scholar. Scholia, on the other hand, are very often anonymous’ (see below on sources) and
difficult to date, which is not amenable to this format.

~
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2 The Ancient Critic at Work

can be gathered from the treatises.® Both scholia and treatises have their
respective merits and limitations, and much can be gained if one allows
one type of source to throw light on the other and vice versa.

An important strength of treatises (as compared with the scholia) is their
systematic approach. The selection of topics is premeditated and follows a
meaningful order. The single phenomenon is given a definition and usually
illustrated with an example. Such a systematic approach is not to be found
in the scholia because the selection of topics and the order are determined
by the text that is commented on (to say nothing of the composite nature
and brevity of scholia, on which see below). If one is inclined to deplore
the fact that treatises, on occasion, provide too much theory and too
little application to actual examples, the scholia probably err in the opposite
direction. On the positive side, scholia discuss a much greater number of
passages than treatises do. That is to say, the particular term or concept
is applied more extensively, whereas treatises tend to focus on one or a
few passages (often the locus classicus that fits the description particularly
well).” Since scholia comment on many passages, they can provide a more
complex (occasionally even contradictory) picture of the particular literary
device.? In addition, the scholia attempt, at least in principle, to come
to grips with texts in their entirety, whereas treatises select single passages
that help make the particular point. As a result, the scholia provide a very
good insight into how critics made use of the various scholarly tools in the
daily business of explaining the Greek ‘classics’ in their entirety (hence The
Ancient Critic at Work).

This also applies, no less importantly, to those questions of literary
criticism that the treatises do not discuss at all or only en passant. Here
again the scholia can provide important supplements to the evidence gained
from the treatises.

THE PRESENTATION OF THE MATERIAL AND ITS
METHODOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

Two forms of presentation are in principle available for this type of research.
Either the main organising principle is the Greek terms, and the account
essentially follows, except for the alphabetical order, the format of a lexicon,

6 As to reconstructing the pre-Aristotelian origins of literary criticism, the scholia prove to be of little
help.

7 Rhetorical handbooks, in particular, are characterised by the recurrence of the same few examples
that illustrate a specific phenomenon.

8 Such contradictions may of course be the result of different authorship.



Introduction 3

or one attempts to form clusters of notes that have a significant common
denominator (here, a particular concept of literary criticism), irrespective
of whether they make use of exactly the same terminology.” Both methods
have their strengths and their weaknesses. However, the second seemed
preferable for the present book for the following reasons.

Firstly, the scholia often comment on questions of literary criticism with-
out recourse to ‘standard’ technical vocabulary. Instead the critic simply
gives a periphrastic description of a phenomenon for which others may use
a technical term. Or there may be no technical term at all.’” With a strict
focus on Greek terms these instances are usually lost.

Secondly, a focus on Greek terms works best when the material under
discussion is fairly homogeneous. In such a case, one is entitled to start from
the assumption that the same term has a similar meaning throughout.”
However, a very heterogeneous corpus such as the scholia does not fulfil
this condition. In the course of doing research for this book it became
increasingly clear that the individual terms are often used with so little
consistency that a presentation of the evidence which takes the Greek
terms as its primary organising principle does not seem advisable.

These two difficulties tip the balance in favour of a presentation which
generally concentrates on the underlying concepts. Consequently, it com-
bines and discusses the Greek material under modern rubrics.” This entails
the potential risk that the modern scholar imposes on the material con-
cepts that are essentially foreign to his ancient predecessors. The problem
is a serious one, and an effort has been made throughout to explain the
viewpoint of the ancient scholars and to bring out how ey understand the
phenomenon under consideration.” Whether this attempt has been suc-
cessful is for the reader to decide. Moreover, the discussion of the particular
concept does, of course, draw attention to technical vocabulary and discuss

2 The third organising principle, by individual critic, is @ priori excluded for the reasons given in
n. 5. The two methods described in the main text can also be referred to as ‘semasiological’ and
‘onomasiological’ respectively.

The absence of a term does not 4 priori mean that the underlying concept is unknown, as Aristarchus
knew well (see schol. A 7. 14.172¢" Ariston.).

This assumption may, in the individual case, need to be corrected, but this does not disprove the
general method as such.

In this connection it is worth mentioning that studies with a professed focus on Greek terminology
(e.g- N. J. Richardson 1980, Meijering 1987) also tend to incorporate materials that have been
collected according to the method advocated here.

It is important to note that, in any case, this ‘requires a kind of translation: primary material 4as to
be recast in “alien” concepts or formats in order to be described at all’: Laird (2006: 7), who argues
that the principle formulated by Kennedy (1989: xii: ‘it [is] best to expound the ancient critics in
their own terms rather than to recast their thought in alien concepts’) is an ‘ideal [that] can never
be realized’. See also the preceding n.

10
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4 The Ancient Critic at Work

its semantics whenever it seems appropriate. Together with the Glossary of
Greek terms (pages 368—86), this should enable the reader to have the best
of both worlds.

The emphasis on the ancient outlook has an impact on how secondary
literature is treated in this book. Modern titles which discuss the ancient
view of the particular term or concept take a privileged position, and
references to such titles try to be exhaustive or at least representative.
Conversely, no attempt has been made to document consistently how
the literary phenomenon in question is explained in modern scholarship
(without recourse to ancient explanations). Such references are given only
sparingly because an explanation of how modern scholars understand the
various concepts lies beyond the scope of this book. This can also affect its
diction. At times, the account resorts to a straightforward description (‘this
passage is an example of X) in order to avoid the potentially cumbersome
repetition of phrases such as ‘this passage is said to be an example of X'.
Straightforward description of this kind should, however, not be taken as a
sign of agreement on the part of modern scholars in general or the author
of this book in particular. The goal throughout is to present the viewpoint
of ancient scholars.

As to secondary literature that does deal with literary criticism in Greek
scholia, it has already been mentioned that it is scarce, despite a noticeable
increase in recent years. Conversely, an interest in, as it was called at the
time, ‘aesthetic’ questions inspired a certain number of studies and disser-
tations in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and they often
provide valuable insights and/or collections of relevant scholia (for details
see the individual chapters below). There are, however, recurrent difficulties
which recommend caution. One is an overemphasis on Quellenforschung
that often results in two mutually dependent shortcomings. These scholars
are often too confident that they can positively identify the source of a
scholion.” And once they have done so with apparent success, they often
stop short and do not look closely enough at the individual instance of the
literary phenomenon under discussion and its potential complexities. The
latter problem is a general one in that the methods of the period enabled
scholars to deal particularly well with questions of textual criticism, whereas
literary criticism was often considered second rate and therefore not always

' This problem is particularly virulent in the works of Adolf Roemer and, to a lesser degree, those
of his pupils, whose criterion for identifying Aristarchean notes often seems to be little more than
their own agreement with the point made (M. Schmidt 1976: 14, 23). More generally see the survey
of earlier scholarship on the sources of the bT-scholia to the //iad by Schmidt (1976: 9—74), whose
conclusions are mostly negative.
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pursued with sufficient acumen.” Despite these difficulties, however, the
relevant studies must not be underrated in their importance and can often
be used with great benefit.

The book is divided into two parts. The first part (Chapters 1 to 12)
deals with the more general concepts of literary criticism which ancient
scholars recognised in various texts and did not a priori consider typical
of a particular poet or genre. For the sequence of the chapters in this first
part, an attempt has been made to proceed from the more general to the
more specific (but to keep thematically related chapters together). The
second part deals with literary devices that were primarily seen as typical
of a particular poet (Homer, Chapters 13 to 18) or genre (drama, Chapter
19)‘16

Regarding the distribution of the material over nineteen thematic chap-
ters, it should be clear that its primary purpose is to give the book a
transparent structure in order to make it more user-friendly. The risk of
separating what belongs together is reduced by cross-referencing, a thematic
index and a comprehensive index locorum. Besides, a ‘compartmentalised’
presentation of the material is perhaps the most appropriate for a genre
that has been described in terms of an ‘atomisation’ (Most 1985: 36—8) or
‘morselisation’ (Goldhill 1999: 411-18) of the texts that are commented on.

As to the selection of topics, it goes without saying that approaches and
methods of literary criticism are the central focus of attention.”” Within
this group, preference is given to the topics that are discussed prominently
in the scholia because, unlike the treatises, the scholia have so far not
received the attention they deserve. For the same reason this book does
not normally cover questions of literary criticism that are primarily dealt
with in the treatises if they do not play an important role in the scholia
too. The main criterion in this case is whether or not the evidence of the
scholia substantially adds to that of the treatises and other sources.”® In

5 It is no less telling that the authors of such ‘aesthetic’ studies often oscillate between defending
and deprecating their topic: e.g. Roemer (1879: v—vi), Lehnert (1896: 5-6), Bachmann (1904: 34-5),
Griesinger (1907: 1-3).

Readers will notice that the first part, too, is to some extent dominated by examples that are taken
from the Homeric scholia. This is due to the overwhelming position of Homer in ancient scholarship
(resulting, among other things, in a corpus of scholia that is quantitatively and qualitatively far
superior to any other) and does not contradict the principle of presentation advocated here.

17 For a brief description of questions other than literary criticism in the scholia see below.

Generally speaking, no topic seems to be altogether absent from the scholia, but on occasion their
discussions seem to add comparatively little to what we know from the treatises. Consequently,
the following topics are either not discussed at all or only en passant: (i) verbal composition (incl.
questions of word choice, word order, euphony), on which see e.g. Schenkeveld (1964), Janko
(2000); (ii) the various theories of style (e.g. ‘grand, middle, plain’; but cf. Chapter 9), on which
see e.g. Russell (1964: xxx—xlii, with bibl.); (iii) biographical data, on which see e.g. Blum (1977),

23



6 The Ancient Critic at Work

accordance with the decision in favour of an onomasiological approach,
the book does, of course, include scholia that do not expressly address
questions of literary criticism, but nevertheless reflect such concepts in their
argumentation.”

There is, especially from an ancient point of view, no clear-cut distinc-
tion between literary criticism and rhetoric. The two areas often merge
into one another; or rather, literary criticism did not exist as an indepen-
dent discipline but was a part of rhetoric (and grammatike).”® It seems,
nevertheless, justifiable for a study on literary criticism not to try to cover
the domain of rhetoric exhaustively. The more ‘technical” rhetorical figures
such as epanalepsis, isocolon, homoioteleuton, etc. do not really belong to
‘literary criticism’ and, more importantly, are better studied on the basis of
the relevant rhetorical handbooks.”

Finally, it will be self-evident that this book does not aspire to com-
pleteness in the strict sense. The selection of topics intends to give a
representative overview of the major questions of literary criticism that are
discussed in the scholia. The examples and references given in the var-
ious chapters occasionally strive for exhaustiveness, but are more often,
especially in the case of widely used concepts and terms, strictly exempli
gratia.”* Such a selectivity might seem questionable (cf. Ford 1991: 147:
‘we are always taking from them [sc. the Homeric scholia] what we find

Arrighetti (1987, 1993). The only poet whose biography plays more than a marginal role in the
scholia is Pindar (see Lefkowitz 1991: esp. 72—110), in particular the relation to his ‘rivals’ Simonides
and Bacchylides (see Chapter 10). In general, however, the bulk of the evidence on the lives of Greek
poets comes from sources other than scholia (see e.g. Lefkowitz 1981).
19 See, for example, Nicanor’s discussion of the punctuation in /. 18.246-8 (schol. A /. 18.247-8 Nic.,
discussed in Chapter 4).
On the interrelationship between literary criticism and rhetoric see e.g. Classen (1993). Some
scholars (e.g. Arrighetti in response to Classen’s paper, see Montanari 1993: 358) argue that one
should not speak of ‘literary criticism’, because ancient critics do not do so themselves. This,
however, would seem a restriction similar to the limitations of a strict focus on Greek terms (see
above). The grammatike, defined e.g. by Eratosthenes (#p. schol. D. T. p. 160.10-11 Hilgard) as €15
TavTeANs év y p&upaot (‘the complete skill in literature’, see Schenkeveld 1993: 263), could no doubt
entail questions of literary criticism. However, the famous kpiois roinpdérewv (‘critical judgment of
poems’) in the opening section of the grammatike techne by Dionysius Thrax (p. 6.2 Uhlig) should
not be called into play, since it appears to concern matters of authenticity (Schenkeveld 1993: 264
n. 2).
The relevant material is usefully collected by Ernesti (1795), Volkmann (1885), Lausberg ([1960]
1990), Anderson (2000). For a collection of Iliadic scholia see Erbse (VII: 166—92), but several of his
categories seem to be grammatical rather than rhetorical (e.g. infinitive for imperative, etc.). As for
Lausberg ([1960] 1990), readers are advised to use the German original. The benefit of the English
translation (1998) is impaired by inaccurate translations and typographical errors.
The following rule of thumb applies: lists that give up to, say, five examples and, more importantly,
add a paraphrase of the scholion (or the passage that is commented on) usually provide a selection
that is meant to be representative.

20
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Introduction 7

congenial and discarding the rest’), especially if it results in the suppression
of relevant evidence. In the present case, an attempt has been made to
provide a platform for ‘dissenting voices’ too. If none are cited, this should
be taken as an indication that I could not find one that expressly disagreed
with this particular point or methodological concept.”” As to completeness
itself, it seems very unlikely that it can be achieved with such a large and
heterogeneous corpus as the scholia and with the onomasiological approach
chosen here.

THE MATERIAL AND ITS CHARACTERISTICS

The focus on literary criticism determined the selection of primary source
material. A systematic analysis has been applied to the scholia on the
poets Homer, Hesiod, Pindar, Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, Aristo-
phanes, Callimachus, Theocritus, Apollonius of Rhodes and the prose
writer Lucian. Conversely, the scholia on more ‘technical’ poetry (Aratus,
Nicander, Oppian) rarely deal with questions of literary criticism. The
same holds true, albeit for different reasons, for the scholia on the
Batrachomyomachia, Lycophron and on most prose authors: historiogra-
phers (Herodotus, Thucydides, Xenophon), Plato, the orators (Aeschines,
Demosthenes, etc.) and ‘technical’ prose (e.g. Hippocrates or Dionysius
Thrax).”* Consequently, these other scholia have only been studied selec-
tively, usually in the form of index searches for specific terms. Within the
group of ‘poetic’ scholia, scholia vetera and recentiora have both been taken
into account (provided they have been edited), but the argument of the
book mostly rests on scholia vetera.”

In light of the complementary relation between the scholia and the
technical treatises (see above), the latter have been taken into account
whenever appropriate.

The interpretation of the Homeric scholia was accompanied by regular
consultation of Eustathius’ commentaries, especially where the latter helped
elucidate the meaning of the former. It is, however, not the goal of this
book to analyse Eustathius’ terms and concepts of literary criticism in their
own right.*

» To include instances of implicit disagreement would have been impractical.

>+ For a useful description of the various Scholiencorpora see Dickey (2007, esp. chapter 2, with
extensive bibl.).

* On the conventions of quotation see below pages 19-20.

26 Much relevant information has been collected by van der Valk in the prefaces to his edition (see
also n. 38 below).



8 The Ancient Critic at Work

Asindicated in the subtitle of the book, the focus is on Greek materials. It
is clear, though, that, for example, Servius on Vergil or Donatus on Terence
draw on essentially the same tradition as their Greek peers. However, a
systematic incorporation of Latin materials would have required adding
a completely new dimension and discussing the relation between Greek
and Latin terminology (despite the fact that Latin commentators often use
Greek terms). It seemed preferable to proceed step by step and to leave
such a comparison to future research. As a result, Latin sources are taken
into account only selectively.

CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOLIA

One goal of this book is to make the scholia better accessible. In order to
help the reader deal with the material (in particular the scholia that are
not quoted and translated here), it will be useful to describe the external
characteristics of scholia, starting with the ones that can be an obstacle to
a correct understanding.”” Most important are:

Composite nature: scholia can consist of up to five basic elements: (i)
the lemma (i.e. the verbatim quotation of the passage under discussion;
on the principles of quoting see below); (ii) a translation of (part of) the
passage; (iii) a paraphrase of (part of) the passage;* (iv) quotation(s) (e.g.
of parallel passages); (v) the commentator’s own words (e.g. explanations).
The identification of these five basic elements can be complicated by the
following facts: (a) the transition from one element to the next can be
very abrupt (cf. on brevity below); (b) all five elements are written in
essentially the same language;™ (c) all five elements can occur several times
in a single scholion. Modern editions of scholia try to clarify the picture
by highlighting the lemma (usually by spacing it out) and/or setting it off
(colon or square bracket after the lemma), by putting quotation marks

*7 The present account only lists a few salient points. For a general introduction to reading scholia see
Dickey (2007).

Obviously, it is impossible to draw a sharp dividing line between translation and paraphrase. The
latter can, but need not be, introduced by expressions such as 6 8¢ Adyos (To10UT0S), TO Aeydpevov
(ToloUTov), T Bt £€fjs (ToU Adyou), 6 voUs or 1) Bidvola. Note, however, that T6 £6fs can also
introduce a repetition of the passage under discussion which re-establishes the natural word order
(also expressed by 1} &koAoubia), or may simply mean ‘what comes next’.

The general point perhaps needs to be qualified. Lemma and quotation reproduce, of course, the
language of the text under discussion, whereas the three other parts are written in a generic Attic
Greek, often with distinctly late features (on which see below). However, it will be evident that a
modern reader finds T 8¢ eftres “elmas” "ApioTapxos ypdeel, kokds iy y&p &el kai efoip
Aéyouev (schol. b 1L 1.106e Did.) more difficult to understand than ‘Aristarchus writes €iTres as
eftras, wrongly; for we always say eircov and eimoi’.

%
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Introduction 9

around verbatim quotations’® and by separating the various notes on the
same line (a, b, ¢, etc.). Even so the reader must reckon with abrupt changes
that can affect virtually every aspect: subject-matter, level of sophistication,
etc. To be on the safe side, it is advisable not to take it for granted that what
appears as one scholion in the printed edition automatically represents the
unequivocal view of a single scholar on one particular issue. This composite
and heterogeneous nature of the scholia also advises against making rash
generalisations with regard to the scholia on a particular author, let alone
the corpus as a whole.

Brevity: scholia can be very short and elliptical, and take many things for
granted that the reader is expected to infer for himself or herself. There are
three possible sources for this apparent laconism: (i) the original commen-
tator; (ii) the scholar(s) who excerpted the commentaries (UTropvipaTa),
especially when transferring the notes to the more limited space on the
margins of the manuscript;’ (iii) textual corruption. Of these, the second
factor is no doubt the one that is most often to be held responsible for the
brevity of the scholia. Textual corruption is particularly insidious because
it comprises a component of randomness, whereas in the two cases of
deliberate brevity one can at least assume that what is left is meant to make
sense. But even then, the omissions can be puzzling and create difficult
ambiguities.”” When trying to fill these gaps by inference, the modern
reader is well advised to apply a careful analysis to the various sources of
information, not least to the text that is commented on in the scholion.”

Different system of reference: in the absence of the modern system of
consistently numbering ancient texts (e.g. //. 1.366), ancient scholars refer
to passages by means of verbatim quotation, usually the word(s) from the
beginning of the line (e.g. dxoued & ONPny, i.e. 1L 1.366).* This applies
both to the lemma and to quotations within the scholion. One consequence
is that, contrary to modern practice, the lemma does not necessarily quote
the word(s) which is/are actually explained in the scholion. The quotation
helps the ancient reader to find the passage as such (hence the focus on the

o}

w

Unfortunately, this only applies to actual quotations, but usually not to translations or paraphrases.

3" The exact details of the textual history of scholia are extremely difficult to reconstruct (see e.g. Erbse

1960 and below pages 17-19).

For example, the scholia regularly omit the subject of the sentence. This often leads to the question

whether the subject is the poet or a character (cf. below n. 68) or whether the subject is the same as

in the previous sentence, which should not  priori be taken for granted.

33 In recognition of this fact, the scholia quoted in this book will normally be contextualised by means
of a brief paraphrase of the passage under discussion. Readers will nevertheless find it useful to have
a copy at hand of the texts that are primarily commented on in the scholia (see above).

34 There are, of course, other systems of reference such as intermarginal notes written above the word(s)

in question or corresponding signs.

Y
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10 The Ancient Critic at Work

beginning of the line), just as line numbers do in a modern commentary.
The specific point of reference within the line need not be spelled out
as part of the quotation.” The same system also applies to quotations
(e.g. of parallels) within the scholion. A few words from the beginning of
the line have the same function as ‘cf. 7/ 1.366” in a modern commentary.
Occasionally, the quotation of the first few words can even refer to a passage
of several lines (i.e. ‘cf. 7/ 1.366ff.").° The ancient reader was expected to
supply the rest for himself by either remembering or, less probably, looking
up the relevant passage.

Late Greek: in terms of language, the scholia often display character-
istics that are typical of late Greek. This applies to both vocabulary and
syntax. Readers who are primarily familiar with classical Greek may profit
from consulting specialised works of reference in addition to their usual
handbooks.””

Technical vocabulary: the general difficulties of late vocabulary are
increased by technical jargon that often comes from a grammatical or
rhetorical background. Here again it is advisable to consult specialised
works of reference.”

In addition to the characteristics that can impede a proper understand-
ing, other features worth mentioning are recurrent patterns of argumenta-
tion. It should, however, be borne in mind that scholia are a very heteroge-
neous ‘genre’. The features listed in this section recur with some frequency,
but do not, of course, apply to all the scholia.

3 Modern editions of scholia usually ‘correct’ the lemma by means of supplementing and excising (e.g.
schol. A 7/ 1.404a Ariston. {odyaicov™} 6 y&p alTe (Bin ob waTpds &ueivoov)). Such an editorial
practice no doubt makes life easier for a modern reader, but is likely to be foreign to ancient practice
(van Thiel 1989).

E.g. schol. T 7/ 15.64¢ ex. (Did.?) quotes only the first few words from 7/. 1.366 and Od. 23.310, but
the context makes it clear that the commentator has in mind 7/ 1.366—92 and Od4. 23.310—42.

37 For morphological and syntactical peculiarities, there is a very useful list by Schneider (1910a) based
on Apollonius Dyscolus but equally applicable to the scholia and other ‘technical’ texts. Grammars
on the Greek of the New Testament (e.g. Blass and Debrunner 2001) are also helpful. For general
vocabulary, LS] can be supplemented by Lampe’s Patristic Greek Lexicon (1961) and the old Thesaurus
Linguae Graecae (Stephanus 1831-65); see also the next n.

For grammatical terminology see Leidenroth (1884: only words beginning with o 1903: words
beginning with €) and Heubach (1885), who both focus on the Homeric scholia. More generally see
the annotated word indices in Uhlig (1910), Schneider (1910b), Lallot (1997: II 423-39), Dalimier
(2001: 437—75) and Dickey (2007: 219-65); cf. also the grammatical dictionary by Bécares Botas
(1985, not always reliable). Terms of textual criticism in the scholia are explained by Heubach (1889,
1903). For rhetorical terminology see especially Ernesti (1795), Volkmann (1885), Lausberg ([1960]
1990), Anderson (2000). Much can be learned for the scholia from van der Valk’s notes on
Eustathius’ terminology (these notes can easily be found by means of the Index III (Keizer 199s:
299—474), which marks the annotated passages with an *). See also the Glossary of Greek terms on
pages 368—86. The collection of critical vocabulary in papyrus commentaries to the //iad by Nardi
(1977) does not give explanations and is mostly superseded by Erbse’s indices.

>
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Introduction 11

A very common, probably timeless, principle for a commentator is to
compare similar passages and to back the argument with parallels. The
ancient equivalent for ‘cf’ in a modern commentary is s (T6), olov
(76), which is followed by a quotation of the (beginning of the) relevant
passage (see above on system of reference). However, the scholia can omit
such a comparative term, and the reader is expected to make the right
inference about the function of the quoted passage (see above on brevity).
On occasion, such notes provide clusters of parallels, which points to a
systematic treatment of the relevant phenomenon.

Systematic study of entire texts and comparison of relevant passages
also underly the notes which argue that the passage under discussion con-
tradicts (uéyeobau, Siapuwveiv) another, thereby testifying to a general
concern about inconsistencies of all kinds. The scholia regularly reflect
lively discussions about whether the contradiction is real or only apparent.

Another important scholarly principle is to establish a norm that is based
on an examination of the entire works, for example, of a particular poet or
poets in general. The scholia are rich in notes that refer to a poet’s habit
(8605, elwBéval, olvnBes, &ei, cos émiTav), to what ‘is typical of poet X’
(e.g. &pioTodvelov, schol. Ar. Av. 976) or ‘typical of poets’ in general
(TroinTikGS). Such notes can include the discussion of real or apparent
exceptions to the rule. More generally, the scholia display a penchant for
commenting on passages that are exceptional in one way or the other,
because they stand out in their exceptionality and therefore catch the
scholar’s eye. Such notes regularly presuppose a standard norm or pattern,
often without spelling it out explicitly.

Scholia often take the form of ‘question and answer’: for example, ‘why is
it that (81 i) . . . 2 Answer/solution (AUc1s): because (611) ... or the like.
This goes back in essence to the period (starting probably with Aristotle)
when scholars recognised ‘difficulties’ ({nTHuaTa) and offered ‘solutions’
(AUoeis) to overcome the problem.” The argumentative pattern ‘question
and answer’ is too common to point to single authorship of the relevant
notes (see below). The various AUceis (‘solutions’) that were common
in ancient scholarship include: AUois &k Tfjs Aé€ecos (lit. ‘solution from
the word/diction’, i.e. careful semantic analysis of the word or expression,
including its specific context); AUo1s &k ToU TpoowTrov (lit. ‘solution from
the character [speaking]’, see Chapter 4); AUois ék ToU koupo (lit. ‘solution
from the specific moment’, i.e. careful examination of the present context);
3 On ¢ntruota and Aoeis in general see Pfeiffer (1968: 69—70). A recurrent type of {iiTnua is the

recognition of contradictions and inconsistencies (both real and apparent), a topic on which the
scholia have a great deal to say (see above).



2 The Ancient Critic at Work

AUois &1d ToU E0ous (lit. ‘solution from the habit’, i.e. differences between
the habits at the fictitious date of the text and ‘now’).*°

For the most part, scholia cater to an audience of readers (also suggested
by the format of the manuscripts and the layout on the page). This even
applies to the tragic and comic scholia. Although not completely oblivious
to the performative aspect, scholars mostly address questions that a reader
of the plays might have (see Chapter 19).*

Ancient commentators regularly take issue with how their predecessors
or colleagues treat the passage under discussion.** Polemics are not unusual
in that connection. The predecessors and colleagues often remain anony-
mous and are referred to by the indefinite pronoun Twvés (‘some’). Often
the critic will have known who the T1vés are, but decided not to mention
them. (As an alternative explanation the expression Tivés can also reflect the
abbreviation process that the scholia underwent; see above.) In fact, Tivés
need not even designate more than one scholar (cf. e.g. schol. A /. 3.116
Ariston., where Tvés designates Zenodotus, see Erbse ad loc.). However,
his or their identity can be established only rarely, especially if the scholar
who wrote the relevant note remains anonymous too, which is often the
case in many of the scholia discussed in this book (see below on sources).

Although it does not immediately affect the argument of this book, it
may be worth listing other external characteristics of scholia: they tend to
peter out towards the end of the text that is commented on. This is likely
to reflect, at least in part, a similar tendency of the ancient UTropvijpaTa
(‘commentaries’) from which the scholia were copied onto the margins of
the manuscripts.* But an increasingly tired scribe or excerptor can also be
the cause.

Scholia regularly list alternative explanations without indicating which
alternative is to be preferred. Especially in the cases where they are intro-
duced by &AAws (‘alternatively’), they are likely to go back to different
sources. Conversely, alternative explanations separated by ) (‘or’) can derive

4 On the various AUoeis see in general Gudeman (1927); on AUais &k Tfis AéSecos in particular see
Combellack (1987); on differences in habit see in general M. Schmidt (1976).
4" In this connection, an apparent terminological oddity is worth pointing out. The word dxouUewv
(lit. ‘to hear’) and its cognates regularly designate the process of reading (Schenkeveld 1992) and
are rendered thus throughout this book. They should not be taken as an indication that ancient
scholars were aware, for example, of the oral background and performance of the Homeric epics.
This meaning of dxoUewv derives from the ancients’ habit of reading aloud (Schenkeveld 1992: 130)
or having texts read to them (Busch 2002; also Chapter 19 with n. 54). However, I find it difficult
to imagine that the latter method also obtained to (texts furnished with) scholia.
Aristarchus even created a particular marginal sign, the diple periestigmene (>:), in order to indicate
passages where he disagreed with Zenodotus.
Note that even the very full commentaries by Eustathius become slightly thinner towards the end,
which may be due to the fact that much has been said in the earlier parts that is then taken for
granted.
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Introduction 13

from the same source. However, this general rule of thumb must be applied
with caution (on the fundamental difficulty of identifying sources see

below).

A rather different type of recurrent characteristic is the one that reflects

the critics’ outlook or even bias. Five approaches to the material, in partic-
ular, are worth mentioning:

(

44
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(i) Strong interest in moral questions. Ever since Xenophanes’ criticism
(DK 21 B 11), the question whether or not poetry undermines the moral
basis of a society was a hotly debated topic which pervades ancient
scholarship. The scholia are no exception to this rule and provide
scores of examples that argue with a view to morality.** Immediate
and important products of this moralising outlook are: the allegorical
explanation of poetry, which is the most widespread and long-lived
form of defence;* the larger issue of the educative function of literature
(sometimes in combination with biographical readings).*® In addition,
scholars repeatedly argue with a view to poetic justice.*’

ii) Greek chauvinism. This bias occurs with particular frequency in the
form of anti-Trojan polemics in the scholia to the //iad, but foreigners
in other texts can be affected too.**

On the moralising outlook see the classic article on Trpémov by Pohlenz (1965a), who demonstrates
that the question of ‘appropriateness’ can cover both ethics and aesthetics; see also Lundon’s
introduction to his Italian translation of Pohlenz (Lundon 1997¢).

On allegoresis see e.g. Wehrli (1928), Buffiere (1956), Pépin (1976), Lamberton (1986), van der
Pool (2001), Ramelli (2003, 2004), Struck (2004). The remarkably increased interest in recent
scholarship provides further justification for the omission from the present book. Moreover, despite
recent protests to the contrary (e.g. Konstan 2005: xxiv—xxv), Russell’s point that ‘the long and
complex history of ancient allegorical interpretation . .. has to do with the history of religion and
ethics more than with that of literary criticism’ (1981: 95-6) is not completely unfounded.

Scholia that attribute an educative function to poetry can be found in Schmid (1905, devoted to
Homer as the source of all wisdom, see below) and Sluiter (1999: 176—9); see also the Iliadic scholia
collected by Erbse (VII: 126-9). A systematic study is being prepared by J. Wilmann. For the notion
‘the poet as teacher’ in general see e.g. Russell (1981: 84—98). On biographical readings see the works
cited in n. 18. The underlying idea in all these cases is that the ‘Classics’ set a model which can be
imitated in various respects (morally, rhetorically, poetically, etc.).

E.g. schol. bT I/ 5.2246 ex. (Aeneas will lose his horses because he boasts about them), bT /L
5.666—76 ex. (Tlepolemus dies in the duel with Sarpedon because he opened the verbal altercation,
while Sarpedon is only wounded), bT 7/. 11.1464 ex. (Hippolochus’” hands are cut off because he took
the bribery with them; similarly, Pandarus is wounded in the tongue because he took a false oath
and the lesser Ajax’ mouth gets filled with dung because he insulted Idomeneus; the last point recurs
in schol. AbT /1. 23.777 ex.), S. Aj. 112a (Ajax is depicted as insubordinate, so that the spectators do
not find fault with the poet for having him punished by Athena); also schol. AbT 7/ 5.67 ex.

For a collection of Homeric scholia see Dittenberger (1905: 458—70), cf. also von Franz (1940: 108—
10), van der Valk (1963: 474-6), N. J. Richardson (1980: 273—4). M. Schmidt (1976: 57) compares a
group of tragic scholia collected by Trendelenburg (1867: 131) and makes the interesting suggestion
that a strand of ancient literary criticism expected a poet to take sides out of consideration for
his audience. Support for this view comes from Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Pomp. 9, p. 234.22—4
U.-R.), who criticises Thucydides for his lack of patriotism (Meijering 1987: 268-9 n. 18): &pxnv
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Misogyny. Women are the other large ‘fringe group’ that can suffer
from a treatment that is less than fair.*

Conservatism. There is a certain tendency to subscribe to the principle
‘old is good, new is bad’. This holds particularly true for poetry, where
Homer is so to speak the incarnation of ‘old is good’. The poetry of
the vecdtepor (lit. ‘younger [poets]’) is regularly considered inferior
(cf. Aristotle, e.g. Po. 1459a30-b2, 1460a5-11). The term vecotepos/ol
as such can designate any poet younger than Homer (incl. Hesiod:
schol. HMPQT Od. 4.477, Hes. Th. 338), but most often seems to
describe the cyclic poets or Euripides.

Commonsensical argumentation. Scholars repeatedly argue with a
view to their (or their readers’) daily experience in real life and com-
pare the passage under discussion with it. Such arguments regularly
involve a certain degree of generalisation (‘this is typical of ..., ‘this
is how...”). The poet is then either praised for presenting characters
and things ‘how they really are’ or criticised for failing to do so0.”®
Conversely, scholars may of course emphasise the difference between
‘then’ and ‘now’ (esp. with respect to the simplicity of Homeric life,
cf. above on AUcis ék ToU &bous). In addition to generalisation, the
commonsensical approach can also lead to rationalisation.”

As before, it is important to note that these characteristics must not be
generalised. By no means all scholia are moralising, chauvinist, etc. The
point is that these characteristics are frequent enough to be singled out as
recurrent features. There are, however, countless scholia to which none of
these features applies.

TOPICS OTHER THAN LITERARY CRITICISM

Literary criticism is an important, but obviously not the only, aspect of a
poetic text that caught scholars’ attention. A very brief sketch attempts to

ugv émroimoaTo &’ fis flparto Kakdds TpdTTe T6 EAANvikéY: dtrep "EAANVa SvTa kad "Abnvaiov
oUk de1 moeiv (‘But he [sc. Thucydides] made the beginning at the point where Greek affairs
started to decline. As a Greek and Athenian, he should not have done this’). For the notion that
an historian may side with his compatriots see also Polybius 16.14.6 or, less balanced, Plutarch de
Herodoti malignitate (passim).

4

N}

Examples from the Homeric scholia are collected by de Jong (1991).
For examples see especially Chapters 8 and 11.

' E.g. schol. bT 7/ 2.278-82 ex. (Nestor’s voice is too weak to roar out above the din of the fleeing
army, so Homer has Odysseus speak first and then Nestor), bT 7/. 3.1664 ex. (the fact that the Greek
fighters have put down their armour allows for Helen to point them out to Priam; while in armour,
they resembled each other too much).
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give at least an idea of the vast range of topics that are discussed in the
scholia.’”

Semantics is generally agreed to represent the oldest stratum of the
materials that are combined in the extant scholia (e.g. Henrichs 1971).
Starting first with the explanation of difficult poetic vocabulary (the so-
called glosses), scholars increasingly extended their efforts to all kinds of
semantic questions: explanation of the meaning of words and phrases
(often in the simplest form of translation or paraphrase), listing of syn-
onyms, information on usage (e.g. hapax legomena, correctness of diction,
dialectal distinctions, etc.), description of register, semantic explanation of
metaphors, katachresis, etc.”” In connection with semantics, some collec-
tions of scholia (e.g. the D-scholia to the //iad) regularly display a curious
feature in that they also translate or paraphrase words that no ancient
reader is likely to have found difficult (e.g. pépwv = xopilwv, schol.
D 7/ 1.13). The point seems to be that these scholia are not primarily
meant as a semantic explanation, but reflect a school exercise the purpose
of which is to help the student widen his vocabulary (Herington 1972:
29).

Linguistic questions also play a very important role in the scholia. Thus,
critics regularly discuss topics such as spelling, breathings, accents, prosody
(sometimes in connection with metre), morphology (incl. conjugations,
principal parts, declensions, word formation, etc.),’* dialects, parts of
speech, syntactical questions of all kinds, word order, punctuation (i.e. the
determination of ‘intonation units’ in the oral delivery of the text), etc.”

5> The bibliographical references in this section are selective. Preference is given to fundamental studies

that open up the field and to recent titles that incorporate previous scholarship.

The Lexikon des friihgriechischen Epos consistently adduces the explanations of Homeric words given

in the scholia (D and scholia minora), see also the relevant sections of Erbse’s indices (VI: 131—230,

VII: 28-80, 227-60). On the glossographers see Dyck (1987); for Aristarchus’ semantic studies see

Lehrs ([1833] 1882: 36-161), Dimpfl (1911), Severyns (1928: 103-19); on correctness of diction see

Schenkeveld (1993: 281-92); on dialect glosses see Latte (1925); Iliadic scholia on dialect are collected

by Erbse (VII: 84-8).

54 In the case of morphological explanations, the scholia often simply list the relevant words (e.g.
the principal parts of a verb or the words that follow the same principle of accentuation) without
further explanation (see Dickey 2007: 113-14).

55 On the grammatical principles of Aristophanes of Byzantium see Callanan (1987); on Aristarchus’
see Ax (1982), Matthaios (1999); on prosody and morphology see Lehrs (1837), La Roche (1866: 175—
432); on accentuation Laum (1928), to be used with caution; on punctuation L. Friedlinder (1850:
9—23), Blank (1983), Gaffuri (1994); Homeric scholia on metre are collected by Rauscher (1886), on
the metrical scholia to Pindar see Irigoin (1958) and for a very basic introduction Budelmann (1999).
For a collection of Iliadic scholia on various grammatical phenomena see the relevant sections
of Erbse’s index (s.vv. Accentus, Canones, Grammatica, Interpunctio, Ordo verborum, Orthographia,
Prosodia, Spiritus; also the relevant parts of his index on Rhetoric, see n. 21 above).
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16 The Ancient Critic at Work

A topic that is worth singling out because it was extremely popular is
etymology.”

Textual criticism is another focus of Greek scholia. Although modern
scholars do not agree to what extent Alexandrian scholars actually produced
editions on the basis of systematic collation of different manuscripts, the
scholia amply document ancient concern for a correctly edited text. This
includes, for example, the discussion of variant readings, the justification
or rejection of athetesis, etc.’”

Leaving the level of the text itself, the explanation of all kinds of facts is of
prime importance to the ancient commentator. Regardless of the subject-
matter of the passage under discussion, scholars are keen to provide the
background information they consider necessary to grasp fully the point of
the passage. The list of topics is virtually endless and includes, for example,
geography, topography, ethnography, science (botany, zoology, astronomy,
etc.), medicine, psychology, history, politics, cultural studies, social studies,
religion, philosophy, Realien, etc.”® Explanations of this type can go hand
in hand with the conviction that poets — Homer in particular — are the
source of wisdom in every conceivable form (cf. the educative function,
above).”” On occasion, explanations of fact seem to gain a life of their
own and to provide rather more information than is necessary for the
correct understanding of the passage under discussion. Scholars take the

56 On etymology in scholia see most recently Peraki-Kyriakou (2002, with lit.), also several of the
articles in Nifadopoulos (2003). For a collection of Iliadic scholia see Erbse (VII: 92-105). Particular
attention was given to the etymology of names, especially those of gods, which was one of the topics
of Apollodorus’ monograph Trepi 8eov (in Homer) in twenty-four books (Pfeiffer 1968: 261-2, with
lit.). Etymological explanation of divine names, while found in many extant corpus of scholia, are
particularly frequent in the scholia to Hesiod’s Theogony.
Textual criticism is probably the best-documented aspect of Greek scholia, with an enormous
bibliography. See e.g. La Roche (1866), Ludwich (1884—s), Wilamowitz ([1895] 1959), Pfeiffer (1968),
Nickau (1977), Lithrs (1992), Irigoin (1993), M. L. West (2001). However, despite intensive efforts
many fundamental questions still remain unclear or disputed; see e.g. the very different views on
Zenodotus as a textual critic held by Nickau (1977), van Thiel (1992, 1997), M. Schmidt (1997)
and M. L. West (2001: 33—45). For a list of Iliadic variae lectiones see Erbse (VII: 196—226). A note
on terminology: unlike its modern cognate, ‘athetesis” in ancient scholarship means that the line is
considered spurious (and therefore marked with a marginal sign, usually an obelos). However, the
line in question remains in the text and is not deleted (e.g. Nickau 1977: 6—7). Given its focus on
ancient scholarship, the present book will use the word ‘athetesis’ in its original meaning.
On Aristarchus’ studies of the Trojan topography see Lehrs ([1833] 1882: 221—4), Goedhardt (1879);
on the Weltbild see M. Schmidt (1976); on philosophical questions see van der Valk (1963: 468—9),
van der Pool (2001). For Iliadic examples see Erbse’s index (s.vv. Agricultura, Animalia, Geographia,
Tura et ius, Medicina, Musica, Philosophia, Publica res, Religio et cultus deorum, Topographia).
59 Relevant material is collected by Schmid (1905). For the various sources that testify to the notion of
an ‘omniscient’ Homer see Hillgruber (1994: 5—35). Comparable is the tendency to credit Homer
with all kinds of ‘inventions’ (relevant scholia collected by Erbse VII: 125).
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Introduction 7

opportunity to put on display the poet’s vast knowledge (and, indirectly,
their own).

THE SOURCES OF THE SCHOLIA

The identification of sources is a very difficult task. This can be seen not
least from the fact that there is often little agreement among modern schol-
ars, except for the very general lines of the argument. Generally speaking,
there are four ways of tracing a scholion back to a source, usually an indi-
vidual scholar. The four methods, in descending order of reliability, are
these:

(i) The individual scholion (or its gist) is expressly attributed to a partic-
ular scholar or a ‘school’.

(ii) A general remark (usually in the form of a subscriptio at the end of the
text under discussion) lists the source(s) of that particular corpus of
scholia.

(iii) The scholion’s diction can be recognised as that of a particular scholar
or school.

(iv) The point made in the scholion can be recognised as that of a particular
scholar or school.

The first method is mostly reliable and causes relatively few problems
(errors, polemical misrepresentation). Its main deficiency is that it applies
only to a comparatively small number of scholia.

The results of the second method are impaired by the fact that it is 2 priori
unlikely (and often demonstrably not the case) that every scholion of the
particular corpus goes back to the source(s) mentioned. The most reliable
results can be gained in the case of the so-called Viermdinnerkommentar
(VMK ) to the liad.°® In most other cases, however, the subscriptions turn
out to be of limited help or, quite often, do not exist at all. Their usefulness
for the present study is further reduced by the fact that many of the scholia
that can thus be identified deal with questions other than literary criticism.

The third method, though promising in principle, must be applied
with great caution. The particular expression, stylistic feature, etc. must
be specific enough to function as a litmus test. It has been recognised, for
example, that the recurrent pattern ‘question and answer’ (see above) is not
specific enough to guarantee that the source is Porphyry.”” What is more,

69 The famous subscriptions to most of the individual books of the //iad in ms. A (Venetus Graec.
822, 10th cent.) identify four sources: Aristonicus, Didymus, Nicanor and Herodian.

6t See Erbse (1960: 17—77, esp. 73) against the editorial principle of Schrader (1890: 139). A new edition
of Porphyry is being prepared by Jake MacPhail.
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even an apparently watertight example such as the phrase onueicwTéov
o1L... (& ‘NB’, typical of Aristonicus) can be used to introduce an expla-
nation that contradicts Aristarchus’ view (M. Schmidt 1976: 250, with
reference to schol. D 7/ 3.218). Caution is advised here. Technical vocab-
ulary, too, is not necessarily a reliable guide, for various reasons. Firstly,
technical vocabulary can easily become common knowledge and no longer
be the hallmark of a particular scholar or school.®* Secondly, the individ-
ual technical terms are sometimes used with so little consistency that they
must have gone through several stages or come from different backgrounds
altogether. Thirdly, there is no guarantee that ancient scholars were always
consistent in their terminology. Fourthly, it cannot be taken for granted
that the scholia always preserve the exact terminology of their source.®’

Against this backdrop, the difficulties and hazards of the fourth method
will need no further explanation.®*

This is not to say that the identification of sources is  priori a hopeless
endeavour and therefore a waste of time. Rather, the purpose is to explain
why Quellenforschung is not given the highest priority here.” Unlike, say,
the comparatively firm ground of questions related to textual criticism
(cf., however, n. 57), the type of scholion on which this book is primarily
based presents major obstacles to a successful identification of sources on
a larger scale.’® Instead of devoting too much space to arguments which,
at this stage, are likely to remain inconclusive, it seemed preferable to
prepare the ground for further research by first examining the consider-
able range of relevant terms and concepts of literary criticism. It is my
hope that, in combination with studies on other areas covered by the

% The mechanism by which technical vocabulary can gain a life of its own is probably a universal
phenomenon (cf. e.g. ‘intertextuality’ in today’s scholarship).

% On the last two points see Dyck (1993: 774 n. 5): ‘It seems doubtful, however, that Herodian’s
terminology was as fixed as Wackernagel suggests. .. and it must always be borne in mind that
scholia cannot be relied upon to represent the #psissima verba of the grammarians.’

64 As to referring particular ideas to a specific school, it has become increasingly clear that the formerly

popular method of applying a tag such as ‘Stoic’ is not always based on sufficient evidence or

methodological rigour (see e.g. M. Schmidt 1976: 54 n. 40, on the ‘Stoic’ term ouvTopia, which
according to Quintilian 4.2.31 occurs in Isocrates already).

Needless to say, the source is mentioned when it can be identified. For that reason, the Homeric

scholia are always referred to in their full form (i.c. including the manuscripts and, in the case of the

Iliadic scholia, the source as identified by Erbse). In the case of scholia to authors other than Homer,

an immediate correlation between manuscript and source does not seem to exist. Consequently, the

sigla are not listed, in order to save space.

A representative example is the book on the bT-scholia by M. Schmidt (1976). Earlier studies which

claim certainty are mostly based on unsound methodology (see the critical survey by Schmidt 1976:

9-74).
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scholia, this will eventually lead to a better understanding of their sources,
pu
t00.%7

TRANSLATION

Given that scholia can be a challenge to the reader (see above), the notes
that are quoted in the main text are generally followed by a translation that
makes generous use of supplements (in pointed brackets) and identifica-
tions (in square brackets). Their purpose is to indicate what the text often
presupposes by implication (see above on brevity).® The supplements do
not imply that this is how the text actually read at an earlier stage, but are
meant only to help understand the reasoning of the ancient critic. As a
further aid to the reader, the quotation is introduced by a brief contextu-
alisation, usually focusing on the gist of the passage that is commented on
in the scholion.

An especially difficult issue is the translation of technical vocabulary. It
has proved impossible to keep using the same equivalent for a particular
term, because ancient terminology is no more uniform than the modern
tends to be. Wherever appropriate, the semantic range of the relevant term
is discussed. In addition, the reader is also referred to the Glossary of Greek
terms (pages 368-86), which lists the most important meanings of the
individual terms.

NOTE ON QUOTATIONS AND REFERENCES

This book regularly quotes from and makes reference to editions that
may not be immediately available to the reader. In recognition of this fact,
quotations are given rather generously. As for the references to scholia, they
strictly reproduce the form in which they appear in the relevant edition

7 One might object that the present book runs the risk of presenting in juxtaposition witnesses that
in reality come from rather different periods and/or backgrounds. True, but this risk could, at this
point, only be avoided at the price of giving up the idea of presenting a general overview. The
alternative, smaller case studies, may or may not succeed in positively identifying the source (see
preceding n.).

One type of identification may need a justification. Scholia often do not specify the grammatical
subject of the sentence. In the case of speeches and dramatic texts this can lead to some uncertainty
as to whether the ancient critic is speaking of the poet or the character. Although the number of
truly doubtful cases is comparatively small, it seemed methodologically more sound to keep all the
identifications in brackets. Some readers may find ‘he [sc. Homer] ... cumbersome after a while,
but it has the advantage of not suggesting a certainty which may not be there.

6
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20 The Ancient Critic at Work

(listed at the beginning of the bibliography) because this will generally
allow the reader to look up the text on the electronic TLG.®

% NB this means that the system of reference can vary from corpus to corpus and, on occasion,
contradicts standard English practice (e.g. 610—4, instead of 610-14, for scholia to the fliad).
References to Eustathius’ commentary on the //iad are always given in a double form, e.g. 914.12-13
(= 3.419.28—9). The former is the traditional system of reference; the latter reproduces volume, page
and line of van der Valk’s edition (1971-87), which is adopted in the index volume to that edition
(Keizer 1995) and in the electronic TLG.



PART I






CHAPTER 1

Plot

Starting from a definition of plot (and its counterpart fabula) that is essen-
tially rooted in ancient rhetorical theory, the present chapter then goes on
to explore the various applications of the concept and its ramifications in
ancient literary criticism. These include questions such as overall plot struc-
ture, motivation and narrative coherence, forward and backward references
within the plot (prolepsis, analepsis) and their functions, the introduction
of characters and how this contributes to a coherent plot, changes of scene,
and the handling of multiple storylines and digressions.

The general distinction between fabula and plot is very common in
modern literary criticism." Fabula stands for a reconstruction, in chrono-
logical order, of the events that are narrated, irrespective of their relative
position in the text. Plot refers to the narrated events in the order and
disposition that the particular text under consideration exhibits. The plot
of the //iad, for example, begins with Chryses’ arrival at the Greek ships
({l. 1.12), the fabula, say, with Paris’ judgment (cf. 7/ 24.29-30).” Although
the distinction as such is not explicitly made by ancient literary critics, a
comparable distinction nevertheless underlies their reasoning.’

Ancient rhetorical theory differentiates between how to find an appro-
priate topic for one’s speech and how to make use of this topic in order
to construct the speech. Of especial importance in the present context

See e.g. Genette (1972: 71-6 = 1980: 25—32), whose terms are hiszoire (Engl. ‘story’) for fabula and
récit (Engl. ‘narrative’) for plot. The general distinction, as is well known, goes back to the Russian
formalist Shklovsky, who speaks of ‘fabula’ and ‘sjuzhet’. The two concepts and their numerous
synonyms are the subject of a scholarly debate (see e.g. Lowe 2000: 3-16) which lies beyond the
scope of the present study. The terms chosen here are far from being ideal, but ‘plot’ is well-established
in this meaning, and ‘fabula’ allows me to keep using ‘story’ in a loose sense.

* On Aristarchus’ doubts about the authenticity see Chapter 12.

The present chapter is indebted to the discussion by Meijering (1987: passim); cf. also Trendelenburg
(1867: 78-81, 9o-110), Bachmann (1902: 17-18, 20; 1904: 5—7), Griesinger (1907: 43-s1), Steinmann
(1907: 40—54), Bonner (1977: 244—5), N. J. Richardson (1980: 268—9), Nannini (1986: 27-8), and the
titles listed in n. 7.

w
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24 The Ancient Critic at Work

is the model of Dionysius of Halicarnassus.* He makes a distinction
between ‘subject-matter’ (TrporyparTivév) and ‘style’ (AexTikév). The for-
mer is further divided into ‘preparation’ (Tropackeur or elpeois) and
‘deployment’ (xpfjo1s or oikovouia), the latter into ‘word choice’ (ékAoyn
TGV dvoudTwy) and ‘composition (of words)’ (oUvBeots). Preparation’
and ‘word choice’ are analogous, because they both refer to the action
of choosing (sc. subject-matter and words). ‘Deployment’ and ‘composi-
tion’ are analogous, because they both refer to the action of arranging (sc.
subject-matter and words). The notion of arranging the subject-matter in
a particular way (oikovopia) has many points of contact with ‘plot’.’

The other rhetorical term for ‘order’, T&€1s, originally meant the proper
distribution of the four parts of a speech (proem, narration, proof, epilogue)
and as such was a part of oikovopia. At some point, however, the two terms
came both to mean ‘order’ of and within the speech in general. And later
rhetorical sources even make a distinction between T&E1s, which stands
for the natural order (ordo naturalis), and oikovouia, which describes the
artificial order (ordo artificiosus). Both Dionysius’ model and this later
development provide the basis for the denotation ‘plot’, which oikovopia
repeatedly has in the scholia and elsewhere.” A good illustration of this sense
can be found in the ancient Aypothesis to Sophocles’ Oedipus ar Colonus,

4+ D.H. Dem. st (cf. also Thuc. 21). See the discussion by Meijering (1987: 134—43), which includes
precursors such as Plato as well as later developments. For Dionysius” model see also Volkmann (188s:
362—7) and the table in Pritchett (1975: xxxvi).
5 The most common word for ‘subject-matter’ in ancient literary criticism is UTé8eots, which, given
its broad range of meanings (on which see Holwerda 1976, Kassel 1985, Meijering 1987: 105-33),
is more loosely defined than oikovouia. Generally speaking, UTdeois can have the meaning of
oikovopia (e.g. when Umdbeots stands for ‘plot summary’), but not vice versa. There are, however,
single instances where oikovopia seems to be virtually synonymous with Uéfeots in the sense
of ‘subject-matter’, cf. e.g. schol. Ar. Eq. 400a. In addition, passages can be adduced where the
verb oikovoueiv seems to mean little more than simply ‘to write (poetry)’, e.g. Vita Aesch. suppl. d
(p. 63 Herington = A. zest. 129 Radt). This state of affairs makes it extremely difficult to decide exactly
what Aristotle means when he criticises Euripides (Po. 1453229: €l kai T& &AAa ) €0 oikovopei,
&AA&. . . ‘even if he does not arrange the other things well, at least . . .’); cf. the criticism in Ps.Long.
33.5 (on Archilochus) and in schol. Ar. Ach. 388a (on the tragic poet Hieronymus, cf. TrGF 31 T 1).
Euripides is repeatedly criticised in the Poetics and for various reasons: 1454b1 (deus ex machina in
Med.), 1454b31—5 (recognition scene in Or.), 1454a28—32 (inappropriate characters in several plays,
sim. 1461b20-1), 1456227 (insufficient integration of choral odes).
E.g. Sulpicius Victor 14 (p. 320.11—25 Halm). This meaning of oikovouic underlies Ps.Plut. Hom.
162 (see Hillgruber 1999: ad loc.). The implications of T&&1s = ‘natural order’ are further explored in
Chapter 2.
On oikovouia specifically see (in addition to the titles listed in n. 3) Ernesti (1795: 5.2.), Volkmann
(1885: 362—7), Cardauns 1985, Grisolia 2001 (a slightly revised version of Grisolia 1990, 1992, 1993,
1993—4 and 1995). The first attestation of oikovopia in a stylistic context appears to be in Alcidamas
(saph. 25), where, however, it describes the arrangement of words (Marif§ 2002: 259). Another ancient
concept with strong similarities to ‘plot’ is Aristotle’s uU8os (on which see e.g. Heath 1989: 38—s5),
which, however, does not seem to be taken up in the scholia.

o
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which goes under the name of one Sallustius, about whom nothing certain
is known (de Marco 1937: 115 n. 29 with lit.).

&patos 8¢ EoTi kaBdAou 1) oikovopla év TG Sp&uacTt, dos oUdevi EAA oxedov.
(argum. IV S. OC, p. 4.6 de Marco)®

Overall the plot of the play is ineffable, as in almost no other.

Although Sallustius does not specify why he praises the oikovopia of
Sophocles’ play, parallels make it very likely that he refers to the plot and
not the fabula. Aeschylus, for instance, is praised for presenting the pursuit
of Orestes in the middle of Eumenides and not at the beginning.” Equally
interesting are the cases where the critic does not simply praise the plot,
but gives an actual description of it. (In //iad 11, Diomedes is wounded
and forced to leave the battlefield. Odysseus deliberates in a monologue
whether to do the same or to stay and risk being wounded, which is in fact
what happens.)

XPNOiHwS TS THV oikovouiaw éxel T& ToU mAoyiouol T¢) ‘'OSucoel” étreidn
y&p vaupoayiav [cf. 17 15.415—746] PoUdeTan eioyev 6 TTOINTHS, TTPOTITPWOKEL
Tous &pioTous [cf. 11.251—595]* &ToTTOV Yap v TTapdvTwy kaieobor Tas vals.
(schol. bT 1/ 11.407-10 ex.).

The deliberation scene of Odysseus is useful for the <subsequent> plot. The poet,
intent on introducing the battle for the ships, first causes the wounding of the best
<fighters>, because it would have been absurd to set the ships on fire with them
present.

This critic briefly sketches the plot of //iad 11-15 and describes the
function of the deliberation scene. Homer wants Odysseus to be wounded
just as Agamemnon or Diomedes have been, lest they figure among the
Greek defenders of the ships, which, from a Greek point of view, would
make the Trojan success implausible.”” Another scholion discusses the

8 Cf. schol. A. Eum. 1a (quoted below), S. OC 237, Ar. Pax 619 (all three with explicit praise), E. Ph.
1710 (quoted below), Pi. P. 4.inscr. a (p. 92.15-16 Drachmann); outside technical literature cf. e.g.
Menander’s famous explanation why the imminent Dionysia do not scare him: ¢kovéunTar y&p
7 S1&Beos, 8¢l 8 aUrTf) T& oTixiSiax émdoa (fest. 70 K-A: “The arrangement of the plot is ready, I
only need to compose the single lines’). The expression &parros oikovouia is also attested in schol.
E. Ph. 617, but the exact reference remains unclear.

Cf. schol. A. Eum. 1a: oikovouikéds 8t oUk &v &pyTj SicokeTton Opéotns, &AA& ToUTo &v péowy ToU
BPAPATOS KATATATTEL, TAUIEUOUEVOS T KpandTaTa &v péow (‘with good economy [i.e. resulting
in a good plot] Orestes is not pursued at the beginning, but he [sc. Aeschylus] puts this in the
middle of the play, saving the climax for the middle’). On TapieveoBa see below.

The wounding of the Greek heroes is similarly explained in schol. bT /. 11.5984 ex. (quoted below).
Both scholia exhibit an anti-Trojan bias (on which see Introd. page 13).

©
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26 The Ancient Critic at Work

importance of the goddess Thetis for the plot of the entire //iad and
Odyssey:"

kad Tfis TToinoews oikovopia 1) THs @éT180s X proTorfeiar Al puév &udvel, ivakad
koo “EAAnvas, HpaioTe 8¢, tva roifor AxIAAEl Ty TravotAiov, Alovioe
Bt B1& TOV &puprpopfia, Tva TG AYIAAE ein oopds [cf. Od. 24.74—s]. (schol. bT
1l 18.395-8 ex.)

Thetis’ goodness of heart has a plot function for his [sc. Homers] composition.
She helps Zeus, so that he even injures the Greeks, and <she helps> Hephaestus,
so that he produces Achilles’ armour, <she helps> Dionysus because of the jar, in
order for it to become Achilles’ urn.

This critic argues that decisive steps in the development of the plot
depend on Thetis role as an aid to a major god, who therefore owes her a
favour.”

The distinction between plot and fabula is also relevant, because both
epic and tragedy are traditional poetry and as such make use of traditional
stories. This imposes on them some restrictions as to what extent they can
change the basic ‘facts” of the story, i.e. the fabula (see Chapter 7). With
respect to the plot, however, poets are at liberty to give it the form they
want:

s PourovTtal ydp oikovopoUot T& Spduata. (schol. E. Ph. 1710)

They [sc. Sophocles and Euripides] give their plays the plot they want.

In the specific context this critic only mentions the tragedians Sophocles
and Euripides.” But the same holds true for epic poets as well. In fact,
Homer’s decision to have the plot of the //iad begin only towards the
end of the Trojan war was often discussed, sometimes explicitly under the
rubric oikovopia.™

Among the scholia, there are those of the type which expressly speak
of oikovouia (see above), while others simply describe the plot without
making use of the technical term, for instance:

ToUs TAeious TGV &pioTwy Tpwoas TANY AlavTtos ToU TeAapwviou émi Tas
vals &méoTeidey, Ayapépvova Atopndny ‘Oduoota Maydova EdpUmulov,

" Cf. the notion of ‘central characters’ (Chapter 11).

> Admittedly, the Iliadic examples are more convincing than the one from the Odyssey, which deals
with a minor plot element only. On the assumption that the two poems are by the same poet see
below.

B In the former part of the scholion, Antigone’s announcement of her intention to bury Polynices
in E. Ph. 1710 is said to provide the ‘seeds’ (oméppara) for Sophocles’ Antigone. This must not be
understood in a literal sense (it is chronologically false), but in the sense that Phoenician Women
ends where Antigone begins. On ‘seeds’ see also below.

' See in particular Ps.Plut. Hom. 162 and Hillgruber (1999: ad loc.). The temporal side of Homer’s
decision is further explored in Chapter 2.
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kad Tov Telkpov 875 [sc. 11 15.462-89], va elAoyov Tols ‘Ayaiols Tfis fTTNs
Tapdoyn aiTtiav. eiTa ToUTous &l Tas vals &rray oy dov el Eraivov Alavtos T&
Aot kaTavoiokel s Ths TTaTpdkAou §68ou- Kaid Tov TT&TpokAov dverdov
i Tov AlavTa éravépyeTon péypt Tiis 608ou ‘Ax1AAEéws: kKal ToUTov éTri THy
u&xnv Tpoayayov els T& &vdpayabnuoata atoU ThHY IA1&Sa TeAelol. (schol.

bT 7/. 115985 ex.)”

Having wounded most of the best <fighters>, except for Ajax son of Telamon, he
[sc. Homer] has sent to the ships Agamemnon, Diomedes, Odysseus, Machaon,
Eurypylus, and in the sequel Teucer, so that he can provide a plausible reason for
the defeat of the Greeks. Next, having led these men to the ships, he spends the
rest <of his narrative> in praise of Ajax until Patroclus’ sortie. And having killed
Patroclus, he returns to Ajax until Achilles’ sortie. And having led this one into
battle, he concludes the //iad with his brave deeds.

As this plot summary of //iad 11-24 again makes clear, the convincing
arrangement of the single elements (elsewhere called oikovopia) depends
not least on whether one element provides the justification (aiTic) for
another. In other words, there is a direct relation between a good plot and
plausible motivation.

MOTIVATION AND NARRATIVE COHERENCEIé

Itis no surprise then that oikovopia (and cognates) often refers to questions
of motivation. One critic, for example, explains the plot function of the
scene in which Nestor drives the wounded doctor Machaon to the Greek
ships and how it triggers the subsequent events, because it is witnessed by
Achilles (schol. bT 7/ 11.512—3 ex.). And similar comments can be found,
even if it is not the plot at large that is being commented on. (In Euripides’
Orestes, Clytaemestra’s father Tyndareus travels from Sparta to Argos, in
order to pour libations at her tomb. There he learns that Menelaus has
finally returned home from Troy.)

evotkovounTws [MTB, oikovouikéds A] émoinoe Tov Tuvddpewv &mod Tijs
2mapTns S Tas Yods Ths BuyaTpos EAnAubéval, Tva edkaipws T¢ MeveAdw
kad T¢ Opéorn Siatex0fy. (schol. E. Or. 472)

With good sense for motivation, he [sc. Euripides] made Tyndareus come from
Sparta because of the libations for his daughter, in order for him to speak at the
right time with Menelaus and Orestes.

5 Cf. schol. bT /L. 11.0 ex., bT I/ 11.273 ex., bT I/. 14.0 ex. and the different plot summaries of the //iad
and other texts (for a collection see e.g. van Rossum-Steenbeck 1998). These are often called Umé-
Oeo1s, which, as indicated in n. 5, sometimes has the same meaning as oikovouia. On expressions
such as ‘Homer kills Patroclus’ see Excursus at the end of Chaprter 4.

16 Questions regarding motivation are of prime importance to Aristotle’s Poetics, especially the principle
that the single plot elements must have a causal connection (1452a1-11, 18-21).
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Tyndareus’ meeting with Menelaus and Orestes is motivated by his pour-
ing libations at Clytaemestra’s tomb. He does not simply come to Argos
‘by chance’, but Euripides provides a plausible motive for his presence.
This, in fact, is the application of oikovouia which prevails in the tragic
scholia. The critics concentrate on the single passage and discuss how it is
motivated."”

Similar notes can be found in the Homeric scholia too.” Overall, how-
ever, the Homeric scholia tend to focus on the connection between two
specific passages in the text, one of which motivates the other. The former
passage as it were provides the logical preparation for another passage,
which is to follow later. This connection between the two passages estab-
lishes and is proof of the narrative coherence of the text under consideration.
Ancient critics were well aware of this overarching narrative coherence."”
Terminologically, the Homeric scholia express the preparatory function of
the earlier passage by means of the prefix Tpo-, as seen, for instance, in
the technical term Trpooikovoueiv (‘to prepare for, motivate beforehand’),
especially when combined with an expression for the later passage.” (After
the theomachy in //iad 21, all the gods return to Mt Olympus except for
Apollo, who stays in Troy.)

Trpooikovopel AW els T& £€Tjs, Tva Uroheipbels pdvos mAavnor TOV AXIA-
Ao &rd ToU Teiyous [cf. 1 21.544—22.24]. (schol. T 1L 21.515-7 ex., cf. €is T&
£€Tis . . . oikovopel: schol. T 7/ 11.3184" ex.)

Again he [sc. Homer] prepares in advance for the sequel, so that he [sc. Apollo],
left alone, can trick Achilles away from the wall.

7 Cf. schol. S. Aj. 342b (on Teucer’s absence), EL 312 (on Aegisthus’ absence), 818 (on Electra
not committing suicide; see below on Not to destroy the story), OT 118 (on the death of Laius’
companions), OC28 (on the stranger’s entrance), 297 (on Theseus being on his way), 551 (on Theseus’
entrance), 887 (on Theseus’ re-entry; quoted below), E. PA. 96 (on the servant’s knowledge), Hipp.
521 (on the nurse’s incomplete answer), 569 (on the postponement of Hippolytus’ entrance), 659
(on Hippolytus’ absence), 713 (on the chorus remaining silent), 804 (on the chorus lying). Several
of these notes deal with the absence and presence of characters and how they are motivated (cf.
Chapter 19 on entrances and exits).

E.g. schol. bT 7/ 6.491 ex. (on Hector instructing Andromache ‘to mind domestic business’, which
results in her staying at home during his fight with Achilles in book 22), bT L 6.515-6 ex. (on
Paris not being witness to Hector’s conversation with Andromache), bT 7/ 11.813 ex. (on Eurypylus,
though wounded, not losing consciousness), MQ Od. 3.360 (on Mentor/Athena allegedly returning
to Telemachus’ companions), Q Od. 9.185 (on the high fence around Polyphemus’ yard), etc.

Y It is no coincidence that Schadewaldts ([1938] 1966) refutation of the analytical approach uses
virtually the same methods and examples as the scholia, a fact of which he himself was fully aware
(e.g. 70 n. 3); see also Erbse (1979: 53—4).

The chronological implications of these compounds are further explored in Chapter 2. The notion
‘motivation in advance’ can also be paraphrased, e.g., schol. HPQ Od. 7.16 (on the characterisation
of the Phaeacians).

E3

2

o



Plot 29

The purpose of Apollo staying behind is expressed in 21.516-17: the
Greeks must not prematurely take Troy. This will be accomplished by redi-
recting Achilles’ attention away from the city wall (21.544—22.24). Homer
keeps Apollo down on earth, the critic argues, so that he can then perform
his ruse without the interference of the other gods. In addition to the
explanation itself, it is remarkable that this form of Trpooikovouia is seen
as a recurrent feature (réAw) of Homeric poetry.

The term and concept of Trpooikovopia go back at least as far as Mega-
clides of Athens (second half of the fourth century BC).”" (Patroclus dons
Achilles’ armour except for the spear.)

S1& 11 00V povov 16 TINALWTIKOY QU T AvappooTel 8Opu, TV EAAWY &PpUOTEV-
Toov OmAwY; Meyarheidng &v eutépep (TTepl) Ounpou [FHG IV p. 443 = 1. 5
Janko] Trpooikovopeictai pno ‘Opnpov THy OmAotoriov: (schol. A 7/ 16.1406
Porph. vel D)

Why does only Peleus’ spear not fit him [sc. Patroclus], whereas all the other
arms do? Megaclides says in book 2 of ‘On Homer’ that Homer prepares for the
‘Production of the Armour’.*

Patroclus’ donning of Achilles” arms and their subsequent loss motivate
in advance the scene, described in book 18, in which Hephaestus produces
a new set of armour for Achilles. The scholia prove that such questions of
composition and narrative coherence concerned literary critics well before
the Alexandrians. Protagoras already appears to have discussed questions of
narrative composition.” And the master ‘economist’ Homer provided an
abundance of material to study the topic 77 extenso.** As to Trpooikovouia
itself, the term establishes a close connection between two (or more) sepa-
rate passages, and this connection testifies to the narrative coherence of the

* The term is attested in rhetorical theory, e.g. Ps.Herod. fig. 60 Hajdu: Trpooikovouia Totvuv éotiv
) T& péMovTa SiaTifecBon TpoapackeudGovoa AGis. (‘Prooikonomia is a lexical device which
prepares for the things that will be discussed later.”) According to Hajdu (ad loc.), the term is not
found elsewhere in rhetorical theory, but cf. the use of the verb Tpooikovoueiv in Nicolaus progymn.
(p. 8.9-10 Felten), as discussed by Meijering (1987: 202).

Porphyry’s (?) opening question is answered in the second part of the scholion: there is no wood
on Olympus, so Hephaestus could not replace the spear (an instance of rationalisation: see Introd.
page 14).

Cf. schol. pap. ad 7/ 21.240 (p. 101.20-9 Erbse) and the literature cited there. Conversely, Aristotle’s
treatment of what he calls oUoTao1s TGV TPy pd&Teov (‘structure of events’, Po. 1450b22), though
considered of the highest importance, remains relatively general and unspecific, which is probably
due to the different ‘genre’ of the Poetics.

Cf. schol. T 7/ 1.213 ex. (motivates the embassy in book 9), bT /. 2.3624 ex. (motivates the ‘Catalogue’
later in book 2), bT /7. 3.236a ex. (motivates why the Dioscuri will not appear in the //iad), bT 11.
3.261-26 ex. (motivates Priam’s driving a chariot in book 24), bT 7/ 4.90 ex. (motivates Pandarus’
protection against Greek missiles), etc.
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poem. From that perspective, the function is comparable to that of pro-
lepsis (% anticipation, see below). There are, however, differences between
Trpooikovopia and prolepsis, and it is better to keep the two narrative
devices apart (see below).

The same phenomenon as Trpooikovopia can also be expressed by the
term TrpoTrapackeun (and cognates), as can be seen, for example, in a
scholion which makes a point similar to Megaclides” above. (Nestor hopes
that Patroclus will enter battle in Achilles’ armour.)

TpoTapaokeudsel THv OmAomotiav: (schol. T 77 11.798 ex.)”

He [sc. Homer] prepares for the ‘Production of the Armour’.

Nestor’s wish will be fulfilled, but Patroclus will lose Achilles’ armour,
which indirectly motivates the scene in the blacksmith’s shop on Mt
Olympus.

The term TpokaTackeut| recurs in rhetorical theory.”® There the gen-
eral idea seems to be that unrealistic or implausible phenomena (such
as Polyphemus’ supernatural powers) must be carefully ‘prepared for’ in
advance by the orator or poet, lest the audience be taken by surprise and
be unwilling to believe them (same idea in schol. Q Od. 9.187). In a similar
vein, scholia repeatedly argue that the motivating piece of information is
there so that the reader need not wonder.”” They spell out what other
notes simply presuppose: careful motivation and narrative coherence make
it easier for the reader to follow the course of events and are therefore very
important.

Given that Tpooikovouia and related phenomena involve two passages,
the commentator needs to decide where he wants to give his explanation: in
his note on the earlier passage, on the later, or both. An examination of the
extant material shows that he prefers to comment on the earlier passage,

26

» Cf. schol. bT I 16.1454 ex. (motivates Automedon’s becoming Achilles’ charioteer in book 19),
T Il 18.418—20 ex. (motivates the production of the armour later in the same book), etc., also
Trpokatackeun and cognates: schol. bT /. 14.216-76 ex. (motivates Hera’s successful deception
of Zeus later in the same book), AbT 7/ 17.96 ex. (motivates Menelaus’ subsequent withdrawal),
DE*HKM?*Q Od. 1.262 (p. 108.5 Ludwich; motivates the killing of the suitors in book 22), etc.
Cf. D.H. I. 3 (p. 95.20 U.-R. [substantive]), 15 (p. 112.20 [verb]), Hermog. inv. 4.12 (p. 202.17,
203.23 Rabe [substantive], p. 203.4, 17 [verb]).
*7 E.g. schol. A Il 1.504a Ariston. (on Thetis protecting Zeus against his opponents), b 7/ 2.675 ex.
(on Nireus not appearing in the rest of the f/iad), bT Il. 14.216-7b ex. (on Hera deceiving Zeus, see
n. 25), T 7/, 20.304 ex. (on the preceding explanation regarding Dardanus), bT /. 24.334-8 ex. (on
Hermes, instead of Iris, accompanying Priam), DE*] Od. 1.128 (p. 65.2-3 Ludwich; on the spears
with which the suitors will allegedly be killed), EEHM*QTVY Od. 1.262 (p. 107.22—3 Ludwich; on
the poison on Odysseus” arrows) , HQV Od. 9.209 (on the strength of Maron’s wine that will help
inebriate Polyphemus).

26
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in that it provides the preparation for the later passage. The opposite
is comparatively rare.”® Apparently, the critics are keen on bringing out
Homer’s qualities as a mastermind who designs his plots well and with
foresight. Questions of genre and size may play a role too. Narrative texts
of the size of the Homeric epic are in especial need of a well-designed plot,
lest the reader be confused (see also below on multiple storylines).

In addition to technical terms such as Tpooikovopeiv, the same idea
can be expressed by non-technical synonyms such as mpomapadidovan
(‘to set down beforehand’: e.g. schol. bT /. 6.401 ex.) or TTpocuvicTavan
(‘to introduce in advance’: e.g. schol. T 7/ 17.351 ex.). Far more frequent,
however, are the cases where a word for ‘motivation’ or ‘preparation’ is
absent altogether and remains implicit. These are the numerous instances
of the type ‘the poet wants to achieve X and therefore does Y or ‘in
order to achieve X, the poet does Y. (To give an example: in book 10,
the Greek officers around Nestor visit the night watch. Among them are
the comparatively minor figures Meriones and Thrasymedes, who, as an
exception, take part in the boule of the senior officers.)

B1&x OV "ISopevia kai NéoTopa. &ua 8¢, Tva of katdokotor dTAlo8&%ow (cf. 71
10.235—7). (schol. T 7/ 10.196—7 ex.)

<Meriones and Thrasymedes are with them> because of Idomeneus [i.e. Meri-
ones’ commander] and Nestor [i.e. Thrasymedes’ father], and also in order to
equip the spies [sc. Diomedes and Odysseus] with weapons.

One possible reason for the unusual presence of the two minor characters
is personal relation. The other is the fact that Diomedes and Odysseus will
borrow the armour of Thrasymedes and Meriones (including the famous
tusk-helmet). Notes of this type are as unobtrusive as they are numerous
in the scholia. They simply indicate the function or purpose of the passage
under consideration. The most common formulations include purpose
clauses (iva/81reos) and similar expressions such as Utrép 10U, 81k 16 (‘for
the purpose of’), &mwiTtndes (‘on purpose, intentionally’), oUx &pyds (‘not
idly, not without purpose’). In any single instance it is worth examining
whether the commentator simply indicates the purpose or combines it with
a qualitative evaluation such as kaA&s (‘nicely’), mbavdds (‘plausibly’),

2 See e.g. schol. A IL 1.504a Ariston. (on Thetis, see preceding n.), T I/ 10.349-s50 ex. (on the
non-removal of the dead bodies from the battlefield), bT 7/ 15.390 ex. (on Patroclus’ ‘idling” with
Eurypylus), bT 7/ 18.3724 ex. (on Hephaestus as the blacksmith of the gods; with the interesting
remark that the scene has been motivated Tpd TOANOT, sc. in book 1), T 7/ 20.304 ex. (on Dardanus,
see preceding n.), bT 7L 23.636 ex. (on Achilles’ fatigue caused by his race with Hector).
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U (‘well’, often in compounds), Satpoviws (‘marvellously’), Bauuaoicos
(‘wonderfully’), etc.

To describe the purpose or function of a particular passage is to deny
implicitly or explicitly that it is superfluous. Alexandrian scholars such
as Aristarchus were prone to athetise verses which seemed to lack a clear
function.” It is, therefore, plausible to conclude that some of the examples
adduced above are intended to vindicate the authenticity of the passage in
question. All in all, however, the notes dealing with motivation are far too
numerous to be always for the purpose of defending the passage against
athetesis. There can be no doubt that ancient critics treated motivation as
a literary device in its own right and saw in it a regular characteristic of a
good poet.

This emphasis on motivation can also be gathered from the notes in
which a distinction is made between motivation in poetry and chance in
reality (cf. Arist. Po. 1452a4-11):

elooBe 8¢ T &k TUYXNS o5 £€ aiTias Aéyew: (schol. bT 7L 22.328—9 ex., T adduces
two parallels, Od. 12.427-8, 9.154—5)*°

He [sc. Homer] is wont to attribute a reason to what (actually) happens by chance.

Poets like Homer are so eager to produce a well-motivated plot that they
attribute a reason to things which ‘in reality’ simply happen by chance.”
Consequently, scholars are keen to find such a reason and apparently reluc-
tant to resort to the explanation that ‘it” (e.g. the encounter of Hera with
Sleep, 1I. 14.231) happened by chance (cf. schol. T 7/ 14.2314" ex.). At the
same time, some critics express the view that the plot should not give the
impression that the poet as the designing force stands behind the moti-
vation. The story should so to speak develop automatically (Steinmann
1907: 42, with examples from Donatus). One is reminded of the notion
that a story ‘seems to tell itself” (e.g. Genette 1972: 184—5 = 1980: 163—4),
that is, the distinction between ‘showing’ and ‘telling’, which is made by
Ps.Demetrius (eloc. 288: kai TTOAU Se1vdTepos 6 Adyos Sokel ToU TTpdy pa-
Tos aUToU éppaivovTos TO Sewdy, oUyl ToU AéyovTos, ‘and the passage
seems much more forceful because the force is indirectly made clear by the
fact itself and not by an authorial comment’).

9 The lines in question are said to be Tepioooi (‘superfluous’), oUk &vaykadol (‘not necessary’), etc.;
see e.g. Lithrs (1992). On the original meaning of ‘athetise’ see Introd. n. 57.

39 Cf. schol. A Il 22.329 Ariston., H Od. 9.154, H Od. 12.427, i.e. the very same Odyssean passages
which schol. T 7/ 22.328-94" ex. adduces as parallels (omission of parallels in b is common: Roemer
1879: 16). This is likely to point to direct dependence or a common source.

3 Cf. the generalising schol. Pi. V. 1.7b. In a similar vein, Homer is said to attribute to the gods what
happens by chance in reality (see Chapter 13).
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The goal of avoiding anything that is superfluous (see above) opens a
further perspective on the question of oikovopia. Ancient literary critics
from Aristotle’s time on were concerned about the unity and balanced
structure of a poem. Ideally, the poem resembles the organic structure of a
living organism and is not in any respect deficient or redundant.’” Because
of its origin in husbandry (Quint. 3.3.9), the word oikovouia is well suited
to describe the activity of a poet who gives the parts of his literary text an
‘economic’ disposition. (In Oedipus at Colonus, Creon kidnaps Oedipus’
daughters during Theseus’ absence. Theseus, however, hears the chorus
shout and re-enters the stage.)

&xpws Tfj olkovopia TO pabeiv TOV Onota T& yevopeva Tpods Bucicns dvta
ToU Tmrmriov TMooeiddvos, Utrep ToU un SiaxTpiPv &y yevéobar unviovTds Tivos.

(schol. S. OC 887)

It is excellent plotting that Theseus, who is at a sacrifice to Poseidon Hippios [sc.
off-stage], becomes aware of the events, because it avoids the delay while someone
tells him.

Theseus’ re-entry is prompted by the chorus’ shout, which makes it
unnecessary to dispatch a messenger. Sophocles avoids this delay and
thereby produces a taut plot.”” Given that the notion of a poet who avoids
‘delays’ (S1atp1fm) is particularly frequent in dramatic scholia (Meijering
1987: 188), one may perhaps conclude that this type of ‘economy’ was con-
sidered typical of drama in particular. Likewise, schol. T 7/ 11.369—95 ex.
(on Paris wounding Diomedes with subsequent altercation) does not seem
to object to its being a ‘delay’ (S1aTp1p1).

EXCURSUS: A SPECIAL TYPE OF NARRATIVE COHERENCE

Some Homeric scholia also discuss a type of narrative coherence which,
from a modern perspective, is somewhat unexpected. They argue that
a particular passage in the //iad motivates or prepares for a passage in
the Odyssey. This must be read against the background of the disputed
question whether or not the two poems are by the same poet. The school
of the chorizontes (‘separators’) denied this, whereas Aristarchus and his
entourage tried to prove that they were in fact by the same poet. The first

3* Cf. Arist. Po. ch. 7 (1450b21-s1a15) and on the concept in general Heath (1989).

3 Cf. schol. S. OC 297 (the same guard who prompted the chorus to enter the stage is on his way
to summon Theseus, which prevents further delay) and E/. 660 (Orestes’ former pedagogue enters
the stage while both Clytaemestra and Electra are present, which makes a repetition of his report
unnecessary); the latter scholion does not explicitly speak of either oikovopia or Siatpipn, but the
context is comparable (cf. in particular eUkaipas).
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mention of an Odyssean element in the //iad provides the opportunity to
make the point.** (In /liad 2, Odysseus says he does not want to be called
“Telemachus’ father’ any longer if he does not punish Thersites the next
time.)

1) S1TAf] 8¢ (&11) TpodiacuvicTnot [Lehrs, TpodiacUykpiow A] T& kaT& THY
‘OdUooeiav peEANovTa Adyou TUyEeiv TrAgiovos. (schol. A 7/ 2.260a Ariston.)”

The diple, because he [sc. Homer] introduces in advance what will receive a more
extensive treatment in the Odyssey.

A similar form of narrative coherence between the two poems is perceived
in connection with analepsis, when a passage in the Odyssey is said to fill a
gap left by the //iad (see below on analepsis).

PROLEPSIS

It has already been indicated above that prolepsis (% anticipation, see n.
40) is another literary device which contributes in an important way to the
narrative coherence of the plot, because it establishes a connection between
two passages. In fact, there is a tendency among modern scholars to discuss
the ancient concepts of motivation and prolepsis in one breath.’ Although
the devices both contribute to the overall purpose of a well-structured text,
which gives evidence of the poet’s master plan, it is nevertheless important
to make a distinction between motivation and prolepsis. The best criterion
is explicitness: does the text provide explicit indications that the point will
be taken up again later? In the case of the more explicit prolepsis, it is clear
that the anticipated event will take place at a later stage of the narrative.
And the psychological effects attributed to prolepsis (see below) depend
on the reader immediately grasping the point. Conversely, a new piece of
information may or may not motivate a later development of the story.
Obviously, this criterion does not lead to a clear-cut separation between the
two groups. There is a grey zone between the two poles, and some modern

34 Comparable to a modern commentator, Aristarchus appears to have discussed the different char-
acteristics when they occur for the first time (cf. Chapters 14 and 18). The fact that these notes are
often preserved should perhaps strengthen our confidence in the quality of the tradition.

35 Cf. schol. A 1l 4.354a Ariston. (rpoTeTuTtwpévos), T /. 10.252—34 ex. (Trpooikovouel), T I/ 10.260
ex. (ditwo), T 7/ 12.16 ex. (TrpoavakpoveTtan); similarly, schol. bT 7. 4.3546 ex. argues that Homer
introduces in advance the characters and their attitudes (S106¢éceis), which apparently includes
Odyssean characters such as Telemachus.

36 See e.g. Duckworth (1931: esp. 324), Erbse (1979: 52-3), N. ]J. Richardson (1980: 269), Nannini
(1986: 41—2, with ref. to Duckworth).
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critics would argue that a competent reader is expected to sense the proleptic
potential of any newly introduced piece of information.”” Nevertheless, it
makes sense to differentiate them. Not the least important support comes
from the fact that ancient critics apparently made a distinction as well (see
below).**

The most common ancient term for prolepsis is TTpoavagovnois and
its verbal cognate Trpoavagwveiv (‘to announce beforehand’).”” Next,
there are paraphrases and terms that are less technically determined
such as mpoAéyew (‘to say beforehand’: e.g. schol. b 7l 17.453—54% ex.),
TpoamayyéAAew (‘to report beforehand’: e.g. schol. bT 7/ 3.301—2 ex.),
Tpoavabéyyeobar (‘to mention beforehand’: e.g. schol. bT 7/ 16.71—2
ex.) or TpoékBeots (‘exhibition in advance’: e.g. schol. bT /L 15.601-2 ex.,
cf. Ps.Hermog. Mezh. 12 [p. 427 Rabe]). Most interestingly, the scholia also
make use of the terms TTp&Anpis and its verbal cognate TpoAauPéverv (‘to
anticipate’).*

The technical term Trpoavagvnaois probably originates with rhetorical
theory (but is also attested in non-technical contexts, e.g. Plut. Pel. 2.9). In
any case, the rhetorical handbooks define Tpoavagdovnots and illustrate
it with examples from Homer:

Tpoavawunols 3¢ 1 T& PéAAovTa aubls Si& mAeidvev pnbnoeobal Tpo-
oUVIOTOOA PpaaTls, olov “f yap EueAlev | of alTdd B&vaTdy Te Kakdy Kal Kfjpa
MTéoBan” 11 16.46—7] kai “dppar pev ‘ExkToop Gwods Env kad unvit Ay iAAeUs, | kad
TMpidpoto &vakTos &TrodpinTos TTOALS ETTALY, | TOPpa 8¢ Kol péy a TeTX 05 A a1ddy
gumredov fev. | aUTdp &mel kot pev Tpawwv 8&vov doool &pioTol, | TToAAol &
‘Apyeiwv ol pév 8duev, ol 8¢ AlrovTo, | TrépbeTo 8¢ TTpi&uoio TTOALS SekaTw
tviautd” 1L 12.10-15]. (Ps.Herodian fig. 61 Hajd; the second quotation remains
incomplete, see Introd. page 10)

37 E.g. Genette (1972: 113-14 = 1980: 77).

38 Prolepsis in ancient literary criticism is often referred to in modern scholarship, if only e passant.

Most helpful are Duckworth (1931), Meijering (1987: 204—9). See also Trendelenburg (1867: 36),

Roemer (1879: xvi), Bachmann (1904: 21), W. G. Rutherford (1905: 135 n. 24), Griesinger (1907:

25-6), N. J. Richardson (1980: 269), Nannini (1986: 41-2).

Occasionally, the shorter form &vagaovnois/&vaguwvelv also designates ‘prolepsis’ (Duckworth 1931:

323), although, strictly speaking, the prefix Tpo- is crucial, in order to indicate the ‘anachrony’ of

prolepsis (Genette 1972: 78-80 = 1980: 35-6). For a semantic analysis of the word, see Excursus

below.

49 Cf. e.g. schol. bT I/ 15.610—46 ex. (quoted below), D.H. Thuc. 19 (p. 353.18—21 U.-R.). Today’s use
of ‘prolepsis’ in literary criticism follows the influential model of the French narratologist Gérard
Genette (1972: 105-15 = 1980: 67—79), who does not explicitly indicate awareness of his ancient
predecessors. The same holds true for Kraut (1863), who already used the term in a very similar way.
‘Prolepsis’ does not only reproduce an ancient term, it also avoids the psychological connotations
that most of its modern synonyms (e.g. anticipation or foreshadowing) have (Genette 1972: 82 =
1980: 39—40).

3

8



36 The Ancient Critic at Work

Proanaphonesis is a thetorical device which introduces beforehand events which will
be narrated again later in detail, e.g., ‘this was his own death and evil destruction
he [sc. Patroclus] was entreating’ and ‘So long as Hector was still alive, and Achilles
was angry, so long as the citadel of lord Priam was a city untaken, for this time the
great wall of the Achaeans stood firm. But afterwards when all the bravest among
the Trojans had died in the fighting, and many of the Argives had been beaten
down, and some left, when in the tenth year the city of Priam was taken. ..’

Tpoavavnois ol AéELs Trepl TV HEAAOVTWV TTPOQVAPLIVOUMEVT) PeTAEU
Tfis ouvexouons Sinynoews, “‘alya & étaipov £ov MMaTpokAfja Tpootelte |
eBeyEduevos Tapd vnos: 6 8¢ kAloinBev dkouoas | EkpoAev ioos Apni- kakoU &
&pa of éev &pxn” [LL 11.602—4]. (Trypho fig. 111 203 Spengel)

Proanaphonesis is a form of diction which, in the middle of the coherent narrative,
announces beforehand what will happen later: ‘At once he [sc. Achilles] spoke to
his own companion in arms, Patroclus, calling from the ship, and he heard it from
inside the shelter, and came out like the war god, and this was the beginning of
his evil.’

The two definitions concordantly describe Tpoavagwvnois as an
explicit ‘pre-announcement’ of an event which is to follow later in the
narrative. Ps.Herodian adds the point that the later treatment is more
extensive (81& TAeiévwv) and is in a way a repetition (aU61s). Trypho
indicates that a Tpoavagdvnols interrupts the narrative (peTalU THs
ouvexouons dinynoews).” Both descriptions are purely formalistic and
do not discuss the possible effects of prolepsis or the motivation for making
use of it.**

Conversely, the scholia repeatedly refer to the psychological effects of
prolepsis. Two types of interpretation can be found in the scholia (Duck-
worth 1931: 330): by anticipating the later development of his story, the nar-
rator rouses the curiosity of his readers and thereby ensures their attention.
(Agamemnon’s hope in /liad 2 to take Troy the same day is exposed by the
narrator as futile.)

1) Trpoavapwvnots EyepTikn. (schol. bT 7/ 2.396 ex.)*

The prolepsis is stirring.

4 For this point see also Ps.Plut. Hom. 65 (with Hillgruber 1994: ad loc.).

4 The same holds true for schol. A. Ag. 1076 (Cassandra predicts the imminent killing), E. Ph. 777
(Eteocles unknowingly anticipates Polynices” burial by Antigone), where, however, it may be due
to the abbreviation process which scholia underwent over the centuries (cf. Introd. page 9).

4 These questions are discussed more extensively in Chapter s.

44 Cf. schol. T 7/ 15.706 ex. (with Maass’ conjecture, on Protesilaus not returning home); also schol.
bT I/ 12.116—7 ex. (on Asius’ doom to be killed by Idomeneus).
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A similar point is made elsewhere in a more generalising note on pro-
lepsis. (Hector is destined to die.)

Kol 1) TTPOATIS B€ 0TI OX iU TIOIM TIKOV. TTPOCEKTIKOV 88 TAUTA TOV AKPOATNV
kol TeprmrabéoTepov &mepydletan [T, EpydlovTton b). (schol. bT 7/ 15.610—46
ex.)

And prolepsis is a poetic device. It renders the reader attentive and emotionally
more engaged.

The generalising comment combines the more neutral attention of the
reader with a decidedly emotional effect. The second part of the scholion is
therefore apt to lead over to the other effect of prolepsis as described in the
scholia. A considerable emotional involvement of the reader is presupposed
if the narrator is said to ‘soothe’ the reader’s anxiety by indicating in advance
the positive outcome of the story. (In [liad 15, Zeus sketches the further
action, which will eventually lead to the sack of Troy.)

pnTéov oUv OTI oxfjp& éoTw 7 TrpoavokepoAaiwsis, s Oducoeus
Tpoovapwvel TnAepdyw THV pvnoTtnpoktoviav [sc. Od. 16.267-307], &AN
oUdtv flooov Kal S1& TV TPAKTIKGOY aUTIKa SIMyeiTal. .. TPOs 3¢ TOUTOlS
TapapubeiTal ToV dkpoaTnv, T &Awaotv Tpoias oklay pagdy alTd: Tis y&p
&v fivéoyeTo EutriTrpapévaoy TédY EAANVIKGOY vedv kol Alavtos pelyovTos, €l pn)
&TrékelITo TOTS Yuxais TV EvTuyXavovTwy 6Tl ol TalTa Tpa§avTes KpaxTnbn-
oovtal. (schol. bT 7/ 15.56b ex.)®

NB the device is a proanakephalaiosis [~ proleptic summary];** similarly Odysseus
gives Telemachus a prolepsis of the killing of the suitors, and it is nevertheless
narrated immediately afterwards by means of a scenic presentation [sc. as opposed
to Odysseus’ narrative presentation] . . . In addition, he [sc. Homer] comforts the
reader by sketching for him the sack of Troy. For who could have borne it, with
the Greek ships being burnt and Ajax fleeing, unless the fact would have been kept
in store for the readers’ souls that the people who had done it [sc. the Trojans] will

be defeated.

The elaborate defence of I/ 15.56—77 against Aristarchus’ athetesis first
provides an Odyssean parallel for the repetition which bothered Aristarchus
(see n. 56). It then adduces a decidedly emotional effect of prolepsis which
is closely related to the subject-matter of the //iad and reflects a pro-Greek

# Cf. schol. T 11 10.2744" ex., bT Il. 12.173 ex. (quoted below), bT /L 15.601—2 ex., bT /. 16.80006 ex.,
bT Il 17.236a ex., T Il. 17.272a ex., b Il. 17.453—54* ex.; also bT I/ 12.13—5 ex. All these notes express
in various ways that the prolepsis of the eventual Greek success helps the reader endure their current
plight.

46 Probably coined after dvaxepoAaiwots (‘repeating summary’), which can designate repeating
analepsis (see below), the rare Tpoavakepadaiwols was meant as its counterpart. The ava-
component is strictly speaking superfluous, because prolepsis cannot be repeating.



38 The Ancient Critic at Work

bias.*” The success of Hector and the Trojans is only bearable because the
reader learns in advance that the Greeks will eventually be victorious.**

The two psychological effects of prolepsis — suspense regarding the
outcome of the story, on the one hand, relief felt over the Trojan success
being temporary, on the other — are not really compatible (Duckworth
1931: 330). The relevant notes may well derive from different sources.

Moreover, knowledge of where the narrative will go need not lead to
relief, but actually to increased emotional involvement on the part of the
reader. An example comes from the ancient comment on Homer exposing
the futility of Achilles’ wish that Patroclus survive (16.46—7):

ai 8¢ TrpoavapwnoEls aUTal TOV AKPOATTNV ETTaipouaty, 1181 TTpoodokdVTA TO
Bewodv, &5 “vnrin, oUd’ tvonoey & v pdAa THAe AoeTpddv (| xepoiv Axi1AATos
S&paoe yAaukdds ‘A8Hn)” [ 22.445-6]. (schol. bT 1/ 16.465 ex., the parallel
only in T)#

These prolepses stir the reader who is already expecting fearsome things, cf. ‘poor

innocent [sc. Andromache], nor did she know how, far from waters of bathing,
grey-eyed Athene had cut him [sc. Hector] down at the hands of Achilles’.

Here the narratorial prolepsis, building on the reader’s already sombre
expectations, increases the sympathetic feelings for the doomed character
and his closest friend or relative.” It is also noteworthy that the parallel
from book 22, Andromache unaware of Hector’s death, concerns a “Trojan
enemy’. This scholion is free of the anti-Trojan bias found in schol. bT /.
15.566 ex. and the scholia listed in n. 45. The parallel and the plural (‘these
prolepses’) indicate that this psychological effect is considered a recurrent
feature of Homer’s poetry and his prolepses.

In connection with the former psychological effect, suspense, one scho-
lion develops a theory about the explicitness of a prolepsis. (Patroclus’ death
is anticipated in /liad 11, which is called ‘the beginning of his evil’.)

47 Cf. the parallels listed in n. 45 and Chapter s.

4 According to Meijering (1987: 287 n. 208), notes on prolepsis such as schol. bT 7/ 12.13—5 ex. (see
n. 45) ‘prevent the great size of an epic from making the suspense unbearable’, but these notes never
refer explicitly to the great size of the poem. Most of them seem rather to be concerned with Trojan
success.

Cf. schol. S. 4j. 389c: af ToradTan Tpogwvhioels 0¥ SiahUoust T Udbeatv TpoAauBdvoucal
TO pEAAOV, GAAK TTpocox NV épy&lovTal TG BearT) TPoodokddYTI TIédS TO Bedy &TavTNoEEy
(‘Such prolepses do not, by anticipating the future, destroy the story, but they make the spectator
attentive, because he is curious how the evil will come about.”) On ‘destroying’ the story see
below.

Cf. the passages listed in n. 44, in which the prolepsis is described as TrepiTadng (‘deeply moving,
emotionally engaging’).

4
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&varmrTepol TOV dxpoaThv 1) dvapvnols’ émerydpevoy uadelv, Ti 10 “kokov”
fv. Trpocoxnv 8¢ épyd&leTon dix Ppayxeias évdeifews & ydp TAtov émeb-
elpydoaTo, Sitpbelpey &v ToV 75 Adyov kal &rfipPAuve THy Troinow. (schol.
bT I/ 11.604c¢ ex.)

The prolepsis sets the reader aflutter and makes him eager to learn what the
‘evil’ was. He [sc. Homer] achieves attention by means of a small hint. If he had
given more details, he would have destroyed the sequence and made the poem
blunt.

This criticargues thatlong and explicit prolepses are undesirable, because
they interrupt the particular context and take the edge off the narrative. If
the reader knows too much already, he loses interest in the story, and the
reading becomes dull (cf. schol. S. 4j. 389¢, quoted in n. 49).

A similar argument underlies Didymus’ (?) report that Zenodotus
omitted Zeus’ long prolepsis in 15.64—77, which has been mentioned
above:

v >

ZnvédoTos §vBEvde [15.64] Ews ToU “Nicoopévn” [15.77] oUdt Eypagev: Eoikaot
y&p EUprmideicy TpoAdyw TalTa. dvarycovios 8¢ EoTiv 6 TroinThs Kad, v &pa,
oTréppa pdvov Tibels, (s TO) [suppl. Nickau] “koaxol & &pa of TéAey &pyn” [ZL
11.604]. Taya 8¢ & TaUTa TTornoas kad TO “Goxoued’ & ONPNY” 1/ 1.366] kad TO
“HpEato & dos pddyTov Kikovas 8&uao’” [Od. 23.310] (Emoinoev). (schol. T 7/,
15.64¢ ex. (Did.?))

Zenodotus omits <the fourteen lines> from here [15.64] to ‘supplicating’ [15.77].
For they are similar to a Euripidean prologue. However, the poet is <not boring
like Euripides, but> exciting and, if anything at all, puts only a seed; cf. ‘this was
the beginning of his [sc. Patroclus’] evil’. The one who composed these lines [sc.
15.64—77] is perhaps the same who composed ‘we went against Thebe’ and ‘he [sc.
Odysseus to Penelope] began how he first defeated the Ciconians’.

Apart from the point about the omitted lines, which is also reported in
schol. A, itis unclear how much of this commentary goes back to Zenodotus
and Didymus.’” In any case, the critic prefers short ‘seeds’, exemplified by
the passage on Patroclus’ doom which is the standard example in ancient
scholarship, and dislikes extended prolepses.”” Like Euripides’ prologues,

5! Rutherford (see Erbse’s app. crit.) proposes rpoavagavnaots, but the scholia regularly confuse the
two terms (see also TTpogcdovnais in schol. S. Aj. 389¢, n. 49). Originally, however, their meaning is
probably different (see Excursus below).

52 For details see Nickau (1977: 245—50).

53 For this type of oméppa (‘seed’) see also schol. b 7 2.761—5 ex.; contrast those oméppara which
are ‘planted’ by one poet and ‘reaped’ by another (see Meijering 1987: 205-6 and above n. 13).
Interestingly, the term ‘seed” recurs in the English translation of Genette’s Discours du récit for his
original term amorce (‘bait’): Genette (1972: 112 = 1980: 76—7). The terminology seems to have
come full circle.
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they are said to weaken the poem’s effect by anticipating too much.**
As a final point, the prolepsis in /iad 15 is, interestingly, compared to
the equally ‘undesirable’ repeating analepses in //iad 1.366—92 and Odyssey
23.310—41.” The critic argues that, regardless of whether the poet is looking
back (analepsis) or forward (prolepsis), he must not cover the same ground
twice.’®

A further point of interest concerns the distance between the ‘promise’
of a prolepsis and its ‘fulfilment’. The occasion is, again, the prolepsis of
Patroclus’ death:

onueloUvTai Tives 6TL 0¥ TOppwdev 1 'rrpoowaqao'avncl; K&KeT oV oUK &1l T&
moppw A &mdToois “Aids & EteAeieTo PouAn” [IL 1.5]. (schol. A Il 11.6046
Ariston.)

Some mark the line with a sign, because there is not a great distance <between>
prolepsis <and fulfilment>. Therefore, in that other passage too ‘and the will of
Zeus was accomplished’ the point of reference is not far away either.

The note first makes the observation that the distance between the
prolepsis of Patroclus’ doom (11.604) and its textual representation (book
16) is comparatively short.”” This is then used as an argument that the
(disputed) reference of // 1.5 must be a prolepsis to an event within the
Iliad’* In a way Aristarchus seems to be making the point that Homer is
fond of internal prolepsis. Other notes simply point out that a proleptic

54 The exact meaning of évary covios here is disputed. According to Biihler (1964: 60), the commentator
contrasts a narrative prolepsis with a dramatic enactment of the events. Although she generally
accepts this as a possible meaning of évaycvios, Meijering (1987: 205 with n. 212) convincingly
argues that the contrast with oéppa pévov seems to indicate the commentator’s concern about the
amount of information given in Zeus’ prolepsis. To give too much information in advance destroys
the poem’s tension (see also é§aryvios as used in schol. bT 7/ 18.312—36 ex.); cf. the argument made
by the Anonymus Seguerianus 36 Patillon (cTreppartikéds). On the semantics of &vayovios see also
Chapter s.

As usual, the critic only quotes a few words from the beginning of the first line, but he clearly means
the whole passages (see Introd. page 10).

Similarly, Aristarchus’ athetesis of 7. 15.56—77 is based, among other things, on the ‘unnecessary
repetition’ (o¥k &varykaics oA oyelTal, schol. A 7/ 15.56a Ariston.). It is, however, noteworthy
that Zenodotus allows the implicitly proleptic /7. 15.56—63 to stand, whereas Aristarchus obelises all
of it. On ‘avoidance of repetition’ see also Chapter 9.

The expression onueloUvtai Tives probably refers to Aristarchus himself (Lehrs [1833] 1882: 9-13,
esp. 12). It is not clear whether Téppw8ev concerns narrative time (six books) or story time (one
day); for this distinction see Chapter 2. According to (1987: 204), the note is based on a ‘comparison,
presumably, with such instances as in /L. 2.260, 4.354, Od. 1.429’, which I fail to understand.
Others had recognised an analeptic reference to Zeus’ plan to deal with what he considered an
overpopulation on earth (schol. D 7/ 1.5 = Cypria fr. 1 Bernabé¢). It remains unclear whether for
Aristarchus the prolepsis in /. 1.5 is taken up by Zeus” promise to Thetis (1.524—7) or by the actual
fulfilment of the promise (beginning in 8.2).
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promise made earlier is fulfilled in the passage under discussion (e.g. schol.
T 1l 13.386—7 ex.).

Finally, the scholia have interesting things to say about external prolepsis,
i.e. the anticipation of events which are not narrated because they fall
outside the time frame of the narrative.”” These notes obviously show
awareness of the difference between fabula and plot. Probably the most
prominent example of external prolepsis are the events which lead to the
fall of Troy. Their proleptic inclusion is praised on several occasions. (The
river Scamander refers to the impending fall of Troy.)

&vopwvel TO TéAoS TS ioTopias eUkaipws 6 TToINTNS' OU Y&p TTPOKOWEL HEX PL
ToUTwV TO oUYyypaupa 76 Ounpw. (schol. bT 7/ 21.376 ex.)

The poet anticipates the end of the story at the right time, because Homer’s
account will not proceed as far as these <events>.

This critic seems to like the idea that, because the //iad will not get as far
as the sack of Troy, the reader nevertheless learns how the story will end.
Unlike other comments (see n. 45), however, the present one contains no
explicit anti-Trojan rhetoric.

Another scholion displays a particular fascination with the discrepancy
between knowing the end of the story, but not knowing how Homer would
have described it. (Thetis weeps over the destiny of her son.)

ETre1d1) PEAAEL KOTOOTPEPELY TOV AdYov els Tas “ExTopos Tagds [sc. 7/ 24.804],
TTPOACPEIV Ti ETriyelpel TGOV EETS Kol TO KEVTPOV EYKATOAITIEIV, €05 & KWUIKOS
enow [sc. Eupolis fr. 102.7 K-A], Tols &kpowpévors coTe obfioad T1 kai epi
s Ax1IAAEws &vaipéoews dkoloal Kal vwoelv Trop’ éauTols, ofos &v éyéveTto &
Troin TN SiaxTifépevos TaUTa. (schol. bT 71 24.854 ex.)

Since he [sc. Homer] has in mind to conclude his account with Hector’s burial,
he endeavours to anticipate some of the sequel and to leave behind for the readers,

59 Note that Ps.Herodian’s definition (quoted above) is exemplified by both an internal and an external
prolepsis, but he does not explicitly differentiate between the two types. The fact that he adduces
two examples may, however, indicate that he is aware of the difference. For the notion ‘external
prolepsis’ see also schol. T I/ 12.9-12 ex. It discusses a prolepsis that refers to events peT& Thv
"Ax1ANéws piiviv, which may well mean ‘after the end of the J/iad’.

The reasoning behind this note seems to be: ‘if the poet does not narrate a particular event, let him
at least indicate its gist by means of an external prolepsis’. A similar reasoning forms the basis of
another scholion: in the Trojan Catalogue (2.873—5) Homer anticipates Amphimachus’ death at the
hands of Achilles in the river battle (book 21). There, however, Amphimachus will not be mentioned:
Tpoavepovnoey, fva ut €Tt altol wwnodfj (schol. b 7. 2.8726 ex.: ‘He made a prolepsis in order
not to mention him again’). It is a fair assumption that other critics were puzzled by Amphimachus’
absence from book 21 (in a similar case the lines” authenticity was questioned by Aristarchus: schol.
A 1. 2.860-1 Ariston.), but this scholar seems to make a virtue of necessity with his explanation of
the prolepsis’ purpose. Cf. also schol. b 7/ 2.7246 ex. (on Philoctetes), which, unlike Amphimachus’
case, is an example of external prolepsis.
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in Eupolis’” words, the spur, so that they long to hear something about Achilles’
death and to imagine among themselves how the poet would have put it.

In accordance with schol. bT 7/ 15.610—46 ex. (quoted above), prolepsis
is described here as creating suspense. In the case of external prolepsis,
however, the expectation remains unfulfilled, but the reader receives an
incentive to speculate about how Homer would have narrated the death
of Achilles.”” On occasion, this could lead to the conclusion that Homer
would have done it differently from his successors (schol. A 7/ 17.719
Apriston., on the rescue of Achilles’ body).

It has been claimed above that ancient literary critics made a difference
between prolepsis and motivation ([Trpo]oikovopia). Duckworth (1931
324) is aware of the principal difference, but he then adduces examples
which are said to blur the boundaries.®> A careful re-examination reveals,
however, that only one instance of Tpoavagwvnois is better explained
in terms of ‘motivation’.”” In all other cases, the meaning is ‘prolepsis’,
which may be more or less explicit.* Conversely, (Trpo)oikovopeiv (and
cognates) always means ‘to motivate (in advance), to prepare for’. This
may, at times, include the notion ‘to adumbrate, to hint at’, but never goes
so far as to indicate explicit prolepsis. No less remarkable is the fact that
Tpoavagwvnais is applied mostly to agents whose prolepses are certain,
because they have privileged access to knowledge about future events:
the narrator himself or gods and seers. Further support comes from the
fact that only Tpoavagwvnois and other words for ‘prolepsis’ are seen
as sufficiently dramatic to have the psychological effects described above,
whereas the function of Trpooikovopia is described in more neutral terms.
The conclusion is that ancient critics indeed made a difference between
Tpoavapwvnols and Trpooikovopia and that therefore the distinction
made in the present chapter is in accordance with ancient practice.

® For the topic ‘cooperation of the reader’ see Chapter 6; for the Eupolidean phrase T xévtpov
gykaToATelv Tols dxpowpévols see schol. Ar. Pax 1204.

Cf. N. J. Richardson (1980: 269 n. 9): ‘As he [sc. Duckworth] points out, anticipation
(Trpooikovopia) is really distinct from explicit foreshadowing (Trpoavagdovnais), although they
are often confused in the Scholia.’

Schol. HM*TVY Od. 1.154 (p. 73 Ludwich; on Odysseus sparing Phemius in book 22). Other
examples adduced by Duckworth have a different meaning altogether (see Excursus below); schol.
T I/. 1.45a ex. is too short to allow a decision over the exact meaning of Tpoavagcvnats.

There are cases where Trpoavagdvnais seems to be closer in meaning to ‘adumbration’ (instead of
explicit prolepsis): schol. A. PV s18a (on Zeus love for Thetis), s19 (ditto), E. Ph. 183 (Antigone
adumbrating what will happen to Capaneus), Med. 40 (see app. crit.; the nurse on the killing of
the children); cf. schol. E. Med. 791. A remarkable, because truly exceptional, case is schol. E. Ph.
1046, where Tpoavagwvelv seems to designate ‘prolepsis’ in the grammatical sense, for which cf.
Ap. Dysc. synt. p. 39.9 Uhlig, schol. Pi. O. 3.31a.
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EXCURSUS: THE TERMS TTPOQVAQWVTNCIS AND AVOPWVNOILS

The previous discussion assumes that the terms &vagwvnois and
Trpoavagcovnais can both designate ‘prolepsis’.® It is, however, @ priori
unlikely that the two words originally meant the same thing. Rather, the
situation found in the scholia probably derives from a confusion between
the two words. Whereas Trpoavagdovnaots makes perfect sense as a term for
‘prolepsis’, &vagvnois lacks the prefix po-, which brings out the cru-
cial point of chronological order. In addition, there are passages in which
&vapovnots cannot mean ‘prolepsis’ (e.g. schol. bT 7/ 13.6656 ex., quoted
in Chapter 2). It is, therefore, likely that dvagdvnois was mistaken for
Tpoavapwvnols and not vice versa.

In the following, an attempt is made to recover the original meaning
of &vagavnois and to reconstruct how the confusion came about. The
starting-point is a scholion on //iad 12. (Asius prays to Zeus for victory.
The formula which caps the speech indicates that Zeus does not grant his

wish.)

01KdS Téwu T dvaguwvnoel (xpfiTan) [Erbse, cl. b]. &ua 8¢ kad rpoAapBéver
T1 T&V £ER5, Bepamrecov TOV dxpoaThv &T1 oU Ti\s ‘ExTopos &peTis NTTOUS
gpdvnoav “EAAnves, T6 kaTdpbuwpa Alds givar Aéywv. (schol. T 1L 12.1734" ex.,
sim. b)

In a very emphatic way he [sc. Homer] makes use of the anaphonesis. And at the
same time he anticipates something of the following events, thereby conciliating
the reader that the Greek defeat is not due to Hector’s excellence, indicating that
their success is due to Zeus.

The explanation given by the scholion makes a distinction between
&vagovnots and TpoAouBdvel T1 TEGV £ET]s, unless one assumes that the
comment says the same thing twice.’® In the light of the discussion above,
the meaning of TrpoAapPavel T1 TGV £Efis poses no serious problems: it
must refer to the prolepsis of the passage. But what does dvagdvnois mean
here? A close parallel comes from the scholia on book ro. (Hector promises
to give Dolon Achilles’ horses for his brave reconnaissance of the Greek
camp. The capping formula (‘and he swore an empty oath’) indicates that
Hector’s promise will not be fulfilled.)

TPOCAY WY1MOS 1) TV AVAQWVNCEWY TEPWIS TG AKPOXTH. NBioTn 3¢ EoTIv Kad
kepTopikn (schol. T 7/ 10.3326 ex.)

% Duckworth (1931: 323) explicitly equates them. Particularly illustrative are those instances where
two redactions on the same passage preserve a different terminology: e.g. schol. 7/. 11.6046/c (A:
Tpoavagvnols, bT: &vagdovnois).

66 Note that the b-scholion leaves out the words &uo ¢ ko TpoAapPdver T1 TGV £E7s.
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The pleasure of an anaphonesis is attractive to the reader. It is most pleasant and
provoking.®”

Similar to the previous scholion, the word &vagwvnois refers to a line
which caps a speech and indicates that the speaker’s expectations will be
thwarted. Most interestingly, the A-scholion on the same passage describes
it as ToUTo B¢ E§wbev EmiTrepdovnTal, ‘this is commented on as a conclud-
ing remark from outside (i.e. by the poet)’ (cf. the use of émedvnua in
schol. A I/ 6.311a Ariston.). In other words, the line is an explicit narra-
torial comment.®® Support for this explanation comes from another note
on a capping formula (schol. A 7/. 10.240 Ariston.: €§wbev éx ToU idiou
TpoowTou dvagwvel ‘he makes a narratorial comment from outside in
his own voice’). Such a meaning of &vagwvnots in the present note fits
well in other passages too. It is, therefore, unlikely that &vagdovnois is a
unique mistake for ¢medovnpa.® But how did dvapdvnois acquire the
meaning ‘explicit narratorial comment’?

A possible answer can be found in those passages where &vagpawvnois
means ‘apostrophe, address, exclamation’.”® In this meaning &vagdvnois
was also applied to the well-known vrjios-passages. (All the Trojans leave
their chariots at the trench, not so Asius: viTrios, oU8 &p’ EueAAe KaKAs
UTro kfjpas &AUEas . . . &y &movooTrhoel . . . (fool that he was, for he was
not to escape the evil fates. .. and return back again...’), /L 12.113-15.)
The relevant scholion reads:

OTBAVTIKOTET OVOUXTL XpfiTal T¢ “viTrios” &v Tais dvapuwvnoeotv: “viTriol
ol kartex PoUs Yrepiovos” [Od. 1.8], “vitrios, oUdt T& 181~ [/ 2.38], kad éTri ToU
KEKOOPTEVOU TG Xpua@d “ViTrios, oUdé Ti ol T6 Y’ &Trrpkece Auy pov AeBpov”
[ZL 2.873]. (schol. bT I/ 12.113 ex., the parallel passages only in T)

In the anaphoneseis he [sc. Homer] makes use of the most expressive word ‘fool’:
‘fools [sc. Odysseus’ companions], who devoured the oxen of Helios’, fool [sc.
Agamemnon], who knew nothing [sc. of how unjustified his hopes to take Troy
were]’, and about the one with the golden armour [sc. Amphimachus] fool, nor

did this avail to keep dismal death back’.

Apparently, ancient critics took vijTrios in these passages to be a form of
apostrophe or exclamation, and they expressed this by means of the term

67 On the meaning of Tpocorydyyuos see Erbse ad loc.: ‘idem esse vid. quod mpooorywyds’.

% For this meaning of &m@wveiv see Niinlist (2003: 66 with n. 12) and Chapter 4. The word
gmcvnua can also be applied to the vios-passages (on which see below), a usage that is
criticised by Ps.Demetr. eloc. 111.

% See schol. bT 7/, 13.6656 ex. (with reference to €U €18¢os), bT I/, 23.184 ex. (with reference to Tov &
o0 KUves duetrévovTo). In both cases dvagcovnais describes capping formulae.

70 Cf. schol. bT 71 8.236 ex., T Il. 13.603 ex., b Il. 22.297 rec. (2), T Il. 24.201a ex., bT II. 24.255—60 ex.
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&vapcovnots. Moreover, the second part of these passages regularly contains
a narratorial prolepsis that explains the apostrophe or exclamation, as in
the examples cited above. If one assumes that the two parts were described
in ancient comments by dvagavnois and Tpoavagwvnaois in virtual jux-
taposition, one could easily imagine how one got mistaken for the other,
or, as an alternative, were treated as apparent synonyms.” And the vfrios-
passages are good examples of explicit narratorial comments.”” One can
therefore see how &vagdvnois acquired that meaning too. Whether the
sketched semantic development of dvagcovnoris also reflects a chronolog-
ical sequence cannot be decided, because the relevant scholia cannot be

dated.

ANALEPSIS’?

An examination of the Homeric epics reveals that analepsis (= flashback)
is more frequent than its logical counterpart, prolepsis. However, in con-
formity with the observation made above that ancient critics prefer to
comment on the preparatory function of motivation, prolepsis is treated
more often in the scholia than analepsis. Another difference concerns ter-
minology, in that there is virtually no technical vocabulary to describe
analepsis.”* The only exception is &vakepahaiwois (‘summary’), which
is used to describe internal repeating analepsis.”” An example is Achilles’
report to his mother, Thetis, which summarises the first half of //iad
1.”° Given their general suspicion about verbatim repetitions, Alexandrian

7' The confusion can also be documented in the other direction. In schol. Ar. Nu. 13212

Tpoavavnals means ‘exclamation’ (cf. e.g. schol. Ar. Nu. 1170a, Pax 1191a). The two mean-

ings of Trpoavagwvnois must be kept separate (pace Meijering 1987: 286—7 n. 207, 288 n. 224).

In this connection it is worth mentioning that the vnin-passage which is part of Achilles” speech

to Patroclus (Z/ 16.8) is explained in the scholia as ‘paralepsis’, i.e. representing the focalisation of

the narrator, not Achilles (see Chaprter 4).

Cf. Bachmann (1902: 17), Roemer (1912: 278-304).

74 From a hellenist’s point of view, Genette’s coinage ‘analepsis’ is not satisfactory, because the Greek

word suggests that a former topic is taken up again (cf. e.g. Hdt. 5.62, adduced by LSJ s.v. dvohau-

B&vw), whereas Genette’s term expressly comprises both ‘repeating’ and ‘completing analepsis’. The

latter adduces new information and is therefore not a repetition. No surprise then that, unlike its

counterpart prolepsis (see n. 40), Genettean analepsis has no precursor in the scholia. See, however,

Menander Rhetor 441.16.

The term &vaxepadaiwaots probably originates with rhetorical theory, where it designates the

concluding summary or recapitulation (Arist. fr. 133 Rose [cf. Proleg. Syll. 4, p. 32.6-8 Rabe],

Ps.Hermog. Meth. 12 [p. 427 Rabel, also Proleg. Syll., index: s.v.); cf. Lausberg ([1960] 1990: §§

434~s5). On the distinction ‘internal vs. external’ see above on prolepsis, on ‘repeating vs. completing

analepsis’ see preceding n.

76 Il 1.366—92, with schol. bT /. 1.366a ex., AbT IL 1.366b ex.; for dvoxepahaicwots also schol. V
Od. 23.0, QV Od. 23.310—43 (used as an argument against the athetesis), Ps.Plut. Hom. 174 (with
Hillgruber 1999: 373); see also Roemer (1912: 278-304), van der Valk (II: Ixvi).
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scholars were prone to athetise these passages.”” In one case the argument
can be followed more closely, because a defence of the relevant passage has
been transmitted too. (Thetis’ explanation why she needs new armour for
Achilles includes a reference to her marriage with Peleus and to Achilles’
childhood (18.431-8) and then (444—56) briefly recapitulates Z/iad books
1-18.)

&BeToUvTon oTiyol TPELS kad déka, OT1 CUVTY Oy Tis TA 31& TTOAAGY eipnuéva
gls Bva TOTTOV, o5 EkeTva “qoydued’ &s ONPnv iepnv A [/ 1.366]. S1& 8¢ TEOV
€€Ms [sc. 18.457—61] &mdeikvuotv &1 Te 6 TT&TpokAos TeEAeuTHoOS &TTWAECE TX
OTTAC Kol TTAPETTIV ETEpa AMpouévn. Bi& pévTol ToUTwV [sc. 18.444—56] oUdev
&vaykaiov Aéyetal. (schol. A 7/ 18.444—56a Ariston.)

The thirteen lines are athetised, because someone has condensed what is said
elsewhere more extensively, cf. ‘we went to Thebes, the sacred city. ..’ In what
follows, she [sc. Thetis] relates that Patroclus lost the armour when he fell in
the battle and that she is here in order to get a new set. Nothing of importance,
therefore, is said in the previous lines.

The argument is then followed by a second (not quoted here) that Thetis’
summary is not entirely accurate. Conversely, the bT-scholion reads:

&vakepaAaiwols alTr. kaks oUv &BeTel ‘ApioTapyos s ydp oUk &ToTrov
T& pév Tepl ToU y&pou [cf. 18.431—5] TToAcud Te dvTa kol &1 dfjAa Aédyew,
olwTrdv 8¢ 81’6 fABev; (schol. bT 7/ 18.444—565 ex.)

This <is> a summary, and Aristarchus, therefore, athetises it with no reason. For
how is it not absurd <for Thetis> to say the things about the marriage, which are
old and known to all, but to pass over in silence why she has come?

Aristarchus athetises the internal repeating analepsis of books 1—18 on
the grounds that they are a mere repetition of things said elsewhere in
the //iad and therefore ‘not necessary’ (oU8¢v &vaykaiov). Conversely,
he does not object to the external completing analepsis which comprises
her marriage, etc. That is to say, Aristarchus is not & priori opposed to
analepsis. The decisive criterion for him is so to speak whether the relevant
passage contains new information (completing analepsis) or not (repeating
analepsis). The anonymous critic disagrees with Aristarchus’ athetesis on
the grounds that Hephaestus is only too familiar with Thetis’ marriage,
but must be informed of why Achilles needs new armour in the first
place.”® This is not the case, if the passage is athetised.”” In principle,

77 Cf. schol. T Il. 15.64¢ ex. (Did.?) (quoted above) and Lehrs ([1833] 1882: 338).

78 This implicitly contradicts the claim that divine characters in general are omniscient.

79 To be fair, Aristarchus retains //. 18.457—61, which contain a brief reference to Patroclus losing
Achilles’ armour. But Hephaestus would probably be left wondering how it all came about.
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the note reflects a distinction between narratorial and actorial analepsis.
Comparable to other analepses such as // 1.366-88 or Od. 23.310—41 the
present passage is an actorial analepsis, i.e. spoken by a character who uses
it in order to inform the interlocutor. The passage, therefore, does have a
function. And the fact that this leads to a repetition for the reader is only a
side effect and must not be used in support of an athetesis. This argument
is rooted in the so-called AUo1s éx ToU TpoocoTTOU: an apparent problem
in the text is solved by taking into account the question of who is speaking
to whom (see Chapter 4). In the present case Thetis informs Hephaestus
why Achilles needs new armour. The lines must stand.*

In a more general vein, analepsis can form the background against
which scholia must be read. Ancient and modern readers of Homer express
their admiration for his decision to have the //iad begin at a late stage
of the fabula.* However, he does not simply forgo the past events, but
incorporates them by way of external analepsis. Ancient critics normally
describe the device periphrastically. For instance:

Baupdotos 6 ToinTNs und OTioUv TrapaAiprdvwy Ths Utrobéoews, Travta & &€
&vaoTpoPh)s KaTa TOV ETIRBAAAOVTA KX1poY Sinyouuevos, THv TGV Bedv épv,
v Ths EAévns &pmraynv, Tov AxiAéws B&vaTov. (schol. b 1/ 2.494-877 ex.,
p- 288.93—5 Erbse)

The poet is admirable: he omits no part of the story, but narrates all events at the

appropriate moment in inverse order, the strife of the goddesses [sc. Hera, Athena,
and Aphrodite], the rape of Helen, the death of Achilles.

Although the /liad itself covers only a short time span of fifty-one days
towards the end of the war, the ‘prehistory’ is incorporated by means of
external analepsis.”” Given that ancient critics are fully aware of this par-
ticular plot structure, it is perhaps surprising that analepsis is not discussed
more often in the scholia.” There are, nevertheless, a few instances where

8 Conversely, an athetesis of 7/. 18.444—56 would indirectly lead to ‘paralepsis’ (see Chapter 4).

81 Cf. e.g. schol. bT /. 1.16 ex. (quoted in Chapters 2 and ). This is the origin of Horace’s famous
phrase medias in res, which, as has often been pointed out, would better be called w/timas in res (cf.
Quint. 7.10.11); see also Arist. Po. 1459a30—7 and Chapter 2.

82 The scholion’s last example, Achilles’ death, does, of course, not precede the Z/iad (cf. the discussion

in Chapter 2). Incidentally, the reference to ‘the quarrel of the goddesses” shows that this critic

considers Paris’ judgment (cf. 7. 24.29-30) genuine, whereas Aristarchus claimed it to be unknown

to Homer (e.g. schol. A 7/ 24.25-30 Ariston., see Chapter 12).

Conversely, Eustathius repeatedly comments on Homer’s habit of inserting what he calls TroAanai

ioTopian (lit. ‘old stories’): 100.29—30 (= L.157.25-6, on Nestor’s exploit as a young man), 225.18

(= 1.342.1—4, on the events in Aulis), 402.4 (= 1.632.34, on Priam’s exploit as a young man), etc.

(see Keizer 1995: 5.2.). The insertion of a Tahaud ioTopic is recognised by Zenodorus as one of the

two acceptable cases for presenting a conversation among gods (schol. /7. 18.3564 ex.). For a detailed

discussion see Chapter 13.

)
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an external analepsis is said to ‘complete’ the narrative.** Many of these
notes establish a connection between the //iad and the Odlyssey, comparable
to the type of prolepsis discussed above (Excursus): they explain that an
Odyssean passage fills a gap left in or by the //iad. (In Odyssey 4, Nestor’s
son Peisistratus weeps over the death of his brother Antilochus, whom the
Aecthiopian king Memnon had slain.)

T& &v 'IAdS1 rapodeipbévTa Sik Tis Oduooeias s wids ovons THs Tpay-
uareias Tapadidwot. (schol. Q Od. 4.187)%

He [sc. Homer] presents in the Odjssey the things which were left out of the //iad,
as if it were one work.

Strictly speaking, Antilochus’ death falls between the //iad and the
Odyssey (and was narrated in the Aethiopis). It is, nevertheless, seen here as
an Iliadic ‘omission’ which is filled by the Odyssean passage. Modern schol-
ars are likely to take exception to such a narrow interrelationship between
the two Homeric epics. But leaving this aside, notes such as the one just
quoted are indicative of a considerable interest in the phenomenon that
the narrator incorporates story elements which fall outside the time frame
of his plot. This is further evidence for ancient awareness of the differences
between plot and fabula and their ramifications.

Finally, there are the comments which draw attention to the fact that
Homer does not ‘present the event as one which is taking place, but
refers to it as one which took place previously’ (ToUTo yiéuevov pev ol
ToPEoTNOEY, KOS yevouevov &t TapadiSwaov, schol. A 71 8.230a Ariston.).
The particular passage is, in other words, a completing analepsis which fills
a gap left in the previous account.®

All in all, analepsis, though considerably more frequent than its peer
prolepsis, received less attention from ancient critics, especially if compared
with the notes on the psychological impact of prolepsis. One may perhaps
speculate that its very ubiquity made analepsis appear more commonplace
and therefore less in need of a specific explanation. At the same time,
prolepsis provided better opportunities to praise the mastermind who had

designed the plot with foresight.

84 Cf. schol. bT 11 9.328 ex. (cuutrAnpol v Umdleotv, on Achilles sacking twelve cities in the Troad),
T 1/ 11.625 ex. (8v Tois Séouot TéTOIS &TOSidwot T& AsirovTta THs IA1dSos, on Achilles sacking
Tenedos), cf. also bT /. 8.2294 ex. (Agamemnon on the boasts that the Greek army made prior to
arriving in the Troad) and bT /. 4.2516 ex. (quoted in Chapter 6) on internal completing analepsis.

8 Cf. schol. DE? Od. 1.284 (p. 116.17-19 Ludwich), HM Od. 3.103, HM Od. 3.128, E Od. 3.248, E Od.
4.69, Q Od. 4.245, MV Od. 24.1 (p. 725.8 Dindorf). The passages are collected by Erbse (ad schol.
bT 7/. 24.8044 ex., which is also relevant). See also Ps.Long. 9.12.

8 The relevant scholia are discussed in more detail in Chapter 6.
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NARRATORIAL CHOICE: SAVE FOR LATER

The narrator’s freedom to organise his plot at will (see above) implies
that there are countless choices to make. Among these choices, the scholia
repeatedly draw attention to the fact that the poet does not make use of
a particular narrative element in the present scene, but rather ‘saves’, ‘pre-
serves’ or ‘keeps it in store’ (pUA&TTEWY, TapmeveoBan) for a later occasion.””
In a war poem such as the //iad this preservation can of course be meant
literally. Homer does not allow Hector to die, because he is designated for
the showdown with Achilles in book 22. (Apollo advises Hector in /iad 20
not to fight against Achilles.)

TapieveTal 6 ToINTS TO TpocwTov “ExTopos is T& TeAeutaia. (schol. bT 77
20.376b ex.)

The poet keeps the character Hector in store with a view to the end.

Apollo’s advice is motivated by the purpose of preserving Hector for the
climactic finale of the poem. A similar explanation is given on a number
of occasions: when Ajax in the duel with Hector does not wound him
lethally (schol. bT 7. 7.262 ex.),” when the same duel is brought to an
end by the heralds (schol. bT 7/ 7.274—5 ex.), when Dolon, instead of
Hector, reconnoitres the Greek camp by night (schol. T 7/ 10.414—s5 ex.),
when Sarpedon, not Hector, enters the fray against Patroclus (schol. bT
1l. 16.4196 ex.) and when Apollo saves Hector by removing him from
the battlefield (schol. Ab 7/. 20.443 ex.). Similarly, Sarpedon is said to be
protected with a view to his fight with Patroclus (schol. bT 7/ 12.402—3 ex.)
and Ajax with a view to the battle for the ships (schol. bT 7/ 11.5474 ex.). In
the case of Ajax, a virtually identical formulation is used in a context where
this protection cannot be meant literally. It is given as a possible answer
to the question why Homer gives the first aristeia to Diomedes instead of
Ajax, who, in the Catalogue, is said to be second after Achilles:

| &1 €is TOV peifova kivBuvov alTov UAGTTEL TOV Trepl TV veddv [cf. esp. 1L
15.415—16.123]. (schol. AbT 7/ 5.16 ex.)

Or because he [sc. Homer] saves him [sc. Ajax] for the greater danger, the battle

for the ships.

87 On this topic see Trendelenburg (1867: 94), Griesinger (1907: 79-80), von Franz (1940: 1), (1987:
144—6).

8 In the Addenda (V11: 296) Erbse withdraws the conjecture he had suggested in the meantime and
returns to the text as printed in his edition.
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This figurative sense of QUA&TTEW (‘save, protect’) and semantically
related words recurs elsewhere, mostly in connection with narrative ele-
ments or motifs and not with characters. Homer introduces in the person
of Nestor an eloquent mediator of Achilles” quarrel with Agamemnon in
Iliad 1, but he saves the actual pleas (Aitai) for Phoenix in book 9 (schol. bT
1l 1.247-8 ex.). In book s he avoids a direct confrontation between Ares and
Athena, because he wants to save the battle of the gods for book 21 (schol.
bT 7/. 5.850—s5 ex.). In book 10 he suppresses the dirges for Rhesus and in
book 13 the lament of a father for his fallen sons, because in both cases
he wants to preserve this motif for the finale of his poem, Hector’s death
and funeral (schol. bT 7/ 10.519 ex., T I/. 13.658 ex.). Two literary-critical
principles are at stake here. One is the supposed aim of a suspenseful and
climactic development of the plot. The poet keeps a particular narrative
element in store because it can be used more effectively elsewhere towards
the end of his poem. The other principle prescribes that the poet is to strive
for surprise and to avoid monotony, which can best be achieved if central
narrative elements and motifs are used only once.”

In light of the strong interrelations between the two Homeric epics as
perceived by ancient critics (see above), it will hardly be surprising that
Homer is also said to conclude his //iad with Hector’s funeral and thereby
to ‘keep in store’ (Tapieecban) the subsequent events for his Odyssey (schol.
bT 7/. 24.804a ex.).

In scholia to texts other than Homer, Aeschylus is once praised for
‘saving’ the Erinyes’ pursuit of Orestes for the middle of Eumenides instead
of presenting it at the beginning of the play (schol. A. Eum. 1a, quoted in
n.9). Inaddition to this point about the general plot structure of Eumenides,
several scholia comment on minor elements which are kept in store for a
later occasion. In the opening scene of Sophocles’ Ajax, Athena’s list of Ajax’
victims ‘keeps in store’ (i.e. suppresses) the name of Odysseus, until Ajax is
present himself.”® In Electra the heroine’s question about the pedagogue’s
identity is ‘kept in store’, in order to bring about a second recognition scene
later.”" In the opening scene of Oedipus the King, the protagonist maintains

8 For the topics ‘suspense’ and ‘avoidance of monotony’ see Chapters 5 and 9. The latter principle
recurs in connection with ‘preservation” when Homer is said not to introduce Andromache among
those who plead with Hector before he faces Achilles. Instead, she is ‘preserved’ for the laments in
order to avoid monotony, which arises from using the same characters all the time (schol. bT 7/
22.79 ex.).

99 Cf. schol. S. 4j. s7a; the scholion seems to be saying that it is ‘kept for Ajax’, but it is nevertheless
Athena who gives the cue in line 101.

9 Cf. schol. S. El 1346, which deserves further attention, because it is one of the rare instances where
an explicit distinction is made between the motivation of the poet and that of the character: Electra
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a good balance between disclosing and withholding (i.e. ‘keeping in store’)
his story (schol. S. OT 8; on this type of exposition cf. schol. S. OT 33
and contrast the critique of Euripides’ prologues above, page 39). And in
the other play devoted to the same character, Oedipus ‘keeps in store’ his
speech until Theseus’ arrival (schol. S. OC113). Only the last example reacts
to an explicit reference to an omission in the text of the play. Similarly,
Prometheus expressly withholds a speech, according to schol. A. PV 522,
with a view to the next play in the trilogy.

All the notes collected in this section explain why the poet decides
not to make use of a particular element in the passage under discussion.
They never explicitly state that this contradicts the reader’s expectations.”
In that respect the present notes differ from the ones on ‘misdirection’
and ‘retardation’, which explicitly argue that the narrator’s postponement
thwarts the reader’s expectations (see Chapters 2 and s).

INTRODUCTION OF CHARACTERS

A further aspect of a good and well-motivated plot is the timely and
adequate introduction of (new) characters. This applies in particular to
characters who are of central importance, such as Helen in the //iad and
Penelope in the Odyssey, each of whom is hotly contested in their respective
poems (schol. EHQ Od. 1.329). More generally, the reader needs to know
the characters who inhabit the narrative universe which is presented to him
by the narrator. Or, as a commentary on the Catalogue of Ships puts it:

TO Y&p p1) Yvwpileofal ToUs fipwas (A Tnotv émoiel. (schol. b 17 2.494-877 ex.,
p- 289.4—5 Erbse)”

Not to know the heroes would lead to inquiry [i.e. the reader would be confused].

The natural first step for the narrator is to introduce the character by means of
his name and, in a Greek context, his patronymic. (Early in book 1, enter ‘Calchas
son of Thestor’.)

forgets the question ‘out of joy’ (UTrd Tfis xopds), whereas Sophocles suppresses it with a view to
another recognition scene.
92 The only note which comes close to stating this is schol. bT 7/ 12.181 ex. Although Homer says
that Zeus declines Asius’ prayer because he wants to support Hector, the narrative at first continues
with the successful efforts of the Lapiths: ¢rei poeiey ““ExTopt y&p of Bupds” [12.174], TO pév
els UoTepov TapieveTal, £l 8¢ ToU TapdvTtos TAcovekToUvTas Trolel ToUs "EAATvas, Ews &v 7
&md ToU Aids Bordeiar ueTary &y THY edmuepiav émi Tov Extopa (‘After having said “for it was to
Hector that the heart [sc. of Zeus wanted to give glory]”, he [sc. Homer] keeps it in store until later,
but for the time being he has the Greeks win until Zeus’ support shifts military success towards
Hector’).
Cf. the scholia which explain that motivation prevents readers from wondering (see above). On
missing &v in counterfactuals see Schneider (1910a: 156).

9
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Spax TS &v &px ) Sracoel T& dvduarta, s Kai ETépou UTrapyovTos. (schol. bT
1l 1.69b ex.)

Watch how he [sc. Homer] makes clear the names in the beginning, as if there
were another <character> of the same name.

The scholion implies in the second part that, with no other character
of the same name present in the //iad, the patronymic ‘son of Thestor’
is strictly speaking superfluous. Homer, however, is at pains to give his
characters an unambiguous introduction, regardless of whether there is a
possible confusion or not.”* Equally important is the critic’s point that the
introduction occurs at the beginning of the epic, where the poet is wont to
identify his characters (sim. schol. EHQ Od. 1.329 on Penelope, mentioned
above). In a comparable note, Homer is said to introduce at an early stage
the gods who act as ‘allies’ (¢trikoupor) of the two parties on the battlefield
(schol. bT 7/ 1.55 ex.).

As for the character introduction itself, one scholion implicitly says
that the standard introduction includes name, patronymic and/or local
origin. Thersites is not introduced in such a way. Instead, his build and his
character are described at length:

€U 8¢ Kol oUK &TrO TraTpds aUTOV oUVESTNOEY, oUd &1d TaTpidos, AN &1rd
ToU TpdTrou pévou kai THs popefis, v xpela T& viv. (schol. bT 1L 2.2126 ex.,
p. 228.70—2 Erbse)

Well done also that he [sc. Homer] did not introduce him [sc. Thersites] with
patronymic or home country, but only by <describing> his character and build,
which is what is at stake in the current scene.

Due to the particular demands of the scene in question, Homer pro-
vides Thersites with an unusual introduction and exceptionally omits the
genealogical information.”” A similar point is made about Sarpedon, whose
conspicuous genealogy — he is Zeus’ son — is said to be saved for a later
occasion:*®

elaoe viv TO yévos aiToy, v'Ev EAAw TETI [sc. 5.631] pveiaw ToUTOU TTo10UPEVOS
Tpods TAgiova aUTod ToikiAiow . (schol. b 7/ 2.876 ex.)

In the present passage, he [sc. Homer] forgoes his [sc. Sarpedon’s] genealogy so
that he can mention it elsewhere for purposes of improved variation.

94 Ancient scholars paid close attention to homonymous characters (see Chapter 11).

% The lack of a patronymic has in fact led to the still-disputed question whether Thersites is an
aristocrat or not, cf. e.g. LfgrE s.o. (with lit.). At the same time, the physical description of
characters is indeed rare in Homer.

96 On ‘saving for later’ see above page 49.
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The critic’s emphasis on ‘here’ (viv) and his point about variation (on
which see Chapter 9) testify to his view that Homer normally mentions
the character’s father when he first introduces him or her. Incidentally,
Aristarchus observed that Homer never uses metronymics (schol. A 7/
11.7094 Ariston., with test.). More in line with the note on Thersites (above),
schol. HT Od. 7.156 implies that the introduction (here of the Phaeacian
Echeneus) mentions in particular the traits that will be important in the
subsequent scene (sim. schol. Q Od. 9.187, on Polyphemus).

Many lliadic characters (including Sarpedon in the note just quoted)
are first mentioned in one of the two long Catalogues of book 2, which
received considerable attention from ancient scholars. To them, one of
the Catalogues’ chief attractions is the very fact that they contribute in
a substantial way to an ‘index’ of all Iliadic characters.”” Consequently,
critics carefully studied Homer’s technique of introducing characters in the
Catalogues (see nn. 98—100 and Strabo 13.3.1 = 619C.13—20C.7 Radt). They
established the following principle: every character is mentioned (often for
the first time) in the Catalogues, unless (i) he is not the commander-
in-chief of the particular contingent, (ii) he is not fighting or (iii) he
has not yet arrived on the Trojan battlefield. Exception (i) explains why
minor characters such as the Greek Stichius are not mentioned in the
Catalogue.” Exception (ii) accounts for the boycotting Myrmidons (incl.
Achilles’ horses), and, by implication, old and female characters.”” The
third category comprises characters who are not present on the battlefield
on that first day of fighting.””

The rather terse format of the Catalogues does not allow for extensive
introductions of the individual characters, but the poet can single out one
particular characteristic of each character, in addition to name, patronymic
and origin. Philoctetes is introduced as an excellent archer:"'

97 The existence of such an index among Alexandrian scholars is argued in Chapter 11.

98 Cf. schol. T 7/ 13.195 ex. and in general schol. pap. ad Il 21.155-6 (pp. 89—90 Erbse); similarly T
1l. 17.73b ex. (on Mentes, different explanation in A I/ 17.73a Ariston., see n. 100), bT Il 21.140
ex. (on Asteropaeus, different explanation in T /L 21.156 ex., see n. 100); perhaps this is also the
implication of bT 7/ 5.544 ex. (quoted below).

9 Cf. schol. bT I/ 16.1494 ex. The point about old and female characters is nowhere made explicitly.

100 Cf. schol. T 1. 16.718b ex. (on Asius, Hecuba’s brother), A . 17.73a Ariston. (on Mentes, but see

n. 98), T I/ 21.156 ex. (on Asteropaeus, cf. T 7/ 12.102 ex., but see n. 98), also bT 7/ 20.329 ex. (on

the Caucones). On late arrivals on the battlefield see also schol. b 7/ 2.848 ex., A I/. 10.429a Ariston.

(sim. T), bT 7/ 21.141-3 ex.

The fact that Philoctetes is not actually present on the battlefield (cf. exception (iii) above) need

not surprise. Some critics apparently felt that all the characters who are part of the larger “Trojan

cast’ could be introduced (cf. schol. bT . 23.666—75 ex., on Epeius being introduced because he
will build the Trojan horse). Conversely, schol. D /L 5.785 presupposes that Stentor must be present
if Hera can be compared to him.

o

10
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6 8¢ roinTns TpodiacuvioTnot &v & Kotahdyw thv {epi} tkdoTou &peThv.
(schol. A 11. 2.718 Ariston.)

In the Catalogue the poet introduces beforehand the excellence of each
<character>.

Against the background of motivation and good organisation of the
narrative, a poet deserves praise if this particular characteristic becomes
functional later in the poem, because he is not forced to introduce it there
ad hoc. (Again in the Catalogue, the ‘lesser’ Ajax is introduced as smaller
in size than his namesake, the son of Telamon.)

611 ZnvoddoTos HBETNKeY adTOV. dvarykaios 8¢ éoTi TTpoSiacuvioTnol y&p OTL
ATTwV EoTl KT TO péyebos ToU TeAapwviou. ékelvov pévtol ye “péyav” [17.115,
cf. 16.358] Aéyer. (schol. A 7/ 2.528 Ariston.)

102

<The diple periestigmene,> because Zenodotus athetised the line.®* But it is
necessary, because he [sc. Homer] introduces in advance the fact that he [sc. the

lesser Ajax] is smaller in size than the son of Telamon. In fact he calls the latter
‘tall’.

It is remarkable that Aristarchus defends the line against Zenodotus’
athetesis on the grounds that the ‘pre-introduction’ of Ajax’ size is an
integral part of the plot and therefore indispensable, although it does not
play arole in the passage under discussion. This is again indicative of ancient
scholars” interest in Homer’s qualities as a designer of coherent plots. A
similar argument forms the basis of another Aristarchean note. (When
after Agamemnon’s marshalling of the troops the two armies finally clash,
Antilochus is said to be the first (TrpédT05) to kill a Trojan.)

6Tl 0¥ kaTd TO €0OAOV TpddTov "AvTidoyov dvaipolvta Tapdyel, AN OT1
TéyloToV aUTdV TpoouvioTnot [Cobet, frapacuvicTnotf A] Si Tév EAAwv
kad eUkivnTov. (schol. A 1L 4.457a Ariston.)'

<The diple,> because he [sc. Homer] does not introduce Antilochus killing
‘first’ with respect to excellence [i.e. first’ not in the sense of ‘best’], but because
he introduces him beforehand as very fast and mobile with a view to the other
<books/scenes of the poem>.

192 Zenodotus probably athetised 2.529-30 too (Diintzer 1848: 182 n. 12), with Aristarchus following
suit.

193 Erbse reports Cobet’s conjecture only in the app. crit. and suggests ‘an ouvioTnot vel potius
mTapioTnot?’, but in the light of the previous note it seems plausible that Aristonicus has in mind
the ‘pre-introduction’ of Antilochus’ swiftness. Conversely, Erbse (Addenda ad loc.) rightly defends
&AAwv against van der Valk’s conjecture &8Acov with the argument that it refers to other rhapsodies

(= books) or the like.
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The explanation must be read against the background of the question
why, of all people, the comparatively minor figure Antilochus is said to
open the first battle of the entire poem.’”* Aristarchus’ answer is: ‘he is
not the best of the Achaeans, but the fastest’. And this quality will become
functional later, when a fast messenger is needed to inform Achilles of
Patroclus” death (cf. esp. 17.691). In a similar vein, some scholia observe
that a character is mentioned because he will later play an important role.
(After his rupture with Agamemnon, Achilles leaves the general assembly
in book 1 together with Patroclus, who is mentioned here for the first time.)

Ko E€oxnv B¢ i81aldvToos itre Tepl adToU kad viv, fva &€y pews f), dTav
TeAeuTaiov aUTOV gis THY pdynv &yeipn. (schol. bT 7/ 13076 ex.)

Even in the present scene he [sc. Homer] singled him [sc. Patroclus] out as a
particular individual, so that he be worthy of mention when he at last urges him
into battle.

Patroclus’ function in this scene is marginal. If the critic speaks of a
remarkable individualisation, he perhaps alludes to the fact that Patroclus
is introduced by his patronymic only (cf. schol. A 7/ 1.307a Ariston.),
which is then taken as a sign of excellence. Or he finds it remarkable that
Patroclus is singled out from the rest of the Myrmidons at all. In any case,
the purpose of the introduction is seen in the light of Patroclus’ crucial
and pathetic function later in the poem. Homer is wont to introduce in
advance the characters who will become important in the course of the
poem. Consequently, the scholia note that Pandarus is introduced (2.827)
‘against Menelaus’ (schol. b 7/. 2.8276 ex.), that is, he will break the truce
and shoot the ominous arrow (4.116-40). And the Trojan hothead Asius
is introduced carefully, including his horses (12.95-7), because Homer will
have to say more about them (schol. bT 7/ 12.96—7 ex., cf. bT 7/ 13.395-6
ex.): Asius will ignore Polydamas’ advice to leave the horses at the trench —
with deadly consequences (12.110-15)."” And in the Odyssey, Eurycleia is
carefully introduced, because she will play an important role in various
scenes (schol. Q Od. 1.429).

Despite their emphasis on the ‘pre-introduction’ of characters, ancient
critics also draw attention to cases of ad-hoc introduction. In the case of

194 Cf. the discussion why Diomedes, and not Ajax, is given the first aristeia (schol. AbT 71, 5.16 ex.,
quoted above).

195 Similarly, the scholia note that Deiphobus is introduced because he will lead the Trojan forces after
Hector’s death, although this is not described within the /liad; cf. schol. T 1. 13.156 ex., bT I/ 13.411

ex.
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the Trojan spy Dolon one critic praises Homer’s ability to give a complete
outline of the character in a few lines only (cf. Chapter 11):

ToyEws &mavTa EdNAwoe, TO Evos, TO dvopa atToU Te kKad ToU TTaTpods, THV
TEXVNV, TNV TUXNV, &T1 TTAOUGC10S, THY pop@nv ToU AdAwvos, THy oKUTNTA.
(schol. bT 1. 10.314—7 ex.)®

In no time he [sc. Homer] showed everything: the tribe, his and his father’s name,
his profession, his destiny, that he is wealthy, Dolon’s build, his speed.

No less remarkable is the treatment of minor fighters. By definition, they
usually appear only once in the poem and often receive no particular intro-
duction. But there are exceptions, for example Crethon and Orsilochus,
whom Aeneas kills (5.541-60):

TpoouVicTNow aUToUs alfwv TNV Trepl alTdv pdyxnv. ol yéuvnTal 8¢ auTtdy
&v 16 Katahoyw, el Meoonviol [Bekker, peorjvioi cod.] eiow, oitives Umrod
Mevehdep ETéhouv: [followed by a quotation of Od. 21.13, 15-16, which is meant
to prove the point made]. (schol. bT 7/. 5.544 ex.)'””

He [sc. Homer] gives them [sc. Crethon and Orsilochus] an introduction, thereby
increasing the importance of the fight. He does not mention them in the Catalogue,
because they are Messenians, who served under Menelaus [i.e. do not form an
independent contingent, see exception (i) above].

Several assumptions seem to underlie this note. Minor characters are
normally not given an extensive introduction. And such an introduction is
indicative of importance, which, interestingly, reflects on all the characters
present, that is, on their opponent, Aeneas, too. The last point recurs in
a note on the introduction of Patroclus’ slayer, Euphorbus (schol. T 7L
16.810-1b ex.).

All the examples adduced so far deal with the proper introduction of a
character on the occasion of his or her first mention. Ancient scholars are,
however, aware that the first mention of a character may actually pass over
such an introduction. The occasion is Achilles mentioning Hector in his
threat to Agamemnon (1.242):

TpoouvicTnow HUIv TOV EkTopa AeAnBSTws & TroinTrs, uéAAwy auTd ¥ pfiobal
Tpods T& Emigavi) Tfis TA1&dos épya. (schol. bT 7/ 1.242 ex.)

The poet introduces Hector beforehand en passant on our behalf, because he wants
to make use of him in the glorious scenes of the //iad.

196 Cf. schol. AbT 1L 5.92 D (on the three qualities of narrative: cagnvela, cuvTopia, TBaVdTNs,
which Quintilian 4.2.31 refers back to Isocrates, cf. Chapter 9).
197 Text as suggested by Holscher (1988: 328 n. 41), accepted by Erbse (1989: 494 n.).
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In a way this is comparable to the scholia referred to above which argue
that a character is mentioned because he will become important later in the
narrative, and for that reason is introduced beforehand to the reader. What
is different here, however, is that Hector is introduced inconspicuously
(AeAnBOTws, lit. ‘secretly, surreptitiously’).on As a consequence, Hector is
later said to be ‘introduced a second time’ (schol. bT 7/ 2.416 ex.).

Overall, ancient critics pay considerable attention to the specifics of
character introduction. Its main function can be seen as another aspect
of motivation, which results in a well-wrought and coherent plot. It is no
surprise, then, that critics tend to emphasise the same aspects both in the
case of motivation and in that of character introduction, in particular the
preparatory effect on which a coherent plot depends (cf. also Arist. Po.

1454233—6).

TRANSITIONS AND CHANGES OF SCENE

A narrative text of the size of the Homeric epics is bound to involve multiple
locations and to comprise several storylines (cf. Arist. Po. 1456a12—13), and
the scholia describe Homer’s technique in bringing about these transitions.
In its simplest form, the note merely states that there is a transition from
one location to another. (After the assembly of the gods at the beginning
of Iliad 8, the narrator returns to the Greeks on the battlefield.)

KOAGS peTd Beovs eis "EAATVas péTeiotv. (schol. T 7L 8.536 ex.)'?

After the gods he [sc. Homer] makes a nice transition to the Greeks.

This critic does not explain why this particular transition deserves his
praise. Other notes, however, are more explicit. A permanent concern of
the Homeric narrator is to secure the reader’s attention (see Chapter ).
This can be achieved, among other things, by avoiding monotony. In the
present context, this means that the poet avoids long scenes which take
place at the same location. Rather, he attempts to relieve his reader by
regular changes of scene. (At the beginning of //iad 4, Homer leaves the
battlefield and introduces the first assembly of the gods.)

198 Cf. schol. S. Aj. 340b (Tecmessa reveals Eurysaces’ name AeAn86Tws, ‘unexpectedly’; children in
tragedy normally remain anonymous: Wilamowitz 1875: 185). In other contexts AeAn86Tws can
mean ‘aside’ or ‘sotto voce’ (Chapter 19) or ‘unnoticeably, indirectly’ (Chapter 9).

199 Words such as peTaPaivev can also designate transitions in a purely figurative sense, e.g. transitions
within the Catalogue: schol. A /. 2.681a Ariston. This meaning is at least as old as Homer himself
(Od. 8.492).
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TOavdds &k ToT k& TwOeV BopUPou eis oUpavdy THV GKNVTV CEUVUVWV PETT Y Y,
TOIKIAAWY &pa THV Troinotv ToéTols Te Kad TpoowTrols kad Adyois. (schol. bT
Il 4.1 ex.)™

He [sc. Homer] convincingly brings about a change of scene from the din down
on earth to heaven, which makes it nobler, and at the same time he varies his poem
by means of <different> locations, characters and speeches.

As the scholion makes clear, this variation entails more than the sim-
ple transition from one location to another. Often it (re-)introduces a
new topic, thereby giving the reader a chance ‘to take a break’. (Hector’s
parainesis addressed to his horses provokes Hera’s anger, which leads to a
brief conversation with Poseidon on Mt Olympus.)

dvarrovwy B¢ fuds THs SinynHoews TéV EAANVIKGY &TuxnudTwy TTapelodyel
TOV S1&hoyov 16V Beddv. (schol. bT 7/ 8.2095 ex.)™

Relieving us from the report of the Greek losses he [sc. Homer] introduces the
conversation of the gods [sc. Hera and Poseidon].

Whereas such transitions are seen as a form of relaxation, others are said
to increase the tension. (Encouraged by Zeus’ thunder, the Trojans attack

the Greek army more vigorously. Cut: Patroclus on his way from Eurypylus
to Achilles.)

OTaw &l T& &kpa &yT THY Toinoiv, TOTe TAls peTaPdoeot XpfiTan cUVveX S,
TNV TPOCOXTNV TGOV &KpoaT&dY ouvdywv. ueTaPaivel odv émi Tov TTaTpokAov
viv: (schol. bT 7/ 15.390 ex.)

Whenever he [sc. Homer] brings his poem to a critical climax, he constantly makes
use of transitions, thereby focusing the readers’ attention. Therefore, he now passes
on to Patroclus.

The (Greek) reader is anxious (“Will Patroclus be back in time before
the Trojans burn the ships?’), and this tension is heightened by a rather
abrupt change of scene to the character on whom all depends. Regrettably,
the critic does not give other examples of what he considers a typically

"o Cf. schol. bT 7l 14.16 ex. (on the change of scene from the battlefield to Nestor and wounded
Machaon), bT /. 18.1z ex. (on the similar change from the battlefield to the Greek camp with Achilles
and Patroclus); a comparable concept underlies the notes which speak of Homer introducing ‘new
scenes/episodes’ (¢ei0681a kav): schol. T 7/ 13.5214 ex. (on Ares not having heard yet about the
death of his son Ascalaphus, which will be described in book 15), A 7/. 18.36 ex. (on Thetis in the sea
with her father, i.e. in a completely new location), also bT /. 6.37—65 ex. (on Adrestus supplicating
Menelaus), bT 7/ 14.1536 ex. (on the deception of Zeus by Hera).

The note clearly refers to the entire scene (/. 8.198—212). For similar notes see schol. bT 7/ 16.431—
61 ex. (on Zeus lamenting the fate of his son Sarpedon), bT 7/ 17.426-8 ex. (on Achilles” horses
weeping over Patroclus’ death), although the reader’s ‘relief is more implied than actually spelled
out in both instances.

1I
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Homeric feature: the increased frequency of transitions when the poem
reaches a climax. All in all, the two psychological effects described in the
preceding two scholia are not really contradictory, because in both cases
the overall result is increased attention on the part of the reader.

In connection with abrupt changes of scene, it is worth mentioning that
the scholia ‘anticipate’ in a curious way the modern film term ‘cut’ (from
cutting the film strips). The transition away from the main army to Hector
on the far left of the bartlefield is described as Toun (‘cut’, schol. T /L
13.674b ex.).""” There seem to be no parallels for this particular usage.

In addition to the psychological effects on the reader, scholia can describe
the purpose of transitions with a view to motivation and plot structure
at large. (At the beginning of //iad 16 Achilles gives Patroclus extensive
instructions on how to act on the battlefield. The narrative then returns to
Ajax, who is forced to yield.)

METEIOLY ETTL TNV PdynV, OTws THv valdv éumimpapévny Sei§as AYIAAe [cf.
16.122—4] TV TT&Tpokhov éSaydy. (schol. bT 7/ 16.101-11 ex.)'™

He [sc. Homer] passes over to the battle, in order for him to lead Patroclus into
battle by showing the burning ship to Achilles.

In other words, the change of scene in 16.101-2 forms part of and is
required by the plot structure of book 16 and, by implication, of the entire
Iliad. Ajax yields, the Trojans set the Greek ship on fire. This is seen by
Achilles, which causes him to urge Patroclus into a battle where he will die,
etc.

A similar concept is at work when the poet is said to return to the
cornerstones of his narrative. (Book 11 describes Agamemnon’s aristeia,
which, however, does not last, because Zeus intervenes on behalf of the
Trojans.)

d1" Ay wv eUppdvas TOV AKpox TNV ETrl TX OUVEKTIKY EpyeTan: Oel ydp ouv-
wBeioBon ToUs Ay aious eis TNy E§odov TTatpodkhou. (schol. b 7/ 11.181—2 ex.)

After having given the reader pleasure for a moment [sc. by having Agamemnon
succeed], he [sc. Homer] makes a transition to the essentials <of his story>."*
For the Greeks must be pushed back with a view to Patroclus’ marching out.

"> In reality the passage is part of a so-called Trapary pagt, which smoothens the transition (see below).

Either the critic overlooked this or Tou is not so abrupt as the etymology might suggest. On this

scholion see also van der Valk (1963: 528—9 with n. 590).

Cf. schol. AbT 7/ 12.1-24 ex. (on the transition from Patroclus and Eurypylus back to the battlefield

and why this is important for the plot).

"4 Etymologically, the ouvekTik& are ‘holding together’ the poem, another aspect of its narrative
coherence (cf. schol. T /1 4.66¢" ex.: the wrath of Poseidon is the ouvekTikov of the Odyssey). See
also the notion of cuvekTik& TpdowTa in Chapter 11.

1r
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Again the transition is required by the larger plot of the //iad, for which
itis crucial that Patroclus enter the battle. (Notes such as these presuppose a
difference between essential and less essential scenes, which will be further
explored below on Digressions.)

The examples adduced so far focus on the purpose of the transitions.
Others are interested in how a change of scene is actually brought about by
the narrator. The type of transition which receives the most attention is the
so-called Trapory pagr) (‘paragraph’).” Contrary to their general reluctance
to give elaborate definitions and descriptions, the scholia are remarkably
specific in the case of Trapary pagm:

OTav 8¢ &AAwY TpayudTwy Gpxeobal UEAAT), TTapay papds EUBAaAAEL, s oi
vopol TéV loToploypdgwy: peTaPaivewy yop &l & EAANvwv &rekopUpwoe
TOV Adyov. (schol. bT 71 9.0a ex.)

Whenever he [sc. the poet] intends to begin a new scene, he introduces ‘paragraphs’,
like the rules of historiographers: in transition <from the Trojan> to the Greek
affairs he summarises his <previous> account.

The line in question (/L. 9.1) reads cds of pév Tpddes pUAKES Exov:
aUtdp AxaioUs ... (‘Thus the Trojans were holding their watch, but
the Achaeans...’), where the recurrent phrase s oi uév 4 imperfect
summarises the preceding description of the Trojans bivouacking on the
battlefield, with the tense indicating that the action is understood to con-
tinue in the background.”® The general effect of the phrase is that the poet
‘announces’ the imminent change of scene and, consequently, achieves a
smoother transition.

Equally interesting is schol. bT 7/ 16.14 ex., which gives a description
similar to the one above and adds the point that TTapary pag is frequent in
Homer. The claim is then supported with no fewer than six parallel passages
from both epics, which points to a systematic examination of the device."”

5 Although the term is attested in rhetoric (Ernesti 1795: s.2.), it may nevertheless originate in
grammar (see the zestimonia collected by Erbse, ad schol. bT I/. 1.3044 ex., which remarkably calls
Tapary pagt| a TpoTos, see below); see esp. Uhlig (on Ap. Dysc. synz. p. 379.8), who argues on the
basis of Arist. Rh. 1409a19—21 that the rhetorical/grammatical term Trapaypagn derives from the
lectional sign, which is what the verb Tapory p&geiv seems to refer to in schol. A 77 14.153a ex. (?);
see also K. E. A. Schmidt (1859: 538—9). Conversely, in contexts such as schol. A.R. 3.114-17b the
same verb means ‘to imitate’ (LS] s.z. I 4).

In the light of the scholion’s term ‘summarised’ (&TrekopUgwae), it is worth noting that modern
scholarship coined the term ‘appositive summary’ for the same phenomenon (8. Richardson 1990:
31-4).

Il 9.1, 11.596 (= 18.1), 12.1, 23.1, Od. 7.1, 6.1 (sic); it is unclear why the sequence is inverted at the
end. However, the last parallel is only attested in T, not in b (on this phenomenon in general:
Roemer 1879: 16). Eustathius (1041.19-26 = 3.794.4—9), commenting on the same passage as the
scholion, adds more examples, which he probably collected himself (van der Valk ad loc.).
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All in all, there is a certain amount of terminological and conceptual
variety among the relevant notes. Whereas schol. bT // 1.3044 ex. (on
the end of the Greek assembly) speaks of a Topaypaer| and considers
it a Tpdmos (‘trope’), a similar passage is designated a oxfjua (‘figure’)
and called petdPaois (‘transition’: schol. B Od. 4.625, on the transition
from Menelaus’ Sparta to the suitors on Ithaca), thereby attesting to a
common terminological confusion, in particular the one between oyfjna
and Tpdros.

More in syntactic terms, Nicanor argues that asyndeton is frequent in
transitions (petdPaots, schol. A 7/ 11.150 Nic., cf. T Il 11.149 Nic.), while
notes of a more literary-critical nature draw attention to particular changes
of scene which are remarkable. (Towards the end of the third day of fighting
in /liad 18, the Trojans meet in assembly and then eat dinner, whereas the
Greeks mourn for Patroclus.)

Spa Tas peTaPdoels cs ToikiAat. (schol. A 7/ 18.314—s ex.)

Watch the transitions, how varied <they are>!

The critic does not specify why exactly he praises the change of scene for
its variation, but it is nevertheless indicative of a probably systematic exam-
ination of Homeric transitions. Another scholion does give an explanation
why the transition is remarkable. (After borrowing Aphrodite’s famous
love-charm, Hera leaves Mt Olympus in order to meet Hypnus on the
island Lemnos. Her journey is described in some detail: Pieria, Emathie
(= Macedonia), Thrace, Mt Athos and finally Lemnos.)

8Kpwos KXTOVOU&GEL TOUS TOTTOUS, TAS Sudpous Xwpas die§icov [illustrated by an
Odyssean parallel: 15.297—9]. Tfj y&p dvopaoia TéV Témwy cupapadéovoa
1 d1&volx TGOV EVTUYXaVOVTwY &V avTaoiq kai dyel TGOV TOTTWY YyiveTal.
&uax oUv TO &pyodv Treplépuyey, oUk eUBUs dyaydov alThv émi T& Trpokeipeva
xwpia. u&pTUpas yolv émroryduevos Tous dkouovTas TifaveTaTny kabicTnot
Thv dinynow. (schol. bT 7/ 14.226—7 ex.)

He [sc. Homer] competently names the places, going through the areas which
border on each other. .. For the mind of the readers, travelling together with
the naming of the places, enters into an imaginative and visual perception of the
places. So at the same time, by not bringing her immediately to the locations in
question, he avoided inactivity. In any case, by calling in the readers as witnesses
he renders his narrative highly plausible.

18 Cf. Schrader (1904: 572), who, however, misses the preparatory function of ¢ of pév + imperfect
when he describes a line such as Od. 4.624 as ‘ein nur den Abschluss des Vorhergehenden bildender,
aber nicht zu dem Folgenden iiberleitender Vers’.
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This remarkable and complex note combines several issues, some of
which will be further explored in other chapters (5, 8). In the present con-
text, the decisive point is that Homer decides not to have Hera go from
A to B without further ado, as in fact he does on many other occasions.
Instead, he gives a detailed description of her journey, which activates the
mental participation of the reader, who so to speak accompanies narra-
tor and Hera on their journey (cf. Chapter 5). This renders the account
plausible, because the description is geographically accurate, as the reader
(supposedly) knows."”

The principle ‘avoidance of monotony by means of variation’ is applied
to the question of transition by Zenodorus, when he argues against the
authenticity of Zeus’ conversation with Hera (//. 18.356—68):"*°

gmerTa pEAAovTa TOV “Opnpov diatifeobon T& Tapd HepaloTou mpods OéTiv
Aeydpeva [cf. 18.369—468] oUk &v Trpd aitédov [Erbse, alifis cod., T Tns Maass]
BAANV B1aAeLy Beddv TrapaAaPeiv, TroikiAAely GAws oTToud&fovTa THV Troinoty
kad &Tro pev TédY dvbpwivaov &l T& Beia, &rod 88 Tédv Belcov &l T& &vbpoiva
peTAPBAAAEW eloBOTa. 0UK &V o0V ETToAANAS T& Spota diaBéoba. (schol. bT
1. 18.3560 ex., p. 503.58—63 Erbse)

Next, <Zenodorus says,> Homer, intending to describe Hephaestus' conversa-
tion with Thetis, would not have placed ahead of it another divine dialogue; he
constantly makes sure he varies his poem and is wont to make his transitions from
the human to the divine plane or vice versa. He would not have arranged similar
scenes back to back.

The note indicates that Zenodorus systematically stcudied Homeric tran-
sitions and made the observation that the change is never from one divine
scene to another. The passage under consideration is in breach of this
principle and must therefore be an interpolation. Zenodorus™ systematic
approach to the question deserves attention, even if one prefers not to
adopt his textual decision.

Given that Greek tragedy normally observes what later become known
as ‘unity of place’, it is hardly surprising that notes on changes of scene
are virtually absent from the tragic scholia, the sole exception being the
notorious change of scene in Sophocles’ Ajax (schol. S. Aj. 815a, see also
P Oxy. 2257 = TrGF Il pp. 126—7). More surprisingly, perhaps, the cor-
responding scholia to Aristophanes are neither much more frequent nor
more spectacular, although Old Comedy does not adhere to ‘unity of

"9 By ‘he avoided inactivity’ (16 &pyov Trepiépuyev) the critic perhaps means to say that Homer
avoids temps mort (see Chapter 2).
29 For Zenodorus’ other arguments see Chapter 13.
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place’.””" In all three cases the notes simply state the fact and identify the
new location, which, to the critics’ mind, is all the reader needs to know to
understand and visualise the text. The dramaturgical convention as such is
not discussed.

While all the examples above deal with the spatial aspect of transitions,
others (e.g. schol. bT 7/ 6.237a4 ex.) combine it with temporal consider-
ations, in particular the question of ‘fill-in technique’ and simultaneous
events. These are further explored in Chapter 2.

Comments such as schol. T 7/. 13.6746 ex. (discussed above) presuppose
that the narrator ‘returns’ (&vaoTpégel) to a former storyline when he
brings about a change of scene. In that connection, it is worth adducing
scholia which discuss the question when a particular character was men-
tioned last, because they display an interest in narrative coherence. (After
her conversation with Achilles, Thetis goes to Mt Olympus in order to get
new armour. The narrative returns to the Greeks fleeing under the Trojan
attack.)

Soupovics dvohouPdvel, &’ v &méhimev. (schol. bT 7L 18.148¢ ex., the
T-scholion adds a quotation of the relevant lines: 17.760-1)

In a marvellous way he [sc. Homer] takes up again <the Greeks> from where he
had left <them>.

Towards the end of book 17 Homer describes how the Greeks around
Ajax finally rescue Patroclus’ body and retreat to the camp, with the Trojans
in pursuit. The scene then changes to Achilles (18.2—35), then Thetis (18.35—
69), then the two together (18.70-148), until the narrator ‘marvellously
takes up again’ the earlier storyline. A good poet is expected to drop
and resume the different storylines with masterly circumspection. Similar
notes (schol. T 7/. 11.368a ex., bT II. 13.39a ex.) not only explain that the
narrator returns to an earlier storyline, but they even quote the relevant
lines of the earlier passage. More in the style of a teacher, another critic
urges the reader to look for where the storyline had been dropped.”** And
a D-scholion argues that the re-introduction of a character is achieved

1 Cf. schol. Ar. Ach. 394a (change of place to Euripides’ house), Ra. 273 (change to the underworld,
and also chorus turns from frogs into initiates), cf. 270d; see W. G. Rutherford (1905: 110 with
n. 12), where, however, schol. Ar. Nu. 92b is misunderstood: it actually describes the movements
of the characters on stage (towards Socrates’ house), a type of note that is very common (see the
examples collected by Rutherford 1905: 122—4). It is true, though, that movements on stage can
lead to changes of scene (scholia on entrances and exits are discussed in Chapter 19). Rutherford’s
list of notes on changes of scene can be supplemented by schol. Ar. Pax 727a (change from heaven
to earth), sim. argum. Ar. Pax Ar.13-14, A3.20.

22 Cf. schol. T /L 1.430c ex., with reference to Odysseus’” embassy to Chryse dropped in 1.312 (the
‘answer’ given in the scholion erroneously quotes 1.318) and resumed in 1.430.
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in such a way that the narrator presents the character as doing the same
thing as in the previous scene.'” All these notes are again indicative of the
ancient critics’ intensive attempts to get to grips with the plot structure
and narrative coherence of Homer’s epics.

DIGRESSIONS

A rather different type of multiple storyline is at stake when the narrator
incorporates material which is not directly related to his immediate subject-
matter. The modern term ‘digression’ (lat. digressio) uses essentially the same
metaphor and has the same implications as the Greek term Tapéxkpoaois:
the narrator leaves his intended track and makes a detour, but ancient
critics do not @ priori consider this a defect (powerfully argued by Heath
1989).”** The purpose or effect attributed to digressions is the same as the
one brought about by changes of scene: they can cause relief, as argued in
the following generalising note:

Ounpikdy 8¢ Tais TapekPdosoiv Siavarravey Tov &kpoatnv. (schol. bT 1L
14.1140 ex.)'™

It is typical of Homer to relieve his reader by means of digressions.

The relaxing effect of digressions is clearly seen as positive. It is acknowl-
edged, among other things, in ancient rhetorical theory, which, however,
warns at the same time against the insertion of long digressions, because
they may cause the reader to lose touch with the main story (Theon II
80.27-81.7 Spengel).

An allegedly distorted balance between main text and digression is the
background to some criticism voiced in the scholia to Pindar."® The crit-
icism seems to be rooted in two somewhat literal-minded approaches to
Pindar’s odes. On the one hand, ancient critics are prone to take rhetor-
ical Abbruchsformeln such as fp’, & ¢iho1, kaT &ueusiTopov TpioSov
£81v&0NV, dpbav kéAeubov icov T Trpiv (‘Can it be, O my friends, that I

23 Cf. schol. D 7/, 14.1with reference to book 11. The scholion has important chronological implications
and will be further discussed in Chapter 2.

24 On TrapékPaots in rhetoric see Volkmann (1885: 164—7).

5 (1987: 170) aptly adduces Polybius 38.6.1, who explicitly parallels changes of scene (ueTadoeis)

and digressions (TropexBaoeis). For the relaxing effect of digressions see also schol. bT 7 16.666a

ex., schol. Arat. 30-3 (p. 85.4—5 Martin) and Heath (1989: 107, 109-10). On relaxation in general

see Chapter s.

See also Heath (1989: 160-1). Although his general point about the principally positive treatment

of digressions in ancient scholarship is valid, his own examples prove that the scholia on Pindar

express criticism with unusual frequency.
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got confused where the way forked, when before I was going on the straight
road?’, Pi. P. 11.38—9) at face value: Pindar is said to show awareness of his
going astray and to call himself to order.””” On the other hand, the Pin-
daric scholia tend to overemphasise the economic aspect of a victory ode
(Lefkowitz 1991: 157-8). They repeatedly insinuate quarrels between poet
and commissioner, with the latter complaining that too much of the ode
is devoted to a topic other than the praise of the victor, for which he is
paying.”” Consequently, the scholia claim, for instance, that Pindar uses
the break-off formula quoted above in order to return to the topic for
which he is being paid.”

Generic considerations have an impact on whether or not digressions are
acceptable (see Heath 1989: 28—37 on the difference between digressions in
forensic and epideictic oratory respectively). The generally positive treat-
ment of digressions in the Homeric scholia points to a broad acceptance
of epische Breite (‘epic breadth/scope’). Conversely, the scholia on tragedy
show considerable predilection for a densely woven plot (cf. Arist. Po.
1455b15-16), which must be kept free of too much dilatory material. They
either criticise the poet for the inclusion of such material®® or they write
with palpable praise that ‘the story advances’ towards its dénouement.””!

The fact that TTapékPaois can refer to the narrative section within
the largely non-narrative Pindaric ode points to a principal terminologi-
cal difficulty for the modern scholar. The apparently loose definition of
TapékPaots allows ancient critics to apply the term to a wide variety of
passages, as long as they somehow ‘lead away’ from the main road. Exam-
ples include: external analepsis such as Nestor’s and Menelaus’ reports
about their homecoming, the story about Odysseus’ scar or a character’s

7 Cf. e.g. schol. Pi. O. 13.133b, P. 10.79b, 11.58a—C (on the passage quoted above), V. 3.45c (all on
similar break-off formulae); Lefkowitz (1991: 151-2).

So already the famous anecdote about Simonides (fr. s10 Page).

29 Cf. schol. Pi. P. 11.58a. The same idea may underlie the interpretation that Pindar had to write
a second ode (2. 5) in honour of the same victory, because the former (P. 4) contained a long
digression on the Argonauts (schol. Pi. P. 4.inscr. a (p. 92.14-16 Dr.), P. s.inscr.). Heath (1989:
160-1) argues that the digression is criticised for generic reasons. The two explanations need not be
mutually exclusive. Pindar is said to have chosen the wrong genre and the wrong subject-matter.
Cf. e.g. schol. S. OC 220, which praises Sophocles for the omission of genealogical information
and criticises Euripides for its inclusion (contrast schol. bT 7/ 20.2136 ex.). (In general see Chapter
3.)

The scholia’s phrase for this is 1) UT68eo1s TpokdTTEL: see Steinmann (1907: 52), (1987: 187-8,
with examples). See also the scholia referred to above (page 25), which praise the ‘economy’ of
individual tragedies, and schol. S. EL 1404 (Sophocles avoids the insertion of a messenger speech
by having Clytaemestra’s death-cries heard on stage and in the theatre; on this scholion see also
Chapter 19). Conversely, argum. E. Ph. (quoted in Chapter 2) considers the play full of fillers
(TrapaTTAN PWHATIKOV).
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genealogy.”” At the same time the term can also designate a parenthetical

remark (e.g. Achilles on the sceptre in //iad 1), the end of which is indi-
cated by a repetition (¢travéAnyis) of the last point before the parenthesis,
in order to mark the return.”” But an intervening short scene such as
Zeus instructing Apollo to remove Sarpedon’s body from the battlefield (ZZ.
16.666-83) is called (uikp&) TTapéxPaotis too (schol. bT 7/ 16.6664 ex.). In
this example, TrapéxBaois comes confusingly close to simple peT&Baois
(‘transition’). For the divine scene is integral to the plot. A similarly loose
application of TopékPaois can be found in schol. D 7/ 14.1, where the
term designates two entire books (sc. fliad 12-13), which describe, among
other things, how the Trojans break into the Greek camp!™*

In addition to the term TapéxPaocts, ancient sources also make use
of other compounds such as Tapadifyynois (cf. Arist. Rh. 1417a2) or
TaploTopeiv, where again the prefix mapa- indicates a distancing from
the main story.”’ The applications are equally varied as with TapékBacis
and include: the middle part in the ABC-scheme of Homeric killings,
which provides background information on the victim;"° other forms of
external analepsis;”’ the ‘non-essential’ parts of similes.”* The last example
is telling because, strictly speaking, the simile itself already ‘interrupts’ the
main narrative. The conclusion is that ‘digression’ is very broadly defined
in ancient scholarship and can comprise aspects which fall outside the
concept of plot and its ramifications as explored in the present chapter.

NOT TO DESTROY THE STORY

A similar conclusion applies to the group of scholia which argue that the
poet would have destroyed his story if he had done such and such. The most
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Nestor and Menelaus: Od. 3.130-95, 262312, 4.351-586, cf. schol. DE? Od. 1.284 (p. 116.17-19
Ludwich); Odysseus’ scar: Od. 19.393—466, cf. schol. PQV Od. 19.0; genealogies: schol. bT 7/
14.1140 ex. (quoted above); cf. also argum. A. PV (p. 65.6 Herington) on the use of the Prometheus
myth in Sophocles” Colchian Women, probably as an external analepsis (cf. TrGF IV pp. 316-17).
'3 Cf. schol. A /. 18.101-144 Nic., schol. E. Or. 1484, also schol. Hes. Th. 807sqq.

34 The same scholion seems to imply that this long TapékBoois covers no story time (see Chapter 2).

35 On TapékPaois and Tapadifynois as virtual synonyms see Volkmann (188s: 152); the attempt of
the Anonymus Seguerianus (ch. 61 Dilts-Kennedy = 61 Patillon) to differentiate between the two
terms remains isolated (Heath 1989: 94); on TrapioTopeiv see Meineke (on Steph. Byz. 258.2).

B¢ Cf. schol. bT I 13.171 ex., in bT 1L 20.383—5 ex. the term is ém&iynots. In schol. T 77 11.243¢" ex.
the same narrative element is explained as interruption (Tou) of the main narrative. On Homeric
ABC-schemes in general see Armstrong (1958) and Chapter 16.

57 Cf. schol. V Od. 21.38 (on Odysseus’ bow), schol. A /. 16.56 Nic. (Achilles on Briseis, which
combines external and internal analepsis), also Ps.Plut. Hom. 162.1 (cf. 169.5).

38 Cf. schol. bT /. 21.257—624 ex.
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frequent expression for ‘to destroy the story’ is AUgwv THv Urdfeorv.” It is
significant that the term in question is Uré8eo1s and not the more narrowly
defined oikovopia. Equally important, the actual examples frequently deal
with threats to the fabula in general, not to the present plot in particular.
For example, the premature death of Paris (schol. D 7/ 3.369) would deprive
the entire Trojan war of its raison d étre. It would make impossible any poem
about the war, not only the plot of the //iad in its extant form. The same
holds true for Electra committing suicide when she learns that Orestes is
allegedly dead (schol. S. EL 818).

Conversely, there are cases which arguably deal with the plot and not
the fabula. If Orestes and Electra recognised each other early in the play,
this would lead to a surprisingly short Electra, but the fabula as such could
stand.'*°

Still others are borderline cases, because the fabula would not & priori
become impossible, but considerable adaptation and redesigning of the
particular plot would become necessary. If, for example, Penelope learnt in
Odlyssey 4 that Odysseus’ return was imminent, a central element like the
revenge on the suitors could stand, but would require major modifications
of the plot.* The same would hold true if Tecmessa recognised Ajax’
intention to commit suicide (schol. S. Aj. 462) or if Oedipus believed
Tiresias (schol. S. OT'354). And if the other Cyclopes came to Polyphemus’
aid in Odyssey 9, the escape of Odysseus and his companions would become
very difficult indeed.'**

The conclusion is that the plot—fabula distinction plays no role in the
notes on AUelv Ty Utdbeotv, which simply argue that the story would
be destroyed. This aligns well with the generally broad meaning of the
word Utébeois. This, however, is not to say that the present chapter on
plot introduces a category which is foreign to ancient practice. Rather,
ancient critics are very similar to their modern successors in that they

39 Cf. Trendelenburg (1867: 78), Steinmann (1907: 49), (1987: 119). A less unequivocal expression has
it that the poet ‘puts in danger his story’ (¢l 6 émikivBuvov @épcov Thv Umdbeov, schol. bT 7L
7.262 ex.), a topic that is further explored in Chapter 5. Aristotle (Po. 1460a33) uses the expression
qvanpeiv TOV pUbov.

Cf. schol. S. El 82; conversely, not to have the two siblings recognise each other at all leads to
problems too (schol. S. EL 1174). A rather different type of ‘destruction’ is at stake in schol. S. 4.
389¢ (quoted above n. 49), according to which too explicit prolepses can ‘destroy the story’. Unlike,
say, the case of Paris’ premature death in the //iad, the risk here is that the reader loses interest. The
story does not become impossible but dull.

Cf. schol. PQ Od. 4.796 (Athena approaches Penelope in human disguise lest she be forced to
disclose Odysseus’ whereabouts).

Cf. schol. BQ O4. 9.399; cf. also the chorus’ commitment not to betray Phaedra (schol. E. Hipp.
713).
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easily combine narrowly defined terms with others. One may compare, for
instance, the use of ‘plot’ and ‘story’ in the present chapter.

CONCLUSION

The sheer length of this chapter is indicative of ancient scholars’ interest
in various questions concerning plot. Poets of traditional poetry such as
Homer and the tragedians must adhere to the traditional fabula, but are
at liberty to give their plots their individual shape. Plot, then, becomes
one of the central factors when a poet’s quality is being put to the test.
As a result, many of the notes collected in this chapter combine explana-
tion with (mostly positive) judgment. Ancient scholars frequently discuss
questions of plot and plot structure in general and the exact working of
narrative coherence in particular. The latter is the central thread of the
chapter, for it can be seen as the leading question on numerous occasions
and in connection with various phenomena such as motivation, logical
preparation, prolepsis, introduction of characters, transitions, changes of
scene and multiple storylines. General interest in the workings of narrative
coherence can be shown to be pervasive and old (it predates Aristotle).
A common denominator of these notes is the assumption, often implicit,
that plausible motivation and narrative coherence decisively help the reader
understand the text under discussion. More specifically, several of the com-
ments adduced above put considerable emphasis on ‘how exactly it is done’
and, consequently, provide important insights into the ‘laboratory’ of the
poet and of the critic who annotates the text. A recurrent method is the
attempt to develop standard principles for a particular poet or genre and
to assess the individual passage against the background of these principles
(cf. Introd. page 11). Not the least important result is the insight that the
conceptual distinctions made in this chapter (e.g. plot vs. fabula or moti-
vation vs. prolepsis) reflect ancient practice and do not impose modern
principles on ancient sources. Equally important: some notes make use of
what appears to be standard terminology, while others paraphrase the phe-
nomenon in question. This lends support to the methodological approach
chosen for this book (cf. Introd. page 3).



CHAPTER 2

Time

This chapter focuses on the question of how ancient scholars dealt with
the various temporal and chronological aspects of a literary text. The first
section reviews the several attempts to get to grips with the day structure
of a narrative text (the //iad in particular). Such a day structure is an
aspect of a text’s story time (erzihlte Zeit), in the narrower sense of the
word: that is, the story time that spans from the first to the last event of
a narrative text (in the case of the //iad: the fifty-one days from Chryses’
arrival to Hector’s burial). In this narrower sense, story time does not take
into account the timespan of the events that are incorporated by means
of external analepsis (events that precede the //iad) and external prolepsis
(events that follow the //iad). Given the relevance of story time, the second
section examines ancient notions of the relation between story time and
narrative time (Erzéihlzeit), that is, the time it actually takes to tell this story.
As we shall see, some critics deny that there is an immediate one-to-one
correlation between the two. The insight that textual representation need
not be identical with ‘how it actually happened’ can also be gathered from
the argument that sequentially recounted events in a narrative text must at
times be understood as happening in fact simultaneously. The treatment of
simultaneous events is discussed in the third section. Next, a particular type
of simultaneous event — an action is recounted in the foreground in order to
cover the time needed for a second action in the background — is dealt with
in the fourth section on ‘fill-in technique’. The last section, ‘anachronies’,
discusses several forms of narrative that breach the chronological order of
events.

DAY STRUCTURE
Several indications in ancient sources point to the existence of a sys-

tem which describes the temporal structure of the //iad by counting and
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numbering the days of the poem." The system of determining the //iad’s
story time goes back at least to the Alexandrian scholars, who were in
disagreement over the exact number of days. An important testimony is
the assessment of the day that begins in //iad 2.48 (= day twenty-two,
according to modern calculation, see n. 1):

TPOS (TOV) TEOV fiuepddy &pibudy, 8T TpiTn kai elkooTn Séka v UEXPL TS
unvidos, dxdeka TGV Beddov év Aiblomia dvtwv. 1) 88 dvaToAn olTn TpiTn Kol
eikooTn éoTwv. (schol. A 71 2.484 Ariston.)

<The diple> refers to the number of days, because this is the twenty-third: ten
until the wrath [i.e. the confrontation between Achilles and Agamemnon in the
assembly], twelve for the gods’ stay in Ethiopia. This sunrise is the twenty-third.

This is generally believed to be an argument against Zenodotus, whose
figure differs, probably by two (i.e. day twenty-one instead of twenty-three,
as in Aristarchus’ analysis).

The arithmetical details are not entirely clear, but the question may be
summarised as follows:” after the assembly of the Greek army that leads to
the quarrel of Achilles and Agamemnon (= day ten), Thetis meets with
Achilles and informs him (1.425) that she cannot intervene on his behalf
before the gods return from their twelve-day stay with the Ethiopians.
When does this twelve-day period begin? According to the testimony of
the 7abula Iliaca from Paris,” Zenodotus argued that it begins on day nine,
because Thetis says “Zeus went yesterday (1.424). To Zenodotus’ mind,
book 1 therefore comprises twenty days. The twenty-first begins in 2.48,
and éx Toio (1.493) does not refer to Thetis’ meeting with Achilles (= day
ten), but to the ‘actual’ departure of the gods (= day nine). Aristarchus’
scheme apparently differs by two days.* He did not accept Zenodotus’
argument about ‘yesterday’ and was of the opinion that ék Tolo refers
to the day that immediately precedes the day on which it is ‘spoken’.’
According to Aristarchus, &k Tofo refers to the day when the embassy

' For modern versions of the /liad’s day structure see e.g. Ameis, Hentze and Cauer (1913: 144, for
books 1—7 only) or Latacz (2002: 152), whose figures will provide the point of reference in the
discussion of the differences between Zenodotus and Aristarchus (see below).

* Cf. Diintzer (1848: 194-8), L. Friedlinder (1853: 57-8), Nickau (1972: 36-8).

3 The tabula is dated to the first century AD; text and discussion in Sadurska (1964: 52~5).

4 On the proviso that the relevant A-scholia actually represent his view, which is debated (see Nickau
1972: 37).

5 The second point is supported by schol. A /. 1.477a Ariston.: é11 Tfj £fis ék Tfis XpUonskatépyxovTad.
7 8¢ &vagopd &Trd THs oTUELTEWS PGS TOV TV Nuepddv &p1Bpdv (‘<The diple,> because they
[sc. the embassy under Odysseus’ command] return from Chryse the next day. The reference of the
sign is to the number of days’). In other words, this day had been ignored in other calculations.
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returns from Chryse (= day eleven). Consequently, the two calculations
differ by two days.°

A third reconstruction of the day structure probably forms the back-
ground of schol. bT 7/ 1.4936 ex., which refers &k Toio to Thetis’ meeting
with Achilles (= day ten). This leads to a total of twenty-one days for book
1, which is the figure given in the hypothesis of P. Achmim 2.7 Although it
is impossible now to identify the source of this figure, it may well be that
several opinions on the number of days were current in Aristarchus’ time
and that the A-scholion quoted above is not as specifically anti-Zenodotean
as is generally assumed.”

Perhaps more important than the question as to which of the three figures
is accurate is the observation that it appears to be common practice to
establish a scheme for the //iad’s story time. This observation is supported
by another scholion, which indicates that the third day of fighting (// books
11-18) is day fifteen since Achilles withdrew in anger from the battlefield.
(Before re-entering the battle, Achilles anticipates that the Trojans will
realise ‘how long’ he has been absent. How long exactly?)

SexamévTe ydp elow fiugpar ouv ais of Beoi eis AibroTriov SitTpuyav. (schol. A
1l 18.125a Porph. (?))°

For it [sc. the period of Achilles” wrath] is fifteen days including those which the
gods spent with the Ethiopians.

The probable source of this note, Porphyry, twice refers to the fifteen-day
period.”® In the second case, he expressly divides the fifteen days into twelve
(absence of gods) and three (fighting)." The latter figure three is difficult to
reconcile with the Homeric text. For the story time of books 2 to 18 covers
four or five days (see below), three of which are days of fighting. Porphyry,
and probably already Aristarchus, seems to have ignored the period of the
truce (7.381—482) and counted only the actual days of fighting. This may
have been facilitated by the practice of referring to the ‘first, second, etc.

¢ Zenodotus’ and Aristarchus’ atheteses in book 1 do not affect the day structure.

7 Text reprinted in van Rossum-Steenbeek (1998: 246).

8 Eustathius (171.4-15 = 1.263.13—25) explains all three calculations, but does not attribute them to
specific authorities.

2 This must be read against the background of the question whether ‘long’ is strictly speaking true.
This has implications for the relation between narrative time and story time, discussed below.

1 Cf. Porph. on /. 14.304—6 (Il 196.16-17 Schr.), on 7/. 18.125 (II 222.12-13).

" This distinction, which is reflected in schol. bT 7/ 18.1256 ex. and in Eustathius (1134.59—6o
= 4.149.13-16), is important, because it thwarts the attempt to reconcile the fifteen days with
Zenodotus’ scheme. All the sources which mention the fifteen days agree that the starting-point of
Achilles’ wrath is 1.488, i.e. day eleven.
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battle’, i.e. to the first, second, etc. day of fighting.”” Porphyry’s figure
fifteen is not the only calculation offered by ancient critics for the relevant
part of the liad, as can be gathered from a T-scholion. (The point of
reference is another mention of Achilles’ wrath on the same third day of
fighting as above.)

Tl fv peTa TS TTapouons fuépas EkkaldekaTn: Tpos TO &v Tf H {NTnua.
(schol. T 1. 16.2026 ex.)"

<Note> that this was, including the present day, the sixteenth [sc. day of Achilles’
wrath]. Cf. the problem in book 7.

This critic does not show explicit awareness of Porphyry’s divergent
figure, but he is likely to have it in mind, because he too is commenting on
the duration of Achilles’ wrath. He probably intends to correct Porphyry’s
figure. More difficult is the question what exactly he means by ‘the problem
in book 7’. Bergk (followed hesitatingly by Erbse ad loc.) connects it with
7.421-3 (the sun is said to rise to heaven, after dawn has already been
described in 7.381). This passage does play a role in the discussion about
the numbers of days, but it only adds another problem to the two sunrises
which are ignored in Porphyry’s calculation. If, therefore, the interpretation
above is correct and the critic has Porphyry’s inaccurate figure in mind,
it seems more likely that ‘the problem in book 7’ refers to the entire
truce period (7.381—482). The question is further complicated by the fact
that modern calculations actually posit two days for the truce period with
another sunrise in 7.433, bringing the total to seventeen.”* The most one
can say is that the T-scholion comes closer to the truth than Porphyry and,
more importantly, shows that the matter was the subject of intense study.

The same holds true for another set of bT-scholia. (The context is the
question as to why Homer did not mention Asteropacus in the Trojan
Catalogue in book 2.)

TS, paoi, TEd TévTe Nuepdv TOV KatdAoyov moinoduevos Aotepotaiov
TTOPEALTTE, AéyouTa PNTS [sc. 21.156] Tpo 1 Tiuepddy EAnAubéva; (schol. bT L
21.140 ex.)”

2 Cf. schol. bT 7/ 2.480 ex. (first battle), bT 7/ 3.411—2 ex. (second battle), bT 7/ 21.184 ex. (fourth
battle), also bT 7/ 11.3132 ex. (previous, i.e. second battle) and Eust. (825.35 = 3.133.12, third day of
fighting).

3 Eustathius (1054.16-17 = 3.833.8—11) duly records this objection and admits that, if it is right, his
figures elsewhere need to be adjusted.

4 Ancient atheteses of lines in book 7, as far as they are known, do not affect the day structure.

5 The same question, but a different explanation, can be found in schol. T /. 21.156 ex. (see Chapter
1). Incidentally, the scholion quoted above in the main text amusingly confounds story time and
narrative time when it has Homer compose the Catalogue ‘five days earlier’ (cf. below).
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Why, they [sc. critics] ask, did he [sc. Homer] omit Asteropaeus when he composed
the Catalogue five days earlier, if he now explicitly says that he returned eleven
days ago?

With his ‘five days’ this scholar is in agreement with modern calculations,
and again in implicit disagreement both with Porphyry and the T-scholion
above.

In addition to these scholia, which explicitly discuss the arithmetic of
the day structure, others show that it was quite normal to think of the
content of the //iad in terms of days. One scholion first discusses the burial
customs of the Greek army before Troy and then gives an outline of the
second half of the poem:

elTa y pagel pépav eis TNV ToU MaTpdkAou ESoSov TeAeuTdoQV. T BE €TiovUoT)
AY1AAeUs ECelol, Kal T& TaUTy EXOMEVa ypdgel. iTa KaToAaBouons EoTrépas
gis T& “ExkTopos AUTpa 7 TAics TeAeuTd. (schol. b 77 1.4d ex.)

Then [i.e. after the second day of fighting] he [sc. Homer] describes the day which
ends with Patroclus’ sortie. The next day Achilles will march out to battle, and
he [sc. Homer] recounts the events which follow that day. Then, as the evening
comes on, the //iad ends with ‘the ransom of Hector’.

This and other scholia (see also n. 12) illustrate the general ancient
practice of using the day structure of the /liad as a common point of
reference, while modern scholars are probably more inclined to refer to
books."”

A last group of examples adds another aspect to the general picture seen
so far. (Frightened by the Lycian attack under Sarpedon’s command, the
Athenian leader Menestheus is looking for support. Finally, he perceives
the two Ajaxes and Teucer leaving his quarters ‘just now’ (véov).)

6 A numbering of the epic’s days can also be found for the Odyssey: see in particular P. Schubart 3
(= P. Berol. 9571 recto, II/II AD, reprinted with corrections in AFP 16, 1958, 118-19), which offers a
fairly detailed outline of forty days for the Odjssey that mostly agrees with modern calculations (e.g.
Ameis, Hentze and Cauer 1920: x). Conversely, schol. HPQ Od. 8.0 speaks of day twenty-three,
while the papyrus and modern calculations consider it day thirty-three (perhaps a corruption in
the scholion of xy [= 23] for Ay [= 33]). For other calculations see also schol. bT 7/ 24.31 ex.
on the last twelve days of the //iad. Modern calculations for the Odyssey differ between forty (see
above) and forty-one days (e.g. de Jong 2001: §88). The question depends on how, based on 17.515,
one reconstructs the chronology of the Odysseus- and Telemachus-storylines in books 13-15 (well
summarised by Eisenberger 1973: 91 n. 1, whose arguments, however, are not unsurmountable); see
also Olson (1995: 91-119).

'7 This latter practice is of course found in the scholia too, as schol. T /. 16.2024 ex. (quoted above)
proves. Even more common is the reference to single episodes (e.g. the marshalling of the troops,
epipolesis, or the battle at the (Greek) wall, zeichomachia, etc.), which may or may not coincide with
the book-division.
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oUk eikf} TO “véov”: xBts ydp &Tpcdfn Ud “Extopos [cf. 8.324—9]" vewoTi olv
TrpofiAfe Tfis oxnViis, 6pddv TOV kivBuvov. (schol. bT I 12.3364 ex.)™

‘Just now’ is not gratuitous. For yesterday he [sc. Teucer] was wounded by Hector.
So just now he came out of the tent, seeing the danger.

The scholion not only refers to Teucer’s wounding in temporal terms,
but the word ‘yesterday’ itself is also remarkable, because the critic seems
to imagine the present scene so vividly that the previous day becomes

‘yesterday’. A similar point can be made about the critics who speak,
>’ 19

though less vividly, of ‘the next day’.

STORY TIME VS. NARRATIVE TIME

The distinction between story time (erzihlte Zeit) and narrative time
(Erzéhlzeit) is not explicitly drawn in ancient sources. There are, how-
ever, indications that ancient critics were well aware of the difference. A
prime testimony is the discussion about the chronology of the events in
books 11-15 of the //iad. Of particular relevance is the beginning of book
14, where Nestor becomes aware of the shouting soldiers. He interrupts
the ‘drinking party’ with Machaon, which begins in 11.618—43, and leaves
his quarters in order to do something about it. Taken at face value, the
following D-scholion seems to attest to ancient irritation about Nestor’s
shameless behaviour:

eCHTnTal 88 dds 6 NéoTwp &l ToooUTov Tivel Xpdvov, &pSauevos &trd T&Y
tox&rwv THis AdPda. (schol. D 7/ 14.1)

8 Cf. schol. bT 7/ 1.225¢ ex. (‘the day before’, with reference to the second and third days of fighting),
bT 7. 13.745—6¢ ex. (‘yesterday’ (also in the Homeric text), same reference), bT 7. 14.46—7 ex. (‘the
day before’, same reference; the critic perhaps takes exception to Agamemnon saying ‘once’ (TToT’),
whereas it was ‘only the day before’; similar argument in schol. A 7/. 8.108a Ariston.), AbT II. 15.470a
Ariston. (‘the day before’, same reference), bT 7/ 21.140 ex. (‘five days earlier’, quoted above); see
also schol. A 7/ 19.49a Ariston., which argues that Diomedes, Odysseus and others received their
wounds ‘the day before’ (SeuTtepaiot); correct would be ‘two days ago’.

9 Cf. schol. b /. 1.4d ex. (quoted above), A I/. 8.475—6 Ariston. (‘the next day’, with reference to the
second and third days of fighting), A 1. 9.709a Ariston. (ditto), Ps.Plut. Hom. 108.5 (‘the day after’,
with reference to the third and fourth days of fighting). The only explicit reference to ‘tomorrow’
(and, incidentally, ‘yesterday’) does not seem to be meant literally: x8&s y&p Gearrad foav Tfis udyns,
Kol Ewbev p1hoveikoUot Trepi “Extopos (‘yesterday, they [sc. the gods] were spectators of the fight,
and tomorrow they quarrel about Hector: schol. bT /. 23.2064 ex.). This is likely to refer to the
gods first watching Achilles pursue Hector (22.166) and then quarrelling about the destiny of his
body (24.32—77), which happens on days twenty-seven and forty-one respectively. The critic seems
to comment with a rhetorical hyperbole on the gods swiftly changing their minds. This is meant to
explain why, as Iris claims in her speech to Zephyrus and the other winds, they have unexpectedly
gone to the Ethiopians.
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Question: how could Nestor have been drinking for such a long time, having
begun at the end of book 1r?

The basis of the objection is an assumed one-to-one correlation between
story time and narrative time (regardless of whether the objection is raised
in all seriousness or simply forms the ostensible foil for the subsequent
refutation): Nestor has been drinking for approximately 1,500 lines, that
is, several hours! The same objection applies mutatis mutandis to Patroclus
staying first with Nestor and then treating Eurypylus’ wound (narrated in
11.809—48 and completed in 15.390—404). In Patroclus’ case his behaviour
seems contrary to his intention to return quickly to Achilles. A bT-scholion
formulates the problem and suggests a remarkable answer:

s B¢ émiAabopevos AxiIAAéws ToooUTov Ypovov S1dyel; 7| oU TTOAUS pév
Xpovos, T& 8¢ yeyovdTa molkida v dAly e kaipd. (schol. bT /. 15.390 ex.)

Why is he [sc. Patroclus], having forgotten Achilles, spending so much time? Or,
the duration [sc. of his absence] is not actually long, but many different things
happen in a short period of time.

The solution offered here rejects a direct correlation between story time
and narrative time. The number of lines (narrative time) is not indicative
of the duration of the events recounted in these lines, but of the variety of
things that happen during what is in fact a short time. A similar explanation
is given in another scholion on the same problem:

€l B& ETIUNKEDTEPA YEyovey 1) ETTIUEAEIX, UT) Baupdons: Siapdpous yap Tpdéels
gv &vi Aéye kaupd &dUvartov. (schol. AbT 7/ 12.1-24 ex.)

Do not be surprised if the treatment [sc. of Eurypylus by Patroclus] is of greater
length. It is impossible to recount different actions at one and the same time.

This scholion also rejects an immediate correlation between story time
and narrative time.”® Its explanation implies that a linear form of art such
as literature cannot present simultaneous events in literal simultaneity, but
must narrate them in successive order (see below).

A further refutation of an immediate correlation between story time
and narrative time can be found in a scholion which comments on the
discrepancy between the speed of the ‘real event’ as compared with the

2% Other scholia explain the Eurypylus scene in terms of motivation: schol. T /. 11.8094 ex., bT II.
11.8094 ex. The former does seem to perceive a correlation between story time and narrative time.
It argues that Patroclus” immediate return to Achilles would make the battle around the Greek wall
(teichomachia: 12.35-471) impossible (sim. schol. bT 7/ 11.677-761 ex.). In a way, the Eurypylus scene
is seen here as an instance of what will be discussed below, though with slightly different parameters:
the delay of Patroclus’ return to Achilles so to speak creates a gap into which the zeichomachia can

fall.
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leisure of poetic discourse. (The Trojans close in on Nestor. Diomedes
comes to his rescue and ‘speaks to him the winged words’, a speech of ten
lines.)

T& P&V TPy BOTA TEYI0TA Yéyovey, 1) & TGV Adywv oXoAnN ToinTIKT. (schol.
bT 7/ 8.101 ex., probably commenting on the entire speech: in T the scholion is
written above the opening address, see Erbse ad loc.)

The action [sc. Diomedes addressing Nestor] happened most quickly, but the
leisurely speed of the words is typical of poetry.

Though somewhat naively realistic in tendency, this note once again
rejects a correlation between the length of the narrative and that of the
action. In ‘reality’ it all happened much faster.

Although the solution offered in the D-scholion that raises the problem
about the length of Nestor’s drinking (quoted in part above) does not itself
argue with a direct view to the opposition of story time vs. narrative time,
it nevertheless deserves to be quoted here, because it sheds light on other
aspects of the topic “Time’:

pnTéov, OTL oU ToooUTov Xpodvov Emivey, &AN “Ounpos KaTd TopékBaotv
&y yeidas Tés wpdéels BouAnbeis Te i TOV NéoTopa peTaPfivan TéAw, &ro
TaUTNS Tfis TpdEews fipEaTo &P flomep aUTOV KaTéAerTre TrotoUvTa. (schol. D
1l 14.1)

One must point out that he [sc. Nestor] had not been drinking for such a long
time, but Homer, who related the events [sc. of books 12-13] in a digression and
intended to come back again to Nestor, began with the action he [sc. Nestor] had
been engaged with when he [sc. Homer] left him [sc. in 11.804].

This critic offers the following solution to Nestor’s apparent lack of
self-control. Books 12 and 13 are said to be a digression (cf. Chapter 1),
which normally brings the main story to a temporary halt.”" Consequently,
when the narrator finally returns to the main story, he picks up Nestor
where he had left him. Nestor’s behaviour is unobjectionable, because, the
note implies, digressions do not take up story time. The critic probably
overstrains the concept ‘digression’ when he attaches this label to the crucial
events of books 12 and 13, since these describe, among other things, how
the Trojans break into the Greek camp. But his explanation is a welcome
supplement to our knowledge about ancient concepts of time in narrative:
digressions do not take up story time. The narrator returns to the point
where he had left the main story.

* That is, a ‘pause’: the narrative time does not take up any story time (Niinlist and de Jong 2000:
s.v., with lit.).
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To come back to story time vs. narrative time: Achilles” point about ‘how
long’ he had been absent from the battlefield gave rise to a discussion of
the exact duration of his absence (see above). In this connection, one critic
implicitly blurs the distinction between story time and narrative time:

TOV B¢ dAlyov X podvov TToAUY fyeiTal S1& TO “mrobéeoke & &UTHV Te T(T) SAeudy
T€” [11. 1.492]. &AA& Kad & TTOINTAS PNoL “Bnpodv Bt udyns EmémauTt’ dheyeviis”
[19.46], oU Trpds Tas TPEls fuépas, AN TIPS THV TTOIKIAIAY TGV oUPPOPEdY
&popdov. (schol. T 7/ 18.1254" ex., similarly b)

He [sc. Achilles] considered the short period [sc. the three days of fighting] long,
as is shown by ‘he [sc. Achilles] longed always for the clamour and fighting’. But
the poet also says ‘he stayed so long from the sorrowful battlefield’, not with a
view to the three days, but to the variety of their misfortunes.

Despite the explicit reference to I/ 1.492, the prior assumption is that
Achilles’ longing concerns the three days of fighting only. Read against this
background, ‘long’ is indeed in need of an explanation. One possibility is
a psychologising AUots &k ToU Trpoocytou (see Chapter 4): to a bellicose
character such as Achilles even three days appear long (similar argument:
schol. bT 7L 9.247 ex., but from the perspective of the suffering Greeks).
The critic questions such an interpretation with reference to the narrator’s
similar statement in 19.46. He then wriggles out of the dilemma by referring
to the abundance of things that happened, which, in his view, gives the
impression of a period longer than three days (cf. Heraclitus A/ 8.7-8, for
whom the many events of the ‘long day’ in books 11-18 are an indication
that the action takes place in the summer, when the days are long). Strictly
speaking, this confounds the distinction between story time and narrative
time drawn in other scholia (cf. also n. 15 above), especially because the
critic attributes this reasoning to the poet himself. However, it may well be
that the critic does not refute the distinction as such, but makes a virtue of
necessity in order to remove the apparent inconsistency.

Two further examples convey a remarkable conception of the relation
between story time and narrative time. (After Thetis’ promise to go to see
Zeus on Achilles’ behalf, the narrative returns to Odysseus’ embassy to

Chryse.)

OTrws un T1) Ths O£T1805 &TraAAaryf) ouvayn ThHv émrdvodov, S1& péoou BEAAeL
T& katd TOV 'O8uccta, pdvov olxi Adyw KaTapeTpnoas Tov &l Xpuonv
TAoUv. (schol. bT 1/ 1.4306 ex.)

In order not to connect Thetis” ascent [sc. to Olympus] with her departure [sc.
from Achilles], he [sc. Homer] puts Odysseus’ mission in the middle, all but
measuring out the journey to Chryse by his account.
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What this critic seems to be saying is that Homer’s in-depth description
of the embassy comes close to equalling its actual duration, that, in other
words, story time and narrative time are virtually identical. This is an
exaggeration, perhaps criticising the poet tongue in cheek for the detailed
account, but it nevertheless adumbrates the notion of zeitdeckendes Erzihlen
(i.e. narrative time equates story time) in a remarkable way.”> Another note
even argues that the verbal representation takes longer than the action
itself. (Pandarus’ ominous shot is meticulously described in no fewer than
twenty-two lines (4.105—26).)

&ANX &pa ETetvey kad 0UTws &pfikev, o¥ Tpos TNV T6V Adywv &enynotv. (schol.

bT 7l 4.1136 ex.)

But at the same time as he [sc. Pandarus] was drawing his bow, he thus shot the
arrow, not as described in this passage.

This critic describes what modern scholars would call ‘retardation’ (or
‘slowing down’), that is, the narrative time is greater than the story time,
because the event receives a detailed description. Conversely, the opposite
effect of ‘acceleration’ can be achieved by the narrator when he quickly
‘runs through’ (rapaTpéyev) the events in question.” The retardation in
the Pandarus scene is achieved by ‘slowing down’ the narration of the single
event by means of a detailed description. This type of retardation must be
kept separate from the instances where the narrator postpones a particular
event by the insertion of other scenes.”* Such an insertion causes a ‘delay’
(Brotpi1Pry: e.g. schol. T 7/ 11.369—95 ex.) which, in the case of tragedy, is
mostly uncalled-for (see Chapter 1).

If the above critic says that Pandarus drew and shot ‘at the same time’, this
is another way of saying that the whole scene was a matter of seconds, one

> The scholion’s point on variation by means of change of scene is discussed in Chapter s.

» Cf. e.g. schol. bT 7/ 7.435 ex. (on the summary account about the construction of the Greek wall),
bT 7/. 8.78 ex. (on the compressed description of several Greek commanders yielding to the Trojan
attack), T 7/ 11.3006" ex. (sim. b; on the concise catalogue of Hector’s victims), bT /. 18.610 ex. (on
the summary description of Hector’s funeral), T 7/. 22.2634 ex. (on the brevity of Achilles’ similes).
Some of these notes display a pro-Greek attitude (cf. the recommendation by Theon II 80.2—7
Spengel). On brevity in general see also Chapter 9.

Cf. e.g. schol. bT . 14.0 ex.: kaBeAcov TO TeTK0s 6 ToINTNs [on such expressions see Excursus at
the end of Chapter 4] kai ToUs Tpddas eiocayaycov kal dvadwoas Ta&s TOAASs évepyeias TGOV
Aoy v Trepl TTTOUATE, TNV £l Tais vauoi pdynv Utreptifeton 81 NéoTopos kai Tfis ToU Aids
kounoews (‘having brought down the wall [sc. 7. 12.442-66] and having led the Trojans in [sc.
into the Greek camp: 12.467-8] and having used up many powerful words over the deaths [sc. in 7/
13], the poet postpones the battle around the ships [cf. 7/. 15.346—746] by means of Nestor and the
sexual intercourse of Zeus’); see also schol. bT /L 13.1—7 ex. (on Zeus directing his attention away
from the battlefield and its consequences), bT /L 16.64 ex. (on Patroclus’ sortie) and the scholia
discussed in Chapter s. A collection of relevant scholia can be found in Griesinger (1907: 76).

2.

EN
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action following immediately upon the other. Truly simultaneous scenes
are the topic of the next section.

SIMULTANEOUS EVENTS

Homer’s treatment of simultaneous events has already been the subject of
schol. AbT 7/ 12.1-24 ex. (quoted above), and it is time to consider this
question more systematically. Just as the topic is prominent in modern
scholarship, so it has left important traces in ancient scholarship too.”
The topic is touched upon already by Aristotle in his Poetics, but with the
brevity that is typical of this treatise:*°

gxel 8¢ Trpos TO EmekTeiveobal TO péyebos TTOAU T1 1) émroTrotiar 1810V i1 TO v
uev T Tporywdia ur dvdéxeobar dua TpaTTOMEV TTOAAN HéPT PipeioBar dAAK
TS &1l TS oKNVT)s Kol TGOV UTTOKPLTGOV pépos povov: v 8¢ Tf) émoTrotia d1& T
S ynotv eivan o Tl TTOAAG pépn &ua TTOLETY Trepalvopeva, Ug cov oikeiwv dvTov
aveTon 6 ToU o uaTos 8ykos. (Arist. Po. 1459b22-8)

Epic poetry, however, for the extension of its size, has a feature peculiar to it alone,
since in tragedy it is impossible to represent many parts of the action as happening
at the same time, but only possible to show the part performed on the stage and
involving the actors. In epic poetry, on the contrary, since it involves narration,
one can portray many parts taking place at once; and, provided these are relevant,
the weight of the poem is increased. (trans. Lundon)

Aristotle builds on his principal distinction between the genres of narra-
tive and dramatic poetry and explains that only narrative poetry allows for
the presentation of simultaneous events. Thus, the presence of simultane-
ous events in Homer is in principle acknowledged, but Aristotle does not
further explore the details, because he is primarily concerned with the basic
difference between the two genres. The details of presenting simultaneous
events are discussed among others by Aristarchus and his pupils. They
argue that narrative poetry cannot literally present various events simul-
taneously. The implicit contrast seems to be non-linear forms of art such
as painting, which allow strict simultaneity. Conversely, the narrative poet
is forced to present one event after the other.”” Accordingly, sequentially

» Ancient scholarship is discussed by Bachmann (1904: 7-8), Griesinger (1907: 72—4), Roemer (1912:
270), Erbse (1979: 54), N. J. Richardson (1980: 267), Rengakos (1995: 5—8) and in particular Lundon
(2002a). The topic was re-introduced into modern scholarship most prominently by Zielinski
(1899—1901).

26 The passage is mentioned by Mehmel (1940: 78 n. 7), who, however, wrongly claims that ‘wir bei
den hellenistischen Homerkritikern nichts dergleichen lesen’.

*7 At first glance, there seems to be a contradiction between Aristotle, who acknowledges the presence
of simultaneous scenes in epic poetry, and Aristarchus, who denies it. In reality, the contradiction
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narrated events must sometimes be interpreted as simultaneous.”® A chief
witness is a papyrus commentary from the first century BC (P. Oxy. 1086).
(Iliad 2 narrates, among other things, the missions of Dream and Iris.)

Bl 8¢ voeiv 6[T]1 ka[T al] TdV TOV Y pdvov ToU dveipou T1 k(ai) alTn &TréoTaA-
Tal & 8¢ ToInTNS SN yNUaTIKOS v, [0]¥ duvdpevos &(ua) TavTa elreiv, T&
KaT& TOV (aUTOV) Xpdvov TpoaxBévTa apd pépos eipnkev. (schol. pap. /7 2.788,
p. 169 Erbse, suppl. Lundon)*?

It is to be noted that she [sc. Iris] too was sent out at the very time of the dream
[sc. /I 2.6-16], but the poet, narrative poet that he is and thus unable to recount
all things at once, has related events that took place at the same time one after the
other. (transl. Lundon)

The dispatch of the destructive Dream is narrated at the beginning of
book 2, whereas Iris does not descend to the Trojans until lines 786—7.
In ‘reality’, the Aristarchean commentator argues, the two were sent off
simultaneously.’® Unlike, say, a painter, Homer is bound by the linearity
of his narrative and is therefore forced to present simultaneous events by
means of the successive alternation of two narrative stretches (Trap& pépos).

The phrase oU Suvépevos &ua mévTa eitelv (which may be a rhetorical
topos: Andoc. 1.8) and similar expressions recur several times in the scholia.
(The beginning of //iad 22 presents in sequence Achilles’ approach on the
battlefield, the supplications of Priam and Hecuba from the walls, and
Hector’s indecision whether to stay or to withdraw.)

U@ gv mévTa TpdTTeTan of pév déovTan [cf. 11 22.33-91], 6 B¢ Emeiow [cf. 22.21-
32, 131], 6 B¢ diohoyileTon [cf. 22.98-130]. Spax 8 T&vTa Adyev ABUvaTov.
(schol. bT 7/ 22.131 ex.)*

is only apparent and due to the different contexts of the relevant passages. If asked, Aristotle would
no doubt have agreed that there is no literal simultaneity in narrative texts (Lundon 2002a: 586).
In modern scholarship this is usually known as (the second part of) ‘Zielinski’s law’. In this con-
nection, it is worth pointing out that one of Zielinski’s prime examples, the allegedly simultaneous
dispatches of Iris and Apollo in /liad 15, is interpreted differently in schol. bT 7/ 15.157 ex.: Homer
organises the Iris—Poseidon scene TpemévTeos Téwy, fva &mooThcas Tov TTooelddva Tis p&yns
TéTe TTapopunon Tov ‘ExTopa Si& ToU AmdAAwvos (‘very appropriately, so that, affer having
removed Poseidon from the battlefield, he #hen rouses Hector by means of Apollo’). Most modern
scholars now defend an interpretation similar to the one given in the scholion. The sequence is real
sequence, not disguised simultaneity.

» The papyrus commentary is likely to represent the views of Aristarchus, who is often expressly
mentioned (see Lundon 2002b: 42).

This interpretation is rejected by schol. bT /L 2.6¢ ex. (van Thiel p. Lundon 2002a: 584 n. 10).
Cf. schol. AbT 7/ 12.1-24 ex. (quoted above), A Il. 12.2 Ariston. (Eurypylus’ treatment and the
teichomachia are simultaneous), T /. 12.1996 ex. (Asius’ attack and the deliberations of the Trojan
army are simultaneous; probably based on éppa—Téppa in 12.195-6), T Il 22.437a ex. (same
reference as scholion quoted in the main text); see also A 7/ 5.282 Nic., where, however, the
relevance of T& y&p &ua y1wopeva ob Suvatdv &ua AéyeoBal is not easy to detect.

28

30

3
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Everything is happening at once: they [sc. Priam and Hecuba] are supplicating, he
[sc. Achilles] is approaching, and he [sc. Hector] is deliberating. To say everything
at once is impossible.

The three events which precede the final duel between Hector and
Achilles are narrated in sequential order, but must be understood as hap-
pening simultaneously. As a representative of a linear form of art Homer
cannot but proceed according to the sequence of his narrative.

Other scholia simply point out the simultaneity of sequentially narrated
events, without explicitly referring to the poet’s inability to say everything
at once. In two cases the critic’s main concern is the ‘synchronisation’ of
the actions on the divine and human levels. The assembly of the gods (/L
4.1-73) coincides with Aphrodite’s rescue of Paris from certain death at the
hands of Menelaus (3.374-82).”> And when Poseidon perceives that Aeneas’
life is in danger, his decision, speech and descent (20.291-320) must take
place simultaneously if the god is to rescue him in time.”

Two further notes (both on book 10) deserve attention. They both state

that the linear sequence of the text does not reflect ‘reality’. Although the
dispatches of the two night expeditions (Odysseus and Diomedes, Dolon)
are narrated one after the other (10.180-298 and 299-339), the three spies,
in fact, are said to set out at the same time:
1) S1TTAR, &T1 oUy dos 1) T&OV Emrddv Exel T&EIS, oUTw Kol T Tp&ypaTa: o¥ y&p
TpoeANAUBSTWY 78N TV Trepl OBuoota Kahel ToUs TpoPouious 6 “ExkTwp,
A& ko &V Kaipov kai 6 Ay apéuvaov: oUTw yap kal éauTols cuptrecovTal oi
&mreoTaApévol” 816 Kad GvTISIoTOATIKGS Aéyel “oUdt uny oudt 6 “ExTwp elace
Tous Tpdas ebdev”. [cf. /. 10.299—300]. (schol. A I/. 10.299a Ariston.)

The diple, because the order of the text does not correspond to that of the events.
Hector does not summon his counsellors after Odysseus and Diomedes’* have
already set out, but at the same time as Agamemnon. And so it comes about that
the parties dispatched will run into one another. That is why the poet opposes one
scene to the other: ‘nor indeed did Hector let the Trojans sleep’. (transl. Lundon)

In addition to the point about the chronology of the two scenes itself,
the wording of the scholion is remarkable. It expressly contrasts the verbal
taxis with that of the events (on zaxis see below). The argument itself is
based on a ‘naturalistic’ reading of the passage. Unless dispatched roughly
at the same time, the two parties will miss each other, or one will reach the

3> Cf. schol. bT /. 4.14 ex. The critic in question does not explain where the other intervening
scenes (conversation between Helen and Paris, Agamemnon declaring Menelaus the winner) come
chronologically.

33 Cf. schol. bT 7/ 20.292 ex.

34 For this translation of oi epi O8uoota see Lundon (2002a: 588 n. 20).
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goal before the departure of the other. A similar ‘synchronisation’ can be
found in a scholion on the rising of Agamemnon (10.3—24) and Menelaus

(10.25-33):

KT TOV aUTOV Kaipdy TG Ayauéuvovi. AN & ToInTNS TG PacIAIKWTEPW
TPOCT &Tévelue TNV TPoTépaw T&EW ToU Adyou. (schol. A 7. 10.254 ex.)

<Menelaus gets up> at the same time as Agamemnon, but the poet gave the first
place in his text to the more kingly character. (transl. Lundon)

This critic adds a new dimension to the question in that he not only
considers the two events simultaneous, but also gives an explanation for
their sequence in the text. His motivation can be found in other scholia
which discuss the chronology of the passages. They argue that Menelaus
actually took action before his brother,” probably on the grounds that
Menelaus calls on Agamemnon and not vice versa. This may seem to beto-
ken a literary critic equipped with a stopwatch. It is, however, remarkable,
because it implicitly contradicts a firmly based principle of modern (and,
perhaps, ancient) scholarship: ‘Homer never retraces his steps.””® Some
ancient scholars apparently believe that he does, if only to a limited extent.
And the scholion above argues that Agamemnon’s higher status induced
the poet to overrule the principle of a purely chronological narrative.”
Another instance of the narrator retracing his steps can be found in schol.
Q Od. 15.1, which argues that Athena is going to Sparta ‘not now’ (oU viv,
i.e. in 15.1), but in 13.439—40. There it had been said that Odysseus and
Athena went separate ways, he to Eumaeus, she to Telemachus in Sparta.
Occasionally, the Homeric narrator does seem to retrace his steps.

The common denominator of the examples adduced so far is that they
all treat as simultaneous events which occur in different places. In addition,
there is a group of scholia which argue that a single character speaks and
acts at the same time, but that, again, the narrator cannot but recount one
thing after the other. (In 7/ 15.123—42 Athena prevents Ares from rushing
down to the battlefield in order to avenge the death of his son Ascalaphus.
She disarms him (15.125—7a) and addresses him a speech (127b—41).)

35 See schol. bT 7/ 10.1245 ex.: E8HAwoev s TOANGD TTpoUAaBev aTdv ékeivos dvaoTtds (‘he [sc.
Homer] showed that that other one [sc. Menelaus] anticipated him [sc. Agamemnon] by much in
getting up’), cf. also bT 7/ 10.324 ex.

36 For a qualification of this view see the discussion in Niinlist (1998b, with lit.).

37 The notion that sequence normally represents a difference in status or importance is very common
in the scholia: e.g. schol. bT 7/ 2.405-9 ex. (on the sequence of the Greek commanders following
Agamemnon’s invitation), A Il. 4.457a Ariston. (why is Antilochus given the honour of opening the
battle? quoted in Chapter 1), bT /L 7.1636 ex., bT 1. 7.168 ex. (both on the sequence in which the
would-be opponents of Hector are said to rise to their feet); also bT 7. 10.2994 ex.
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BfAov 8¢ cos dotAifouoa Tov Apea TaUTa EAeyev: oU y&p olwtdoa. (schol.
T Il 15.127b ex.)®

It is clear that she [sc. Athena] says this while disarming Ares. For she <does> not
<do so> without speaking.

Again, the sequence of words does not reflect the actual sequence of
events. Action and speech are simultaneous.

Finally, there are comments which describe passages in such a way that
the scholar clearly took them to be simultaneous, although he does not say
so explicitly. For example, Aristarchus refutes Zenodotus’ transposition of
the sunrise from //. 8.1 to before 8.53 with the following argument:

OT1 PO ToUToU TNV &vaToAny Tifnot ZnvédoTos. TO &3¢ cuvexes ToU Adyou
oUTws 0 Tiv: fuépas EvoTdons & uev ZeUs Beddv &yopdv étroleiTo, oi 8¢ Ayalol
deitrvov eihovTo. (schol. A 7/ 8.53a Ariston.)®

<The diple periestigmene,> because Zenodotus places the sunrise before this
<line>. But the continuity of the account is this [sc. if one considers the wider
context]: ‘at day-break Zeus called an assembly of the gods while the Greeks took
their meal’.

The short paraphrase suggests that the assembly of the gods (8.2—52)
and the meal of the Greeks (8.53—9) are interpreted as taking place simul-
taneously. The delay of the Greek preparations for battle, which probably
bothered Zenodotus and made him transpose the line, is only apparent.*”

FILL-IN TECHNIQUE

All the examples discussed in the previous section point out the simultaneity
of two or more scenes of approximately equal weight which are presented
one after the other in the narrative. There is, in addition, a group of
comments which note simultaneous events of a slightly different type: a
first scene is brought to a stage at which the action continues steadily with
no significant changes, and it can, therefore, recede into the background.
At this point a second scene is introduced which covers the time until the

3 Cf. schol. A 1/. 22.375a Ariston. (sim. bT; the Greek soldiers simultaneously mock Hector and strike
his dead body), bT 7/. 24.746 ex. (the Trojan women lament together with Andromache’s dirge).

3 Cf. schol. bT 7/ 6.503 ex. (Hector’s conversation with Andromache is simultaneous with Paris’
preparation for returning to the battlefield); see also the passages discussed above on ‘story time vs.
narrative time’.

49 Cf. Griesinger (1907: 72—3), not mentioned by Nickau (1977: 202), who expresses his puzzlement
over Zenodotus’ possible motivation for the transposition.
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first scene is resumed.* For instance, Hector leaves the plain in 7/ 6.116-18
in order to exhort the female Trojan population to pray to Athena on his
and the Trojan men’s behalf. He reaches the Scaecan Gate in 6.237. The
interim is ‘covered’ by the conversation between Diomedes and Glaucus
which ends in their famous exchange of armour.

eUKaipoos peTaPaivel T Siakevov Tiis ropeias ‘ExTopos dvatAnpwoas Tols ik
Makou kad Atopndous. (schol. bT 7/ 6.237a ex., cf. bT Il. 6.11956 ex., D Il. 6.0)

With good timing he [sc. Homer] makes a transition [sc. to Hector in Troy],
having filled the gap of Hector’s journey with the scene of Glaucus and Diomedes.

Hector’s uneventful journey back to the citadel is seen here as a ‘gap’
which is ‘filled’ and thereby covered by the intervening scene. Terminology
and concept recur several times in the scholia: Agamemnon’s meeting with
his generals (7/. 2.53-84) covers the time it takes for the army to assemble
(schol. bT 1L 2.536 ex.); during the prayer of the Greek army (Z/. 7.202—
5) Ajax puts on his armour before the duel with Hector (schol. bT 7L
7.194 ex.); the preparations in Nestor’s hut, which include his famous cup
(/1. 11.618—43), cover the time Patroclus takes to get there from Achilles’
quarters (schol. bT 7/ 11.619—43 ex.); Thetis” journey from Achilles (ZZ.
18.148) to Hephaestus’ dwelling (18.369) is covered by ‘the actions around
Patroclus’ (the rescue of his body, the mourning of Achilles and the other
Greeks).*

A similar concept but different terminology is used when the poet is said
to put the intervening scene ‘in the middle’, as, for example, he is said to
do in the description of Odysseus’ embassy to Chryse (schol. bT 7/ 1.4306
ex., quoted above). Similarly, Patroclus’ return to Achilles is not narrated
immediately after his departure from Eurypylus (15.405) but almost 350
lines later (71 16.2):

£de1 TO EERs Topayaryeiv 81 6 TTdTpokAos TopioTarto TG AXIAAE [cf. 16.2—
101]. AN TO Si&oTnpa This 680U péonv éxel TRV udynv. (schol. bT 77 15.405¢
ex.)

4 In German scholarship the second scene is called Deckszene (‘covering scene’), see Niinlist and de
Jong (2000: s.2.); de Jong (2001: xiv) recently introduced the term ‘fill-in technique’. For ancient
scholarship on the topic see (in addition to n. 25) Mehmel (1940: 10 n. 11, 78 n. 7), von Franz (1940:
28—9), Meijering (1987: 171-2), Porter (1992: 104 n. 96).

4 See schol. bT 7/. 18.1485 ex.; in fact, the ‘gap’ contains more than just the ‘actions around Patroclus’.
A somewhat different type of Deckszene is envisaged in schol. bT 7/. 17.87-8 ex.: Homer has Hector
first rally his troops so that Menelaus gets the time (kax1pds) to deliberate in a speech whether he
should stay or withdraw (note the marker of simultaneity in the Homeric text: cos . . . To¢pa, L.
17.106-7).
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He [sc. Homer] should have recounted¥ <immediately> what follows, that
Patroclus arrived with Achilles. But the interval of the journey covers the mid-
dle of the battle [which takes place during the third day of fighting in books
11-18].

The scholion is witness to an interesting debate. To skip the uneventful
journey and to have Patroclus arrive immediately after his departure, as
requested in the first part of the scholion, at first looks unobjectionable
(and would probably be in line with a more modern narrative technique).
But the second part of the scholion objects that the time of Patroclus’
journey is covered by the battle. The critic implicitly argues that it is not
Homer’s technique to skip uneventful story elements such as a journey,
but rather that he resorts to fill-in technique. This must be read against
the background of a ‘naturalistic’ view of the relation between story time
and narrative time (cf. above). Just as time forms a continuum in real
life, Homer is reluctant to make temporal leaps forward in his narrative.
Patroclus’ journey is therefore not skipped, but covered by a battle scene
the duration of which indirectly expresses the time of the journey.

Similarly, the conversation between Zeus and Poseidon (Z/. 7.443—64) is
seen as indicative of the time it takes the Greeks to build the trench and
the wall. An athetesis of the lines, as proposed by Zenodotus, Aristophanes
of Byzantium and Aristarchus, which requires an immediate connection of
lines 442 and 465 (i.e. no narrative time for the construction of the wall),
is, from a literary-critical point of view, considered absurd (&totov).*
According to this unnamed critic, too, Homer is reluctant to skip story
time, that is, to make use of ‘temporal ellipsis’.# The interpretation shows
that the critic sees a rather close correlation between story time and narrative
time (see also n. 20). By doing so, he represents the view that is opposed
by scholia such as bT 7/ 15.390 ex. (quoted above), which argue against a
one-to-one correlation. To a modern reader the equation of narrative time
and story time is particularly striking when, for example, even similes are
said to cover story time. (//iad 3 opens with two similes. One illustrates the
approach of the Trojan army, the other that of the approaching soldiers in
general.)

4 The verbs elodyew, Tapdyev and Tapeiodyew, lit. ‘to introduce (a character) on stage’, are often
used in the more general meaning ‘to represent’, which includes representation in narrative texts
(Kassel and Austin on Eupolis fr. 137, Meijering 1987: 127); see also Chapter 19.

4 See schol. bT 1. 7.464 ex.; Nickau (1977: 178-80) discusses the athetesis proposed by Zenodotus,
but does not mention the bT-scholion that argues against it; cf. Wilamowitz (1920: 53).

4 On temporal ellipsis see Genette ([1972] 1980: 106-9). Needless to say, there is temporal ellipsis in
Homer, e.g. /. 1.493, which skips eleven days.
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T6 Bidkevov This opeias dvamAnpolo ai TapaBoral. (schol. T 77 3.2¢' ex.,
sim. b)

The similes fill in the gap of the journey.

The two similes are interpreted in such a way that they cover the time
during the approach of the Greek and Trojan armies. Modern readers are
likely to treat similes (and other purely descriptive passages) as a form
of ‘pause’ (i.e. the narrative time covers no story time, see n. 21). But
this scholion shows that at least one ancient critic saw things differently.
Similarly, the description of the wells outside of the Trojan citadel, where
the women used to do their laundry before the war (22.147—56), is praised
for avoiding zemps mort (kaupods &pyds) during Achilles” pursuit of Hector
around the walls (schol. bT 7/ 22.147—56 ex., cf. bT I/. 14.226—7 ex., quoted
in Chapter 1). This description, again, is seen as covering story time. It
appears to be the case that for these critics story time is seen as a seamless
continuum of which no part must be skipped (i.e. no temporal ellipsis).

Leaving the field of Homeric scholia, ‘fill-in technique’ is also called
upon in tragic scholia. (In Euripides’ Hecuba 904 the female servant exits

in order to fetch Polymestor. They re-enter together in 953, and the choral
ode fills the gap.)

1) pév Begpdmanva kara Ty TrpdoTady Exk&Pns &mrépyetar mpos Tov ToAuuro-
Topa, O 88 Xopds TGOV aiXPaAWTIBwY yuvaukdv Aéyel TAS oUUPopds TV,
fva uf) &pyf) T Spdua péxpls ol EABn 6 TToAupfioTwp. (schol. E. Hec. 9o5—22,
I 442.1-4 Dindorf)

At Hecuba’s command [cf. 890], the female servant exits to <fetch> Polymestor.
The chorus of female prisoners of war recount their misfortunes [90s5—s2], lest the
play be inert until Polymestor enters.

Unlike a narrative text, which can considerably vary the ‘speed’ of its
story time (see above on ‘acceleration’), a dramatic text @ priori suggests an
equality of story time and narrative time, because it consists of speeches
only. To increase the ‘speed’ is difficult in drama, and actual temporal ellip-
sis can only be achieved by act-breaks, curtains, etc., which are of course
foreign to the stage conventions of Greek tragedy. Consequently, an imme-
diate re-entry of the maid is dramaturgically impossible. Instead, the choral
ode covers the time of her absence.*® Similarly to the Homeric instances

46 Needless to say, there is no strict naturalism in such cases. The choral ode is, strictly speaking, too
short. For the notion that a choral ode prevents play and audience from being ‘inactive’ (&pyds)
cf. Platonius (p. 4.33—4 Koster). See also schol. rec. Ar. PL 619b (with ref. to 626/7), post 626, 6412
(with ref. to 770/1), 1042a (with ref. to 1096/7). All four cases refer to the choral interludes the text
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above, the choral ode in Hecuba ‘kills’ time until the same character re-
enters the stage. Elsewhere a choral ode is explained as a ‘wedge’ between
two different scenes. (In Sophocles’ Ajax the choral ode 693—718 makes sure
that the messenger who delivers Teucer’s warning cannot prevent Ajax’ exit
to the place of his suicide.)

Xpeias B Eveka TO Xoplkov vV TapeiAnTrTal. E6eABOVTOS Y&p ToT AlavTos Sei
BpaxU SidAeippa yeveoha, fva pf) kaTaAnedf) Ud ToU &y yélou. 816 kai THv
dpxnotv TolelTal, Evbev Kol BpaxV €01 TO XOPIKOV G TTPOS X peiav eIAnpuévoy.
(schol. S. 4j. 6932)"7

The choral ode is inserted at this point with a view to its function. After Ajax’
exit, there must be a short break, lest he be intercepted by the messenger. For
that reason he [sc. Sophocles] inserts the choral ode, and hence the ode is short,
because it is inserted <only> with a view to its function.

In other words, the main motive for inserting the choral ode is dra-
maturgical in nature. Thus the two choral odes are similar in that they
both create a temporal interval between two scenes. In the former case,
Euripides’ Hecuba, this is perhaps more a question of realistic dramaturgy,
whereas in Ajax an absence of the ode, the critic argues, would lead to
serious consequences for the plot.**

ANACHRONIES

The narratological concept of ‘anachrony’ is based on the general assump-
tion, supported by numerous examples from various literary traditions,
that the natural order of a story is chronological. Anachronies are passages
which breach this chronological principle, either because they look back to
events that happened at an earlier stage (analepsis) or because they antici-
pate future events (prolepsis). As the relevant section in Chapter 1 makes

of which, in this play, is no longer part of the manuscript tradition, but simply indicated by means
of the remark yxopoU.

Cf. Heath (1987: 138). In addition to the dramaturgical explanation of this note, another scholion
(schol. S. Aj. 701) discusses the thematic motivation of the ode; see Meijering (1985: 99).

A rather different type of ‘filler’ is meant (pace Porter 1992: 104 n. 96) in one of the hypotheseis to
Euripides’ Phoenician Women: 16 8pdpa . . . #oT1 Bt Kol TAXPATTANPWPATIKOV" | Te &I TGV
Teryéwv AvTrydvn Bewpoloa pépos olk €oTl SpduaTos, kad UTréoTovdos TToAuveikns oUdevos
gveka Tapay iveTan, & Te &1l TaO1 PeT BTIs dSoAéoyou puyadeudpevos Oidirous rpoctppaTrTal
Bi& kevfis (argum. 3 E. Ph. Mastronarde = argum. ¢ Diggle = I 243.8-12 Schwartz) (‘The drama.. ..
is overfull. Antigone looking from the walls [cf. 103-92] is not a part of the play. Polynices comes
under truce [entrance in 261, cf. esp. 273] for no reason and, on top of all, Oedipus’ going into exile
with babbling lyric [cf. 1710-66] is stitched on to no purpose’). This critic is concerned with the
Aristotelian unity of the play and its plot. He singles out scenes which do not fulfil the expected
standards and are therefore decried as fillers.
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clear, ancient critics focus not so much on the temporal aspect when they
discuss prolepsis (and, to a lesser degree, analepsis) as on other features.
This hardly comes as a surprise. First of all, the various technical terms
such as Tpoavapovnots (prolepsis) and similar compounds with the pre-
fix Tpo- prove that critics were well aware of the anachrony.*” Thus the
chronological ‘disorder’, which is likely to have given rise to the note in the
first place, is marked as such but needs no further explanation. Instead
the critic can focus on its purpose or function (discussed in Chapter 1).

There are, however, instances where the question of chronology is dis-
cussed in its own right. A very prominent example concerns Homer’s
decision to limit the story time of the //iad to a comparatively short stretch
of fifty-one days at the end of the Trojan war. Although his decision won
universal approval and proverbial status (medias in res, more Homerico),
the exact chronological implications of the cause célébre were rarely dis-
cussed in detail.’® A fortunate exception comes from a long scholion on
the Catalogue of Ships (partly quoted in Chapter 1):

Boupdotos 6 TroinTns und 6Tlolv TapaAipuTavey s UobBéoews, TavTa & &5
AVooTPOPTis KaTd TOV ETIBAAAOVTA KaipoOV S1myoUpevos, THY TGV Betdv Epiv,
TNV THs EAévns &pmraynv, Tov AxiAAéws BdvaTov: 1) yop kata Ta&w Sinynois
VEWTEPIKOV Kal OUYypaikov kai THis oinTikfis &mwo oeuvdTtnTos. (schol. b 7/
2.494-877 ex.)”!

The poet is admirable: he omits no part of the story, but narrates all events
at the appropriate moment in inverse order, the strife of the goddesses [sc. Hera,

4 Similarly, the anachrony of analepsis shines through in expressions such as &varpéyew (lit. ‘to run
back’): Porph. on /I 12.127ff. (I 178.5-6 Schr.), schol. E. Ph. 10 (sim. 1207), Pi. L. 6.47¢, also bT
1l 11769 ex. This use of (Trpoc)&vaTpéyelv can also be found e.g. in Polybius (1.5.4, 1.12.6, 1.12.8,
etc.).

Aristotle (Po. 1459a30—7) already draws attention to Homer’s selection (8v pépos &mroAapcov), which
is then divided by the insertion of episodes. But he does not explicitly comment on the chronological
relation between the primary narrative and the inserted episodes. The same holds true for Horace’s
notorious medias in res (AP 146—50), which does not even indicate that the ‘prehistory’ of the /liad
is in fact incorporated by way of analepsis. This is spelled out by Ps.Plutarch Hom. 162 and implied
by Quintilian (7.10.11, cf. 4.2.83). Dio Chrysostomus (11.24) argues — perhaps tongue-in-cheek —
that Homer’s late starting-point is random and typical of the non-sequential and evasive narrative
of a liar.

Cf. schol. bT I 116 ex.: Myouot B¢ kol &peTfv €lval TOINTIKAY TO TGOV TeAeuTaicov
gmAapPdvesBon kal Tepl TGV Aorméov &vékabev Sinyeiobon (‘they say [sc. in answer to the
question why Homer began at the end] that it is also a characteristic of poetic excellence to seize
upon the last events first and to narrate the rest from the start’). This description seems to suggest
that Homer touches upon the end first and then returns to the beginning and recounts the preced-
ing events in one chronological analepsis, which is not exactly what he does. More accurate is the
description given by Eustathius (7.29-31 = 1.12.6-8), esp. évomeipas 08¢ kai éxel (‘inserting [sc.
the ‘prehistory’] here and there’). Eustathius often praises Homer for distributing his topics over the
entire poem (see Chapter 6). The scholion calls chronological narrating &vékaBev (‘from the start’),
sim. &vwBev (e.g. schol. T Od. 7.244).

50



Time 89

Athena and Aphrodite], the rape of Helen, the death of Achilles. For chronological
narrative is typical of later [i.e. post-Homeric] epic poets and of historians and
lacks poetic grandeur.

In other words, the concentration on the comparatively short period of
fifty-one days does not result in a complete omission of the events which
fall outside this time frame. Rather, they are incorporated at the fitting
moment by means of analepsis (strife of the goddesses, rape of Helen) and
prolepsis (Achilles’ death), all of which breach the principle of a purely
chronological narrative. The point about the ‘disturbed’ chronology of the
events is expressed by means of the phrase £¢§ dvacTpoefis (‘by inversion, in
inverse order’).”” The phrase recurs elsewhere (see below) and is contrasted
here with T&€is, the natural (i.e. chronological) order, which points to
the rhetorical background of the interpretation. Rhetorical handbooks
advise the prospective orator to follow the ‘natural order’ (T&8is) of the
events when he composes the narratio of his speech. This is the standard
procedure, which may occasionally be abandoned if an order other than
the natural can serve the orator’s purposes better. In that case he may ‘invert
the natural order’ (&vaoTpéperv Tv T&E1wv).”* This is exactly what Homer
does, and the ancient critic identifies several purposes and effects. Without
losing any of the crucial story elements, Homer can use them in the most
effective place in his narrative. Temporal concentration and anachronic
plot structure result in the absorbing story that is expected of a good poet
(or orator).”

The phrase ¢§ &vooTpoefis returns several times and may belong to
the technical jargon of ancient commentators. Scholars apply it with no
distinction to the primary narrative as above and to secondary narratives,

5> The term &vaoTpogn itself simply means ‘inversion’. As a result, it can also indicate inverted
word order (cf. schol. D. T. p. 460.7—27, Trypho fig. Il 197 Spengel). The present chapter focuses
on the literary-critical meaning, which may have developed from the rhetorical meaning. On é§
&vaoTpodiis see in particular Meijering (1987: 1413, 146) and Lundon (1998: 223—s), also Lehnert
(1896: 12-13), Griesinger (1907: 19—21), von Franz (1940: 11-13), M. Schmidt (1976: 41), Nannini
(1986: 38). Note that in the scholion on the Catalogue € &vacTpogfis comprises instances both of
analepsis (strife of goddesses, rape of Helen) and prolepsis (Achilles’ death), just as Genette’s term
‘anachrony’ does. The decisive factor is the departure from a chronological sequence.
See Meijering (1987: 138—42), and add to her examples Quint. 4.2.83, 7.10.11. The phrase &vaoTpépeiv
TV T&EW occurs, among others, in Hermog. 7d. 1.4 (p. 235.16 Rabe). Later sources contrast T&S1s
with oikovopia (see Chapter 1). Theon (II 86 Spengel) explores five ways of inverting the natural
order, and his first example is taken from the Odyssey. For non-chronological narratives see also
D.H. . 15 (p. 113.21—2 U.-R.: 16 uf) k& Tous xpdvous T& Tpaybévta eipfiobai).
54 Chronological narrative, standard in prose/historiography, is the stigma of post-Homeric poets,
who are ridiculed by Pollianus (AP 11.130 = Cycl. test. 21 Bernab¢) as those who keep saying arép
¢reita (‘and then’).

iy
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for example Nestor’s long speech in //iad 11 about his exploit against the
Eleians:

€€ &vaoTpoptis TO SNy U T y&p TOTS ETIIUNKETTEPOLS TAOV SINYNUATWY TO
pev &t &pxfis iévan émri Ty &enynotv &uPAuTtépav Thv dkpdaotv kadioTnoty,
TO 8¢ &k TGV TTpakTIKOY &pyecbar 718U. (schol. bT 7/ 11.671—761 ex.)

The narrative [sc. of Nestor] is in inverse order. For in longer narratives to recount
the story from beginning to end makes for rather dull reading. But to start with
the real action is pleasant.

The argument is in line with the previous examples, and it spells out
what is left implicit in the others: long chronological narratives are boring.”
The sequence of events in Nestor’s account is not only not chronological
but rather complicated, and requires a careful analysis.” This far-reaching
licence is given only to secondary narrators, whereas the Homeric narrator
himself mostly sticks to a chronological narrative, which is interrupted
by analepses and prolepses.”” The Homeric narrator-text itself does not
contain anything remotely comparable to Nestor’s chronologically com-
plex narrative. However, this distinction between primary and secondary
narratives is not made in the scholia. They simply describe the relevant
anachronies as €€ &vaoTpogfis, irrespective of whether it is the characters
or the primary narrator who make use of it. Another example comes from
a note on the Niobe paradigm in Achilles’ speech to Priam in //iad 24:

pnTopikGds &véoTpewe TNV dinynow edye kal yap Niopn. Tis oltn;
&moMéoaoa dodeka TTaidas. UTTO Tivos; Urd ATTOAAwvos kai ApTépdos. S1&
Ti; 87 Urepnpaviow. (schol. bT 77 24.605b ex.)™

In a rhetorical way [or: in accordance with rhetorical precepts] he [sc. Achilles]
inverted the order of his narrative. ‘Eat! For Niobe too <ate>.” “‘Who is she?’
‘The one whose twelve children were killed.” ‘By whom?’ ‘By Apollo and Artemis.’
‘Why?” ‘Because of her arrogance.’

The vivid analysis of 24.602-8 in the form of questions (Priam) and
answers (Achilles) reminds one of ancient school exercises and again

55 For &ppAuTépa drpdaots (‘duller reading’) see Chapter s.

56 See the detailed analysis by Schadewaldt ([1938] 1966: 82-6). Described schematically, the sequence
of Nestor’s narrative is 7—4—5—2-1-2-6-3—6—5—7 (1 is chronologically the first event, 7 the last).
The second part of the schol. bT /. 11.671-761 ex. attempts to get to grips with it by giving a
chronological paraphrase.

57 In fact, Nestor’s narrative itself is an (actorial) analepsis, but the ancient critic does not seem to take
this into account.

8 Cf. schol. bT 7/ 10.558-63 ex. (on the inverse order of Odysseus’ report on his and Diomedes’
night expedition), Pi. P. 4.447b (note &veoTpaupéveos in ms. E for &vt-; on a comparatively minor
example of inverse order in the story of the Argonauts), E. Or. 1009 (ditto in the myth of Thyestes).
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suggests that concept and terminology are rooted in catechism literature
and rhetoric (cf. also pnTopikds). The dialogue mildly exaggerates the
essentially correct observation that Achilles goes back in time.”

The same point is made on a smaller scale with respect to an explanatory
clause (introduced by yd&p). Such explanations in fact tend to breach
strict chronology, because the explanation is the logical foundation of the
subsequent event. (Paris kills the Corinthian Euchenor, who was fully aware
of his imminent death when he set out for Troy, because his seer-father had
predicted it.)

fva 16 Topadosw TS AVapuvnoews £is TTPOoOX NV TICTTACT TXL TOV AKPO-
o, elta ¢€ dvaoTpoiis inyeital. (schol. bT 1/ 13.6655 ex.)*°

<Homer made line 665 precede 666> in order to attract the reader’s attention by
means of the paradoxical statement [sc. that Euchenor was aware of his imminent
death], and then he narrates the story in inverse order.

Even in the case of such a comparatively trivial example, Homer is seen
as having in mind a specific purpose when he changes the natural order of
events.

The corpus of Iliadic scholia contains one further instance of the expres-
sion &€ &dvaoTpofs, which, however, poses a problem of interpretation.
The passage in question is the final sentence of a b-scholion on 7/. 1.8—9.”
The former part of the scholion praises Homer for his excellent transition
from proem to narrative by means of question (‘“What god was it then
set them together in bitter collision?’) and answer (“Zeus’ son and Leto’s,
Apollo’) and in general for the effective connection between proem and
narrative. The scholion then concludes with the following remark:

ToloUTOS 8¢ 0Tl, KEPOAaIwels TIvds ékd18ous Treploxas kal &6 &vaoTpo@iis
KT pépos dinyoupevos. (schol. b 77 1.8—9 ex.)

He [sc. Homer] is of such a type that he <first> gives a concise summary and
<then> narrates the events in detail by inversion.

This must be read against the background of rhetorical theory, whereby
a good orator should first give a concise summary and then unfold his

59 The second part of the speech returns to the natural order, which results in an elaborate ring-
composition (Lohmann 1970: 13).

60 Cf. also schol. bT 7Z. 13.6654 ex. (on the same passage): TO TeAeuTodov ToU SimyuaTos TPoUdnKey
(‘he put the end of the story first’), and in general on such explanatory clauses schol. bT /. 16.335—7
ex.; see also bT 7/. 14.476—7 ex. On the reader’s attention see Chapter s.

¢ For a fuller treatment of the entire scholion see Lundon (1998).



92 The Ancient Critic at Work

programme in detail.®” The difficulty of the scholion lies in the combina-
tion of kot pépos (‘in detail’) and &€ dvaoTpootis. The former expression,
KaTd pépos, in all probability refers to the actual narrative of the //iad (cf.
also dimyoUpevos), which expands in detail the programme given in the
proem, and not to the proem itself.” This narrative, however, does not
display an ‘inversion of the chronological order’, whereas the proem in
fact does.®* Before the scholion is dismissed as hopelessly confused, the
following solution is perhaps worth considering. The critic may be saying
that the narrative inverts the order of the events as presented in the proem,
which, to repeat, is itself in inverted order. By means of this ‘double inver-
sior’, the Homeric narrative in fact returns to a chronological order. This
leads to the confusion about the exact reference of ¢§ &vaoTpogfis in the
scholion, because it seems to contradict most of the other examples, where
the expression usually means ‘inverting the (chronological) order’. If one
accepts the suggestion of the ‘double inversion’, the contradiction turns
out to be apparent: schol. b 7/. 1.8—9 ex. seems to argue that the sequence
of the main narrative inverts the order of the proem, with the result that
the narrative is in fact chronological, because the sequence of the proem is
not.”

CONCLUSION

We have seen in this chapter that ancient scholars attempted to make the
story time of long narrative texts such as the //iad and the Odyssey more
perspicuous by establishing a ‘table’ of the days, which were counted and
numbered. In accordance with the principle of perspicuity, the established
figures were then used as a system of reference that complemented other
systems (e.g. by named episodes or by books). Apparent discrepancies
between narrative time and story time occasionally gave rise to criticism,
especially when the relation was interpreted by some in a ‘naturalistic’ way

2 The relevant terms are kepdhaia (‘main points’) and (¢m)&epyacia (‘elaboration’), as set out e.g.
in Dionysius of Halicarnassus: see Meijering (1987: 148—56) and Chapter 9.

Scholars normally assume that the quoted sentence comments on the non-chronological sequence
of the proem (Lundon 1998: 223), but the expression kar& uépos Sinyeiobat seems inappropriate.
A proem can hardly be called a ‘detailed narrative’.

See the temporal analysis by Porphyry (on 7/ 12.127ff. = I 178.5-15 Schrader).

Perhaps a third possibility should be envisaged for the interpretation of the puzzling last sentence
in schol. b 7/ 1.8-9 ex. It cannot be ruled out that the clause xai &§ dvaoTpogfis kaTd pépos
BinyoUpevos does not refer to the proem at all, whether directly (Lundon) or indirectly (as suggested
in the main text), but simply states that Homer’s plot structure (beginning towards the end of the
Trojan war, incorporating previous events by means of analepsis, see above) leads to an inversion of
the chronological sequence. In other words, perhaps the clause does not comment on the proem
specifically, but on the f/iad as a whole.
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(Nestor drinking for hours while the other Greeks were fighting). Other

scholars, however, objected and denied an immediate correlation between
narrative time and story time. In other words, there need not be a ‘mimetic’
relation between textual representation and ‘what actually happened’. As
a consequence, they also realised that the reader of a narrative text can at
times be expected to interpret sequentially narrated events as happening
simultaneously, especially because, unlike in the visual arts, a linear form of
art such as narrative cannot literally present various events simultaneously.
In addition, scholars identified a particular type of simultaneous event,
which is dealt with here under the rubric ‘fll-in technique’: a scene is nar-
rated in the foreground in order to cover the time that a second action in
the background needs for its completion.®® Finally, ancient critics recog-
nised that, although a chronologically proceeding narrative is a priori the
most natural form, there can be occasions where deliberate anachronies
such as analepses and prolepses can increase the effect of the text’s overall
purpose.

66 If applied to a narrative text, this type of interpretation does postulate a correlation between
narrative time and story time (or at least it assumes a reluctance on the part of the poet to make use
of ‘temporal ellipsis’). In tragedy, such an ellipsis is excluded for reasons of genre and ancient stage
conventions (e.g. no curtain).



CHAPTER 3

Narrative and speech

This chapter takes as its starting-point ancient classifications of literary
art as a whole. The relevant terms, in particular those for ‘narrative’ and
‘drama’, then came to be used in various contexts and for different purposes,
including the designation of sections of a text as ‘narrative’ or ‘dramatic’
(i.e. speech). These applications are examined in the second part of the
chapter. It is rounded off by briefly looking at other classifications that are
developed in the extant scholia.’

THE THREE PRINCIPAL FORMS OF LITERARY ART: NARRATIVE,
DRAMATIC AND MIXED”

A b-scholion on the Homeric Catalogue of Ships explicitly refers to a
well-known ancient categorisation of literary art:

Tpels 8¢ pnotv 6 TTA&TwY Adywv idéas, SpapaTikny, Evha & TToInTNs ouvexds
eUBoKIpEl ToTs fifeot TV UTToKeIpéVwY TTPoow WY, &uipnTov, 6s THY OuwKUAi-
Bou, BIKTAY,? ds TNV Hoé8ou. (schol. b /. 2.494-877 ex., p. 289.5-8 Erbse)*

" The chapter does not address the classification that is arguably the most prominent in modern
scholarship and perhaps in ancient scholarship too: the classification by genre. Its omission can be
justified as follows: ancient definitions and classifications of genre are often a highly complex and
disputed matter that would require a study of its own. This applies in particular to the various ‘lyric’
genres (see e.g. Harvey 1955 on various lyric genres; West 1974 on elegy; Kippel 1992, Schréder 1999
and Rutherford 2001 on the paean; Zimmermann 1992 on the dithyramb; all these studies discuss
ancient notions of the relevant genre too). More importantly, the relevant information most often
comes from sources other than the scholia. Genre is of course not absent from the scholia, but they
usually simply refer to the single genre and add comparatively little to what can be gathered from
other sources. This may well be due to the fact that the bulk of the extant scholia comment on genres
the definition of which is relatively unproblematic: epic, tragedy, comedy, epinician odes.

On this classification see Usener ([1892] 1913: II 290—2), Kayser (1906: 10-16), Dahlmann (1953:
146—58), Haslam (1972: 17—24), Niisser (1991: 177—204).

uiktAv is Erbse’s conjecture for the corrupt miunTiknv (based on Eust. 263.9 = 1.400.19, accepted
by van der Valk ad loc.), cf. also the examples discussed below.

The wider context of the scholion is a discussion of the rhetorical means by which the author of a
purely narrative text (such as the Catalogue) can ensure the attention of his readers (on this topic in
general see Chapter ).
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Plato says that there are three forms of literary art, the dramatic, where the
poet constantly distinguishes himself by means of the characters represented, the
amimetic, such as Phocylides’, the mixed, such as Hesiod’s.

The reference is obviously to Plato’s famous categorisation in the
Republic (393d—394d) where he distinguishes between (a) S1ynots &Af
(‘simple/pure narrative’), that is, texts which consist of narrator-text only
and contain no speeches,’ (b) uiunois (‘mimesis, imitation’), that is, texts
which consist of speeches only and contain no narrator-text, and (c) a
mixture of both, for which Plato has no specific term and simply writes 81’
&upoTépwv (‘by means of both’). Plato’s examples for the three forms are
(a) dithyramb for ‘pure narrative’, (b) tragedy and comedy for ‘mimesis’,
and (c) Homeric epic for the mixture.°

Despite the explicit reference to Plato, the scholion differs from the
passage in the Republic. The principal tripartition is identical, but the
scholion applies the categorisation to a passage within a text. More impor-
tantly, examples and terminology are different: type (a) is called &uipnTos
(‘amimetic’, i.e. ‘free of speech’) instead of dinynuoaTikds (‘narrative’).”
Type (b) is called SpapaTikds (‘dramatic’) instead of pipnTikds (‘mimetic’,
i.e. ‘consisting of speech (alone)’). The substitution of piunTIkoS is at first
sight somewhat surprising, because &uipnTos obviously is the counterpart
to pIunTIKSS.? Consequently, one might have expected a corresponding
pair such as ‘amimetic-mimetic’.” The alternative term SpapaTikos itself
has its roots in Aristotle’s definition of dramatic art (Po. 1448a28—9). This
definition is immediately preceded by Aristotle’s own description of the
three principal forms of literary art in general:

kol yoap év Tois alTtols kal T& alTd pipeiofor EoTiv OTE pev &mrayyéh-
AovTa, 1) ETEPOV T1 Y1yvouevoy GoTep ‘Ounpos Tolel 1 s TOV alTov Kal

5 What is first called 817yno1s &mAfj is then replaced by &maryyeAia (Pl R. 394c), in order to make
clearer the distinction between 811ynois &Af} and 8i11ynois Si& uiproews (S. Koster 1970: 39—41).
On the general problem of exemplifying ‘pure narrative’ see below. Plato’s example, dithyramb,
reverberates in schol. Ar. Av. 918b, where the same genre is described as SinynuaTikév.

The word &pipnTos recurs in this meaning in Proclus’ commentary on the passage from the Republic
(I 14.21 Kroll).

Cf. the pair &uiunTos — piunT(1)6s at the beginning of the Tractatus Coislinianus (1—2, p. 22 Janko,
p- 63 Koster), where, however, the terms describe a rather different distinction. The two terms and
their exact reference are a focal point of the dispute over the Aristotelian roots of the Tractatus (see
Nesselrath 1990: 106-14, with lit.), but it is undisputed that its distinction &uipnTos — upnT(1K)os
is different from the ‘Platonic’ tripartition in schol. b 7. 2.494-877 ex.

In fact, Erbse (ad loc.) considers reading (uipnTiknv ko) Spopatikiv (based on Eust. 263.7 =
1.400.16, accepted by van der Valk ad loc.). This may not be necessary, given the terminological
variety in other texts (see below). And it assumes that the commentator uses two terms for the
dramatic type, but only one for the two others.
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METOPEAAOVTE, f) TTGVTAS S TTPATTOVTAS Kai &vepyoUvTas {Tous uiuou-
pévoust. (Arist. Po. 1448a20—4)

For in the same media one can represent the same objects: on the one hand in
a narrative manner, either in the form of direct impersonation [i.e. speeches], as
Homer does <in combination with narrator-text>; or in an invariable narrative
voice [i.e. without speeches]; on the other hand <not in a narrative manner but>
by direct enactment of all roles.

The passage has been called ‘one of the most difficult in the entire Poetics’
(Lucas 1968: ad loc.). Nevertheless, most scholars would now agree that the
following basic equations are correct:

(a) 1) dos TOV aTOV Kol pr) peTaBéAAovTa (Aristotle) can be equated with
Binynots &mAf (Plato)

(b) 7§ TavTas dos TPATTOVTOS Kai EvepyolvTas TTous pipoupévoust
(Aristotle) can be equated with piunois (Plato)

() 7} ETepdv T yryvduevov doTep “Ounpos molel (Aristotle) can be
equated with 87 dupoTépwv (Plato).””

Scholars disagree as to whether in Aristotle (a), (b) and (c) are three
different categories as in Plato, or whether his system is bipartite, in which
(a) and (c) together form one category (referred to as &mayyéAew),
which is opposed to (b)." Some later sources, for example the 7ractatus
Coislinianus (2, p. 22 Janko), in fact reproduce a bipartite system, which
may reflect Aristotelian influence. It is, however, equally possible that the
reason for combining categories (a) and (c) lies in the difficulty in finding
appropriate text examples for ‘pure narrative’ in Greek literature.” This
applies in particular to treatises which illustrate the various categories with
entire genres and not with single texts or authors.” The same lack of actual
examples for pure narrative may underlie Aristotle’s model, if indeed it is
bipartite.

In the present context it is equally important to emphasise the termi-
nological difference between Plato and Aristotle, especially with respect to
uipnois and its cognates. As scholars have pointed out (e.g. Lucas 1968:
66), Plato’s equation of piunois with ‘speech’ (and therefore drama) is
based on a narrow, probably original, meaning of the word: ‘imitation =

' One of the two elements of the ‘mixture’, narrator-text, is actually not expressly mentioned in
Aristotle’s text but can be supplied (Lucas 1968: 67), as in the translation above.

" See Niisser (1991: 184—7, with lit.), who adduces arguments in favour of a bipartite system.

> The different sources show considerable difficulties in that respect. Their examples for ‘pure narra-
tive’ often change and are not always appropriate (see below).

B E.g. Tractatus Coislinianus (l.c.); schol. Lond. D.T. (p. 450.3—9 Hilgard, quoted below n. 18) begins
with Plato’s tripartition, but then tellingly combines the categories ‘pure narrative’ and ‘mixed’ when
it illustrates the different categories with corresponding genres. Examples of pure narrative appear
to be hard to come by.
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impersonation’ (cf. ‘to mime’). Conversely, Aristotle uses the word in a
looser sense: ‘imitation = artistic representation’. In other words, in Aris-
totelian terminology pipnois stands at the top of the model (cf. Tractatus
Coislinianus) and encompasses all three forms as distinguished by Plato,
who uses the term in the narrow sense ‘speech’ for one category only.'
This terminological situation is apt to confuse readers. And in fact the
term SpopaTikos (instead of pipnTikds) in the b-scholion cited above may
well be an attempt to replace the unusual Platonic term by Aristotle’s more
common term.” (The scribe who wrote uiunTikfv instead of pikTAV was
obviously confused by this.)"

The Platonic tripartition is referred to in other sources as well, for
example, in the Prolegomena to Hesiod’s Works ¢ Days:

loTéov 611 Moo TToINC1S TPETS EXEl XAPAKTHPAS” SinynuaTiKOy, SpapaTikdy,
Kol MIKTOV" Kad BInynuaTikOY pév EoTiv év & O TroinTNs pévos eaiveTtal ¢bey-
yopevos, doTrep évtalba 6 ToinThs Holodos pdvos év avTi Téd ouyy paupaTl
paiveTal Sioheyoduevos SpapaTikov 8t &v @ oUdapolU 6 TroinThs ¢héyyeTal,
@OTEP &V Tals Kwpwdics Opiduey, kad Tals Tpaywdials yEVOUEVOV: HIKTOV O,
&v @ 6 Te ToINTNS SladéyeTal, Kail TTpoowTa elofikTal Siadeydpeva, olov &v Tf
TSt dugaivetar. (schol. Hes. Op. proleg. pp. 4—5 Gaisford)

Note that all poetry consists of three types: the [purely] narrative, the dramatic
and the mixed. The narrative is the one in which the poet alone appears to be
speaking, as in the present case [sc. Works ¢ Days] the poet Hesiod alone appears to
be speaking throughout the poem. The dramatic, in which the poet never speaks,
as we see in comedies and in tragedies. The mixed, in which the poet both speaks
<himself> and introduces speaking characters, as it is done in the //iad.

The text contains a mixture of ‘Platonic’ (8inynpaTikév)” and Aris-
totelian’ (8paporTikév) terminology similar to the b-scholion above.” More

4 The distinction between ‘Platonic’ and ‘Aristotelian’ piunots is made here in order to facilitate the
argument. In reality, Plato elsewhere (e.g. in Republic book 10) makes use of uipnots in the broader
sense, which is closer to Aristotle’s. Conversely, Aristotle’s use of pipeiofai in Po. 1460a9 is generally
understood in the narrow sense of Plato; cf., however, de Jong (2005, with lit.), who argues that the
word has its normal ‘Aristotelian’ meaning in Po. 1460a9.

Other scholia, however, stick to the ‘Platonic’ terminology or combine the two traditions (see
below).

Modern scholars are not immune to the confusion of ‘Platonic’ and ‘Aristotelian’ pipnois. Kitto
(1966: 25), for example, explains Aristotle’s famous statement that Empedocles is not a poet (Po.
1447b17—20) in the sense that Homer ‘imitates or represents personages who speak and act’, whereas
Empedocles does not: ‘the voice that we hear is always the voice of Empedocles’. This seems much
closer to Plato’s pure narrative and his understanding of uipnois than to Aristotle’s.

Passages such as Poetics 1459b17—37 show that Aristotle uses inynuoTikés in a looser sense than
Plato.

Contrast Proclus (chrest. 11-12 Severyns), who uses the ‘Platonic’ pair 1My nuaTIKOV—pIUNTIKOY,
although he follows Aristotle’s bipartition (see Severyns ad loc.; on the authorship see Hillgruber
1990). A mixture of ‘Platonic’ and ‘Aristotelian’ terminology can also be found in schol. Lond.
D.T. (p. 450.3—9 Hilgard): Toifjoecos xapoktiipes Tpeis, SinynuaTikds, SpapaTikés, WKTOS:

o
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importantly, the first sentence in the Prolegomena to Hesiod is almost ver-
batim identical with a passage from the Prolegomena to Theocritus.” The
two texts either depend on each other or go back to a common source.

Interestingly, a supplement to an ancient biography of Aeschylus tries
to give the full range of terminological variants:

TV TroIMpaTwY & pév ot S1e€odikd Kal SinynuaTika Kol &may yeATIK, &
B¢ SPOHATIKY Kol MIUNTIKE, & 8¢ &€ &ppoiv, & 88 pdvov SpopaTIKE: xUTX y&p
gvepyel Kal Aéyel Gua T& TpdowTa, Kal aUTa TO kKUpos éxel. S1& ToUTo oi
TGV SpapdTwov Emrypagal TpoypdgovTal ToU ToinTol: “Nidpn AioyxuAiou”.
“Ounpovu” 8¢ “IAI&s”" wikTad y&p elotw ai Troinoels altol (Westermann, aUtédv
cod.). (schol. A. PV suppl. e, p. 63 Herington = TrGF III p. 265)

Among the poems some are discursive and narrative and reporting, some are
dramatic and mimetic, some <consist> of both, some are purely dramatic. For
<in dramatic poetry> the characters themselves act and speak at the same time,
and they are in charge. For this reason the titles of the plays are written before
<the name of> the poet: ‘Niobe by Aeschylus’.>* But ‘Homer’s Iliad’. For his
poems are mixed.

Similar lists of alternative terms can also be found in Proclus’ commen-
tary on the passage from Plato’s Republic (I 14 Kroll) and, in both Greek
and Latin, in the Ars Grammatica of Diomedes (I 482 Keil); cf. also Iunius
Philargyrius’ commentary to Vergil’s Eclogues (p. 2.1-8 Hagen).”!

SINYNUATIKOS E0TIV O KEXWPIOUEVOS UEV TGOV TTAPEICAYOUEVLOV TTPOCWTIWY, UTT aUTdV 8¢
TGV TTOINTOV AEYOHEVOS. SPOAUATIKOS B¢ Kexwplopévos ToU TroinTikoU TTpoctou, UTd 8¢
TGOV TTAPEITAYOPEVAOV TIPOTCITILOV AeyOUEVOS: WIKTOS 8¢ & &€ &upoiv ouykeipevos. €idn ToU
SinynuaTikoU kad WIKTOU TECOOPQ, ETTIKOV, EAEYEloKOV, lapPikdy, peAikdy: ToU SpauaTikol
€idn Tpia, Tpayikdv, kwpikoy, catupikdy (‘Three types of poetry: narrative, dramatic, mixed.
Narrative does without the introduction of characters, spoken by the poets themselves. Dramatic
does without the poet’s character, spoken by the characters who are introduced. Mixed is the mixture
of both. Of the narrative and mixed there are four forms, epic, elegiac, iambic and melic poetry; of
the dramatic three forms, tragedy, comedy, satyr-play’); cf. n. 13.

Cf. schol. Theocr. pp. 4—5 Wendel (Niisser 1991: 194). Witness also the second part of the Pro-
legomena to WerD: 8mavtes SoUTtol of yapokTfipes &v Tols BoukoAikois ToU OsokpiTou
tolkao UTdpyev: Kai plypd mTovTds EoTiv €idous kaB&Trep oUyKeKpapévoy: ¢ Kai X&plév
£oT1 Tfj TTOIKIAIX TS Kp&OEWS, TTOTE YV OUYKeiuevoV €k SinynuaTikoU, TToTE 8¢ ék SpapaTikol,
ToTE 8¢ & MikToU, fjyouv SimynuoaTikoU kai SpopaTikoU (‘All these types appear to occur in
Theocritus’ Zdylls. And it [sc. Theocritus’ poetry] is a combination of every form, like a mixed drink.
And it has grace due to the variety of the mixture, now consisting of narrative, now of dramatic,
now of the mixture, that is, narrative and dramatic); sim. Anecdoton Estense p. 11 Wendel. Two
further points deserve attention: the prominence of Theocritus in a scholion to Hesiod and the fact
that the Prolegomena to Theocritus do not give a definition of inynuaTikéy, SpapaTikéy and
wikTév, and simply take them for granted. Further attestations of the Platonic tripartition include:
Nicolaus progymn. p. 12 Felten (= I1I 455 Spengel), schol. Aphthon. II 13 Walz, Doxopatres II 2067
Walz.

In other words, the higher importance of the characters in dramatic poetry is supposedly reflected
in the tradition of mentioning the title (usually the name of a character) before the author’s name.
On the basis of Tunius Philargyrius’ term £§nynuatikds, one might be inclined to emend the text
of Diomedes (£§nynTixds) accordingly (cf., however, schol. E. Al. 163). The relevant sections from
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Taken together and presented in the form of a table, the following picture
emerges:

(a) Pure narrative (b) Drama (c) Mixed

B1ynois &TrAf pipnots BT dupoTépwv/E &ugpoiv
SINynuaTikos/eE-/&p-  punTIKSS WIKTOS

&uipnTos SPAPOTIKOS

&Trory YEATIKOS

B1e€081k06*

YiAds

Although there is quite some terminological variety (esp. in the first
column), it does not pose serious problems, because each term is normally
used for one of the three categories only.”” The same does not apply to the
illustrative examples, where the extant sources show some inconsistencies.**

It is particularly apt for the Prolegomena to Theocritus (see above with
n. 19) to set out the entire system of three types of literary art, because the
corpus Theocriteum consists of both ‘dramatic’ and ‘mixed’ dylls. Conse-
quently, the extant scholia to Theocritus regularly discuss whether or not
the poet’s voice is present in the /dyl/ under consideration. The question
is, in other words: is there a framing narrative (i.e. mixed form), or is the
1dyll purely mimetic/dramatic? For the former type see, for instance, the
introduction to Idyll 8:

Diomedes and Iunius Philargyrius are usefully reprinted with the Prolegomena to Theocritus in
Wendel’s edition (pp. 15-16 and 19), Diomedes also in Kaibel (1899: 53) and W. J. W. Koster (1975:
117). The recent dissertation on Diomedes by Dammer (2001) does not treat the passage. For Latin
sources see also Servius on Verg. ecl. 3.1 (= Isid. 8.7.11) and Probus on Verg. ecl./georg. (p. 329.10-16
Hagen).
Haslam (1972: 20) argues that pure narrative ‘in isolated cases [is] also called S1e§o8ik6v and
B18aokaAkoY', but does not give examples (for S1e§oB1kbv see the Aeschylus vita quoted above;
its connotation is fullness, e.g. schol. Hes. 7h. 463). For yihds see e.g. schol. b 7. 2.494-877 ex.
(p. 289.8 Erbse) and Viza Thuc. 38.
The same holds true mutatis mutandis when piunois is used in an Aristotelian sense as in the
Tractatus Coislinianus (see above). For the sake of completeness it is worth mentioning the vexed
problem of Ps.Long. 9.13, where the [liad and the Odyssey are described as Spopoartiéy and
BinynuaTikéy respectively, although the Odjssey contains considerably more speech (67 per cent,
as opposed to 45 per cent in the I/iad). Niisser (1991: 192) may well be right ‘dafl nicht primir die
literarische Darstellungstechnik, sondern der innere Charakter der Dichtung gemeint ist’, but the
use of the terms remains odd; cf. also schol. Luc. 40.0 where SpapaTikdsdescribes a purely narrative
text and must mean ‘dramatic’ in a loose sense (sim. schol. Luc. 19.12, p. 46.20—6 Rabe). Conversely,
Ps.Demetr. eloc. 62 probably thinks of the speech element when he calls the //iad a Sp&ua (sim. 266
on Pl. Menex.).
>+ Hesiod represents the mixed form in schol. b 7/. 2.494-877 ex., but pure narrative in the Prolegomena
to Hesiod (both quoted above). Only the former is of course appropriate, but one can see how the
low percentage of speech (3.3 per cent in the 7heogony, 1.3 per cent in the Works & Days) led to the
impression that ‘Hesiod appears to be speaking throughout the poem’.
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6 8¢ Aoyos &k ToU TroinTikoU TrpocwTou. (schol. Theocr. 8.0a/b, cf. 12.0a)*

The text <is presented as> from the character of the poet.

Conversely, the identification as a purely dramatic text appears, for
example, in the introduction to /dy/l 1:

goT1 O¢ &uoiPaiov kai SpopaTIKOTEPOV*® pty UTToBelkvupévou ToU TToInTIKOU
mpoowTov. (schol. Theocr. 1.0b)*”

<The Idyll> is a dialogue and belongs to the dramatic form, with the character
of the poet not being represented.

All these scholia seem to reflect an awareness of the theoretical and
terminological framework which is given in the Prolegomena to Theocritus.
Other scholia, however, simply identify the ‘speaker’ of the first lines and
thereby give an implicit answer to the question as to whether or not the
voice of the narrator is heard. For instance:

TrpoAoyiler 6 Oedkpitos. (schol. Theocr. 7.0c)*

The first speaker™ is Theocritus.

Or, in the form of a paraphrase which dispenses with technical vocabu-
lary altogether:

TpoodiohéyeTar ApdTew Tvi gidw EaxuTol & OedkpiTos. (schol. Theocr. 6.0a,

cf. 11.0 b/d, 13.02)

Theocritus converses with a certain Aratus, a friend of his.

In both cases, the technical vocabulary which designates the various lit-
erary types does not occur, and the type of the particular /dyl/ is established
only implicitly.’® It is, therefore, not entirely clear whether the scholars

» The expression does not seem to imply that the entire text is spoken by the narrator, but that he

provides a narrative frame for the speeches (note that /. 12, too, contains speech, pace Niisser 1991:

195). Conversely, in schol. Luc. 30.1 the same expression describes a purely narrative text.

‘Superfluous’ comparatives are a typical feature of late Greek (Schneider 1910a: 149).

*7 Cf. schol. Theocr. 5.0a—c, 15.0 and Servius on Verg. ecl. 3.1, 9.1.

8 The scholion apparently assumes that the first-person narrator Simichidas and Theocritus are
identical (cf. schol. Theocr. 7.21a).

» The term TpoAoyiler does not imply the notion of a prologue in the sense ‘introductory passage’.

It simply identifies the first speaker; see Miiller (2000: 293), whose argument can be backed with

the occurrence of the term in non-dramatic scholia: e.g. schol. Theocr. 9.1/2a (of an unnamed

character). The identification of the first speaker is a standard piece of information in dramatic

hypotheseis (e.g. argum. 1 S. OC, argum. E. Alc., cf. element C in the taxonomy of Trendelenburg

1867: 4~5) and dramatic scholia (e.g., schol. E. Hee. 1, Ar. V. 1a). See also Chapter 19.

The same works, in the opposite direction, for ‘dramatic’ Idylls: schol. Theocr. 10.0a, 14.0a. In one

case, the scholion reflects a debate as to the speaker of the opening lines: schol. Theocr. 3.0a.
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who wrote these notes were aware of the theoretical framework given in
the Prolegomena to Theocritus and elsewhere.”

Notes of the TpoAoyilel type probably intend to inform the reader at
the outset of the speaker’s identity (cf. also schol. Theocr. 6.1, Pi. N. 9.1a)
in order to guarantee a proper understanding.’” A similar need may arise in
the middle of a text, especially in the case of particularly difficult passages
with many changes of speaker and/or narrative levels. As a consequence, the
scholia on ‘mixed’ /dylls sometimes clarify that the speaker of the relevant
lines is the narrator, who ‘interrupts’ the dialogue.” The phenomenon is
obviously not restricted to Zdylls and can occur in any text of the ‘mixed’
type, especially in Pindar, where the demarcation of speeches remains
a problem to this day.”* And there is even an example in Homer. The
absence of an explicit inquit-formula that caps Eurymachus’ speech (e.g.
s €parT, ‘so he spoke’) apparently induced a critic to clarify that Od. 16.351
is spoken by the poet (schol. H Od. 16.351).

The terms 87 &upoTépwv and uikTds clearly imply that a ‘mixed’ form
such as the Homeric epics consists both of 8inynuaTikéy (narrative) and
uun Tk (speech). Consequently, the two terms can be used in the scho-
lia, in order to refer to the narrator-text (8inynuatikév) and speech
(MuNTIKOV) respectively (see next section). This, together with the use
of the word yapaxTp in several examples cited above, provides the key to
the proper understanding of a scholion on //iad 19. The text first describes
Briseis’ reaction to the sight of the dead Patroclus (19.282-6) and then
quotes her speech (287—300), which is capped by two more lines of narrator-
text:

6 8¢ TOTTOS PECOU Y OPaKTHPOs UTTEPY wV TG PEV SIMY NUATIKG OEUVES TIEPPAC-
Tan Ko Mav E0Tl ypagikds, TG 88 pipnTIKE ouutadng kad yoepds: (schol. bT
1l 19.282-302 ex.)

The passage, being of a middle type, is expressed solemnly in the narrative part
and is very graphic, in the speech it is sympathetic and mournful.

By néoos xapaktnp (‘middle type’) this critic apparently means the same
as others by pikTos xapaxtnp (‘mixed type’). He considers 81nynuaTikév

3" The same coexistence of explicit and implicit annotation can also be found in the ancient commen-
taries on Vergil’s eclogues (for references see Kayser 1906: 14-15).

3% Their function is similar to the identification of the speakers in the margin (see below).

33 Cf. schol. Theocr. 7.29-31a, 7.90, 8.81; see also the disputed case discussed in schol. Theocr. 9.28—30a.

3 Cf. e.g. schol. Pi. O. 13.100¢ (sim. 102a), P. 9.172 (cf. 161; similar question in schol. Pi. L 7.55b,
also V. 10.73b); despite their general similarity, schol. Pi. O. 13.100c and P. 9.172 are different: the
former identifies the speaker with the poet, the latter with the chorus. This testifies to difficulties
with the separation of the two voices (see Chapter 4). Problems with identifying speech boundaries
in Pindar still exist, see e.g. Carey (1999: 20).
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and piunTikév the two poles of the scale, and what others call their ‘mixture’
is the ‘middle ground’ for him.”

TRANSITION FROM NARRATOR-TEXT TO SPEECH36

In the bT-scholion just quoted, SinynuaTikéy and pipnTiKéY stand for
narrator-text and speech respectively and identify individual passages
within a larger text. In this function the two terms repeatedly recur in the
scholia, in order to indicate the transition from narrator-text to speech.”
The common expression for this transition is peTaPaiveiv (or similar) &mo
ToU SinynuaTikoU &l TO pipnTikéY (‘to go over from narrator-text to
speech’). The phrase can be illustrated, for example, with Aristonicus’ note
on Achilles’” speech before the bow contest in the funeral games in honour
of Patroclus (/. 23.855-8):

671 &1d ToU SinynuaTikol &1l T piunTikov peThiABey oUTws: 6 y&p AXIAAeUS
ToUTO Adyel “&s pév ke PAAT) . ..7 (schol. A 7L 23.855a Ariston.)

<The diple,> because he [sc. Homer] made a transition from narrator-text to
speech in such a way. For it is Achilles <and not the narrator>, who says this:
“The man who hits. ..’

There are in total seven passages in the //iad which are explicitly inter-
preted in these terms as transition from narrator-text to speech.”® As against
a total of 678 Iliadic speeches, 7 is a comparatively small number. It is worth
considering whether the phrase does not have a more restricted meaning
than ‘transition from narrator-text to speech’. The key can be found in the
word oUTws (see above) and in the fuller explanation of the bT-scholion
on the same passage:

Neftrer TO “TéBe Aéywov”. €iwbe 8¢ peToPaivelv &md ToU SinynuaTikoU &l TO
uunTiKOV. (schol. bT 77 23.8556 ex.)

‘Saying this’ is missing. He [sc. Homer] is wont to make transitions from narrator-
text to speech.

% Differently N. J. Richardson (1980: 276), who argues that péoos yapaxtnp is the ‘middle style
[which] is rarely mentioned [sc. in the Homeric scholia]” (on the three styles see Chapter 9); similarly
Salvioni (1977-8: 153—4). Conversely, Erbse (ad loc.) refers to the passage from Plato’s Republic and
therefore seems to suggest the same explanation as given here.

36 The present section only discusses transitions from narrator-text to speech. For other differences
between narrator-text and speech see Chapter 4.

37 Cf. also D.H. Thuc. 37 (p. 388.15-19 U.-R.). For modern discussion see L. Friedlinder (1853: 16-17),
Usener ([1892] 1913: II 292 n. 73), Lehnert (1896: 91—2), Matthaios (1999: 395-400).

38 See schol. bT 7L 1.17 ex., bT I/, 4.303b ex., bT Il 6.45—6 ex., A IL. 15.346 Nic., T IL. 15.425-6 ex., A Il.
23.855a Ariston., bT Il 23.8550 ex. The device is discussed in bT 7/. 4.1274 ex. (quoted below), but
expressly not with reference to the Homeric passage under discussion. (On the special cases schol.
A Il 9.6856* ex. and A 1. 16.203a Ariston. see below.)
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Apparently, it is not the simple fact that there is a transition from
narrator-text to speech which is commented on. Rather, ancient scholars
find it noteworthy that it happens ‘in such a way’ (oUTcws), thatis, withouta
proper speech introduction.’” And this is in fact the common denominator
of the seven passages listed in n. 38.%° They all treat passages where, contrary
to Homer’s standard technique, the beginning of the speech is not expressly
marked by a speech introduction. Further proof for the correctness of the
suggested interpretation can be adduced from Dionysius’ comment on the
‘Melian dialogue’ (Thuc. 5.85-113). The Thucydidean narrator explicitly
introduces the first speech of the Athenians (5.84.3) and the Melians (5.86)
with an 7nquit formula. Then in 5.87 he goes over to a purely dramatic
presentation with no narrator-text between the speeches:

kol petd ToUTo &mrooTpéwas ToU dinynuaTikoU [Usener, SinynfuaTos codd.]
TOV S1dA0yov €Tl TO SpapaTikoV TaUTa TOV ABnvaiov &TToKpIVOUEVOY TTOILE.
(D.H. Thuc. 38 = p. 390.9-11 U.-R.)*

And after this he [sc. Thucydides] ‘turns away’ the dialogue from the narrative
towards the [purely] dramatic and has the Athenian answer the following. . .

Needless to say, unmarked or sudden transitions from narrator-text to
speech are particularly apt to cause confusion among readers. Ancient
commentators therefore single them out and explain them by means of the
phrase petoPaivelv &mo ToU SinynuatikoU &l TO uiunTikéY.*

As for the origin of these notes, Usener ([1892] 1913: II 291—2 with
n. 73) attempts to draw a line between Aristarchus and Aristonicus. The
terminology discussed above is said to depend on Aristonicus, not on
Aristarchus. Usener’s argument is, however, impaired by the fact that the
A-scholia which he cites as preserving genuine Alexandrian terminology
explain another type of &mooTpogn (‘apostrophe, transition’), which is

3 Cf. also Eust. 1333.12 (= 4.848.9), schol. Aeschin. 3.20. Incidentally, the speech in question (7
23.855—8) is unique, because it is the only Homeric speech which begins in the middle of the line
(Fithrer 1967: 66 n. 2), but the scholia do not expressly mention this. They only comment on the
absence of a speech introduction.

4% See de Jong (1987: 11), cf. also de Martino (1977).

4 Dionysius mistakenly places the transition affer chapter 87 and misidentifies the speaker of chapter
88, but that does not affect my argument here; on the passage see also Niisser (1991: 196—7), who
argues that Dionysius uses 81nynuaTikév in an Aristotelian sense in that it refers to the ‘mixed’
form, i.e. narrator-text plus speech.

4 The modern reader of Homer has the benefit of quotation marks around the speeches in his edition.
This practice is in a way anticipated in those Homeric papyri which consistently identify the name
of the speaker (incl. the poet) in the margin. The evidence is usefully collected in Spooner (2002:
117-18). A similar effect could be achieved by means of a simple paragraphos, as in dramatic papyri
(see Haslam 1997: 57). There is, to my knowledge, no systematic collection of the material, but see
the references given by Andorlini and Lundon (2000: 2 n. 10).
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different from the transition from narrator-text to speech.¥ Given the
presence of the relevant phrase in several A-scholia, it seems better, with
L. Friedlinder (1853: 16-17), to identify Aristarchus as the source of the
terms under discussion.**

Among the examples of unmarked transitions, two deserve special atten-
tion, because at some point they became the standard examples for this
phenomenon in ancient scholarship. The first instance is Nestor’s speech
in the ‘marshalling of the troops’ (/.. 4.303—9). In addition to the scholia
on the passage itself (schol. A 7. 4.303a Ariston., bT Il. 4.3036 ex.), this
unmarked transition to speech is mentioned as a parallel in three other
scholia: once in the scholion on the very first speech of the /liad, which
does not have a standard speech introduction either (schol. bT 7/ 1.17 ex.),
once in a scholion to Hesiod (see below) and once in a scholion which
explains the different forms of apostrophe. The relevant list mentions among

other types of apostrophe:*

T0 [sc. 1805 &mooTpogfis] {Trepi ppdotv, dTav &md ToU SinynuaTikoU eis TO
MM TIKOV PeTEADT), “ITrTrelon pev mpddTa, | 85 8¢ K &vnp” [IL 4.301, 306], §| TO
gvavTiov: (schol. T 7/, 4.1274 ex.)*

The [type of apostrophe] related to diction (?), when he [sc. Homer] makes an
[unmarked] transition from narrator-text to speech, <e.g.> “To the driver of
horses first | When a man’, or the opposite.

As ‘or the opposite’ makes clear, this critic also has in mind cases where
the unmarked transition is back from speech to narrator-text, that is, the
absence of a capping formula (cf. schol. H Od. 16.351, above), which, in fact,
is slightly more frequent in Homer than the absence of speech introductions
(Fithrer 1967: 46-8). No scholion, however, has been preserved which
discusses the reverse transition exactly in the terms &mo ToU pipnTikoU €is
TO JINYNPATIKOV.*

4 Usener’s examples, schol. A 1. 16.586 Ariston., A II. 16.6974" Ariston., describe the transition from
second-person narrative (when the narrator addresses a character, e.g. Patroclus) to third-person
narrrative and vice versa (on this transition see below); see also Matthaios (1999: 396—7). The term
&mooTpo@t has a wider meaning than its modern counterpart (see Excursus below).

44 In addition to the A-scholia mentioned above, see also the notes which discuss the absence of a

proper speech introduction: schol. A Il 9.224 Ariston., A Il. 9.254 Ariston. (the latter is an instance

of ‘speech within speech’, on which see below).

For the other types of apostrophe see Excursus below.

46 The scholion adduces the parallel passage in a somewhat puzzling way, because it quotes the
beginning of two lines which are not immediately related to the topic in question. The last line of
the narrator-text is 302 (not 301), and 306 is from mid-speech. This may reflect the abbreviating
process of the transmission (cf. Introd. page 9), perhaps because this scholion lists several types of
apostrophe, only one of which is relevant to the actual context in /liad 4.

47 Note, however, that &mi 16 8inynuaTikov peTicov describes the transition from proem to narrative
in schol. b 7/. 1.8—9 ex. And the transition from speech to narrator-text at the end of Nestor’s same

4
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The second example of an unmarked transition that is of special interest
is Hector’s speech in 7/ 15.347—s1. In addition to the scholia on the speech
itself (schol. A 1. 15.346 Nic., bT II. 15.347a ex.), it is used as an example
of unmarked transition in Ps.Long. sub/. 27 and in Ps.Plut. Hom. s7. The
scholia on the passage discuss not only the unmarked transition itself, but
also the disputed question where the speech actually begins, in line 347 or
348. The vulgate opts for the latter:

7 ouvfiBeia ouvdTrTer Kad TO “vnuoiv émooeveofon” [ 15.347], va ) petdPaots
{f} &md 10U dimynuaTikoU &mi TO ppnTikdY § “Sv & &v Eycov &mrdveube”
[15.348]. (schol. A 7/ 15.346 Nic.)

The vulgate continues until [i.e. treats as part of the narrator-text] ‘to make hard
for the ships” so that the [unmarked] transition from narrator-text to speech is:
‘That man I <see> apart. ..’

Conversely, the bT-scholion on the same passage considers both possibili-
ties:

vnuoiv émooevesdal: cos éri Tas vads Spudy: Aeitrel 88 TO “Aéywv”. 1) &rapép-
QoT eiov &vTi TpooTakTIKGV. (schol. bT 1/ 15.3474 ex.)

‘[To] make hard for the ships’: like to run for the ships. ‘Saying’ is missing. Or the
infinitives stand for imperatives [i.e. the speech already begins in 347].

Although the half-line formula éxéxAeto paxpov &lioas (15.346) is used
as a regular speech introduction in eight other Homeric speeches, ancient
critics do not seem to have recognised it as such.* From their point of view
the transition is unmarked, and they consequently discuss the question of
where the speech begins.*’

A scholion to Hesiod also stands out, because at first sight the ancient
literary critic seems to have misunderstood the concept:

TaUT &pa Moloan &etov: &mrd ToU SinynuoaTikoU peTéPn els TO TpdowToV
MLUNTIKES, 605 Kot “Ounpos [1/ 4.310]" “dds & yépwv ddTpuve TTEAC TTOAEPwY €U
£i8¢0s”. oUTws kai Holodos “talt’ &pa MoUoaun &eidov”. (schol. Hes. 7h. 75)

“This is what the Muses sang’: he [sc. Hesiod] made a transition from narrator-text
to the speech of a character in the style of Homer: “Thus the old man [sc. Nestor]
wise in fighting from of old encouraged them.” So Hesiod too: “This is what the
Muses sang.’

speech is discussed in schol. A 7/ 4.3104" Nic., albeit in different terminology (ueTéPoov . . . &md
TGV TpoowTwy Tolelobal, to make a transition from the characters’).

4[] 6.66, 6.110, 8.172, 11.285, 15.424, 15.485, 16.268, 17.183; cf. esp. schol. T 7/ 15.425—6 ex.

4 The question is still disputed among scholars (see the different editions).
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Both the passage from Hesiod and the Homeric parallel are actually
capping formulae, that is, they mark the end of the speech.”® Although it
cannot be ruled out with certainty that the critic made such a blatant error,
it seems preferable to assume that he meant to say the following: ‘Hesiod
made an [unmarked] transition from narrator-text to speech [sc. a few lines
before] <and now adds a capping formula> just as Homer. ..

Another remarkable use of the phrase &mwd 81nynuaTikoU KTA. can be
found in connection with the literary device of ‘speech within speech’.
Again, it is only the unmarked transition which is commented on and
not all the speeches in question. The use of the known phrase is particu-
larly striking here, because, strictly speaking, the incorporating speech is a
mipnTIKOV itself and not a SinynuoaTikév.’” But the phrase seems to have
acquired the meaning ‘unmarked transition to speech’ independent of the
narrative level at which it occurs. An instance can be found in the scholia
on [liad 16:

OTL ATEOTPOPE TOV Adyov &TO ToU SinynuaTikoU &l TO MIMNTIKOV, Kai
EMNeiTrel TO “TABe Aéywv” (T6) [suppl. Erbse] “ékaoTos &g fTidoode” [cf. 1L
16.202]. (schol. A Il 16.203a Ariston.)

<The diple,> because he [sc. Achilles] has made a ‘turnover’ from narrator-text
to speech, and ‘saying this’ is missing in <the phrase> ‘each of you kept blaming

>

me.

In the passage in question (16.200—9), Achilles speaks to the Myrmidons
before they finally go back to war under Patroclus’ command. In his speech,
Achilles reminds them of their complaints by quoting their speech verbatim
(16.203-6), and the transition again lacks a standard speech introduction.
Similar applications of the known phrase to speech within speech can be
found elsewhere in the Homeric scholia and also in the scholia to tragedy.”

5© Modern scholars would actually deny that a direct speech precedes Tai7 &pa MoUoau &e18ov (Hes.
Th. 75), but that is how the ancient critic apparently took it. He may have had in mind passages
such as Od. 8.83 = 521 (TaUT’ &p &o180s &e1Be, ‘these things the singer sang’), which cap indirect
speeches. On such formulae in general see Fiihrer (1967: 2).

5t Cf. the wording of schol. H'KM?*S Od. 1.40 (p. 26.10-11 Ludwich): &vtedfev & ToU Simynuatikod

peTfiABev &l TO piunTIKOY, 816 Kai Emipéper “ods épa® Eppeias” [sc. 1.42] (‘In this line, he [sc.

Homer] went over from narrator-text to speech, and for that reason he then adds “Thus spoke

Hermes™). The passage in question is an instance of ‘speech within speech’ (see below).

However, the phrase &md ToU mipnTikoU &mi 16 piunTiKov petaPaivelv would of course ring

oddly.

Cf. schol. A 7/. 9.6856> ex. (cf. also 4'), H'KM?®S Od. 1.40 (p. 26.10-11 Ludwich, quoted in n. s1),

A. Pers. 369, 372 (pp. 122—3 Dihnhardt), E. Al. 163, Hipp. 1240, Ph. 1225, and, without the regular

phrase, Or. 1447, Ph. 1435, also Hec. 533. Some of these examples are mentioned by Trendelenburg

(1867: 139) and de Jong (1987: 250 n. 33).

“
by
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OTHER APPLICATIONS OF THE TERMS FOR
‘NARRATIVE  AND ‘DRAMATIC’

A scholion to Aeschylus' Eumenides discusses a categorical difference
between narrative and dramatic poetry. In line 29 of the play the priestess
refers to her own movement on stage (‘thereafter I take my seat as prophetess
upon my throne’). The corresponding scholion reads as follows:

ToUTS Pnow émeldn SpapaTikr éoTwv 1) Toinots. & 8& v SinynuaTIKn, elmey
&v & roinTAs “TalTa siTrolo gis Bpdvov EkabéleTo”. (schol. A. Eum. 29)

This she [sc. the priestess] says <herself>, because it is a dramatic composition. If
it were a narrative <composition>, the poet would have said: “With these words
she sat down on the throne.’

The passage from Eumenides is one of the numerous ‘stage directions’
which, in ancient drama, are usually given in the text itself (i.e. implicitly,
not as external stage direction).”* As such they are part of the characters’
speeches, whereas in narrative texts, the critic argues, it is the narrator who
provides this kind of information instead.

If speeches in Homeric epic add a dramatic element to an essentially
narrative genre (see above), the same can be said mutatis murandis about
narrative elements in dramatic texts. When Prometheus finally gives in
to the chorus’ urge to tell them the reason for his punishment (A. PV
199—241), the scholion comments:

&1rd ToUTwv 8¢ &pyeTon THs dinynoews. (schol. A. PV 199a)”
From these <events> [sc. how he unsuccessfully tried to give advice to the gods
who wanted to oust Cronus] he [sc. Prometheus] begins his story.

And another scholion on the same passage reads:

oxfiua pnTopikdY TS Aeydpevov dinynuaTikov. (schol. A. PV 199c)

<This is> the rhetorical mode called ‘narrative’.

The explicit reference to rhetoric makes it clear that this scholar com-
pares Prometheus’ speech to a (forensic) speech which comprises a narrative

54 See e.g. Wilamowitz (1914: xxxiv), Taplin (19772). For the scholia that treat questions of staging
see Chapter 19, including an excursus on the semantics of the ancient term for ‘stage direction’
TOPETTIY POAPT).

55 Cf. schol. Ar. Nu. 1187a (on the beginning of Pheidippides’ ‘narrative’ on Solon, which is, however,
punctuated by Strepsiades’ questions), Theocr. 2.66-68a (on the beginning of Priapus’ story about
Daphnis’ love), 14.12-14a (on the beginning of Aeschinas’ story about himself).
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section that in rhetorical theory is called 81fynots (lat. narratio).’® Simi-
larly, when Prometheus later (846) begins a narrative section of his speech
with the typically Homeric device ‘there is a place (called) X, the scholion
again speaks of a oxfjua SinynuaTikdv (schol. A. PV 846¢).” Likewise,
the pedagogue’s false report in Electra about Orestes’ death in the chariot
race is also called 811yynois (schol. S. EL 706). A further example is the
nurse’s elaborate report about the love charm in Hippolytus, which is again
referred to by the verb 8iny€icfou (schol. E. Hipp. 514, p. 67.12 Schwartz).
In this particular case, Euripides is praised for suppressing such a long nar-
rative, which would be a nuisance (8voxA€iv). The same objection returns
in schol. S. OC 220, which criticises Euripides’ inclusion of genealogical
information and applauds Sophocles for omitting it (cf. Chapter 1). In a
similar vein, Sophocles is praised for the dialogical exposition in Ajax (schol.
S. 4j. 38a), because to have one character introduce everything in the nar-
rative type (81mynuaTikdy €i805), that is, in a long speech, would lead to
surfeit (k6pos).”® The unnamed target of this criticism is again Euripides,
whose prologue speakers and messengers were criticised for the length of
their speeches (schol. Ar. Ach. 416a). Apparently, they were considered ‘too
narrative’ to be appropriate to the dramatic genre.”

No less interesting are the cases where the known terminology refers to
narrative elements within choral odes (schol. E. Hipp. 555, 744). Triclinius
even established a connection between metre and narrative in choral odes.
His note on the parodos in Seven against Thebes (schol. A. Th. 78-150b)
explains the metrical structure as bipartite. A monostrophic part of various
metres precedes a part that consists of two strophes. The same metrical
structure is said to recur in A. Ag. 40-2, S. 4j. 134—5 and E. Ph. 202. He
concludes:

56 Cf. schol. E. Hipp. 625 (explicit comparison with oratory), Ar. V. 1381 (on Bdelycleon encouraging
his father to ‘be narrative’, i.e. tell stories); cf. also schol. Tricl. Ar. Eq. 624b, schol. rec. Ar. PL.
28a, 41a. Interestingly, even narrative sections within a narrative text such as the /iad can be called
Bifjynois (schol. D 7L 5.9, bT I/ 10.314 ex.). Both passages are examples of the ‘there was a person
X’ motif (de Jong 2001: 83, with examples).

57 A. PV 846 toTv oA KévwPos, toydrn xBovds, kTA. On the motif ‘there is a place X see de Jong

(2001: 83, with examples).

Similar arguments recur in schol. A. Eum. 609, S. Aj. 506. Conversely, schol. S. EL 32 accepts that

Orestes gives a narrative exposition of the play. In a rather different vein, the chorus in Prometheus

Bound are said to punctuate a long rhesis in order to give the actor a chance to take a break (schol.

A. PV 472b).

Cf. Meijering (1987: 190-1), who discusses other criticisms, e.g. the ‘superfluous’ wealth of infor-

mation provided in Euripides’ prologues (see Chapter 1). The different prologue technique is

also discussed with respect to Sophocles’ and Euripides’ Philocteres. The former has a dialogical
exposition, the latter appears to have been monological (schol. S. PA. 1 = E. Ph. T 1 Miiller).

“
o
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XpdvTal 88 TG TOlOUTwW oXNUXTIONE of ToinTal &Te SinynuaTikov TotoUot
TOV Aoyov. (schol. Tricl. A. Th. 78-150b, p. 49.5—6 Smith)

Poets use this <metric> form when they make their account narrative.

The general observation and the parallels from other tragedies show that
Triclinius systematically studied narrative elements in choral odes. He may
have had predecessors among ancient scholars.

More generally, ancient scholars do not refrain from using terms which
are generically determined in a loose sense. For example, an ancient discus-
sion on where Euripides should have begun the plot of Phoenician Women
comprises the argument:

el pév & &pxfis §BouieTo T& TpdypaTa Aéyeobal, éxpfiv Thv ék Dovikng
&mroikiov ToU K&Bpou katd AemrTtov petd Tfis adTias dinynoacfar. (schol. E.
Ph. 4, p. 247.4—6 Schwartz)

If he [sc. Euripides] had wanted to tell the events from the beginning, he ought
to have narrated in detail Cadmus’ colonisation from Phoenicia together with its
cause.

Although 81nyeiobau (‘to narrate’) is strictly speaking inappropriate to
the activity of a dramatic poet, few will take exception to the expression as
used in the present note.

OTHER CLASSIFICATIONS

The extant scholia also contain traces of other classifications of literature. A
first classification differentiates four types of narrative. The main criterion
is whether the source of the ‘message’ is the speaker himself, the addressee
or a third person. (The long note is occasioned by Achilles’ speech in //iad
1, in which he reminds Thetis of how she used to tell them about her rescue
of Zeus.)

Téooapes 8¢ Sinynoewv idéon: 1) pev SMANTIKN, s STAV TTap& TIVos AKOUCOS TiS
Ut BinyfiTon & fiKouoey, 65 TO “TToANGKL Y&p oto TToTpos” [11 1.396]. TO 8¢
&y YEATIKOV, &Tav & Trap £Tépou fikouoev ETépw SinyfiTal, cs 1o “&yyehiny
T& Tol, yaufjoxe [15.174]. TO 8¢ UTTOoTATIKOY, STAV TGOV TPAYUATWY TIVK
a&mrary yeihan UtroBépevor Sinypeda, cos TO “cos 0ToT HAeiotot kail v veikos
ETUXON” [11.671]. TO B pikTOV £§ SWMAN TIKOU Kol UTToo TATIKOU, o5 TO “AAA& oU
TéV Y ENBoUoa, Oed, UreAUooo Seauddov” [1.401]" € y&p fiv SUIANTIKOY, 0UTwS
&v elrev: AAAK Ot TGOV Beapddy aUTOV ATTOATo KOAECKO OV TOV EKXTOY XELPOV.
6 8t &g ETépav TTAOOIY peTeNBov dos 1810V BN Adyov Kal oly s Tap ékelvng
&xovuoas dit€eiov. (schol. AbT 1/ 1.3666 ex.)
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<There are> four types of narrative: [i] the homiletic <type>, when one has
heard something from somebody and narrates to him what one has heard, e.g.
[Achilles speaking to Thetis:] ‘For often I heard you <saying> at my father’s. ..’;
[ii] the messenger <type>, when one reports to someone what one has heard from
another, e.g. [Iris speaking:] ‘Some message, earthshaking <Poseidon, I have> for
you...’s [iii] the substantive <type>, when we undertake to report some events
and narrate, e.g. [Nestor speaking to Patroclus:] “When there was a quarrel between
the Eleans and us. .. ;% [iv] the mixed, <consisting> of the homiletic and the
substantive, e.g. [Achilles to Thetis:] ‘But you, goddess, came and freed him [sc.
Zeus] of his shackles.” For if it were (purely) homiletic, he would have said: ‘But <I
heard you saying> that you, having summoned the hundred-hander [sc. Briareus],
freed him of his shackles.” But going over to another case [i.e. nominative, thus
giving up indirect speech in favour of direct presentation] he goes through it as if
it were already his own story and not as if he had heard it from her.

In other words, in the homiletic type (i) the speaker conveys a ‘message’
he has heard from the addressee himself. In the messenger type (ii) he
conveys a message he has heard from a third person. In the substantive type
(iii) the speaker conveys his own ‘message’.”" At the same time, the three
terms seem to indicate that the speaker has a different intention in each
case. By means of the homiletic type he intends to remind the addressee. In
the messenger type he acts as a neutral mouthpiece of another’s message.®
In the substantive type the speaker himself is the source of the message, the
purpose of which seems to be to encourage the addressee. This classification
does not seem to be attested elsewhere.

A second classification is very similar to the modern distinction between
narratives in the first, second or third person, and must be reconstructed on
the basis of several sources. No single text survives which gives a straight-
forward description of the three different narrative modes. Rather, ancient
scholars identify two of the three modes and discuss their differences, in
particular the transition from one to the other:

&rd ToU TS alTdY Adyou els TOV Trept aiToU peTéoTn. (schol. Pi. V. 7.1062)%

% The third type is well explained by Eustathius (8w Tis ofkofev &enyfitai Tt Tag éaxuTtol A Tog
éTépou TpayBév, 122.19 = 1.189.3—4), who goes on to claim that Nestor is wont to use it.

This is made explicit in the final part of the scholion, which specifically describes the difference
between the substantive type (és i810v Adyov) and the homiletic (¢ o ékeivng dxovoas).

Cf. the ancient discussion on messenger speeches (see Chapter 16), which includes the question
whether or not a messenger such as Iris is entitled to add points that are not part of the original
message.

Cf. schol. A 7/ 16.584 Ariston. (transition from third-person narrative to second-person narrative),
A II. 16.586 Ariston. (from second- to third-person narrative), A /. 16.6974" Ariston. (criticising
Zenodotus for not having recognised the transition from third- to second-person narrative), AbT
1l. 16.789b Ariston. (from third- to second-person narrative), AbT I/ 17.705 Ariston. (ditto), A 1.
17.6816 Ariston. (from second- to third-person narrative). The sheer frequency of the notes shows

6
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He [sc. Pindar] went over from the narrative addressed to him [sc. the victor] to
the one about him.

In other words, Pindar makes a transition from second-person narrative
(‘to him’) to third-person narrative (‘about him’).®* Terminologically and
conceptually the scholion is indebted to Aristotle’s communication model
(Rh. 1358a37-b2). He distinguishes between speaker (6 Aéywv), addressee
(Trpds 8v Aéyel) and subject-matter (Trepi oU Aéyet). Perhaps even more
instructive is the formulation of the note which introduces Pythian 11:

TTPOOLUIALETAOL BE KATA TOV TTIPOCXY OPEUTIKOV AGYOV Kal oUX i KaTd TOV Sinyn-
HOTIKOY: TTPOS Y&p alTds &moTelveTal, oUxi 8¢ Tepl altédv Aéyer. (schol. Pi.
P. 1.inscr. b)

He [sc. Pindar] gives a proem in the ‘apostrophic’ mode and not in the narrative
<mode>. For he addresses them [sc. Semele and Ino, the daughters of Cadmus]
and does not speak about them.

Here again a distinction is being made between second- and third-
person narratives. The former addresses the characters, the latter speaks
about them. Interestingly, this scholar makes use of what seems to be
established terminology. Second-person narrative is called Tpoooyopeu-
TIKOS Adyos (lit. ‘apostrophic/addressing speech’), third-person narrative
is called SinynpaTikds (Adyos). The former reminds one of the ancient
term for ‘vocative case’, TrpooayopeuTikf) TTOG15.” The latter term,
BinynuaTikds, is of course the same that designates ‘(pure) narrative’ in
the models discussed above. Its restriction here to the meaning ‘third-
person narrative’ most probably derives from the fact that third-person
narrative is by far the most frequent type in Greek (and other Western)

that Aristarchus systematically studied the phenomenon. Cf. also schol. Pi. 2. 11.25¢ (transition to
third-person narrative), . 5.18a (from third- to second-person narrative), E. Or. 333 (p. 133.10-11
Schwartz: from third- to second-person narrative).

In a more general sense, such transitions &6 TpoowToU €is Tpdowov (from one person to
another’, in the grammatical sense) are called &mooTpo@n, see schol. bT 7/ 4.1274 ex. (cf. the A-
scholia listed in the previous n.) and Excursus below. This rubric includes cases where the Homeric
narrator apostrophises one of his characters (L. Friedlinder 1853: 16, with examples). For this topic
see esp. schol. bT 7/ 20.24 ex., which lists the relevant characters.

Cf. also Theon’s distinction of the various illocutionary forces, statement, question, command,
wish, etc., which are comprised in the TpooayopeuTikt) Tpogopd (Theon progymn. 11 87.13—91.10
Spengel, esp. 89.21-3). In a common school exercise students were to decline a sentence such as
‘Pittacus of Mitylene, having been asked if anyone escapes notice of the gods when doing wrong,
said “Not even when thinking of it” in the five cases, the one in the vocative being a form
of second-person narrative (Nicolaus progymmn. p. 18 Felten, cf. Theon progymn. 11 101.27-103.2

Spengel).
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literature and can therefore count as the default type of narrative.®® Fur-
thermore, a confusion is excluded because the transition described in the
two scholia above can only occur from second- to third-person narrative
or vice versa. Conversely, first-person narrative cannot go over into either
second- or third-person narrative (unless, of course, the first-person narra-
tor addresses or speaks of another character).

The distinction between first- and third-person narratives may underlie
a scholion to Ps.Lucian, which, however, poses problems of interpretation:

TOTE P&V (S ATTO TIPATOU TIPOCTIOU SPAPATIKES, TTOTE ¢ s &TTO TPiTOU
&Py nUaTiK®S, &Trep TOAU TTapd TTA&TwYL T grAocdpw EoTiv eUpeiv. (schol.
Luc. 58.2)%7

Now as if [?] from the first person in the dramatic mode, now as if [?] from the
third <person> in the narrative mode, as it is often found in the philosopher
Plato.

The pair ‘dramatic’ (SpopaTikGS) vs. ‘narrative’ (&pnynuaTIK®S) is
familiar from the transitions discussed above, but their connection with
‘first person’ and ‘third person’ respectively is unparalleled. Does the latter
distinction relate to one between first-person narrative and third-person
narrative?

The Ps.Lucianic text in question, the Encomium Demosthenis, presents a
first-person narrator who reports his encounter with the poet Thersagoras.
(The opening and its narrative situation resemble that of Plato’s Republic
and other dialogues, and may in fact be a deliberate allusion.) Against
this backdrop, one could hypothesise that the scholion simply means to
say that ‘there is an alternation between “what I said” and “what he said”
as often in Plato’ (examples would be Republic, Charmides or Lysis). But
why is ‘what I said’ ‘dramatic’ (8papartikéds) and ‘what he said” ‘narrative’
(&P Y NHATIKES)?

Given what we know about these two terms, another possibility must
be considered as well, namely that the ancient commentator makes a dis-
tinction between texts with framing narrative and texts without (cf. above
on Theocritus). In that connection, it is worth remembering that there
is evidence for an ancient distinction between ‘dramatic’ and ‘narrative’

%6 Ancient Greek texts which present a first-person narrator are rare, especially if one excludes embed-
ded narratives, where first-person narrative is somewhat more frequent (e.g. Odysseus in Odyssey
9-12), see de Jong and Niinlist (2004: 546—7 with n. 2).

67 The scholion may refer to 7y § &5 in 58.1 (thus Rabe in the app. crit. with reference to a codex from
Wolfenbiittel). In any case, the scholion seems to comment on Ps.Lucian’s Encomium Demosthenis
as a whole.
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dialogues of Plato.** The former group will have included purely ‘dramatic’
dialogues without a framing narrative (e.g. Euthyphro, Crito or Phaedrus),
the latter those which do contain such a frame (e.g. Republic, Charmides or
Parmenides). The problem with this explanation is that the second group
of Platonic dialogues and, in fact, Ps.Lucian’s own Encomium Demosthenis
present a first-person narrator in the framing narrative. However, there may
be a way out of this impasse.

The wider context in which Plato introduces the tripartition ‘narrative-
dramatic-mixed” (R. 393d—394d) expresses his objections to what ensues
from direct speech (uipnois). It forces the poet to slip into the role of
the character whom he impersonates or ‘mimes’, to which Plato takes
exception. At the beginning of //iad 1, for example, Homer speaks as if he
were the priest Chryses. And when he refers to himself, he obviously does so
in the first person (‘me, Chryses’). Conversely, in Plato’s ‘purely narrative’
rewriting of the same passage, Chryses and the other characters are always
referred to in the third person. Read against this background, it seems likely
that 65 &d TpwTOU TPOT OV (‘as if from the first person’) and ¢os &wd
TpiTou (TrpocwTrou) (‘as if from the third person’) refer to this distinction.
Consequently, the two forms are described as SpapaTikéds (‘dramatically’,
i.e. in direct speech) and &pnynuoaTikés (‘(purely) narrative’), because in
speeches characters speak ‘as if from the first person’, whereas narrative
texts are written ‘as if from the third person’ (cf. n. 66 on the scarcity of
first-person narratives in ancient Greek literature).

Although this is a probable explanation of the scholion as such and would
testify to an ancient distinction which in a way adumbrates the distinction
between first- and third-person narrative, two problems remain. Firstly,
the application of the concept to Ps.Lucian’s Encomium Demosthenis is
problematic, because, to repeat, its framing narrative has a first-person
narrator. Secondly, it is difficult to see how the scholion’s point that this
occurs frequently in Plato can be justified. For in Plato, too, the narrators
of the framing narratives are first-person narrators. If the scholion itself is

%8 The relevant witness is Diogenes Laertius (3.50), who, however, does not further discuss the model,
because he dismisses it as unphilosophical. oU AavB&ver & fiuds 611 Tives EAAws Siapépelv ToUs
S1oAdyous poaoi — Aéyouot y&p aUTGOV TOUs UV SpapaTikoUs, Tous 8¢ SimnynuaTikoUs, Tous
B¢ PeIKTOUS — GANX KETVOL P&V TPAY1KAS UEAAOV T) P1A0COPwS THV Slapopdy TGV S1oAdywy
Tpoowvduacoav (‘I am not unaware that there are other ways in which certain critics classify
the dialogues. For they call some of them dramatic, others narrative, still others mixed. But they
designated the difference between the dialogues in a way that is more tragic than philosophical’). The
tripartition is of course Plato’s own, but the problem is that there are no ‘(purely) narrative’ Platonic
dialogues, there are only ‘dramatic’ and ‘mixed’ (cf. the ‘Aristotelian’ bipartition SinynuaTikoi—
SpauaTikof in Plut. quaest. conv. 711b—c). This points to a general problem with Plato’s model: it
is difficult to find actual examples of the purely narrative type in Greek literature (cf. n. 13).
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accurately explained above, one must accept the fact that its application to
Ps.Lucian and, indirectly, to Plato is less than fortunate.®

A third classification of literature (schol. bT 7/ 14.342—s1 ex.) distin-
guishes between three degrees of representation of reality and is explained
in detail by M. Schmidt (1976: 61-3) and Meijering (1987: 67—72).

EXCURSUS: THE VARIOUS APPLICATIONS OF THE
TERM &TTo0TPo@T (‘APOSTROPHE’)

Since the present chapter comprises several applications of the term
&mooTpoer| (‘apostrophe’), it is appropriate to discuss here the range of its
meanings. Etymologically speaking, apostrophe means that one ‘turns away’
from one person or thing to another. Consequently, the range of possible
applications is considerably wider than that of its modern counterpart. Vir-
tually every form of ‘transition’ can be designated thus. Ps.Plutarch (Hom.
57) differentiates five types: (i) transition from one (grammatical) person
to another (cf. above); (ii) the ‘apostrophe proper’ (i.e. the narrator/speaker
apostrophises a character/person; Ps.Plutarch makes it clear that, in antig-
uity too, this is the most common meaning of the term); (iii) transition
from narrator-text to speech (cf. above); (iv) change of addressee within
the same speech (cf. e.g. schol. S. OC 1354); (v) the narrator addresses
the narratee (e.g. in 7/ 5.85, see bT). Other sources such as schol. bT 7.
4.1274a ex. add to the list: (vi) transition from participle to finite verb; (vii)
transition from one location to another. According to Quintilian (9.2.39),
even a (viii) thematic transition can be called apostrophe. The bottom line
is that every instance of &mooTpo@™ (and cognates) must be judged on its
merits in order to attribute it to one of the many possible categories.

% As to the application to Plato, David Konstan (p.c.) suggests that the critic may have had in mind
the fairly extensive passages where Platonic narrators speak about Socrates in the third person, incl.
indirect speech (e.g. Smp. 174a3-223d12, Phd. s8e1-118a14). If this is correct, the critic overlooks the
fact that these passages are embedded in first-person narratives. The distinction between first-person
and third-person narrative also plays a role in a passage from Plutarch (glor. Athen. 345e—f). He
praises Xenophon for introducing the narrator Themistogenes into the Hellenica (sc. 3.1.2) and
for referring to himself in the third person. (NB Thucydides and Caesar both use the first person
when they refer to themselves as narrators of the text.) See also the distinction between Aristotle’s
esoteric works (called atompdowTa, ‘in his own person’) on the one hand and on the other the
S1ahoyikd B¢ doa p) &S oikelou TTpoocaToU oUVEY pagey, GAN coTrep 6 TTA&TwWY UTrokpIvoueVos
étépoov mpdowTa (‘dialogic <works>, as many as he did not write in his own person, but, just
as Plato, presented other characters’): Philoponus, iz Cat. pr., CIAG XIIL 1, p. 4.11-14; see Haslam
1972: 21. However, Philoponus’ point is whether Aristotle himself ‘appears’ in his texts or not (as
Plato). Therefore, the S1choy1k& may nevertheless have a first-person narrator, just as, for example,
Socrates in Plato’s Republic.
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CONCLUSION

The Platonic classification that distinguishes between texts that are purely
narrative, purely dramatic or mixed pervades ancient literary criticism. It
occurs with considerable frequency and a fairly high degree of termino-
logical and conceptual variety. In addition to classifying entire texts (with
the ‘purely narrative’ posing problems of appropriate exemplification), the
model also serves to identify individual passages, for example, narrator-
text (e.g. S1NynuaTikov) and speech (e.g. pipnTIKOV) in texts of a ‘mixed’
character, or narrative sections in essentially non-narrative genres such as
tragedy. A particular application of the underlying model is the singling-out
of unmarked transitions from narrator-text to speech (&mwd ToU Sinyn-
uoTikoU &trl 1O piunTikdv), which can even be applied to instances of
speech within speech.

Further classifications of literature include the apparently unparalleled
distinction between ‘homiletic narrative’, ‘messenger report’ and ‘substan-
tive narrative’, which seems to depend on whether the source of the nar-
rative is the addressee, a third party or the speaker himself. Considerably
closer to a modern outlook are the notes which reflect the distinction
between narratives in the first, second or third person. As often, the scholia
do not preserve a theoretical discussion of the model, but the extant notes
(esp. on transitions from third-person to second-person narrative and vice
versa) clearly reflect a corresponding model. The scholion on Ps.Lucian may
even reflect a distinction between first-person and third-person narrators.



CHAPTER 4

Focalisation

Questions of focalisation (or point of view) are of considerable impor-
tance in ancient literary criticism, and various aspects are discussed in the
scholia." The best-known is probably the interpretative principle that is
often referred to by the expression AUois &k ToU Tpoodymou (lit. ‘solution
from the character’).” Its point is that if one takes into account in each
case who the speaker is, contradictions in a text can often be proven to be
apparent only because the speakers are not identical. As Porphyry puts it:

oudty ¢ BaupaoTov € Tapd TG ToINT) évavTior AéyeTar UTO Siapdpwv
PWVGV. 60X HEV Yap Epn alTOs & EauTol E§ idiou Trpoowou, TalTa Sel
&xoAouba elvar kal pf) évavTtio dAATAols” doa 8¢ TrpocwTTols TrepLTifnoY,
oUK auToU giotv &AAG T&OV AeyovTwv voeital, &8sy kai EmdéyeTal TTOAAAKIS
Brapuoviav, doTrep kai v TouTols. (Porph. on I/ 6.265, 1 100.4—9 Schrader)’

No wonder when in Homer different things are said by different voices. Whatever
is said by the poet in propria persona should be consistent and not contradictory.
All the words/ideas he attributes to the characters are not his, but are understood
as being said by the speakers. This often leads to an (apparent) contradiction, as
in the present case.

From this it follows that exception should not be taken to such contra-
dictions (in the present case: the different views of Hecuba and Hector as

' The main argument of this chapter is based on my article on the subject (Niinlist 2003), but it
includes more material, especially from scholia to authors other than Homer.

* The expression seems to originate with Porphyry, but the principle is at least as old as Aristotle (e.g.
fr. 146 Rose); see M. Schmidt (1976: 24 n. 48, with bibl.), who corrects Dachs (1913), the standard
monograph on the topic. On the principle see also Roemer (1911a: 176-7; 1924: 253-6), Schenkeveld
(1970: 164), O’Hara (1990: 123—7) and Porter (1992: 78-9), who mistakenly speaks of AUo1s &k ToU
mroinToU.

3 The Aois &k ToU TrpoodoTrou is explicitly referred to in Porphyry’s notes on /7. 1.42 (I 4.3—4 Schrader),
3.122 (I 55.3-6), 4.2 (I 67.36-68.6), 6.116 (I 91.4—6), 6.488 (I 104.19—22), 9.497 (I 140.24—28), 12.25
(I 175.1-3), 14.434 (Il 199.5-10), 23.71 (Il 260.21-261.10), 24.527 (Il 276.17—24), also 19.108 (schol.
A Il 19.1085 Porph.), and on Od. 1.33 (p. 23 Ludwich), 3.147 (34.1—4 Schrader), 6.244 (63.4-6),
8.63 (72.10-13), 9.5 (81.1-3), 9.106 (88.24-89.12; also on 9.411), 11.239 (104.13-14), 11.489 (107.15-17),
22.412 (128.10-12).
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to whether or not wine has a strengthening effect). The transmitted text is
sound, and the usual ‘remedies’ of athetesis or conjecture are uncalled for.*

On occasion, a ‘Porphyrean’ interpretation that refers to the AUois
¢k ToU TrpoowTov is refuted because, the critic argues, there is in fact
no disagreement between what character and poet have to say on this
issue.’

Porphyry’s exact formulation is remarkable because he does not differen-
tiate between any two speakers, but between the poet on the one hand and
the characters on the other.® He shows awareness of a categorical difference
between narrator-text and speech that essentially goes back to Plato (see
Chapter 3) and applies it to the question of focalisation: a character’s words,
views and opinions are not « priori identical with the narrator’s.”

A comparable awareness of the different focalisations can be found with
Aristarchus, who recognised that Homer and his characters do not always
designate the same things by the same expression. This applies, for example,

to the city of Corinth:

| SimAf] 8¢, &1 &k ToU idiou Tpoowtou “KépivBov™ &Tav 8t Npwikd
TPOoT TePITION TOV Adyov,
(schol. A IL. 2.5704" Ariston.)®

sy ’

Equpav” Aéyerr “¢oTi oMs Equpn” [6.152].

The diple, because in propria persona <the poet says> ‘Corinth’, but whenever he
has a character speak, he says ‘Ephyra’: <e.g.> ‘there is a city, Ephyre’ [6.152, the
speaker is Glaucus].

Likewise, it was probably Aristarchus too who made the observation that
geographical epithets that refer to a divinity’s cult location (e.g. Dodonaean
Zeus, Idaean Zeus, Paphian Aphrodite, etc.) are rare and only used by
characters, not by the poet himself:

4 Paradoxically, it is sometimes the agreement between narrator and character that bothers critics; see
esp. schol. A 1/. 17.187 ex. (sim. A I/ 17.125a Ariston.) with the response by schol. A I/. 17.205-64 ex.
(the background of the question is Hector’s claim to have stripped Patroclus’ body).

5 See schol. bT 7/ 18.1256 ex. (against A L. 18.125a Porph.(?)), on the question why Achilles is said to
have been absent from the battlefield ‘for a long time” (8npév), when a careful calculation shows it
to be three days only (see Chapter 2).

6 Cf. schol. A 1. 17.588a Ariston., which deals with the classic example, the disputed prowess of
Menelaus. Needless to say, the AUois ¢k ToU Trpoowov is also applied to apparent contradictions
when only characters are involved: schol. A Il 6.265 Ariston., commenting on the same passage as
Porphyry (quoted at the beginning of the chapter).

7 The advantage of this principle cannot be overestimated, because it is often neglected (see Excursus
below). For Porphyry’s general position see also schol. Luc. 21.41, which finds fault with the view
that the opinions expressed by characters in a play are identical with the poet’s.

8 The same point is made in schol. A 7/, 6.152b Ariston., A Il. 6.210 Ariston., A IL. 13.3016 Ariston. and
T 13.664b ex./Ariston.; also Vell. Pat. 1.3.3; see Lehrs ([1833] 1882: 228), Schironi (2004: 233 with n. 3).
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Kol y&p €l ToTe oravins émibeta ESevrivoye &rd TdTOU, (0USETOTE £ 0UTOU,
&AN’) E§ fipwikoU Trpoocatrou KarTd TO eikds altd Aéyet. (schol. D 71 s.422, the
text in <> in EM, see n.)?

For if he [sc. Homer], on one of the rare occasions, produces epithets from the
location [sc. of the divinity’s cult], he never mentions them in his own voice, but,
as can be expected, in the voice of a character.

Aristarchus also noticed that, similar to the case of Corinth and Ephyra,
sunrise and sunset are referred to in different ways by characters and
narrator.

OT1 a¥TOS pEv €6 WkeavoU dvaTéAewv kad eis Wkeavov pnot kaxTadUeobal TOV
fALov. OTTOTOV BE TTPOTWTTOV PwikdY elodyT), UTrEp YTis Kol UTTO yfjv. TO ot
8¢ o€l kad &v 'Oduooteia. (schol. A 1. 7.422 Ariston.)™°

<The diple,> because he [sc. Homer] himself says that the sun rises from Okeanos
and sets into Okeanos. But whenever he introduces a character, <he says that the
sun rises> above the earth and <sets> under the earth. He does the same in the
Odlyssey too.

All three observations must be read against the background that
Aristarchus tends to draw a dividing line between Homer’s world and
that of his heroes. He is concerned about anachronisms and therefore
keeps track of phenomena that are known to the poet but not his charac-
ters and vice versa." He presumably thought that it would be anachronistic
for a Homeric character to call the city on the isthmus ‘Corinth’ because

? Cf. EM 546.17 = Aristarchus fr. 53 Schironi; the point can probably be traced back to the treatise
TMept Bedov by Aristarchus’ pupil Apollodorus (FGH 244 F 353; see van Thiel on the D-scholion and
Schironi 2004: 411).

' The same point is made in schol. A 7/ 8.485a Ariston., AT II. 11.7356 Ariston., MQR Od. 3.335, Q
Od. 12.3; see Bachmann (1902: 19), but his claim that the scholia do not comment on the single
exception (Od. 22.197) ovetlooks schol. T L 19.1 ex.: kai £§ flpwikol TpocwToy enaiv: “oudt
ot y’ fipryéveia ap” Wreavoio podwv” (O4. 22.197), ‘He (sc. Homer) also says “and early Dawn
<rising> from the streams of Okeanos <will not go unnoticed by> you” when speaking through
a character’. The sunrise/sunset topic is also discussed by Lehrs ([1833] 1882: 173—4), M. Schmidt
(1976: 122—4).

" E.g. the use of the trumpet is known to him only (schol. A 7/. 18.2192 Ariston., AGeT Il. 21.388a
Ariston., also schol. A. Eum. 566-569, E. Ph. 1377). On such distinctions between the respective
Weltbild of Homer and his characters see M. Schmidt (1976: passim, on the trumpet 250-1), who
also demonstrates that the evidence requires careful analysis in each case: in schol. A 7/ 13.7366
Ariston. (on the use of oTépavos), e.g., the distinction is not between Homer and his characters,
but between Homeric and later habits (M. Schmidt 1976: 21516, against virtually all previous
interpretations). The notion that characters of the heroic age ‘anachronistically’ make use of things
or concepts that belong to the poet’s age recurs in schol. Pi. P. 4.341b, 342 (anchors), A. Th. 277a
(the term TpéTona), E. Hee. 254 (aimed at contemporary demagogues), 573 (phyllobolia), Med. 233
(notion of marriage).
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it did not bear this name at the dramatic time of the //iad.”” And the same
applies mutatis mutandis to cult locations. But the example of sunrise and
sunset shows that the whole issue goes deeper. The opposition of ‘into
Okeanos’ and ‘under the earth’ also reflects a significant difference in how
the world in general is perceived — which is the very point of studying
differing focalisations.

It should be obvious that it is generally worth paying attention to the
question “Who says it?’, even if no immediate contradiction occurs in the
text. Thus the scholia make the commonsensical observation that a negative
characterisation need not be accurate when it comes from an enemy (schol.
T Il 17.26 ex.). It is therefore all the more significant when it is an enemy
who expresses praise. His description must be accurate, because he would
have every reason to be less positive.” At the same time, the narrator can
avoid appearing biased when he makes it the task of his characters to express
praise or rebuke.” This point is worth emphasising, because it shows that
ancient scholars seem to have recognised Homer’s reluctance to express
judgments in his own voice.”

A further distinction between narrator and character appears in that
the narrator is expected to give an ‘objectively’” accurate account, whereas
the character is entitled to give a subjectively distorted version.® Such a

> Cf. the similar discussion in schol. A.R. 4.552—56a: some critics found fault with Apollonius calling
Italy ‘Ausonia’ because it got this name only after the generation of the Argonauts. This critic
defends Apollonius with the argument that, in the narrator-text, he is free to use names that are
appropriate to Ais time. On the question of anachronistic place names see also schol. Pi. V. 7.56a
(on Molossia), E. Ph. 6 (the name ®owikn did not yet exist).

Cf. schol. bT 7/ 12.1674 ex. (Asius on the Greek defenders of the gate), bT /L 17.1644 ex. (Glaucus
on Achilles), AbT 7/. 20.89-92 ex. (Aeneas on Achilles). All three notes are generalising and argue
that the speaker, as an enemy who expresses praise, is &§16ioT0S (‘trustworthy’, on which see also
Chapter 8).

"4 Cf. schol. bT 7/ 17.198—208 ex. (Zeus allegedly rebuking Hector); for the notion that a poet can
avoid criticism by having the characters express the crucial point see also schol. bT /. 4.13 ex.
(Homer has Zeus declare Menelaus the victor of the duel with Paris), T 7/ 20.234d ex. (at the end;
Homer has Aeneas recount the story of Ganymedes). One is reminded of Aristotle’s advice to have
others express criticism (Rh. 1418b25-33, with examples, incl. Archilochus frr. 19 and 122 West).
Such notes indirectly clash with the ones that do not sufficiently differentiate between the various
voices in a text (see Excursus below).

Cf. also schol. A 7/ 10.240 Ariston. (in the relevant passage the narrator discloses Agamemnon’s real
intention: fear for his brother), the point of which is presumably that the Homeric narrator rarely
adds comments ‘from outside in his own voice’ (E§wBev &k ToU idiou Tpoocotrou, for this use of
€8wbev ‘outside [sc. of the speech]” cf. schol. A 7/ 10.332a Ariston.). But scholars note exceptions
(Bachmann 1902: 23): schol. bT 7/ 12.113 ex. (on a vfymios passage, quoted in Chapter 1), A 7L
16.46¢" Ariston. (the narrator comments that Patroclus is entreating his own death). In all three cases
the verb is dvageoveiv, which here means ‘to make a narratorial comment’ (see also Excursus in
Chapter 1).

Cf. schol. bT 7/ 11.3886 ex., on the differences between the narrator’s and Diomedes’ version of the
impact that Paris’ arrow had on Diomedes. The narrator’s is accurate, whereas Diomedes downplays

&
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difference may depend on the narrator’s privilege of being omniscient,
which does not apply to his characters, as Aristarchus and others knew
well."” In fact, the scholia repeatedly address or imply the question ‘How
does character X know?’, mostly in cases where a character’s knowledge
seems to lack proper motivation (see below).

Despite the fact that human characters are not omniscient, the Homeric
narrator has a certain tendency to have #hem narrate ‘traditional stories’,
that is, stories that are not immediately related to the primary story about
the Trojan war (Porph. on 7/ 6.129, I 92.18-19 Schrader).”

Ancient scholars also recognised that narrator-text and speech differ
in terms of style. Several literary devices were considered typical of the
narrator, but not the characters. One is the use of ornamental and generic
epithets. (In his altercation with Achilles, the river god Scamander refers
to his own ‘lovely waters’, épaTevd péebpa;, 7/ 21.218, although they are
stained with blood and full of corpses.)

gpaTelvd péebpa<:> & Z18vids enotv OT(1] & mo[inTrs éEé[Tre]oev eis TNy
Sinyn[p]aTikny kataoke[U]fy upnTikéy dvtwy Tédv Adyw(v. (schol. pap. I
21.218, p. 98 Erbse)

‘lovely waters: the Sidonian [i.e. Dionysius of Sidon] says that the poet fell into
the style of the narrator, although the words are part of a speech.

The papyrus commentary (P. Oxy. 222, II AD) preserves the invaluable
information that Dionysius of Sidon (second half of the second century
BC) considered — to use Parry’s terminology — generic epithets one of the
hallmarks of the narrator’s style.”” As often, the occasion for his comment
is a passage which seems to contradict the general principle (see Introd.
page 11). The same applies to similar notes that cannot be attributed to a
specific scholar, but are compatible with Dionysius’ position.”® (In fliad 6,

the impact for reasons that are all too obvious. ‘Subjective distortion’ can also occur in dramatic
texts, although there is no narrator-text to compare it with. Thus the chorus in Sophocles’ Ajax,
being compatriots of the title character, speak of his ‘anger’ (x6Aos) and not his ‘madness’ (pavia,
schol. S. Aj. 744a).

See schol. A 7/ 19.114 Ariston.; the point of Aristarchus’ complaint (Agamemnon should say ‘Hera
left starry heaven’ instead of ‘the peak of Olympus’) is that the restricted knowledge of a human
character does not allow him to know where exactly the god is coming from (M. Schmidt 1976:
82 n. 36); see also schol. BPQSV Od. 2.262 (on the difference between Telemachus invoking an
unnamed god and the narrator calling her Athena, an anticipation of ‘Jérgensen’s Law’, on which
see Niinlist and de Jong 2000: s.2.).

Modern scholars have made the similar observation that external analepsis tends to be the task of
characters (Niinlist and de Jong 2000: s.v. Analepse).

9 On epithets see Chapter 15.

The attempt by Roemer (1912: 339—47) to vindicate these scholia for Aristarchus (accepted by Parry
1928 & 1971: 123) is built on sand (see Schironi 2004: 169 with n. 14).

N
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Hector returns to the citadel and asks the servants where Andromache ‘of
the white arms’ (AeukaAevos) has gone.)

ToU TroinToU T £mifeTov, o¥ ToU TrpocwTrou. (schol. bT 7L 6.377 ex.)™

The epithet <derives> from the poet, not from the character.

The view that the epithet ‘of the white arms’ represents the narrator’s
rather than Hector’s focalisation is shared by a similar note which adduces
the Andromache example as a parallel. (In //iad 10, Diomedes volunteers
to go on the night expedition to the Trojan camp because, as he says, he is
encouraged by his ‘proud spirit’, Buuds &ynvwp.)

TapéAKkel TO EmifeTo(v) [sc. &yTvep], kai éoTiv Ounpikdv, ds 1o “Avdpoudxn
AeukoAevos” [6.377]. (schol. T 77 10.2200 ex.)

The epithet [sc. ‘proud’] is superfluous, and it is Homeric, like ‘Andromache of
the white arms’ [6.377].

The exact wording of the scholion perhaps requires an explanation. At
first glance one might be inclined to understand ‘Homeric’ in the sense of
‘typical of Homer’ (sc. as opposed to other poets). However, the fact that the
epithet as used by the character Diomedes is considered superfluous and the
parallel from Hector’s speech in book 6 disprove such an interpretation.
The adjective Opnpikds (‘(Homeric’) has here the same meaning as oi-
NTIKSs (‘poetic’) in other contexts: the epithet derives from the poet and
not the character.”

The same point about ‘poetic’ epithets is made elsewhere. When Achilles
refers to Agamemnon as ‘far-ruling’ (eUpU kpeicov, 7/ 1.355) and Paris to
Menelaus as ‘dear to Ares’ (&pnipihos, 7/ 3.69), this is somewhat unex-
pected, because neither of them has a reason to apply positive epithets to
his enemy. Consequently, some scholars argued that the epithets actually
derived from the narrator.”

It is no less remarkable that the scholia also discuss a case that is only
apparently parallel to the ones just mentioned. (When Achilles responds
to Ajax’ speech in liad 9, he speaks of “Extopa 8iov, ‘brilliant Hector’.)

' Roemer (1879: xiii) collects examples from ms. B.

22 Cf. schol. T 71 9.651 ex. (quoted below). This equation of Ounpikds = ToinTikds curiously inverts
the very common notion that 6 TroinTns designates Homer.

23 Cf. schol. b 7/. 1.355 ex., bT IL. 3.69 ex.; cf. also schol. D 7/. 8.19, T Il 15.739b ex. Taken in isolation,
one might be inclined to understand TroinTIKSS as ‘poetic’ (i.e. as opposed to prose), but the point
is that the epithet derives from the narrator. For the notion that ‘foreign’ elements in a speech
ultimately derive from the narrator see also schol. bT 7/ 6.1624 ex. (with two Odyssean parallels).
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oUy Ounpikov 16 &mibeTov, AN 6 AYIAAEUS TreTroinKey oUTO AUTIGOV TOUS
Ay arous. kai ‘O8uooel Eheye “viv & émrel oUk 0¢Aw TroAepiCelv "ExTopt Siey”
[9.356], ETToavéov kol peyahUveov oV TToAépiov. (schol. T 7/ 9.651 ex.)

The epithet is not Homer’s, but Achilles used it to vex the Greeks. To Odysseus
too he said: ‘but now I am unwilling to fight against brilliant Hector’ [9.356],
praising and exalting the enemy.

It seems likely that this critic is responding to an interpretation of the
passage similar to the one of the epithets for Agamemnon and Menelaus
(see above). He disagrees and argues that ‘brilliant’ for Hector in this case is
not a slip into the narrator’s mode, but serves an actual purpose in Achilles’
mouth, that is, represents Ais focalisation.

Ornamental and generic epithets are not the only features that
Aristarchus considered foreign to the narrative style of the speeches. The
same applies to explanation (¢mre€nynois), elaboration (¢me€epyacia) and,
apparently, short similes. Thus, when during the chariot race in //iad 23
Idomeneus describes one of the competitors as ‘Aetolian by race, who rules
over the Argives’ (I/. 23.471), Aristarchus doubted the authenticity of the
line, ‘because epexegesis belongs to the poet, not to the character’.”* Simi-
larly, the final three lines of Diomedes’ boasting speech to Paris (/. 11.393—5)
are considered an ‘elaboration’ (¢mre€epyacia), which is thought typical of
the narrator.”

Likewise, Aristarchus was struck by a short simile in a speech by Nestor,
who recounts that he assaulted the Epeans ‘like a black whirlwind’ (keAauvfj
AaiAart Toog):

OT1 EKTTETTTOOKEY 1§ TTOINTIKTV KATOOKEUT|V TO TTApnyYHEVOV 1)pwikOV Tpodow-
oV Kot THV Toinow. (schol. A 1L 11.747a Ariston.)

<The diple,> because the character who is represented in the poem [sc. Nestor]
fell into the style of the narrator.

In this case Aristarchus does not go so far as to question the authenticity
of the line, but the wording (strikingly similar to that of Dionysius of
Sidon, quoted above) makes it clear that, to his mind, such short similes
belong to the narrator’s style. This further corroborates the point that
he had a clear notion of the various differences between narrator-text
and speech. Unfortunately, no comment has survived that explains why

>+ See schol. A 1. 23.471 Ariston.; in this particular case Aristarchus hardly does justice to the passage,
because it is part of an elaborate climax which describes the charioteer with increasing precision,
but purposely withholds his name to the last line (N. J. Richardson 1993a: ad loc.).

» Cf. schol. T /. 11.393—5 ex. (see Schenkeveld 1970: 173); on &mwe§Nynois and éme§epyaoia in general
see Chapter 9.
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explanation, elaboration and short similes are foreign to speeches. One
may perhaps hypothesise that they all contribute to an epische Breite (‘epic
scope’) that was considered inappropriate to speech. The same may also
apply to generic and ornamental epithets. Equally important is the concern
about the narrator intruding upon the focalisation of his characters, for
example when Paris seems to praise Menelaus (see above).”°

This last point is taken up in a comment on Achilles’ speech (Z/. 16.7-19)
in which he says that Patroclus is weeping ‘like a girl’ (7UTe xoUpn). The
comparison is then continued in the next line by ‘a mere child (vnrin),
who runs by her mother’s side and asks her to pick her up etc.”:

oUK T)pkéoOn TG “koUpn”, Tpootdnke B¢ kai TO “vnrin”, Tpoaverelv alToU
BéAwov T aidol Thv dénow. TalTa 8¢ &k ToU TroinTikoU TrpocaTrov ioi. TToA-
Aoy oU yap evdUeTan T& flpwikd Tpdowta. (schol. bT 7/ 16.7-8 ex., the second
part only in T)

‘Girl’ did not suffice him [sc. Achilles rather than Homer], so he added ‘a mere
child’, because he wanted to refute in advance his [sc. Patroclus’] plea by shaming
him. These [sc. words?] come from the poet. For he often [lit. in many places]
enters his semi-divine characters [i.e. speaks through them].

The fact that ancient scholars often quote only the opening word(s)
of a quotation (see Introd. page 10) and the plural TaUTa make it likely
that the note refers to more than just the single word vnrin. It remains,
nevertheless, difficult to determine what this critic’s concern is: the presence
of a comparison in a speech? The expansion of the comparison? The vnrin
clause itself?*” In any case, he argues that the words in question represent
the narrator’s focalisation, which, he adds, is ‘often’ the case in the Homeric
epics.””

The rather sweeping claim about the frequency makes this a unique note,
but the phenomenon of ‘paralepsis’ (see n. 26) as such is commented on
elsewhere. (In his final speech, Patroclus argues that he has been defeated
not by Hector, but by the gods Zeus and Apollo. How does he know?)

26 Such intrusions are called ‘paralepsis’ in modern criticism (Niinlist and de Jong 2000: s.2., with
lit.), for examples see below.

27 Notes such as schol. A 7/, 10.240 Ariston. or bT Il 12.113 ex. show that ancient critics considered
the word v)rios to be typical of Homer’s narratorial comments in his own voice (¢ ToU iSiou
Tpoccyou) in what they took to be ‘exclamations’ (&vagwvnoeis); see n. 15 and the Excursus in
Chapter 1. They may have been bothered by the presence of such an ‘exclamation’ in a speech.

8 Interestingly, the critic specifies T& fpwikd Tpéowa (‘the semi-divine characters’), which may
indicate that Homer does not speak through his divine characters.
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8 &t f1de1 6 oI TS, ToUTO TG fPpwik® Trpocwtw Tepiédnke. (schol. bT 77
16.844—5 ex.)”

What the poet knew he had the heroic character [sc. Patroclus] say.

In other words, the narrator extends his omniscience to the character.
Unlike the previous note, this one does not address the question of whether
paralepsis is frequent in Homer. What is more, other notes expressly refute
the interpretation as paralepsis in that they explain how the character got
to know the particular piece of information. (In his speech to Nestor in
Iliad 14, Agamemnon refers to Hector’s threat not to return to the citadel
until he has burnt the ships and killed the Greeks. Hector’s speech was
addressed to the Trojans. How does Agamemnon know? Did the narrator
impart his superior knowledge to Agamemnon? According to Aristarchus,
the answer is ‘no’.)*°
Ol TaUTa &vagépeTal & ékelva “EATropan eUydpevos ALY [ 8.526]. ..
gCarovoTa B¢ Eyiveto Topd TOls TroAeuiors, s kol T& Trepl Obpuovéa [sc.
1l 13.364—7]. (schol. A Il 14.45a Ariston.)

<The diple,> because these words refer to that other passage <where Hector
said> ‘I hope and pray to Zeus [sc. that we will expel the Greeks].” <Such
things> could be learned from the enemy, just like the story about Othryoneus.

Aristarchus cautions against interpreting the text too rigidly. Just
because the text does not explicitly state that Agamemnon learned about
Hector’s threat, the reader should not assume he did not do so. It may well
have happened without leaving an explicit trace in the text.” The argu-
ment is backed by the parallel from //iad 13, where Idomeneus appears
to be well informed about Othryoneus’ ambition to become Cassan-
dra’s husband, a story element which the Homeric text does not mention
elsewhere.

» For the notion that the narrator does not consistently maintain the character’s focalisation see
also schol. Pi. P. 4.67b: petémeoev &mi TO TOINTIKOY TTpdoWTTOV, Kai oUkETI TO THs Mndeias
EpUAage SiammavTds (‘He [sc. Pindar] fell into the narrator’s person and no longer preserved
Medea’s throughout’). The critic apparently assumes that ‘T hear etc.” (Trebfouat. . ., P. 4.38) is no
longer part of Medea’s speech. On the problem of identifying speeches in Pindar see Chapter 3.
Roemer (1912: 211-16; 1924: 233—5) goes to great pains to show that the question ‘How does the
character know?’ was of no concern to Aristarchus, who simply attributed such passages to ‘poetic
licence’ (on which see Chapter 7). Instead, he blames Aristonicus for distorting Aristarchus’ views,
but this is mere speculation (see in general Introd. page 4 with n. 14).

Elsewhere (e.g. schol. A 7l 9.709a Ariston.) this is called kat& 16 orcomdopevoy, (lit.) ‘silently’ (on
which see Chapter 6), most interestingly in schol. HVind. 133 Od. 17.501, which refutes Aristarchus’
athetesis of Od. 17.501—4 with his own argument (discussed in Chapter 6).

30
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A similar point is repeatedly made with respect to the fact that Home-
ric characters generally know each other by name, even if no previous
encounter is explicitly mentioned. In their discussion of the phenomenon,
some critics simply draw attention to the fact that a major fighter such as
Achilles knows the name of a minor opponent.’”” Others give explanations
which tend to rationalise the characters’ knowledge (cf. Introd. page 14):
it is likely that they know each other after ten years of fighting, especially
in the case of prominent characters such as Dolon (schol. A I/ 10.4474
Ariston., sim. bT). They may have seen each other on the battlefield or off
it (schol. b 7. 5.181—2 ex.), for example during a truce (schol. bT 7/ 14.473
ex.). Or they may have learned names and other details from deserters or
captives.” Conversely, minor characters who recently arrived on the battle-
field such as Asteropaeus ‘introduce themselves (schol. bT 7/ 21.141-3 ex.).
The general point is that in such cases one should not automatically resort
to the assumption of ‘paralepsis’. However, Aristarchus is not completely
opposed to the idea of athetising a passage because a character’s knowledge
seems to lack a proper motivation.’*

The character’s knowledge and its motivation also play a role in a nar-
rative situation that is best exemplified by Odysseus’ long narrative ‘in
the first person’ in Odjyssey 9—12. Does he recount the events as he experi-
enced them at the time (‘experiencing I’) or does he incorporate things that
he learned only afterwards (‘narrating I’), that is, with recourse to his ex
eventu knowledge?”” Ancient scholars recognised that, at least occasionally,
Odysseus does make use of his ex eventu knowledge, for example when he
expects the Cyclops to be ‘wild’ (&ypios, Od. 9.215) and lawless before he
has actually met him:

3> Cf. schol. A . 20.389 Ariston. (on Iphition, son of Otrynteus), T /. 20.390-2 ex. (ditto, with the
generalising statement that the Homeric fighters know each other well, supported with a parallel:
Dolon); cf. also schol. T /. 11.262-3 ex., which explicitly disagrees with schol. T /. 11.2216 ex.
(Agamemnon did not recognise the Antenor-son Iphidamas when he killed him).
Cf. schol. bT 1. 13.374—6 ex., cf. bT Il 5.265 ex., T Il. 24.488—9 ex. For similar rationalisation of
characters’ knowledge see also schol. BHQ 15.417 (sim. V Od. 15.484: both on Eumaeus knowing
the details of how he was abducted as a child), V Od. 24.28 (on Achilles knowing the details of
Agamemnon’s death). In a similar vein, schol. T Od. 7.263 offers the explanation that Odysseus
‘suspects’ a divine intervention behind Calypso’s unexpected decision to let him go.
Cf. schol. A Il. 23.405—6a Ariston.: Antilochus cannot know that Athena supports Diomedes in the
chariot race. Interestingly, this is disputed by schol. bT /. 23.405—66 ex. with the argument that,
intelligent as he is, Antilochus may well have an idea, just as the lesser Ajax knows who caused
his fall in the foot-race. For athetesis based on assumed paralepsis see also schol. HQVind. 133 Od.
16.281.
3 The distinction between erlebendes Ich (experiencing I, without ex eventu knowledge) and erziihlendes
Ich (narrating I, with ex eventu knowledge) goes back to Spitzer ([1928] 1961: 448-9).
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TPOANTITIKG Y&p TPOT® XPTTal, & YeTd TaUTa Eyve TalTa év &pxfi Tibels.

(schol. HQT Od. 9.229)*

<There is no real inconsistency.> For he [sc. Odysseus] makes use of an anticipa-
tory mode, putting at the beginning the things which he learned only afterwards.

Considering the phrasing of the note and the rarity of parallels, it is
conceivable that ancient scholars considered these cases exceptional rather
than typical. That is to say, most of the time Odysseus reports the events
as he experienced them. Support for this view comes from schol. HQ Od.
9.403, which points out that Odysseus at first does not know Polyphemus’
name and addresses him as ‘Cyclops’ until the other Cyclopes use the name
when they come to respond to him. In other words, Odysseus does not
make use here of his ex eventu knowledge.

The logical counterpart of the narrator intruding upon a character’s
focalisation in a speech (‘paralepsis’) is the representation of a character’s
point of view in the narrator-text. The concept of ‘secondary focalisa-
tion within the narrator-text’ is not foreign to ancient scholars. (Unlike
Agamemnon, the Greek army is quite willing to grant Chryses’ wish and
recommends ‘respecting the priest’, aidelofai 6 iepfia;, 7/ 1.23.)

WS TIHAOVTES P&V oUTOl igpéa KOAOUTL, AEYOVTeS 5 XPTN TOV IKETNV PeT
aidolUs Séxeoban. & 8¢ kai yépovTta alTov dvopddel [sc. 1.26]. (schol. bT 77
1.23 ex.)

Out of a sense of honour these men [sc. the Greek army] call <him> [sc. Chry-
ses] ‘priest’, saying that one must receive the suppliant with respect. But he [sc.
Agamemnon] even calls him ‘old man’.

The critic distinguishes between the terms ‘old man’ (yépwv), used by
Agamemnon, and ‘priest’ (iepeUs), used by the army at large (sim. schol.
bT 7l 1.33 ex.). In other words, he interprets the passage in such a way
that the word ‘priest’, though part of the narrator-text, in fact represents
the point of view of the characters.”” The same assumption underlies the
interpretation of the scene in which Zeus weeps bloody tears ‘honouring
his beloved son’ Sarpedon (Traida piAov TIpddV):

36 Cf. schol. Q Od. 12.240 (on Odysseus describing Charybdis before the actual encounter); in
both cases the critic uses the word TrpoAnTTIKSS (‘proleptic, anticipatory’). The assumption of ex
eventu knowledge also underlies schol. HQV Od. 10.108, which gives a rationalising explanation of
how it is that Odysseus knows the name of a spring near Circe’s house before he actually meets

her.

37 Modern scholars reach the same conclusion (e.g. de Jong 1987: 266 n. 6).
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&TrrpKeoey AT TO Svopa Trpods Evdel§v Tfis ToU 8eol Siabéoews. (schol. bT
1l. 16.4604 ex.)

The word [sc. ‘son’] was enough for him [sc. Homer] to show the attitude of the
god [sc. Zeus].

In other words, ‘son’ is indicative of Zeus’ fatherly feelings for his son
Sarpedon and is therefore taken to represent 4is focalisation. (The note also
has praise for the passage’s conciseness, on which see Chapter 9.) A similar
interpretation can be found in a note that explains that the positive adjective
‘great’ (éyas) for the Trojan hothead Asius represents the viewpoint of
the Lapiths Polypoetes and Leonteus who see him approaching (schol. T
1. 12.136 ex.).

The same interpretative principle also underlies a comment which argues
that the narrator failed to resort to secondary focalisation. (Patroclus, in
Achilles” armour, is seen approaching by the Trojans, who are scared by
this sight because they believe him to be Achilles. The narrator expressly
mentions Patroclus (to be exact: the son of Menoetius).)

o¥Tol pév oUk eidov dos MevorTiou uidy, Trpoavatrepovnke 8¢ ToUTo & fauToU
6 onTAs. (schol. bT 1L 16.278 ex.)’*

They themselves [sc. the Trojans] did not perceive him as son of Menoetius [i.e.
Patroclus], but the poet has added this piece of information from himself.

This scholar probably defends the passage against the criticism that the
Trojans cannot in fact recognise Patroclus, as the expression ‘the son of
Menoetius’ suggests, which creates an inconsistency. These other critics
took it for granted that a scene of perception (cf. €i8ovTo, 16.278) ought
to be presented in ‘secondary focalisation’, which is not the case here. The
present scholar does not disagree with the principle as such, but provides
an explanation for why Homer decided to neglect it here.

A Pindaric scholion reflects the same assumption about verbs of percep-
tion. (The mythical section of Olympian 9 treats, among other things, the
origins of the Locrian dynasty. After impregnating the daughter of Opous
of Elis, Zeus gave her as a bride to Locrus, the childless king of the Locrians,
who ‘rejoiced to see his adopted son’, Pi. O. 9.62.)

38 The use of Tpocvagwveiv here is unusual. More often, the term means ‘to make a prolepsis’ (see
Chapter 1). There are, however, parallels for the meaning ‘to make a narratorial comment’ (cf. schol.
bT 7/. 12.37a ex., also bT Il. 7.104-8 ex.). The prefix Tpo- seems to indicate that the narrator makes
his comment ‘beforehand’, that is, he anticipates the Trojans’ recognition of Patroclus.
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“BeTOV” B¢ Aéyer 6 TOINTHS &k ToU iSiou TrpoowTou. & ydp Aokpds i81ov altov
gvéuilev. (schol. Pi. O. 9.94b)*

The poet says ‘adopted’ [sc. son] iz propria persona. For Locrus thought it was his
own.

On account of the verb of perception ‘to see’ (i8cov), one might have
expected that the passage represents the character’s focalisation, which,
however, is not the case here. Just like ‘son of Menoetius’ in the example
above, ‘adopted’ represents the narrator’s point of view, not the character’s.*

The same principle of ‘secondary focalisation within the narrator-text’
also plays an important role for Nicanor when he discusses two alternative
punctuations. The relevant Homeric passage reads:

dpB&dV & toTadTwy [sc. Tpwwv] &yopt) YEveT, oUSE Tis ETAN
€CeoBon TravTas yap Exe Tpopos, olvek AYIAAeUs
gGepdun Bnpdv 8¢ pudyns emémauT dheyewds. (/1 18.246-8)

Nicanor comments:

fiTol ouvarrTéov Ews “GAeyeviis” [18.248], iva aiTia ToUTou ToU oynuxTOS
KENTAL TavTes Yap evAaPBolvTo, &1L AYIAAEUS Epavn TTOAUY KeXWPIOPEVOS
Tis uayns Xpdvov. fj émi 16 “eSepdun” [18.248] oTikTéov, Tvar TO EETs cos UTrd
ToU TroinToU émipwvoupevov AéynTal. (schol. A 77 18.247-8 Nic.)"

Either one must take <the words from mévtas y&p &xe Tpduos...> up to
&heyevfis together as one sentence [i.e. no or soft punctuation] so that the
reason for this position [sc. the unusual upright position of the Trojans during
the assembly] is provided. For they were all on their guard because Achilles had
appeared after a long absence from the battle. Or one has to put a full stop after
&Eepdvn so that what follows is said as an addendum by the poet.

As the explicit addition of ‘by the poet’ (U ToU TroinToU) shows,
Nicanor is deliberating over the question whether dnpov 8¢ updxns
gmémrauT &Aeyewis is focalised by the narrator (second interpretation) or

3 Cf. schol. Pi. O. 6.88c.

49 See also schol. BQ Od. 21.1 (the crucial point actually refers to line 4). At the beginning of Odyssey
21, Athena induces Penelope to make preparations for the bow contest. ‘Equipment for the contest’
(&E6A1cr) may well represent Penelope’s focalisation, but ‘the beginning of the killing’ (povou &pytiv)
cannot. As the critic puts it: oUy 1) TTnveAdTn) 8¢ TOV pdvov dvdmoey, &GAN & TroinTns &’ éauTol
T6 oupPnoodpevév gnot (‘It is not Penelope who thought about the killing [sc. of the suitors], but
the poet mentions from his own point of view what is going to happen’).

4 The term ém@wvelv regularly means ‘to make a narratorial comment’ (L. Friedlinder 1850: 12),
especially when the Homeric narrator abandons his usual avoidance of expressing judgments (see
schol. AbT I 22.442—s5 ex., also schol. A I/ 10.332a Ariston.). Unlike Tpoavagwvelv (see n. 38),
gmipowvelv usually means that the comment is made ‘afterwards’ (but contrast schol. bT 7/ 18.176
ex.). The simpler form &vageoveiv can also designate narratorial comments (see n. 27 above). On
the narrator expressing his opinion see also schol. bT /. 1.4304 ex.
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by the Trojans (first interpretation). The question for Nicanor is whether or
not there is a change of focaliser after é&epdvn. In other words, he takes it
for granted that oUvek ’Ay1AAeUs £Sepdyn in any case represents the fearful
thoughts (i.e. the focalisation) of the Trojans.

The note nicely shows that ancient scholars were perfectly happy with
interpreting a passage in the narrator-text as presented in secondary focal-
isation, although they do not seem to have discussed the literary device
in its own right. At the same time the note is a good reminder of how
one-sided it is to say that Nicanor ‘only’ dealt with the punctuation of the
text, a prejudice already reflected in his nickname.** Rather, his concern
was to provide the best possible basis for a proper understanding of the
text in all its nuances (for another example see Niinlist 2006).

The notion of secondary focalisation also underlies a note that deals with
Homer’s technique of having the characters perceive actions and/or objects,
instead of the narrator recounting the events or describing the objects
himself. (After killing Rhesus and twelve of his companions, Diomedes
and Odysseus return to the camp and the Thracians ‘gazed in awe at the
grim deeds’, OnelvTo 8¢ pépuepa Epya, /7. 10.524.)

T& Balpa TGV Becwopévaoy TO Bevodv Utropaivel TV SeSpapévaov, s Kal TO
K&AAos TGV ofkwv KoAuyous Sicx Tfis Epuol édnAwoe Béas [sc. Od. 5.55—77].
(schol. T 1. 10.5244" ex., sim. but without the Odyssean parallel b)

The awe of the onlookers indirectly shows the dreadfulness of the deeds, just as
he [sc. Homer] showed the beauty of Calypso’s dwelling through the perceptions
of Hermes.

The Homeric narrator does not himself ‘tell’ his audience that the killing
was dreadful and Calypso’s place beautiful, but subtly has his characters
make these observations.*

An interesting, though unexpected, case of secondary focalisation occurs
in a note that refutes a conjecture by Zenodotus. (In //iad 14, the wounded
Greek heroes are shocked by the sight of Nestor behind the lines. He ‘cast
down the spirit of the Greeks’, TfiSe 8¢ Bupov . . . ‘Axoudov.)

ZnvddoTos “Etaipwov” kol 6 NéoTwp ydp ‘Axouds éotw [tempt. Erbse,
Téyonoiowt T] AN dos “Trepi & ip& Beoio | &BavéToio Edwke” [Od. 1.66—7]
kol 6 Aywv ya&p 0eds. (schol. T 7L 14.40d ex./Did.)

4 6 omrypatias (Eust. 20.12 = 1.33.13-14), strictly speaking, a slave branded (for running away,
stealing, etc.), but applied to Nicanor because he ‘punctuated’ (otigev) the Homeric text.
4 For other examples of ‘indirect presentation’ (e.g. éugaois) see Chapter 9.
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Zenodotus <read> ‘companions’ [sc. instead of Achaeans’]. For Nestor too is
an Achaean. But <the case is> similar to <Zeus saying ‘Odysseus who> made
ample sacrifices to the immortals.” For the speaker is a god himself.

The argumentation of the note can perhaps be rephrased as follows:
Zenodotus changed ‘Achacans’ to ‘companions’ because Nestor himself
is an Achaean (for such an argument cf. schol. A L. 7.447a Ariston.).
But this is not convincing, because in Odyssey 1 Zeus speaks about the
‘immortal gods’, though he is one himself. The remarkable point about
this argumentation is that the commentator (Didymus, according to Erbse)
compares a speech (that is, a clear case of secondary focalisation) with a
passage in the narrator-text which he assumes to follow the same principles
as a speech (that is, to be presented in secondary focalisation). And he
also thinks that this is how Zenodotus took the passage.** Interestingly,
he agrees with Zenodotus on the secondary focalisation of the passage,
but denies that the suggested conjecture is needed. The interpretation of
the passage in //iad 14 is perhaps not as far-fetched as it might appear at
first sight. Modern research has shown that Homeric scenes of the type
‘character meets character’ are often presented in secondary focalisation (de
Jong 1987: 107-10).

Generally speaking, Homeric similes are more common in the narrator-
text than in the speeches. Thus one could argue that they usually represent
the viewpoint of the narrator. However, the wording of an apparently
unique, but all the more remarkable, note makes it clear that this critic
considers a simile in the narrator-text to be focalised by a character. (After
being wounded by Diomedes, Ares shouts terribly and withdraws to Olym-
pus: ‘Just as dark air appears from the clouds, after a day’s heat when the
stormy wind arises, thus brazen Ares appeared to Diomedes. .. ", I/ 5.864—

7.)
Y PaIkGds Exel Alopndns ThHv &vodov Becopevos “Apeos. (schol. T 7/ 5.866—7 ex.)

Diomedes is in a ‘descriptive mood’ watching Ares’ ascent [sc. to Olympus].

Clearly, the argument is based on the formulation “Thus Ares appeared
to Diomedes’ (Tolos . . . Aopndel . . . "Apns paived), as are modern
interpretations of the simile as being focalised by Diomedes.*

Many of the notes above argue on the principle that both narrator
and characters ought to say things which are compatible with their own

4 Nickau (1977) does not discuss the case, and Diintzer (1848: 105-6) probably did not know the
T-scholion (the complete Townleyanus was not published until 1887-8).

 Cf. de Jong (1987: 135), who refers to the relevant scholion and adduces other similes that are
focalised by characters.
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focalisation. Characters, for example, should not say things they cannot
know or do not subscribe to (unless, of course, they are speaking ironically
or lying). Similarly, what they say must be compatible with their (fictitious)
location. On occasion, scholars criticise passages that do not seem to fulfil
this condition. (In Euripides’ Hecuba, the Trojan queen refers to Polydorus
as being kept safe ‘in Thrace’.)

ToUTO o TrEP OUK &v ©pdKT 0Uod $N ol TT)s KNVl UTTOKeIMEVT)S &V Xeppovniop.
pnTéov 8¢ &T1 ToINTIKOY EBos EoTi TS ToroUTov. “Ounpos [Od. 4.10] “viél B¢
2mépTnlev ANékTopos fyeTo koUpny”. &v ZmdpTn Y&p EoTiv 6 Mevédoos.
(schol. E. Hec. 74)*

She [sc. Hecuba] says this [sc. ‘in Thrace’] as if she were not in Thrace, although
the play takes place on the Chersonese [i.e. a part of Thrace]. One must say that
this is in accordance with poetic custom. <Cf.> Homer: ‘From Sparta he [sc.
Menelaus] led the daughter of Alector into marriage with his son’ [Od. 4.10]. For
Menelaus is in Sparta <himself>.

Strictly speaking, the critic argues, Hecuba should say ‘here’ or ‘in
this country’, but her ‘mistake’ is customary in poetry, as shown by a
parallel from the Odyssey (similarly explained in schol. Q Od. 4.10).%” The
implication of ‘poetic custom’ (TroinTikoV €80s) is probably that such minor
inconsistencies fall under the rubric ‘poetic licence’ (see Chapter 7). The
Odyssean parallel is somewhat problematic in that it is part of the narrator-
text, which in this case is unlikely to represent Menelaus’ focalisation.
Two passages appear to have been connected that are not exactly parallel.
However, the critic feels that they both contain a geographic denomination
which is not suitable.

As will be argued in the Excursus below, ancient scholars did not always
respect the principle that the various voices within a single text must
be kept separate. Though methodologically problematic, this may often
be no more than inadvertence on the part of the critic. In other cases,
however, the blurring of the boundaries between different voices appears
to be deliberate. Examples include passages where a character is said to

46 Cf. schol. Ar. Pl 6orb: it is inappropriate for a character in Athens to address the city of Argos,
which shows that the passage is a quotation (from Euripides’ Telephus, fr. 713 Kannicht).

47 Conversely, a character who quotes another character (i.e. speech within speech) must of course
use the words that apply to the character quoted. Thus, Odysseus, quoting what Calchas said in
Aulis, is referring to the Troad with ‘there’ («U61), whereas it would be ‘here’ (ct661) if Odysseus
spoke in his own voice (schol. A /. 2.3286 Ariston.). Such ‘tertiary focalisation’ is discussed as a
possible explanation in schol. bT 7 4.181¢ ex. (on the positive adjective ‘noble’, which Agamemnon
puts into the mouth of the Trojan who will gloat over the death of Menelaus), bT 7/ 5.414 ex.
(Dione’s description of Diomedes as ‘best of the Achaeans’ could represent the viewpoint of his wife
Acgialeia), bT 7/ 11761 ex. (Nestor refers to himself as ‘Nestor’, because he imitates the speech of his
admirers), T 7/. 15.94¢ ex. (when Antinous refers to the suitors as ‘violent’ (Od. 21.289), he perhaps
adopts the viewpoint of his interlocutor, Odysseus/the beggar: ‘whom you consider violent').
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speak on behalf of the poet. Not surprisingly, this applies most often to the
chorus of a dramatic text.** But single characters are affected too: Euripides
allegedly uses Andromache to rebuke the Spartans.*” Dicaeopolis is twice
said to speak on behalf of Aristophanes (schol. Ar. Ach. 377, s02, both on
difficulties with Cleon). The passage in which Socrates tells Strepsiades
not to act like a comedian is said to be spoken with a view to both the
character Socrates himself and the poet.”® Conversely, schol. E. Med. 296
considers it necessary to point out that in the relevant passage Medea is 7ot
the mouthpiece of the poet.”

Scholars also felt that they were faced with a particular problem when
it came to interpreting the odes of Pindar. Do they reflect the focalisation
of the poet or the chorus? More than once scholars felt unable to decide
and simply offered both solutions without expressing a preference.”” This
should probably be read against the background of the note (schol. Pi. V.
7.123a), which argues that the voices repeatedly change in the course of the
ode. Apparently, ancient scholars found the separation of the voices of poet
and chorus as difficult as the demarcation of speeches.”

EXCURSUS: ANCIENT LITERARY CRITICISM AND
THE NARRATIVE VOICE

When analysing a (narrative) text, modern literary critics commonly dif-
ferentiate between the author and the narrator.’* This distinction does
not seem to have roots in ancient criticism, where author and narrator

# Cf. schol. E. Hipp. 1102, Med. 823, Alc. 962; favourite passages are the chorus’ final words at the end
of the play (schol. E. Or. 1691, Ar. P/ 1208) and the parabasis in Old Comedy (e.g. schol. Ar. Ach.
651, Eq. 507d, Nu. 518¢, d, Av. 1102¢). As to final words, schol. E. Med. 1415 says that they are by the
chorus (Ta¥Ta o5 &1rd ToU Yopol éoTi Aeydueva). Is this a case of disputed speaker assignment
(see Chapter 19), or does the critic mean to say ‘by the chorus and not by the poet’?

See schol. E. Andyr. 445, with explicit reference to the Peloponnesian war; also schol. E. Andr. 734

(discussed in Chapter 10).

See schol. Ar. Nu. 296a; a similar merging of voices is considered by schol. E Od. 4.497: Proteus

abstains from enumerating the casualties of the Trojan war because Menelaus was present himself.

At the same time, Homer is said to remind the reader that he has heard about this in the //iad.

5' The notion that characters ‘represent’ the poet is not limited to their speeches: schol. bT 7/ 7.2146

ex. argues that the poet transferred his own feelings (sc. joy at the sight of Ajax) to the characters.

The cases of characters who are said to represent the poet explicitly should be kept separate from

the instances where an implicit self-referentiality is detected: e.g. schol. Ab /. 1.2494 ex. (on Nestor’s

rhetorical skills), bT 7/ 3.126—7 ex. (on Helen’s tapestry).

Cf. schol. Pi. P. 5.96a, 6.1a, V. 1.29a; contrast schol. Pi. V. 9.1a (chorus speaks).

53 On the demarcation of Pindaric speeches see Chapter 3 n. 34. The attempt to differentiate between
the voices of poet and chorus may well be a problem that is apparent only because the chorus
normally represents the viewpoint of the poet (Niinlist 1998a: 24, with bibl.).

54 For the purposes of this excursus the modern discussion of whether the model should have two
positions (author, narrator) or three (historical author, implied author, narrator) is irrelevant. The
former view is held, e.g., by Genette (1983: 93-107 = 1988: 135—54), the latter, e.g. by Booth (1983).
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appear to be identical. The opening paragraphs of this chapter (on AUois
¢k ToU Tpoocytou) will have shown that the more careful critics at least
differentiated between the voice of the poet and that of his characters. But
it should be emphasised that this distinction is regularly blurred. Ancient
critics often write ‘the poet says X” when in fact they should have written
something like ‘the poet has his character A say X’. Athenaeus, for example,
duly notes o¥ y&p € 1 AéyeTan ap’ Opnpw, ToU8” “Ounpos Aéyer (‘for
if something is said iz Homer, this is not said 4y Homer’, 178d3), but
this principle is ignored more than once in the rest of his book. Similar
shortcuts even occur in comments on dramatic texts (‘Sophocles says X’),
although there the narrative voice is absent by definition. In comments
on narrative texts, yet another blurring of the boundary between poet and
character can be seen in notes that make use of a somewhat unexpected
form of brachylogy. They state, for example, that ‘Homer kills Patroclus,
when in fact the note should read ‘Homer has Hector kill Patroclus’.”
This, of course, is not to say that these critics were generally unaware of the
difference between narrator and characters. But the frequency of comments
such as ‘Homer says X’ gives rise to the suspicion that some critics did not
always pay sufficient attention to a distinction that is, after all, crucial. The
same holds true & fortiori for the distinction between author and narrator,
which, to repeat, seems to be unknown to ancient critics.”®

CONCLUSION

The preceding excursus and its critical tone should not obscure the fact
that, after all, ancient critics often did differentiate between the various
voices in a text (AUo1s &k ToU Tpoodytou). Particularly important is the
distinction between the narrator on the one hand and the characters on
the other. This includes their respective outlooks, which can have a stylistic
component (generic epithets, elaboration and similes are all seen as typical
of the narrator), but also how they perceive the world in general. The same
distinction between narrator and characters also led to the observation that
the narrator occasionally intrudes upon the focalisation of his characters

5 See e.g. schol. bT 7/ 11.5985 ex. (quoted in Chapter 1); similarly, ‘Homer destroys the Greek wall’
(schol. bT 7/ 14.0 ex.), etc.; on this phenomenon see Kassel (1991: 367-8) and his and Austin’s note
on Eupolis fr. 115 K-A.

56 Proof for these points, if proof is needed, can be found, for example, in the ancient biographical
tradition. It mainly draws on the poet’s oeuvre itself (e.g. Lefkowitz 1981) and is prone to identify
any statements made there with the poet’s own views. Another example is Plutarch, who, in his
treatise de audiendis poetis, generously ignores the distinction between poet and character when he
lists ‘positive’ passages that can be used to balance ‘negative’ statements made elsewhere by the same
poet (see esp. the examples, mostly from Homer and tragedy, discussed in aud.poet. 20c—21d).
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(‘paralepsis’). Conversely, by identifying passages in the narrator-text that
represent the viewpoint of a character ancient scholars clearly and most
interestingly make use of the seemingly modern concept of secondary (or
embedded) focalisation in the narrator-text, although they neither dis-
cuss the concept as such nor coin a particular term for it. The same applies
mutatis mutandis to the recognition of the difference between ‘experiencing
I’ and ‘narrating I, that is, a first-person narrator’s use of ex eventu knowl-
edge. In short, the extant scholia demonstrate that ancient critics disposed
of methods which allowed them to analyse the different focalisations in a
literary text with great sophistication.



CHAPTER §

Effects on the reader

As a general rule, ancient literary critics focus their attention on the poet
as the one who gives the text its particular shape and as such is in control
of things." Nevertheless, they fully recognise that the poet is not operating
in isolation, but directs his poem to a more or less specific addressee.
Consequently, the scholia also regularly discuss the ways in which the poet
communicates with the reader. Their arguments concentrate on the effects
which the poet intends to bring about in the reader and how this is done.”

A good starting-point is a longer scholion on Odysseus’ long narrative
in Odlyssey 9-12 (the so-called Apologues). It combines several points which
recur elsewhere and therefore can give a first overview of what will later be
examined in detail:

b6oa aUgel TNV TpocoX Ty, Tpocdokiav EuTrolddy, &Trep 0Tl TEXVIKOV oS &V
Trpoolpiey: Sl ydp Tapd TGV AKOUGVTWY EQUTE Mev elvolay émomdodal, TG
8¢ Aoy w Trpocox v, va TOV pev AéyovTa &odegwvTal, TGOV 88 TTparyudTwy
gmbupriowol T& Aeyodpeva pabeiv [Ruijgh (p.c.), kol udBwov cod.], — dmrep &1’
6Mou koTwpbukey 'OBucoeus EouTov pév émauvéoas, TO 8¢ TARBos kal THv
KvOTN TR TOV TPy paTwy évdel§apevos SnAol TNy Tpoaipeotv kai mdbev
Tapayivetal kal Ti PoUAeTal —, €167 0UTws Kal T& peifovos Sinynoews &pEnTan
“ThidBev pe pépoov” [Od. 9.39]. (schol. T Od. 9.14)

How much he [sc. Odysseus] increases the attention, creating expectation, which
is the regular rhetorical technique, as can be expected in a proem! For <the
speaker> mustattract to himself the audience’s goodwill and to his speech <their>
attention, so that they accept the speaker and long to learn the report of the
events — Odysseus has achieved this throughout by praising himself, and by
indicating the great number and newness of the events he discloses his intention,

! See the discussion in Chapter 6 (including exceptions).

> A considerable number of the Iliadic examples referred to in this chapter are collected by Erbse
(Index V: s.v. auditores); on the topic in general see also Trendelenburg (1867: 75—7), von Franz
(1940: 24—45), N. J. Richardson (1980: 269—70 with n. 11), Nannini (1986: 41-57), Meijering (1987:
esp. 169—71), Heath (1987: 517, 32 n. 38). On dxoUew ‘to read’ and &kpoatris ‘reader’ see Introd.
n. 41.
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and also from where he has come and what he wants — and <so that> then the
lengthy narrative begins thus ‘From Ilios <the wind> bore me. ..’

The note is imbued with rhetorical theory and analyses the opening
of Odysseus’ ‘speech’ against the background of standard principles of
rhetoric.’ Concentrating on the relation between speaker and audience, the
following goals can be identified: attention (Trpocoy)), goodwill (evoia,
cf. &modéSwvTan), expectation (Trpoodokia), even longing (émibupeiv) to
learn an account (pavB&velv T& Aeydueva) of the events. These goals are
achieved by emphasising that the story will comprise many things (TrAfifos)
which are unheard of (kaivéTns), and by self-praise, which recommends
the speaker to the audience (cf. goodwill).*

Before reviewing the single aspects, a methodological point must be
made. The scholion’s point of reference is the Apologues, that is, a char-
acter’s speech within the epic. Despite the obvious resemblances between
Odysseus’ performance and that of an epic poet (cf. Od. 11.368), the audi-
ence mentioned in the scholion are first of all the Phaeacians, that is, an
intra-textual audience. It is, nevertheless, justifiable, at least in principle,
to extend the effects on the Phaeacians to the readers of the epic, because
ancient scholars often do not explicitly differentiate between the two nar-
rative levels and describe the effects on the intra-textual characters in the
same terms as those on the extra-textual readers.” (A remarkable exception
is schol. HQR Od. 4.184, quoted below, because it explicitly correlates the
two types of audience.) This may be due to the fact that most of these
terms and concepts originate in rhetoric, where the two types of audience
usually coincide. If the subsequent discussion generally focuses on passages
which describe the effects on the reader, this is done primarily for prac-
tical reasons and with a view to the general scope of the present book. It
should, however, be kept in mind that the same effects can be and often
are attributed to the speech of a character. The footnotes try to give a
sense of this further dimension of the question, but without aspiring to be
exhaustive in that respect.

-

Cf. Anaximenes Rb. 29.1, Rhet. Her. 1.6, Cic. inv. 1.20, Quint. 4.1.5, 10.1.48, also schol. Luc. 59.53
and in general Lausberg ([1960] 1990: §§ 266—79), Hillgruber (1999: on Ps.Plut. Hom. 163); for
Tpoodokia in particular cf. Ps.Aristid. Rh. 2.77 (p. 103 Schmid). The present chapter does not
discuss the ‘paedagogic’ or ‘didactic’ purpose that is regularly attributed — often with heavy moral
undertones — to poetry (cf. Introd. page 13).

Conversely, schol. AbT 7/ 2.485—6a ex. argues that the poet wins the audience’s goodwill by depre-
cating himself by invoking the Muse.

A similar observation can be made with respect to the terminology which designates the single parts.
The word pooiuiov can refer to the opening both of a speech (as in the Odyssean scholion) and an
entire poem.

IS
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ATTENTION

Given that the Odyssean scholion explicitly mentions the purposes of a
proem, it is hardly surprising that ‘attention’ is discussed in the scholia on
the proem of the //iad:

€11 {nTeiTon, 81 Ti & Suoerpou dvdpatos Tiis unvidos &pxeTal. ETIAUOUCT
8¢ oo of Trepl ZnvddoTov oUTwSs 6Tl TTPETTOV €0TI Tf) TrO1fOEL TO TTPOOIMIOY,
TOV volv TGV AKpoaT&dV Sieyeipov Kal TTPooeXecTEPOUs TroloUy, el péAAOL
TroAépous kai BavdTous Sinyeiofon fipcdwv. (schol. bT /L 1.16 ex., cf. AT 1L
1.12 D)

Next there is the question as to why he [sc. Homer] begins with the ‘wrath’, an
ill-omened word. Zenodotus and his school solve the problem in such a way that
the proem is appropriate to the poem, by stirring the mind of the readers and
making them more attentive, considering that <the poet> intends to narrate wars
and deaths of heroes.

In accordance with standard principles of rhetoric, the note argues that
it is an appropriate (Trpétrov) function of a proem to make the reader
(more) attentive.® In addition, it refers the proposed Jysis to Zenodotus and
his entourage, which provides an approximate date, and it specifies how
the intended goal is achieved. The poem begins, in the form of the ill-
omened word ‘wrath’ (ufjvis), with a deliberate and calculated provocation
which aims at ‘waking up’ (Sieyeipewv) the reader’s mind. The initial ‘shock’
caused by the word ‘wrath’ is intended to secure the reader’s attention.”

If the opening of the //iad comprises a calculated provocation and there-
fore takes the reader by surprise, a statement which contradicts the reader’s
general expectations (TTap&do&ov) can have the same effect of attracting
his attention (cf. D.H. Lys. 24, p. 35.21—4 U.-R.). Thus the a priori unex-
pected fact that a warrior joins the Greek expedition, although he knows
about his doom, is explained as a paradox which attracts the reader’s atten-
tion (schol. bT 7/ 13.665b ex., on the Corinthian Euchenor, quoted in
Chapter 2).

As to the waking metaphor, one may perhaps not go so far as to claim
that the poet literally needs to wake up his readers (and later faces the
danger of their falling asleep again), but the image is nevertheless quite

¢ The same holds true mutatis mutandis for the opening scene of a play: schol. S. EL 2, 22, OT'8; cf.
also schol. bT 7/ 11.218 ex., which attributes a similar function to the Muse invocations within the
poem (similarly schol. bT 7/ 16.112-3 ex.).

7 Similarly, schol. T 7/ 10.3326 ex. (quoted in Chapter 1) describes a narratorial comment as ‘provocative’
(kepTopikty), which, however, is seen in positive terms (18ioTn, ‘most pleasant’), probably because
it is interpreted in pro-Greek terms.



138 The Ancient Critic at Work

remarkable.” The same effect of waking up the reader and his mind is
attributed to prolepsis (on which see Chapter 1), which, anticipating the
further development of the plot, rouses the reader.” Although the rele-
vant scholia do not explicitly make the connection, it seems nevertheless
appropriate to connect this effect with the expectation which, according to
the Odyssean scholion, is created by a proem. For by setting up a specific
programme, the proem automatically has an anticipatory quality which
resembles that of a prolepsis. Both types of anticipation make the reader
attentive.

In addition to ‘waking up’ (¢yeipew), the scholia also make use of the
similar expression ‘to lift up, arouse’ (¢§aipeiv). This effect is repeatedly
attributed to passages which have a preparatory function and, by arousing
the reader, make him ready for the subsequent narration. The preparatory
passage creates an expectation and so to speak ‘keeps the reader in the air’
(cf. below on ‘suspense’).’” The word éaipev is thus applied to elaborate
arming scenes which prepare for the aristeia of that particular character,”
to summary statements which precede the detailed narrative (schol. bT ZZ.
8.63 ex., on a summary battle description) and, again, to prolepsis.”

Once the poet has achieved the intended effect of attention, he will try
not to lose it again. Rather, he will try to ‘hold the reader permanently’
(8k TTavTOS oUVEYEL TOV &kpoaTniv, schol. T 7/ 11.401 ex.), in the relevant
passage by exposing Odysseus to extreme danger.

8 Plato’s Ion claims to fall asleep whenever the rhapsodes perform a text other than Homers epics (Pl.
lon 532b8—c4, 533a1—s5, 536bs—7); see also Eupolis fr. 205 K-A, Pherecrates fr. 204 K-A and Hor. AP
105 on snoozing spectators. On the notion of a tired audience in oratory see Rbet. Her. 1.9, Quint.
4.1.48. David Konstan (p.c.) reminds me of the passage in Ovid’s Metamorphoses where Hermes
puts Argus to sleep by song (1.668—714).

Cf. schol. bT L 2.395 ex. (more losses are said to await the Greeks, contrary to Agamemnon’s hoping
to take Troy the same day), cf. bT J/ 15.610-46 ex. (on prolepsis in general); for éyeipeiv the reader
see also schol. bT 7/ 3.166 ex. (the cause is the confrontation of Paris and Menelaus (cf. Erbse’s
app. crit.), i.e. the characters responsible for the war), bT 7/ 17.240-3 ex. (the strongest Greek next
to Achilles, Ajax, is in difficulties). For Sieyeipew as an effect of speeches on characters see schol.
bT 7/. 14.364—s5 ex., b Il. 15.661—2a ex., A Il. 18.174 Ariston., bT Il. 23.408b ex. (all four passages are
paraenetic in a loose sense).

Cf. also schol. b 7/ 1.8-9 ex., where the question in the proem to the /fiad ("What god was it then
set them together in bitter collision?’) is said to ‘lift up’ (0\oUv) the reader’s mind. It is combined
with the expression voUv &vapTtév, on which see below.

Cf. schol. bT 7/ 12.297b ex. (on the arming scenes in general); on the preparatory effect of the
arming see also schol. T 7/ 11.176 ex., T Il. 13.241 ex.

Cf. schol. bT 7/ 16.465 ex. (on Patroclus’ doom; quoted in Chapter 1); for the correlation between
prolepsis and attention see also schol. S. Aj. 326, 389c¢, and in general Chapter 1. Applied to the
effect of speeches on characters, é€aipeiv has the meaning ‘to exalt’ (schol. bT /L. 1.175¢ ex., bT 1L
8.30 ex.).

©
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EMOTIONAL EFFECTS

Comparable to ‘waking up’, but perhaps not so dynamic, are the cases
in which the poet is said to ‘set in motion’ (kwelv) the reader and his
mind. There is a difference between ‘setting in motion’ and ‘waking up’,
in that the former can describe a patently emotional effect. It should,
however, be emphasised that this need not be the case. The word kiveiv (and
cognates) can simply mean ‘to cause, bring about, effect’.” The emotional
type of the reader’s kivnois may be caused by the anticipation of Greek
losses or by generally sombre expectations for the Greeks.'* In other cases,
however, kivnois does not effect a direct emotional participation, but
a more neutral form of intensified attention, for example the xivnois
of the audience caused by Oedipus’ announcements which are full of
dramatic irony.” A similar form of kivnois seems at stake when the device
of meprméTeix (‘sudden change’) is described as ToiiAov (‘changeful’),
BeaTpikdv (‘dramatic’) and kivnTikév.® Again the reader’s movement has
more to do with mental participation than with emotion. This holds
especially true for the remarkable case where the poet ‘sets in motion’ the
reader’s thinking (81&voia) by giving a graphic (vapyns) description:' the
Greek commanders who visit the night watch sit down ‘on clean ground,
where there appeared a space not cumbered with corpses’ (//. 10.199). The
graphic picture of a battlefield littered with bodies stimulates the reader’s

B In that respect, kivelv appears to differ from its Latin ‘equivalent’ movere, which has decidedly
emotional connotations in the context of rhetoric (e.g. Zundel 1989: 5.2.). For kivnois as an effect
of reading see Ps.Plut. Hom. 32, for whom the reader’s kivnois depends on the speaker’s (for this
correlation see also Pl. Jon s35c5—e6, Hor. AP 101—7). In Latin rhetoric, movere is identified by
Quintilian (12.10.59) as one of the three major tasks of an orator.

"4 Cf. schol. bT /. 1.3a ex. (referring to the proem), bT /. 8.470—6 ex. (Zeus announces Hector’s

triumphant advance, which will last until Patroclus enters the battle), bT /. 10.38—9 ex. (Menelaus

expresses doubts whether any Greek will be ready to spy out the Trojan camp).

Cf. schol. S. OT 141, 264 (with the remarkable claim that Euripides uses this form of kivnois more

extensively than Sophocles). For scholia commenting on dramatic irony see Chapter 10.

Cf. schol. bT /. 21.34b ex.: Homer is praised as discoverer of the mepiméTeic, which is moikiAos,

Beatpikds and kwnTikds. The word meprméTeia probably has a broad, non-technical (i.e. non-

Aristotelian) meaning here, which includes various forms of crisis and sudden transition (see

the passages collected by Griesinger 1907: 78). In this broader sense TepiméTeia recurs e.g. in

schol. bT 7/ 1.195-66 ex. (discussed in Chapter 13) and plays an important role in Eustathius (see
esp. 95.12-17 = 1.149.9-14 with van der Valk’s note, and Keizer 1995: 5.2.). On Homer as inventor

see Introd. page 16 n. 59.

Cf. schol. bT 7/ 10.199¢ ex.; cf. also the expression Tpokaeiobar TV Sidvoiav (‘to elicit the

thinking’: schol. bT 7/ 14.187 ex., of the reader’s potentially indecent imagination, if Homer had

presented Hera naked).
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imagination and urges his mind to cooperate actively in the process of
making meaning.”

The anticipation of losses on the battlefield forms the background of
another scholion, which combines the somewhat ambiguous kivnois with
the decidedly emotional effect described by the semantic field &ywvia
(‘agony, anxiety’)."” (After the completion of the trench and the wall, the
Greeks eat dinner, as do the Trojans in the city. During the night Zeus
plans evil for the next day of fighting, ‘thundering terribly’.)

Trpokivel kad &ywvidy Trolel TOV &kpoorTnv éTri Tols éoopévols 6 TroinThs. (schol.
bT 7L 7.479 ex.)

The poet rouses the reader beforehand and makes him feel anxious in view of the
future events.

Though less specific than an explicit narratorial prolepsis, Zeus’ thunder
has a similar effect and forebodes nothing good. This not only increases
the reader’s attention before the actual narration (7rpoxiveiv), but the critic
expects him to apply a ‘sympathetic’ reading to the text that makes him feel
an agony (&ycwvia) similar to the one felt (presumably) by the characters
themselves. The reader is not seen as sitting back and savouring the spectacle
from a distance. Rather, his direct involvement and empathy makes him
respond to the events as if he were present himself.*

The notion of the reader feeling &y wvia recurs several times in the extant
scholia. Examples include the following: Hector threateningly approaches
Nestor, who desperately tries to cut off the dead horse and to clear the
way for his chariot (schol. bT 7/. 8.87a ex., cf. bT I/. 8.80 ex.); the gradual
withdrawal of the wounded Greek commanders renders the situation pre-
carious for those remaining behind (schol. T /Z 11.273 ex.); the ambush of
the suitors puts Telemachus’ life at risk (schol. PT Od. 5.25). The examples
have a common denominator in that it is not so much the actual narra-
tion of undesired events which makes the reader anxious. Rather, it is the
expectation of such events which causes &ywvia. The connection between

8 Similarly, schol. bT 7/ 22.806 ex. (on Hecuba baring her breasts, which is both kwnTikév and
YPagikov); see also the notion ‘the reader as spectator’ below and, on the reader’s cooperation in
general, Chapter 6. For kiveiv as an effect of speech on characters see schol. T 7/, 11.8264 ex. (Nestor’s
on Patroclus), AbT 7/. 17.142a/b ex. (on Glaucus questioning Hector’s prowess).

9 For the reader’s &ywvia see Ps.Plut. Hom. 6, Ps.Demetr. eloc. 216 and Nannini (1986: 41-9).

*° ‘Sympathetic’ or identificatory reading is often presupposed by ancient authors, e.g. Hor. AP 1012
(based on the idea expressed by Plato’s Jon that the audience share the performer’s emotions, cf.
n. 13), Plut. Arz. 8.1; see also the various emotions felt by a reader which are listed in Plut. aud.poet.
16d—e. It is noteworthy that in the Homeric passage Zeus plans evil for Greeks and Trojans alike.
Unlike scholia of a decidedly pro-Greek stance, the present one does not specify that the reader’s
sympathetic feelings are with the Greeks alone.
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agony and expectation is explicitly made by an Odyssean scholion. (In
Odyssey s, Poseidon insinuates that Odysseus’ problems will not be over
once he finally reaches Ithaca.)

&AL EAAwY Se1vidv TTpoodokio UTTOPAAAEL dvaKivédy &y ddva T6 EKpoTT).

(schol. BPQ Od. 5.379)*

Again he [sc. Homer through Poseidon’s speech] suggests the expectation of more
trouble, thereby stirring up an agony in the reader.

Poseidon’s unmistakable allusion to the difficulties which the storm-
tossed Odysseus will face in the second part of the Odyssey makes the
reader anxious and puts him on tenterhooks.

Whereas all these examples involve a fatal danger for the characters,”
other instances of the reader’s &ywvia are somewhat less urgent and are
perhaps better explained in terms of ‘suspense’:*’ will Hector, looking for
his wife, Andromache, in several places on the Trojan citadel, be successful
in the end (schol. bT 7/ 6.392 ex.)? Whose lot will jump out of the helmet
and make him Hector’s opponent in the formal duel (schol. bT 7/ 7.171¢
ex.)? Dolon is about to reach the Greek watches when Athena finally urges
Diomedes to act (schol. T 7/ 10.365 ex.). The ram under whose belly
Odysseus is hidden is the last to leave Polyphemus’ cave (schol. Q Od.
9.444). And, on a more generalising note, combatants whose first shots
miss their targets increase the suspense.

KT &PYXTV TTOAAGKIS &TTOTUYXAvovTas Trolédy Tous BAAAOVTOS Evaryviov
Trolel ToV drpoatnv. (schol. T 7/ 16.463—766 ex.)™

By having the fighters often miss their first shot, he [sc. Homer] makes the reader
anxious.

This critic recognises a recurrent pattern in the ‘typical battle scenes’, as
modern scholars would call them (see Chapter 16): Homeric combatants
regularly miss their first shot. This typical battle scene and all the other
examples comprise an element of retardation, which creates a tension and
brings about the reader’s suspense regarding the outcome of the episode.”

* Cf. schol. bT 1/ 8.2174 ex. (quoted below). The Odyssean scholion differs from the preceding in
that it speaks of (&vakiveiv) &ydva, but cf. schol. bT /7 8.80 ex.

Cf. also schol. E. Ph. 1402 (the outcome of the duel between Polynices and Eteocles is open).
Homeric scholia on suspense are collected by Griesinger (1907: 74—7); see also Roemer (1879: xvi).
>4 Cf. schol. T 1/. 21.70a ex., T Il. 21.171 ex.; unlike the note quoted in the main text, neither of them
explicitly mention the reader, but simply read évary coviov T6 &rroTuyxdvew (‘to miss <the target>
creates suspense’).

Conversely, if Zeus says in advance that Hector will not become master of Achilles’ horses, the
reader is spared the feeling of &ycovia (schol. T /7 17.448-9 ex.); sim. PT O4. 5.25 (on Telemachus’
safety).
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As to the exact meaning of the adjective évarycovios, scholars often take
Ps.Long. subl. 25 as their starting-point and conclude that the poet, so
to speak, enters a contest (&ycov), comparable to an orator in a foren-
sic context.”® This essentially correct explanation must not, however, be
extended to all occurrences of the word. The passages collected in this
section prove that it may well be the reader who experiences ‘agony’. Fur-
thermore, the case of schol. T //. 16.463—766 ex. and its parallels (see n. 24)
makes one wonder whether évarycovios, as a quality of the poem, cannot
mean ‘full of suspense’. An example would be another passage where the
tension is increased by means of retardation. (In //iad 12, the Trojans man-
age to turn the Greeks, but instead of immediately pursuing them all the
way to the ships, they briefly stop at the trench in order to discuss their
tactics.)

Kol P €8et Sicokelv p&AAov: &royvdvTes yap Tiis dvakopldhs SeivdTepol &v
elev. AN Evary covids Te yiveTau 1) Toinots kad of &meidal ool “dos Tupl vijas
gviTrprow, KTeived 8t kad oToUs” [Z/. 8.182]. (schol. T 1L 12.1994 ex.)

Indeed they [sc. the Trojans] should rather pursue them. For refraining from the
idea of return they would be more dangerous. However, both become full of
suspense, the poem and his threats [sc. spoken by Hector] ‘so that I can set the
ships on fire, and kill <the Greeks> themselves’.

From a ‘military’ point of view, the immediate pursuit would have led
to greater Greek losses, but the retardation, caused by the Trojan debate,
increases the tension in the same way as Hector’s threat in book 8 does.
Both put the reader in a state of fearful expectation (which is again seen as
more important than the description of heavy Greek losses). Both scenes
are, in other words, full of suspense.””

The Dolon example above (he almost reaches the Greek camp) shows
Homer playing with the near-miss, a principle which he is fond of exploit-
ing in the form of so-called ‘if not’-situations.”® (Hector would have burnt

26 See the literature cited by Meijering (1987: 287 n. 212), to which add Pritchett (1975: 81).

*7 Similarly, schol. T 7/ 15.64¢ ex. (quoted in Chapter 1) deals with different degrees of suspense
(Meijering 1987: 205 with n. 212): Euripides’ prologues are not conducive to suspense, whereas
Homer, who is said to avoid elaborate prolepsis (used as an argument against the authenticity of
1l 15.64—77), is tvarywvios, rendered by Meijering as ‘vivid’; I would suggest ‘full of suspense’; cf.
also schol. T 7/ 11.273 ex. (on the suspense created by the withdrawal of the major Greek fighters
who get wounded one by one), T /. 20.79-80 ex. (on the single combat between the two sons of
goddesses, Aeneas and Achilles).

Le. the recurrent pattern ‘X would have happened, if Y had not intervened’ (de Jong 1987: 6881,
esp. 79 on scholia). Note, however, that ancient critics rather generally describe near-misses and
other crises; e.g. schol. bT /. 1.195-64 ex. and bT . 2.156 ex. are virtually identical (both quoted
in Chapter 13), but only the latter is an ‘if not’-situation. Homer’s fondness of ‘critical situations’
is pointed out by Aristotle (fr. 142 Rose). It is worth mentioning that Nicanor (schol. A /7. 3.374a

28
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the Greek ships in //iad 8, had not Hera urged Agamemnon to address his
troops in a parainesis.)

els &kpov Tous KiwdUvous elwbev &Edyewv &el, kal évaywviov ToOINCOs TOV
&kpoaThv T Trpocdokia eUBUs T Taoiv Emigépel. (schol. bT 7/ 8.2174 ex.)™

He [sc. Homer] is wont always to maximise the danger, and having put the reader
in a state of agony by means of the expectation, he at once adduces the remedy.

The near-miss is explained here as a narrative device by which the
narrator briefly causes the reader to fear the worst, until the tension is eased
shortly afterwards. As the adverb ‘always’ (&ef) makes clear, this is recognised
as a recurrent feature of Homer’s narrative technique. Furthermore, the
medical metaphor (see n. 29) presupposes that the reader is temporarily
putin astate of real suffering. The first part of the scholion describes Homer
as increasing the tension of his poem, a notion which recurs repeatedly,
sometimes without explicitly referring to the effect on the reader.”® Other
notes on the poem’s climax or crisis, however, do mention that it results in
the reader’s increased attention.”

The idea of ‘suspense’ can also take the form of an expression which is, as
it were, ‘etymologically’ closer: the poet is said to ‘suspend’ (dvapTé&v) the
reader’s mind.”” The applications of the expression are similar to the ones
seen already: it can refer to the question in the proem to the //iad (schol.
b /. 1.8—9 ex.). In another case, the name of the Greek whose lot jumped out
of Agamemnon’s helmet, Ajax, is effectively withheld for some time, which
‘suspends’ the reader’s mind (schol. bT 7/ 7.185b ex., cf. app. crit.). The
same applies to Agamemnon’s decision to consult with his senior officers
in the middle of the night (schol. bT 7/ 10.434 ex.) and to a remarkable
change of scene which interrupts Thetis’ journey to Hephaestus (schol.

Nic.) recognises the irregular syntax of ‘if not’-situations. Normally, the conditional clause precedes

the main clause. This sequence is inverted in ‘if not’-situations (de Jong 1987: 68, with lit.).

For the medical metaphor cf. schol. AT /. 112 ex., bT Il 16.8000 ex., also Arist. Rh. 1415225,

Hermog. inv. 4.12 (p. 202.16 Rabe).

Cf. e.g. schol. bT 7/ 7.104-8 ex. (Menelaus would have lost the duel with Hector, had not Agamem-

non talked him out of his intention to accept the challenge), bT 7/ 7.262 ex. (Hector is seriously

wounded by Ajax, which threatens the continuation of the story, cf. Chapter 1), bT 7/ 14.424¢ ex.

(Ajax is encircled by Trojan leaders), bT 7/ 16.1146 ex. (Hector challenges Ajax); see also ‘Divine

interventions’ (Chapter 13).

Cf. schol. bT 7/ 15.390 ex. (quoted in Chapter 1), bT 7/ 15.556-8 ex. (Hector announces the decisive

battle).

3% For the image cf. Aristotle’s recommendation that the orator indicate his topic at the outset, so that
the audience’s ‘thought is not left hanging’ (fva. . . uf) kpéunTou 1) Si1éwoie, Rh. 1415213). Conversely,
Ps.Demetrius (¢/oc. 216) praises the creation of suspense, using the same verb as Aristotle (Meijering
1987: 199).

2.
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b 7/ 18.145-8 ex.). A heightened form of the expression has it that the
narrator ‘suspends the readers’ longing” (¢mifupic).”

The emphasis of the scholia on agony and suspense almost makes one
forget the more ‘positive’ emotional effects which pervade ancient discus-
sions of poetry and rhetoric: f)8ovt| (‘pleasure’), yuyaywyia (‘amusement,
allurement, persuasion’), #&kAnSE1s and Bapa (‘awe, amazement’). Given
the prominence of these terms in ancient treatises, it may come as a minor
surprise that some of them have left comparatively few traces in the scholia.
This applies, for instance, to the Aristotelian term f18ovr. It is rare in the
scholia and then simply describes a stylistic quality of the poem, but not
explicitly for its effect on the reader.’

The other term which is sometimes said to mean little more than ‘plea-
sure’, yuxaywyia (lit. leading of souls’), is more common in the scholia.”
Ancient critics ascribe this effect to the prolepsis of Achilles’ return to the
battlefield (schol. b 7/. 2.6946 ex.), to the strangeness of the story about
the pygmies (schol. AbT 7/. 3.6 ex.), to the description of the Trojan wells
during the deadly race of Hector and Achilles (schol. bT 7/ 22.147—56
ex.) or to Odysseus” dreadful descent to the Underworld (schol. T Od.
10.491). The variety of these examples testifies to the broad applicability of
yuxoywyio.’® The same holds true, not suprisingly, for the many cases
where the term describes the effect of a speech on a character.’”

Of the terms for ‘awe’ and ‘amazement’, ¢&kTANEIS is quite common in
the scholia.”® The effect is ascribed to the emphasis on Achilles” impressive

3 Cf. schol. Ab Il. 20.443 ex. (Apollo lifts Hector from the battlefield and thereby postpones the
showdown with Achilles); see also schol. EHMQ Od. 3.184 (Nestor’s account of the various Greeks’
homecomings remains incomplete; quoted in Chapter 6); on ¢miBupia see below.

3 On the fidovn) of poetry see Arist. Po. 1453236 (tragedy and comedy), 1453bii—12 (tragedy),
1459221 (epic), 1462b13 (tragedy and epic). Attestations in the scholia: schol. bT /L 1.1e ex. (on
the ‘singing’ of Homer), bT 7/. 1.436—9 ex. (on the multiple repetition of éx), bT 7/ 4.482 ex. (on the
simile).

3% On yuyaywyia see Meijering (1987: s—12), who argues against a general equation with f8ovr,

a view held e.g. by von Franz (1940: 41) and Adam (1971: 66 n. 26); see also Hillgruber (1994:

93).

Thus the verb yuyxaywyeiv also expresses the success of the actor who was particularly good at

performing Ajax’ suicide on stage (schol. S. A4j. 864a), see Chapter 19.

Cf. schol. bT 1. 2.300¢ ex. (Odysseus using the sparrow omen in the speech to the army), bT /L

2.3234 ex. (Odysseus quoting Calchas in the same speech), bT 7/ 8.236 ex. (Agamemnon addressing

‘Father Zeus’), bT 1/ 9.4476 ex. (Phoenix’ ‘autobiography’ in the embassy to Achilles), bT 7. 9.5294

ex. (the Meleager paradigm in the same speech), T 7. 117415 ex. (Nestor’s long speech to Patroclus),

HMQ Od. 3.115 (Nestor’s speech to Telemachus), also b 7/. 1.312—3 ex. (on Agamemnon’s instruction

to perform purifications, which is only reported). The generalising schol. bT /. 23.476 ex. recognises

Homer’s tendency to create yuyaywyia by every conceivable means.

38 On #mAngis see Hillgruber (1994: 93—s, on Ps.Plut. Hom. 6), also Meijering (1987: 46).
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figure (schol. b 7/ 24.630 ex.), to the unusual constellation of the Greeks
fighting from the beached ships and the Trojans fighting from their chariots
(schol. bT 7/ 15.386 ex.) and to Odysseus’ descent to the Underworld (schol.
T Od. 10.491, cf. above). The term seems to indicate a rather strong effect
and is therefore appropriate to describe the impact of divine phenomena:
the idea of Zeus extending his arm all the way down to earth (schol. bT 7.
15.695 ex.), the great number of Nereids who mourn together with Thetis
(schol. T 7/ 18.51 ex.), or a god who starts from his throne (schol. T 77
20.624 ex.). In the scholia to Sophocles’ Ajax, the term twice describes
the effect of a scenic presentation instead of a verbal report: the ekkyklema
which shows Ajax in the middle of the butchered animals (schol. S. 4.
346a) and his suicide on stage (schol. S. Aj. 815a).”

Conversely, 6alua (and cognates) is frequent in the scholia, but is not
explicitly described as an effect on the reader.*” Instead, it is used so to
speak en passant in order to praise single passages as particularly successful.*
(Often, words of the root 6aup- are applied to passages which, depending
on the critic’s standpoint, should or should not make the reader wonder.)**

In addition, there is a number of mostly unique cases which discuss
emotional effects of a very specific nature. In order to convey that the
poet causes the reader’s anxious expectation, the scholia twice use the word
&varrtepoUv (‘to set on the wing, set aflutter, put on tiptoe’). The occasions
for this increased suspense are the prolepsis of Patroclus’ death (schol. bT
1. 11.604c¢ ex.) and the growing likelihood that the Trojans will indeed burn
the Greek ships. (With the Trojans already on the advance, Zeus spurs them
and in particular Hector ‘so that he might cast wondrous-blazing fire on

the beaked ships’.)

3 For gkmAn&is as the effect of speech on a character see schol. Ge 7/ 1.242 (T has kat&mAngis;
Achilles speaking of ‘man-slaughtering’ Hector), AbT 7/. 3.1824 ex. (Priam addressing Agamemnon,
quoted in Chapter 9), AbT /L 9.294 ex. (on the temporary silence caused by Agamemnon’s speech),
bT 1. 16.25—7 ex. (Patroclus lists all the wounded Greeks to Achilles), bT 7/, 24.358—60 ex. (Idaeus
to Priam on the approach of Hermes). Needless to say, a character’s #kmAngis need not be caused
by speech, see e.g. schol. b 7/ 10.5476% ex. (Nestor is struck by the whiteness of Rhesus’ horses, as
shown by his faulty syntax).

4% The comment which comes closest to doing so is schol. bT 7/. 18.3776 ex. (on the phrase 8alua

idéobau, a wonder to look at). It speaks in general terms of Homer presenting in his poetry

BaupooTd Kai kA TTOVTA. For 6aupaoTév as an effect of poetry see Arist. Po. 1460a11-18,

Ps.Plut. Hom. 6.1.

Cf. e.g. schol. bT 7. 15.6—7 ex. (on the summary description in a few lines: the flight of the Trojans,

the success of the Greeks, Poseidon’s support and Hector’s suffering).

Cf. e.g. schol. bT 7/ 11.72¢ ex. (on the Greeks’ temporary ability to equalise the battle) and the many

occurrences of the phrase o¥ 8aupacTév (‘no wonder’).

4
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&varrtepol 8¢ TOV dkpoaThv TpocdokddvTa Tov éumpnoudy. (schol. T 7/
15.5945" ex.)¥

He [sc. Homer] puts the reader, who expects the burning, on tiptoe.

The expectation that the Trojans might substantiate their threat and
set the ships on fire is further intensified by Zeus’ intervention. Inter-
estingly, the b-scholion on the same passage says that Homer is ‘tortur-
ing’ (Bacawilew) the reader’s thinking (8i1&voia). And another scholion
(schol. bT 7/ 18.151—2 ex., quoted below) speaks of the reader’s thoughts
being ‘troubled yet more’ (¢miTapdTTev). No wonder, then, if the reader
is occasionally said ‘to be angry’ (&yavaxTeiv), the reason being Hector
donning Achilles” armour.** One of the three relevant notes makes the
remarkable point that the reader’s irritation is put in Zeus’ mouth. (Zeus
says ‘improperly [oU kaT& kdopov] have you [sc. Hector] stripped the
armour from his [sc. Patroclus’] head and shoulders.”)

THY &y qv&KTN o TEOV EKPoaTadY 8pa;, Tréds cuveAdov T Al repiédnkev. (schol.
T 7. 17.2054 ex.)¥

Watch the anger of the readers, how he [sc. Homer] has concisely put it into Zeus’
mouth!

Similarly drastic are the cases in which the poet ‘throws’ the reader
‘into confusion’ (BopuPeiv) or ‘alarms’ (¢kpoPeiv) him.** The latter note
is worth quoting in full. (Left alone in the battle, Odysseus deliberates in a
monologue whether to stay or to withdraw. In the meantime, the Trojans
‘penned him in their midst, but set on themselves their own ruin’.)

B1& Tis AvapuvToews AvakTaTal TOV AKpoa TNy Alav y&p alTov ESepdPnoey.
pnoiv odv 811 &l TG EauTdV KOk EkUkAwoav Tov 'Oducota. (schol. T 7L
11.413f ex.)

4 The other instances of &vamrTepolv describe the effect of speeches on characters: schol. bT /L
2.3334 ex. (Agamemnon encourages the Greeks to return home), AbT /L. 5.16 ex. (Agamemnon
rebukes Diomedes in the epipolesis), bT Il 10.160-1 ex. (Nestor wakes up Diomedes), T /. 10.332¢
ex. (Hector promises that Dolon can have Achilles’ horses if he is successful), bT 7/ 24.343¢ ex. (on
the effect of speech in general). Unlike the two examples referred to in the main text, &varrtepotv
has a more positive meaning in these instances (‘to lend wings’).

Cf. schol. S. 4j. 762a (the audience, familiar with Ajax’ virtue, are almost angry (dpyiZovTau) with
how the poet portrays the hero).

The other two instances are schol. bT 7/ 16.8006 ex. (with the medical metaphor iGo6ai ‘to heal’),
ADbT 1l. 17.207-84 ex. The phrase ep1Ti®nui Tivi in the meaning ‘to have somebody say (in direct
speech)’ is common in the scholia, e.g. schol. A I/ 2.5704" Ariston., S. Ph. 1; cf. e.g. Theon II 60.28
Spengel.

For 8opupeiv sce schol. bT /. 14.392 ex.: the sound of the roaring sea is interpreted as foreboding
evil. Again the critic argues that the poet throws the reader into confusion before the actual narration
of the battle.

4
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By means of the narratorial comment [sc. ‘but set on themselves their own ruin’]
he [sc. Homer] revives the reader. For he had alarmed him too much. He says that
they [sc. the Trojans] encircled Odysseus to their own detriment.*’

With the account of the Greek defeat, which results in the withdrawal
of the wounded commanders and culminates in Odysseus’ isolation, the
poet has, the critic argues, crossed the line. Now he needs to revive the
reader, and he does so by announcing Trojan losses.” The poet is seen as
blowing hot and cold to the reader. Reading the //iad is a series of ups
and downs. For the latter effect see the passages referred to above; the
former can be documented from comments that the narrator ‘comforts’
(Tropapubeiodar) the reader.®” Similarly, he may be said to ‘oblige him
beforehand’ (TrpoxapiZeaBan), to ‘conciliate’ (Beparmreverv) him, to ‘cheer’
(eYppaivew) him, or ‘not to grieve’ (o¥ AuTeiv) him any longer.”” One
of these notes is particularly remarkable, because it does not reflect the
pro-Greek attitude that is common (cf. n. 49). (During Patroclus’ funeral,
Achilles vows not to bury Hector, but to throw his corpse to the dogs. The
narrator caps the speech with the comment that this will not happen.)

B1& 88 TS &vaguvnosws ébepdreuce TOV dkpoaTnv: fi81 Yap OUVETTOOYKE TH)
ToU “ExTopos aikia. (schol. bT 77 23.184 ex.)

By means of the narratorial comment, he [sc. Homer] conciliated the reader. For
he [sc. the reader] had already felt sympathy for Hector being treated insultingly.

Even if the scholia to the //iad generally expect the reader to be partial
to the Greeks, this does not rule out that he feel sympathy with the
Trojans, especially in a truly exceptional case such as the defilement of

47 On &vagaovnois (‘narratorial comment’) see Excursus in Chapter 15 &vaxtéobat is another medical
metaphor (LS] s.2.).
48 This requires a reflexive interpretation of petd opiot Tfjua T8V e (/U 11.413), a matter of dispute
since Alexandrian times (see schol. A 7/ 11.413a Ariston.).
4 Cf. e.g. schol. bT 7/. 6.373¢ ex. (Homer explains before the actual encounter why Hector does not
find Andromache at home), T 7. 13.348—50 ex. (Zeus does not intend to destroy the Greek army
‘entirely’), bT Il 15.566 ex. (Zeus sketches the eventual sack of Troy), similarly T 7/ 10.295 ex.
(Athena hearkens to the prayers of Odysseus and Diomedes), bT /. 13.3484 ex. (Zeus favours the
Trojans in order to honour Achilles). The first of these notes stands out, because it does not display
a pro-Greek attitude (cf. Introd. page 13).
Tpoxapifeabar schol. T /1. 10.2746" ex. (Homer indicates in advance that the night-time expedition
of Odysseus and Diomedes will succeed), sim. bT 7/ 16.399—418 ex. (on Patroclus’ immediate and
sweeping success); Oeparrevev: bT 7/ 12.173 ex. (Hector’s success is due to Zeus™ support and not
to his own prowess), schol. S. 4j. 762a (by having Ajax speak mad things, the poet deflects the
audience’s possible anger at the hero’s suicide; cf. n. 44); ebppaivev: b /L 11.181—2 ex. (on Greek
successes, quoted in Chapter 1); o0 AuTreiv: b 7/ 17.453—5a> ex. (Zeus announces temporal limitation
of Trojan success), bT /. 12.13—5 ex. (prolepsis of Troy’s fall makes current Greek losses acceptable).
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their leader’s corpse. Hector, too, deserves proper burial. Therefore, the
narratorial comment is seen as setting the reader’s mind at rest.

No less remarkable is a note which explains that the reader feels sympathy
when a character, Greek or Trojan alike, is unaware of a disastrous turn of
the story and nurses vain hopes. (In //iad 17, Achilles is as yet unaware of
Patroclus’ death.)

glwbe ocupaBelav Eyeipeiv S1& ToUTwy, v of T& péyloTa SuoTUyoUVTES
&v &yvola T&V kakddV lev Kal &t prAavBpwoTépov gépuovTal EATTISwWY, s
‘AvBpopdyn [cf. 1. 22.437—46] ki AdAwv [cf. 10.350] kaxi vV Ay 1AAeUs. (schol.
bT 7l 17.401-2 ex.)”

He [sc. Homer] is wont to rouse sympathy by means of this, when the ones who
are in the greatest disaster are unaware of the evil and carried towards very tender
hopes, such as Andromache [sc. unaware of Hector’s death], Dolon [sc. unaware
of Odysseus and Diomedes” ambush], and Achilles here.

The juxtaposition of Greek and Trojan characters who equally earn the
reader’s sympathy gains additional meaning by the presence of Dolon.
He normally has a bad press among ancient critics and is, therefore, an
unexpected object of the reader’s sympathy.’””

Returning to the term éx@oPeiv (schol. T 7/ 11.413f ex., quoted above),
one may be reminded of Aristotle’s well-known @6Pos (‘fear’) and its peer
€\eos (‘pity’). Given that the terms form part of Aristotle’s definition of
tragedy, it is hardly surprising that they recur with some frequency in the
tragic scholia.”” They are, however, comparatively rare in the other scholia.
In fact, p6Pos (and cognates) does not seem to be used outside the scholia
on tragedy in order to describe the effect of the poem on the reader, except
for the one attestation of é&kpoPeiv (see above).™*

The term &\eos is used somewhat more frequently with respect to the
reader, in the Homeric scholia with reference to the final part of the
Iliad in general (schol. bT 7/ 24.776 ex.) and Hector’s fate in particular.”

5! Interestingly, schol. AbT /. 22.442—5 ex. speaks of Homer’s pity (¢Aegiv) for Andromache. On &Aeos
see below.

Martin Schmidt suspects that Dolon is an error and should be replaced by Ares (see Erbse’s app.
crit.).

53 See Trendelenburg (1867: 123-8), Meijering (1987: 209—20).

54 For @oPos as an effect of speech on characters see e.g. schol. b /. 1.1694 ex. (Achilles threatens
to return home), A /. 18.2716 ex. (Polydamas anticipates that many Trojans will be devoured by
vultures and dogs), bT 7/. 22.58 ex. (Priam warns Hector that Achilles will kill him), bT 7/ 23.4086
ex. (Antilochus encourages his horses).

Cf. schol. bT 7/ 22.1614 ex. (on Hector’s life as the ‘prize’ of the deadly race), T I/ 22.295 ex. (on
Deiphobus’ unexpected disappearance), bT 7/. 22.337 ex. (on Hector’s ability to address Achilles
despite his lethal wounds), b 7/ 24.18-94* ex. (Apollo’s care and pity for Hector’s body induces the
reader to feel the same); cf. also the interesting schol. AbT 7/ 17.207-84 ex. (even if the readers may

“
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Considerably more frequent, however, are the instances where &\eog
describes the effect of a speech on the characters.’®

A similar observation can be made in the case of olkTos (‘pity’).”” Thus,
the fact that Aeneas’ victims are twins and young ‘stirs the reader towards
pity’ (gis olkTov Kivel TOV &kpoaTriv, schol. b 7/ 5.5504" ex.). An Odyssean
scholion is especially worth quoting, because it establishes a correlation
between the emotions of readers and characters. (Menelaus commiserates
over Odysseus and causes Helen, Telemachus and Peisistratus to weep.)

<

Saipoviws dvTidapPovdpevos & ToInTRAS, OTTWS KeKIiVNKE TOV OIKTOV TRV
AdxpoaTdV, pavTaciav &l ToUs TOTe dkovovTas peTnveyke. (schol. HQR Od.
4.184)

With a wonderful grasp of how he had stirred the pity of his readers, the poet
transposed the representation to the audience of that time [sc. Helen etc.].

In other words, the poet has his characters feel the emotion (here:
pity) that he expects his readers to feel. This note spells out what others
on occasion perhaps presuppose: the reader is meant to feel the same
emotions as the text-internal audience (cf. the methodological point made
at the beginning of the chapter and nn. 9, 12, 18, 37, 39, 43, 54, 56, 57). This
may well apply to the numerous scholia that describe the characters’ &@os
(‘emotion’). However, the extant scholia do not seem to discuss explicitly
the Tr&0os of the reader.

EXPECTATION

The preceding paragraphs contain several examples in which the reader’s
expectation plays a central role. The present section attempts to complete
the picture by adding a few more aspects. One of them is already present
in the Odyssean scholion cited at the beginning of the chapter. In an
intensified form, the reader’s expectation can be described as ‘longing’
(8miBupeiv, mobeiv). In the Odyssean scholion the object of the reader’s
‘desire’ is the account, which he longs to ‘learn’ (uavb&vev). The same
function is attributed to Dream’s epithet ‘destructive’ (oUAos, /. 2.6),

take exception to Hector getting Achilles’ armour, they may nevertheless pity Hector once they
learn that he will not enjoy the armour for a long time).

56 Cf. e.g. schol. bT /. 1.13-44" ex. (Chryses begging for his daughter), bT 7/ 1.204" ex. (ditto), etc.
(see Erbse Index III: s5.vv. EAeelv, EAecivos, EAeos).

57 For oikTos describing the effect of a speech on characters see e.g. schol. bT 7/ 1.13—44 ex. (Chryses
begging for his daughter), etc. (see Erbse Index III: s.vv. oikTiZew, olkTos, oikTpds).
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because it makes the reader long to learn the reason.”® In both cases the
critics presuppose an impartial and ‘objective’ reader, whose appetite for
knowledge is whetted. Elsewhere, however, the same direct involvement
of the reader is implied as in most examples of ‘agony’ (see above). Now
the reader is induced by the narrator to ‘long’ for Achilles re-entering the
battle (schol. bT 7/ 4.512—3 ex.) or for Trojan losses (schol. bT 7/ 17.236a
ex.).

The same partiality but a different type of expectation is at stake when
the reader is filled with ‘hope’ (éATris), either again for Achilles’ return
(schol. b 7/. 2.6940b ex.), for an intervention of the pro-Greek gods (schol.
bT Il 12.179-80 ex.), for a Greek victory (schol. bT 7/ 15.601—2 ex.) or
for the rescue of Patroclus’ body.”” The last example adds a further point
and is therefore worth quoting. (Towards the end of //iad 17, the Greeks
finally manage to lift Patroclus’ body from the battlefield. In the meantime,
Achilles learns of the death of his dear friend and speaks with his mother.
In 18.148 the narrative returns to the fleeing Greeks with Hector right on
their heels. The fight for Patroclus’ body is not over yet.)

TOls pév &kpootais EATris T &Ee1AkUoBat TTdTpokAov, 6 8¢ ALY ETITap&TTEL
THY Sidvolay, va éml T dkpoidTaTov Tpoayxycy THv &ywviav mifavny
ToionTon THY Ax1AAéws EEodov. (schol. bT 77 18.151—2 ex.)

The readers were hoping that Patroclus [sc. his body] was recovered, but he [sc.
Homer] troubles their thinking yet again, so that, pushing the agony to the utmost,
he motivates Achilles’ marching out.

The new point here is that Homer seems to create the reader’s hope only
in order to disappoint it then on purpose and all the more efficiently. The
latter effect provides the motivation for another scene (see Chapter 1). The
topic ‘creation of false expectations’ recurs several times in the Homeric
scholia.’ Either the reader’s expectation is not fulfilled at all,’" or, as in the
Patroclus example and overall more often, the expected event is postponed

58 See schol. bT I 2.6¢ ex.; cf. schol. bT /. 11.604¢ ex., where the reader ‘hastens’ (¢mreiyecfon) to learn
more about Patroclus” doom (similarly schol. bT /Z 12.116-7 ex.). An exceptional case is schol. bT
1l 24.85a ex., because the reader is exhorted to long to hear about an event (the death of Achilles)
which falls outside the //iad (see discussion in Chapter 6).

59 Contrast schol. T 7/ 22.2744" ex., which mentions the reader’s hope that Hector might survive the
duel with Achilles! In the light of the generally pro-Greek attitude this is exceptional, and perhaps
gAris must be rendered here with ‘expectation’. Also conceivable is some form of corruption, for
the b-scholion on the same passage speaks of Heczor’s hopes.

0 Cf. Schadewaldt ([1938] 1966: 72 n. 2), N. J. Richardson (1980: 266), Nannini (1986: 45).

6 Cf. schol. bT 71 7.29 ex. (previous divine interventions let the reader hope for nothing good when
Apollo and Athena arrive on the battlefield, and their suggestion of a formal duel takes him by
surprise), bT /. 24.3—4 ex. (the Funeral Games led the reader to believe that Achilles’ grief is over,
which, however, is not the case).
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by means of retardation: Poseidon’s anger over the death of his grandson
Amphimachus (/. 13.206—7) induces the reader to expect an immediate
intervention, which is, however, postponed by more than a hundred lines
or several episodes, which are meticulously listed in the relevant scholion
(schol. T 7l 13.219-3294" ex., sim. b, quoted in Chapter 9). On a larger
scale, the various events of //iad 1-10 induce the reader to expect for the
Greeks a losing battle in general, and one taking place around the newly
built wall and around the ships in particular. Consequently, the aristeia
of Agamemnon and other Greek leaders in book 11 comes unexpectedly
(schol. bT 7l 11.0 ex.), as does Hera’s deception of Zeus (schol. bT 7.
14.1536 ex.). Both scenes have a decidedly retarding effect.®” All in all, the
picture emerges of a poet who, almost teasingly, creates and disappoints his
reader’s expectations at will — with obvious impacts on the ‘entertainment
factor’ of his poem.

A last example makes an additional point about expectation. By having
the Trojan horses balk at the trench (. 12.50-9), the narrator creates the
expectation that it cannot be crossed with a chariot.®” And yet the reader
directs his attention towards the possibility that somebody might actually
try to do it anyway (schol. bT 7/ 12.52—9 ex.), as in fact Asius will. The
very denial of an option makes the reader reckon with its (attempted)
realisation.

RELAXATION

The preceding discussion shows that an important method of securing the
reader’s attention is the creation of suspense in various ways. At the same
time, however, it is undesirable to keep up a high level of tension throughout
the poem. Rather, ancient critics argue, it is advisable to give the readers
a chance to relax once in a while and to have them regularly take a break
(&vamavew and cognates).’* By doing so the poet avoids their feeling
surfeit (k6pos).”” The latter is a serious threat to the readers’ attention,
whereas regular breaks renew their ability to pay attention. (After Thetis’

6 Cf. schol. T 1L 22.2744" ex., where the point seems to be that the reader does not expect Achilles to
miss Hector.

The Homeric text actually says it explicitly, though in the qualified form of &v with optative (7L
12.58-9).

64 See Meijering (1987: 169—71), who adduces Polyb. 38.6.1, D.H. Pomp. 3.11 (p. 236 U.-R.), Theon II
80.27-32 Spengel; cf. also Quint. 11.3.44.

For képos, caused by a monotonous or verbose narrative, see e.g. schol. b 7/ 1.8—9 ex., bT L. 3.201
ex., bT 11 20.460 ex., bT 1. 22.79 ex., S. Aj. 38a (discussed in Chapter 3); cf. D.H. Pomp. 3.11 (p.
236 U.-R.), Quint. 10.1.31. Another expression for the reader’s boredom is &ppAuTépa dkpdaois
(‘duller reading’, caused by long chronological narratives: schol. bT 7/ 11.671—761 ex., quoted in

63

6
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promise to go and see Zeus on Achilles” behalf, the poem first returns to
Odysseus’ embassy to Chryse, instead of continuing with Thetis’ ascent to

Mt Olympus.)

Otros pn T THs O&T180s &maAhayf) ouvayn Thv émdvodov, Si& péoou PEAAeL
T& KaT& TOV ‘OBUoota . . . EKXTEPOLS B¢ PETPIwS XPWHEVOS SlavaTravel TOV
AKPOATNV, TAOV P&V TOV KOPOV TrepLanpddv, TGOV &3¢ TNy Embupiov &mmotAnpdov.
(schol. bT 7 1.430b ex.)®°

In order not to connect Thetis’ ascent to her departure [sc. from Achilles], he
[sc. Homer] puts in the middle the events around Odysseus. .. By using both
<scenes> with moderation, he allows the reader to rest, thereby avoiding the
surfeit of the one [sc. the Thetis scene], and fulfilling the longing for the other [sc.
the Odysseus scene].

The change of scene in I/ 1.430 achieves several goals: both the Thetis
and the Odysseus scenes remain moderate in size. Consequently, the reader
does not get bored with a Thetis scene that is too long. At the same time,
the return to Odysseus fulfils a ‘promise’ created by the previous change
of scene (/I 1.313). And, one may complete the line of reasoning, the
present change creates a ‘longing’ which will be fulfilled in 1.493-532,
when the narrative returns to Thetis. As the scholion makes clear, the
breaks envisaged by the ancient critics are not actual interruptions of the
performance. Rather, the narrative itself is expected to contain a sufficient
amount of relaxing ‘breaks’. The single most important means to achieve
this goal is variety (TroikiAia) or, put negatively, the avoidance of monotony
(16 Supoerdés).”” In addition to changes of scene, the following devices
are considered apt to have the desired effect of relaxation:* insertion of
thematically different scenes;® changes from the human to the divine
plane;”® insertion of narrative elements which are not immediately related

Chapter 2); cf. schol. bT 7/ 11.604¢ ex. (quoted in Chapter 1), S. Aj. 41a. This dullness is said to be
caused by a surplus of information or, in other words, lack of suspense.

%6 On the relaxing effect of changes of scene in particular see also Polyb. 38.6.1, D.H. Pomp. 3.14 (p.
237 U.-R\), schol. bT /L 15.390 ex. (quoted in Chapter 1). The quotation in the main text omits a
point about the chronology of the two scenes that is discussed in Chaprer 2.

67 See Chapter 9.

68 Needless to say, many examples combine several of these devices.

% E.g. the building of the Greck wall (schol. bT 7/ 7.3284 ex.); Achilles perceiving Machaon being
driven to the camp (schol. T /L 11.599 ex.); Idomeneus’ meeting with Meriones behind the lines
(schol. T 7. 13.1684 ex.); Hephaestus producing the shield for Achilles (schol. bT 7/ 16.793-804a
ex.).

79 See schol. bT 7/. 8.2096 ex., also bT 7/ 16.431—61 ex.; interestingly, such a transition is once said to
keep the reader in suspense (&vapT&v, on which see above), because the narrator does not spell out

the plight of the Greeks pursued by Hector (schol. bT ZZ. 8.350 ex.).
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to the main story: descriptions, other stories, genealogies, similes and
‘digressions’ in general;”" great variation in the description of potentially
monotonous scenes such as fighting, wounding and killing.”* A remarkable,
if distinctly pro-Greek, point is the notion that the reader temporarily finds
rest from feeling anxious for the Greeks (schol. T 7/. 8.2464 ex.).

THE READER AS SPECTATOR

The section on ‘attention’ above ends with a brief reference to the notion
that a particularly graphic description stimulates the mental cooperation
of the reader (schol. bT 7/ 10.199¢ ex.). A comparable, but rather more
extreme, position is held by the critics who argue that the poet turns
his readers into spectators of the events.”” If the comment on the sea
simile in 7/ 2.144 still qualifies the equation with ‘makes the readers a/most
spectators’ (Beatas oxedév: schol. T 7/ 2.1444 ex.; interestingly, b omits the
crucial word oxe86v), the note on the baby Astyanax crying and turning
away from the scary sight of his father Hector spells it out in so many
words:

TaUTa 8¢ T& éTn oUTws EoTiv dvapyeias peoTd, &T1 oU pdvov AKOUETAl T&
Tpypota, AN kad Op&Tat. (schol. bT 77 6.467 ex.)

These lines are so full of graphic quality that the events are not only heard [i.e.
read] but also seen.

As the further context of the scholion makes clear, this critic is impressed
by the description being so true to life that the reader has the impression
that he actually sees the whole scene (on lifelike realism see Chapter 8).

7! Stories and genealogies: schol. bT 7. 6.1194 ex. (also Polyb. 38.6.1); similes: bT 7/ 15.362—4 ex.;
‘digressions’ in general: bT 7/ 14.1146 ex., bT 1. 16.6664 ex. (also Theon II 80.27-32 Spengel; on
the looseness of the term ‘digression’ (TrapékPacis) see Chapter 1). Similarly, descriptive scenes are
said to create attention in schol. bT /L 11.7116 ex.; cf. also schol. bT /. 22.147—56 ex. A unique case
is schol. bT 7/ 11.7224 ex., according to which the many fresh starts (16 ToAUapyov) of Nestor’s
narrative cause relaxation and therefore renew the attention.

Cf. schol. bT 7l 4.5396 ex. (on killings in general), bT 7/ 12.3304 ex. (on Sarpedon and Glaucus
attacking with the entire Lycian army). The second note is quoted in Chapter 9, which deals with
variation in general.

Cf. Plut. gloria Athen. 347a (on Thucydides’ attempt to make the reader a spectator and on its
psychological effects), similarly Plut. Arz. 8.1 (on Xenophon’s vividness), on both passages see
Meijering (1987: 30-1); cf. also D.H. Comp. 20 (p. 89.14-18 U.-R., on Homer enabling the reader to
see the events happening), Ps.Long. subl. 15.2 (on the correlation between the poet’s ‘visualisation’
(pavTaoia, cf. Chapter 9) and that of his spectators/readers), 25 (on the vividness of the historic
present).
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In a similar vein, a comment on the horse race in the funeral games
for Patroclus praises the vividness of the narrative. (The exact point of
reference is the start of the race.)

T&oav pavTaciov dvapydds TpoPEPAn Tl dos undev ATTOV TGOV Beax TGV Eoy NKE-
vai Tous dkpoaTds. (schol. bT 7/ 23.362—72 ex.)

He [sc. Homer] has projected the entire mental image so graphically that the
readers are captured no less than the spectators.

The implication seems to be that the readers could not have received a
deeper impression if they had been present themselves as spectators (later
explicitly mentioned in the Homeric text: 23.448—99).”7* Consequently,
it may not be the simple slip of an absent-minded critic or scribe if a
T-scholion on /iad 15 says that the spectator (beatnis) is awestruck by the
description of the battle around the ships.”

The bT-scholion on the horse race in lliad 23 seems to imply that the
narrator’s projection of a mental image (pavtaoia) induces the reader to
reproduce this image, with the result that his experience is comparable to
that of an actual spectator.”® As a consequence, one should reckon with the
possibility that at least some of the numerous notes on the poet creating
pavtooia (von Franz 1943: 19-34, Rispoli 1984) implicitly argue with a
view to an assumed comparison between reader and spectator. The same
applies to the notes on the poet ‘bringing into view’ (U1 &y &yew, see
Chapter 9) the events that make up his story. As a result, it is possible
for the reader to ‘see a sight’ (dyw i8elv, e.g. schol. bT 7/ 22.4746 ex.,
on the pitiful scenes of book 22: Priam is prevented from leaving the city,
Andromache from committing suicide).””

74 Conversely, Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Comp. 3, p. 12.16-18 U.-R.) argues that Candaules’ story is

so well narrated by Herodotus that the reader gets a better impression than a witness. For the idea

of the reader as spectator cf. in general the notion of the poet as eyewitness (Chapter 8).

See schol. T 7/. 15.386 ex.; note that the b-scholion on the same passage reads &kpoatns (‘reader’).

76 The same point is made, though in the opposite direction, by schol. HQR O4. 4.184 (quoted
above), which argues that the poet transfers the pavtacia from the reader to the characters (see
also Meijering 1987: 44—s, who, however, assumes that the subject of petfiveyke is Menelaus;
differently and, to my mind, more convincingly 235 n. 44). Cf. also schol. bT /. 15.7126 ex. (on
the accumulation of words for ‘weapon’), although the exact meaning of the phrase pavrdgev
TOV &kpoaTnv remains doubtful: ‘to produce a mental image in the reader’? Rispoli (1984: 336)
interprets it as ‘aiutare I'ascoltatore a immaginare meglio la scena’, but gives no parallels. Per-
haps one may compare the unique verb Tpopavtélew in schol. bT /L 11.456 ex. (with Erbsc’s
note).

77 The Homeric text (/I 22.473—s5) actually indicates that the women look after the swooning Andro-
mache, but the critic believes that they prevent her from jumping from the wall.

7
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The exact working of the reader’s cooperative activity in conjuring up the
mental image is meticulously described in a scholion which, therefore, is
an apt way to round off this section and the chapter as a whole. (After bor-
rowing Aphrodite’s love-charm, Hera leaves Mt Olympus in order to meet
Hypnus on the island Lemnos. Her journey is described in some detail:
Pieria, Emathie (= Macedonia), Thrace, Mt Athos and finally Lemnos.)

EKPWS KATOVOUALEL TOUS TOTTOUS, TAS OUOPpoUs Xwpas Siefiov . . . TH yap
dvopaoia TGV TOTTwY cupTapabéouca 1) didwola TV EVTUYXavovTwy v
pavTooia kol Syel TGOV TOTTwV yiveTal . . . p&pTUpas yolv émoryduevos
ToUs dkovovTtas TifavwtdTny kabioTnot Thv Sifynow. (schol. bT 7 14.226—7
ex.)

He [sc. Homer] competently names the places, going through the areas which
border on each other. .. For the mind of the readers, travelling together with
the naming of the places, enters into an imaginative and visual perception of the
places. .. In any case, by calling in the readers as witnesses he renders his narrative

highly plausible.

By describing the way-stations step by step, the narrator exhorts the
reader, who (supposedly) knows these places, to call them to mind and
visualise them. The reader’s active cooperation is stimulated. As a result
his mind, as it were, accompanies the narrator and Hera on their gradual
transition from Mt Olympus to Lemnos (cf. Ps.Long. subl. 26.2 on the
soul of the reader accompanying the Herodotean narrator during a geo-
graphical description). Furthermore, the reader’s status as ‘(eye)witness” of
the relevant places contributes to the authentication of the narrative (see
Chapter 8). The scholion expresses ideas that are very similar to reader-
response theory, whose ancient roots are further explored in Chapter 6.

CONCLUSION

The scholia display a considerable interest in the workings of the rela-
tion between poet and reader, with the latter’s attention playing a crucial
role. Ancient critics discuss several methods of securing this attention. The
poet may simply whet the reader’s appetite for information. More often,
however, the central factor is recognised in the reader’s direct psycholog-
ical involvement with the events of the poem, sometimes in the form of
downright partiality. These psychological effects regularly depend on the
creation of a particular expectation, which often leads to some form of
suspense, especially when the expected event is postponed by means of
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retardation. The good poet is seen as alternately increasing and decreasing
the ‘stress level” of his readers according to the circumstances. At the same
time, the reader’s attention overall is best when the poet sees to it that his
poem maintains a good balance between tension and relaxation, caused in
particular by sufficiently varying his poem. A further point is the active
stimulation of the reader’s mental cooperation, for instance by means of
visualisation.



CHAPTER 6

Gaps and omissions

It is a well-established fact that no text is a seamless series of pieces of
information which provide the reader with an entirely complete picture.
Instead, every text contains minor or major gaps which the reader is to
fill in for himself or herself on the basis of the surrounding information
that the text does provide. In the case of minor gaps, the reader hardly
notices them at all. Other gaps, however, may be considered more serious
and may therefore encourage a commentator to give an explanation that
something is presupposed, but never explicitly mentioned, in the text. As a
consequence, the scholia repeatedly report that a particular event happened
KaT& TO alwmapevoy (‘in silence, tacitly’ &~ ‘implicitly’)." For instance, in
Il. 5.221-8 Aeneas invites Pandarus to mount his chariot in order for them
to attack the raging Diomedes. They do so in 239—40. What happened to
the charioteer?

eln & &v 6 ToU Alvelou fjvioxos KaTd TO OlwTTOMHEVOV KaToBePnKas, kai 0Tl
Top” Ounpw ToAAK ToroUTa. (schol. A 7/ 5.2316 Did.)*

Aeneas’ charioteer must have dismounted tacitly, and there are many instances of
such a technique with Homer.

The passage may in itself seem unspectacular, and the interpretation of
the scene perhaps somewhat literal-minded. What is important, however, is

' See esp. Meinel’s treatise of the same title (1915); cf. also Lehrs ([1833] 1882: 336, 441—2), Naber (1877:
7-11), Bachmann (1904: 8-11), Griesinger (1907: 21-3), Roemer (1912: 211-16; 1924: 181—4, 239—48),
Norden (1957: 146—7). Meinel’s main flaw is his inclination towards ‘Aristarchomania’. He has no
doubts that ‘good’ (i.e. acceptable) comments in Eustathius derive from Aristarchus, regardless of
whether they have actually left traces in the relevant scholia or not (see M. Schmidt 1976: 24 with
n. 49). On Eustathius’ use of the principle see below n. 10.

% Cf. schol. bT L 1.490-14 ex., bT Il. 4.1596 ex., T Il. 5.279a ex., AbT Il 5.297¢ Hrd., A I. 6.114¢ ex.,
A 1l 6.337a Ariston., bT Il 7.276¢ ex., bT Il. 8.221a ex., A Il. 9.698a Ariston., A Il. 9.709a Ariston.,
AbT 11 11.846 ex., T Il. 13.1254" ex., T Il. 13.177 ex., T Il 13.605a ex., bT IL. 16.411b/c ex., T Il. 16.427
ex., schol. pap. Il 21.229-32 (p. 99 Erbse), T Il 21.2906 ex., bT Il 22.293b ex.; schol. Q Od. 8.2,
HQV Od. 10.108, V Od. 13.185, H Od. 13.368, HQ Od. 19.2, V Od. 20.137 and the notes discussed

below.
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that kaT& TO o1 TTWUEVOV is recognised as a recurrent feature of Homeric
poetry (kai o1 o’ Opfpw TTOAAK TolaUTa) at an early stage in ancient
scholarship.’

Of particular interest are those cases in which the scholia reflect a debate
among ancient scholars:

OT1 ZnvoddoTos kabdAou Trepty pdgel THv SpiAiav ToU Aids kol Tijs ‘Hpas [sc.
16.432—58], o¥k aioBépevos &TI TTOAAA KATA CUMTIEPACPX Aéyel O TTOINTNS
CIWTTWPEVWS YEYOVOTa, Kol oU Séov EmignTely, s 1) uiKpov Eurpoobev [sc.
15.79, cf. 149] &mi 1OV *OAuptrov Tapaxeywpnkuia viv gl Tfis 18ns toTiv.
(schol. A 1. 16.432a Ariston.)

<The diple periestigmene,> because Zenodotus brackets [here = deletes]* the
conversation between Zeus and Hera in its entirety [sc. 16.432—58], not under-
standing that the poet mentions summarily [i.e. by indicating the result only]
many events which happened tacitly, and that one must not investigate why she,
who shortly before [sc. 15.79] had retired to Mt Olympus, is now on Mt Ida.

And a very similar observation is found in another note that expressly
refers back to the note on the former passage:

671 ZnvddoTos Kal evTalba SieokeUake ypdpwy “kad TOT &p’ £ *18ns Trpocéen
Zeus v pidov vidv”, IV’ &k Tfis “18ns TTpoopwv]) TOV év T Tediy ATOAA WA,
yehoiov 8¢ TO Kpauydletv &mo Tiis 18ns Tov Ala. ol vevonkev olv &T1 T&
TOlXUTO KXTA TO OLWTTHEVOV Evepyoupeva Sel apadéxeobal, kabdrep kai év
Tols Emdvw Tepi Ths "Hpas [cf. 16.432]. (schol. A 11 16.66646" Ariston.)

<The diple periestigmene,> because here again Zenodotus has manipulated the
text and wrote ‘and then from Mt Ida Zeus addressed his son’, having him address
his son Apollo in the plain from Mt Ida. But it is ridiculous to have Zeus shout
from Mt Ida. Obviously he [sc. Zenodotus] has not understood that such things
must be understood as happening tacitly, as in the Hera passage above.

The problem is virtually the same in both instances, as the cross-reference
in the second scholion makes clear. In neither case does Homer explicitly
mention that the god has moved from one location to another. He simply
starts from this assumption, leaving out an actual description of the details.’

3 Erbse (ad loc.) defends Didymean authorship of the note against Ludwich’s objections and adduces
parallels from Aristarchus, many of which are quoted below.

4 The verb Tepryp&ee itself can mean both ‘to doubt the authenticity of (leaving the suspect verses
in the text) and ‘to omit” (Nickau 1977: 10-12). However, the expression ka®bAou Trepry pdeerv (with
a parallel in schol. A /. 2.156—69 Ariston.) and the formulation of the T-scholion (Trap& Znvo86Tew
oUk fjv 6 Bi&Aoyos Ths "Hpas kai ToU Aids) seem to tip the balance in favour of ‘to omit’ in the
present case.

5 A similar case (Zeus’ transition from Mt Olympus to Mt Ida) is discussed in schol. A 7/ 11.183
Ariston., but without explicit recourse to the kat& T6 o1oTdpevoy principle; see also schol. A 77
11.78-83a Ariston.
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Zenodotus found fault with this and omitted (or athetised, see n. 4)
the conversation of Zeus and Hera (16.432—58) and rewrote 16.666.
Aristarchus, on the other hand, defended the transmitted text on the
basis of the principle kaT& T6 c1wTwpevoy and blamed Zenodotus for
not being aware of it.” The same methodological controversy between the
two scholars recurs in another context in which no textual consequences
appear to be at stake:

OT1 &troTifeTon pEv TO Sopu PNTERS, AvaAauPavel B¢ oU KAT& TO PNTOV, AN
UoTepov [sc. 21.67—70] alTd) paiveTan X pouevos. 1) 8& dvagopd Trpods Znvddo-
Tov, &yvooUvTa 6T1 TTOAAX Bel TTpoodéxeodan KaTd TO C1LTTCUEVOY EvepyoU-
peva. (schol. A 71, 21.176" Ariston., cf. AT Il. 21.67a Ariston.)

<The diple,> because he [sc. Achilles], though he puts the spear down explicitly,
does not take it up again explicitly, but is clearly using it later [sc. 21.67—70]. The
reference is to Zenodotus, who is unaware that many actions [and events] must be
understood as taking place tacitly.

The line in question (21.17) describes how Achilles puts down his spear
before he jumps into the river, but fifty lines later it is simply said that he
attacks Lycaon with his spear. It is hard to imagine that the passage caused
serious problems of misunderstanding. But it is nevertheless noteworthy for
its explicit reference to Zenodotus’ alleged ignorance of the principle kar&
TO orwtwpevov.” Complete ignorance on Zenodotus™ part, however, is
not only unlikely, it also clashes with the explicit statement of an Odyssean
scholion. (Nestor reminds Telemachus not to stay away from home too

long.)

oUTos 6 TOTTOS &uéTreloe ZnvddoTov év Tols Tepl Tiis &modnuios TnAeudyou
S16hou Ty Kprtnv &vavtt Ths Zm&pTns Troleiv. oleTal y&p &k ToUTwy TGOV
AOYywv KaT& TO olwTrapevoy dknkoévar Tov NéoTopa Tapd ToU TnAeudyou
OT1 Kal dAAay b0 TEPl TOU TTATPOS TIEUCOMEVOS TTOPETKEUATTO TIAEIV. S10 Kad
&v TR o paywdia Eypaye “Téuye & & Kprtnv Te kad & MMUAov Auaddevta’
[Od. 1.93]. (schol. HMQR Od. 3.313)

This passage convinced Zenodotus in the Telemachy systematically to replace
Sparta with Crete. For he believes on the basis of these words [sc. Nestor’s] that
Nestor has heard tacitly [i.e. not explicitly mentioned in the text] from Telemachus
about his plans to sail elsewhere in order to inquire after his father. That is why
he also wrote in book 1 ‘I will send you to Crete and sandy Pylos.’

6 See Lehrs ([1833] 1882: 336). Nickau’s (1977: 139—s4) elaborate defence of Zenodotus” motives requires
the assumption of quite some maliciousness on the part of Aristarchus and his school, suggesting
that they would deliberately misrepresent and banalise Zenodotus’ arguments.

7 There is no indication that Zenodotus actually objected to the passage, and it is worth mentioning
that the marginal sign in A is a simple diple, not a diple periestigmene.
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According to this witness Zenodotus is familiar with the principle kat&
TO O100TTOMEVOY, although it cannot be determined with certainty whether
he used this particular expression. One can therefore conclude that Zen-
odotus decided each case on its merits and did not a priori exclude an
explanation along the lines of kaT& TO ciwTUEvoY. In the case of the
two passages from //iad 16 he appears to have decided against it, only later
to earn Aristarchus’ criticism. Nickau may well be right that Zenodotus
was particularly concerned about implicit movements of the gods.”

The other scholion which bears witness to a scholarly debate is an
unusually long note on 18.356—68 (another conversation between Zeus and
Hera). In this case it is the scholar Zenodorus who is said to doubt the
authenticity of the lines in question.” After giving a full list of arguments
against their authenticity (see Excursus at the end of Chapter 13) he writes:

Tés Te T & TS “18ns veTdPactv ToU A1ds oU dedmAwkey; AN TaUTO
&v &AAots oTiyols p) duploPnToupévols oUy Ikavdv TTpos KaTnyopiav, (GAAK)
[add. Erbse] ouyyxwpnTéov kaTd TO oleommpevoy oUTw yeyevijobal: drou St
T&A cabpd o1 kol UtroTrTa, Kad ToUTo UtroTrtov. (schol. bT 7 18.3566 ex.,
p. 504.81—5 Erbse)

And why did he [sc. Homer] not mention Zeus’ transition from Mt Ida [sc. to Mt
Olympus]? Admittedly, the same cannot be used as an objection in the case of lines
whose authenticity is undisputed, and one has rather to admit that it happened
thus tacitly. Conversely, where the rest is corrupt and suspect, this too [sc. the
KaT& TO oloTTdopevov] must be suspect.

The passage clearly resembles the two former passages in that the silent
transition of a god from one location to the other is again the point around
which the argument revolves. Zenodorus admits the general validity of
the principle kaT& TO olwmdpevoy, which Aristarchus adduced in the
present case too (see schol. A 7/. 18.3564" Ariston., sim. T). But he restricts
it to ‘undisputed’ passages and refuses to apply it in defence of passages
which are very suspect already: the principle must not be used at random.
Although few will follow Zenodorus in excising 18.356—68, his point is
worth considering against a more general backdrop. There are undeniably
cases where the answer ‘koT& TO olwTTcopevoy’ is used as an easy cure.'”

$ Nickau (1977: 153); see also Zenodotus’ plus-verse 7. 17.456a. It remains odd, though, that he does
not seem to object to silent transitions of gods elsewhere in the /iad. The evidence is usefully
collected by Nickau (1977: 143—54), whose argument, however, that Homer’s narrative technique is
substantially different on the third day of fighting (books 11-18) fails to convince me.

9 On Zenodorus see Nickau (1972: 21).

© E.g. schol. bT 22.2936 ex. (a rationalising explanation for why Hector does not have a second spear).
See also Wilamowitz (1884: 386), who criticises the kat& T6 olwT@Uevov as a Verlegenheitsausrede.
Another source for an inflationary use of the principle is Eustathius. (Persuasum praeterea mihi
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All the passages discussed so far have had as their common denominator
the idea that the narrator presupposes, at a later stage in the narrative, an
action which happened koat& 16 oicomdopevov. For example, 7/, 16.432—58
makes no sense unless one assumes that Hera has gone in the meantime
from Mt Olympus to Mt Ida, but the narrator never says explicitly that
she did.

This is perhaps the moment to bring in the systematic distinction made
by Meinel (1915: 11), who differentiates between the ciwTcduevov proper
and what he calls, with a term borrowed from scholia such as bT 7/
17.6484" ex., ToapdAeiyis (‘omission’): the term oiomdopevov refers to
an event that is entirely left implicit and must be reconstructed by the
reader, while TTopdAenyis refers to an event that is first passed over in
silence but later explicitly added by the narrator.” In principle Meinel’s
distinction is valid (but see below). The passage from //iad 16 is an actual
olwTpevov, whereas in the case of Trapdenyis, the narrator first omits
a piece of information and then adds it at a later stage. As Aristarchus puts
it (Agamemnon reminds the troops of their boastful speeches right before
the beginning of the war):

ST1 TOUTO YIVOUEVOV pév OU TTapéoTNOEY, 0§ Yevduevo 8t TTopadidwaotv. (schol.
A 1. 8.230a Ariston.)"™

<The diple,> because he [sc. Homer] did not describe this <event> as one which
is taking place, but he presents it as one which has taken place in the past.

By having Agamemnon refer to the event in the past, the narrator so
to speak fills a gap.” It is, in other words, an analepsis that provides new
information (see Chapter 1). This requires comparatively little cooperation
on the part of the reader, because the narrator provides the omitted piece
of information himself. Conversely, in the case of the olwmdpevov the
reader is requested to fill in the gap by himself. However, as Meinel (1915:

habeo Eustathium hoc schema, quo admodum videtur delectatus esse, etiam suo Marte nonnumquam
arcessivisse ad locos Homericos explicandos vel illustrandos: van der Valk on Eust. 154.21 = 1.237.6 with
numerous examples.)

™ Tt should be emphasised that this use of the term TapdAenyis is rather different from the one
found in rhetoric. There it designates the explicit omission of an element (‘T will pass over. .., i.e.,
praeteritio): e.g. Anaxim. Rh. 30.9-10 (p. 67.7-9 Fuhrmann), Hermog. /nv. 2.5 (p. 117.6-7 Rabe).

> A similar formulation is found in schol. A 7. 12.211a Ariston. (Polydamas complains that Hector
always takes exception to his suggestion made in the assembly); see also A 7/. 19.85a Ariston. (with
L. Friedlinder’s note quoted by Erbse ad loc.; Agamemnon refers to repeated criticism on the part
of the Greeks) and bT 7/ 8.1144 ex. (Homer submits the names of the servants later).

B The event referred to ‘predates’ the I/iad by several years and could, strictly speaking, not be
presented by Homer dos y1véuevov. But as notes such as schol. bT /L 17.24—7 ex. (discussed below)
show, critics were little bothered by this and considered all these cases instances of Tapdhenyis.
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11) himself saw, this basic distinction is not always observed in the scholia,
whether conceptually or terminologically. And, in fact, there are borderline
cases where one can argue about the correct attribution to one or the other
of the two categories."

In any case, the several notes on kaT& TO olwTOUEVOY often betray
a close familiarity with the Homeric epics. In his speech to Euphorbus,
Menelaus triumphantly refers to the death of Euphorbus’ brother Hyper-
enor, who is said to have slighted Menelaus by calling him the worst of
the Greek warriors (Z/. 17.24—7). Hyperenor’s death is described briefly in
14.516-19, but no mention is made there of his supposed abuse:

T6 onueiov Alovioios [fr. 41 Linke] 8i1&x Tov Ymreprivopd pnot- mpoeipntan yép

“ATpeidng & &p’ Eral® Ymreprivopa rotpéva Aaddv | oUtaoe” [11. 14.516-17]. kad
fows KaTd TO olwTTpeVoV Ekel aUToV Qveldioev. (schol. A 1L 17.24a Ariston.)"

Dionysius [sc. Thrax] says that the reason for the sign is Hyperenor. For it was
stated earlier that ‘then Atreus’ son struck Hyperenor, shepherd of men’. And it
may well be that he [sc. Hyperenor] abused him there tacitly (or implicitly).

Menelaus’ apparent analepsis does not have an equivalent in the text, and
this absence is explained by referring to a typical feature of Homer’s narra-
tive technique. Conversely, it is worth citing a passage in which Aristarchus
decided not to make use of the principle. (In the battle at the ships, Athena
removes the mist from the eyes of the Greek warriors so that they can see
Hector.)

&1rd ToUTou [sc. 11 15.668] Ews ToU “A8° docol Trap& vnuoiv” [15.673] &BeToUvTon
oTiyo1 €5, 6T1 oU TTpocuvicTaTal &yAUs, EAAX CUVEX S Wy ovTal. VOV 3¢ dpnotv
“Extopa 8¢ ppdooavto Boty &yafov kai étaipous” [15.671]. TpdTepov BE
oU kabewpwv, 6Te EAeye “Too B& wifjs Tepl vnos Exov Toévov” [15.416] kol &Te
TopekdAel aTous “EAA& pdyeo® &mi vnuoiv &oAAMées” [15.494]; (schol. A 1L
15.668a Ariston.)

From this line [15.668] to ‘and all those by the ships’ (15.673) six lines are athetised,
because the mist is not prepared for in advance, but they are fighting without
interruption. Now he [sc. Homer] says ‘they [sc. the Greeks] observed Hector,
good at the war cry, and his comrades’. And did they not see him before when he

" E.g. if Il 1.490-1 (‘never did he [sc. Achilles] go to the assembly, where men win glory, nor ever to
war’) is explained as eikos Ko TO GlTTCOMEVOY KAl EKKANOTOW Kol TTOAEPOV TTPdS TOUS TrepIoikous
yevéoBau (it is likely that there were, tacitly, both an assembly and a war against the neighbours [sc.
of the Trojans]’: schol. bT 7/ 1.490-14 ex.), one might argue that we are dealing with an, admittedly
short, completing analepsis, not with a cico@uevov as defined by Meinel.

Similarly, schol. A /. 14.516a Ariston. establishes the connection and records the absence of Hyper-
enor’s abuse, but without using the expression kat& T6 clwmwuevov. Conversely, schol. bT /7.
17.24—7 ex. argues that this Hyperenor is not the same as in book 14. For the question of homony-
mous characters see Chapter 11.
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said ‘the two of them [sc. Ajax and Hector] were labouring in the toil of war about
the same ship’ and when he [sc. Hector] urged them [sc. the Trojans] ‘But fight at
the ships in close throngs’?

Not only does Aristarchus take exception to the missing motivation of
the mist, he also perceives a logical inconsistency. To his mind, the quoted
passages prove that the Greeks could see and recognise Hector before, and
that clashes with the idea of the mist."® This appears to be Aristarchus’
main objection, and one may speculate that, without this inconsistency, he
might have accepted the ‘sudden’ presence of the mist and explained it in
terms of KaAT& TO ClWTTWPEVOV, as in fact the grammarian Telephus does,
according to the T-scholion (schol. T 7/ 15.6686 ex.)."”

Given that Aristarchus uses the principle kot T clwTdUevo in a
qualified way, it is perhaps less suprising that the same principle can also
be used against him and one of his textual decisions. (In Od. 17.501—4
Penelope is aware that the beggar (Odysseus) is present in the palace and
is being maltreated by the suitors, although she has not been informed
explicitly.)™

voBeUel ‘ApioTapyos 8. Tds y&p &v TaUTa ei8ein, €l un Tws KaTd TO G-
pevov; (schol. HVind. 133 Od. 17.501)"

Aristarchus marks four <lines> [sc. Od. 17.501—4] as spurious. For how could she
[sc. Penelope] know this, unless, perhaps, implicitly?

The witness reports Aristarchus’ verdict and his reasons: the lines in
question are doubtful because Penelope cannot know this. What follows
looks like second thoughts to defend the passage on the basis of the well-
known principle. The critic seems to argue that the lines can stand if
one assumes that Penelope learned about the beggar’s presence kot 1O
ClWTTWUEVOY. >

16 The third passage, 7/. 15.494, reflects the critics’ assumption that each side can hear what the other
says among themselves (see Chapter 4).

'7 Modern scholars are in disagreement over the attribution of the note. Wendel (1934) and Erbse

(ad loc.) argue in favour of Telephus against Schrader, who vindicates the note for Porphyry (1902:

574-5)-

The question ‘How does the character know?’ belongs to the larger thematic complex of motivation

and underlies many a comment in the scholia (see Chapters 1, 4 and 11).

¥ Cf. schol. H Od. 16.152—3 (voBelovTtai, 811 un mépmel TnveAdtrn mpods Aoéptny, & pn &pa

olwTwpévws, ‘<the two lines> are considered spurious, because Penelope does not send <a

messenger> to Laertes, unless she does so tacitly’). Roemer (1912: 212) boldly rewrites schol.

HVind. 133 Od. 17.501 in order to make Zenodotus responsible for the athetesis and Aristarchus for

the defence.

Seleucus’ argument against Aristarchus’ athetesis of 7/. 21.290 (schol. pap. 7/ 21.288-90, p. 108 Erbse)

is only superficially similar, because he makes use of kat& 1O GioT@UEVOV in a slightly different

sense, see below.

18
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It is likely that kaT& TO ol TOPEVOY became a catchphrase at a com-
paratively early stage and reached a readership beyond the inner circles of
‘professional’ literary critics. For the geographer Strabo wonders about the
different treatment of the Dolopians in Homer and in Pindar. Whereas
Pindar (fr. 183) mentions that Phoenix led them into battle, Homer does
not. Strabo concludes:

ToUTO 81N Kal Tap& TG TOINT] KATX TO OlWTTWHEVOV, ¢S gicoBaot Aéyelv of
ypoupaTikol, ouvutrakouoTéov. (Strabo 9.5.5 = 431C.9—10 Radt)

This then must be understood in Homer too <as happening> tacitly, as the
grammarians are wont to say.

Many modern readers (and, in fact, Aristarchus: schol. D 7/ 5.385, see
Chapter 12) will disagree with Strabo’s method of filling ‘gaps” in Homer
with passages from Pindar. What is more important here, however, is his
reference to a well-known principle of interpretation which requires the
active cooperation of the reader. Ancient readers draw attention to this
cooperation when they argue that something must be ‘understood’ because
it is presupposed by the text but not explicitly mentioned. The words they
use to express that idea include UraxoUw (e.g. schol. A 1. 7.353a Ariston.),
also ouvutrakoUw (e.g. Strabo, quoted above) and TpoouTrakoUw (e.g.
schol. A I1. 9.77a Ariston.), &déxopaun (e.g. schol. V Od. 20.137), Tpoo-
Béxouau (e.g. schol. A 7l 21.176" Ariston.), hoyiCopat (e.g. Theophrastus,
quoted below), voéw (e.g. schol. A 71, 6.337a Ariston.), Umrovoéw (e.g. schol.
Q Od. 17.4, quoted below),”" Tpooemivoéw (e.g. schol. bT 7/ 22.914 ex.),
ofopat (e.g. schol. pap. 7/. 21.229-32, p. 99 Erbse). Most of these words can
refer to anything that the reader must ‘understand’ (in addition to or below
the surface of what the text explicitly states), not just to cases of KaTe TO
oirwTrwuevov as described above.

THE COOPERATION OF THE READER

Of particular interest in this connection is a scholion attributed to Porphyry
which explicitly discusses the particulars of the reader’s cooperation that
is implicit in words such as UroxoUw etc. (The Greeks wash their hands
before the sacrifice.)

i Ti peTtd TO Beimvov o¥ Tolel Tous AvBpwtous &rovifovTas TS
Xelpas; . . . pnTéov B¢ kol ToUTO" OTav Yyap Aéyn “XépviPa & &upitrolos

' Related but not exactly the same is the allegorists’ notion of Utrévoia, the second meaning which
underlies the surface meaning of a passage (see e.g. Ramelli 2004: 58 with n. 32, 74 n. 89, with lit.).
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Tpoydw Emréxeve pépouca | KoAf) X puoein Utrep &pyuptolo AéPnTos | viyaobon”
[Od. 1.136-8], pricopev oUk eis TO viyaobar Tpd ToU Seitrvou povov: &TrAGS
Yap TAs &PYAS UNVUoas OUKETL T& KT PéPos ETTEEELTIY, COOTE TTAPEKELTO TA
xepovimtpa &te PoulowwTo videobar kad ydp kai 1) Tpdmela Kol T& EGAAx
&y pis 6Tou PovlovTo Yprioacbar alTols TrapékelTo. oUTw kai Tous TTuAious
&v 1Y) KaT&mmAw TnAeudyou elwyoupevous [sc. Od. 3.5-9] oUKETL SedNAwKeY,
OTrws &k THs Hidvos dvaoTavTes &rnAA&ynoav. kol Thv ‘Abnvav Mévtn dpol-
wleioav kai T6 86pu Soloav T¢ TnAepdyw [sc. Od. 1.121] oUkéTL pnoiv, Trews
ToUTo &mrioUoa &réAaPev- &mrel kKol TO TOEoV €l KaTaAoKOTTV &TTOVTL 8idwwot
Mnp16vns ‘O8uooel [sc. /. 10.260]" &Tras 8¢ ToUTO &TTEBwKeY, OUKETL ETTECT|UT-
vaTo, 8180Us Tois dkpoaTais kab éaxuToUs Aoyifeobon T& dxdAouba. Kal TTOAAK
TolaUTa 0Tl yvddvan Trap’ aUTé: o¥ y&p uovov, Ti iy, &AA& kad Ti pr €y,
gppovTioev. (schol. bT I/ 1.449a Porph.)

Why does he [sc. Homer] not portray the characters washing their hands after
dinner too?...It must also be noted that when he says ‘A maid poured water
from a silver pitcher into a golden basin for them to wash their hands’, we will
suppose that it is not for washing before dinner alone. For he simply describes
the beginning [sc. of the action] and does not go into details. As a consequence,
the water for washing their hands was there whenever they wanted to use it. For
both the table and the other furniture were at their disposal so long as they needed
them. In the same way he describes the feast of the Pylians upon Telemachus’
arrival, but not how they stood up and departed from the seashore. And he says
that Athena in the guise of Mentes gave her spear to Telemachus, but not that
she took it back when she left. Meriones gives his bow to Odysseus for the night
expedition, but he [sc. Homer] does not indicate that he gives it back, thereby
leaving it up to the readers to infer the consequences themselves. And many such
instances can be noted in him [sc. Homer]. For he not only took care about what
to say, but also what not to.

Porphyry’s argument is repeated almost verbatim in a slightly fuller
version of the scholion on another sacrifice scene (schol. HQR Od. 4.52).
And practically the same thought is expressed in the much shorter scholion
on Od. 17.4. (At dawn Telemachus gets ready to leave Eumaeus’ farm and
to return to the city. He takes a spear.)

uovoV ToUTO Gudpace, TO Bt Elpos oeatdTNKeY, ETreldn TO E1pnpopeiv &el Te AV
kad oUvnbes. Gs TO TP THS Tpo@fis pev &el Tas Xeipas &moviTTeobon dnAoi, TO
8¢ peTd THY TPoPnV, s &kdAouBov, fUIv o100 ]} KaTéALTTEY UTrovoeiv. (schol.
Q Od. 17.4; for the last clause cf. schol. bT 7/ 24.1636 ex.)

He [sc. Homer] only named this [sc. the spear] and has omitted the sword, since
people always carried swords and it was customary for them to do so. In the same
way he always describes the washing of the hands before the meal only, that after
the meal he leaves it up to us tacitly to understand as a consequence.
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Porphyry’s comment contains in principle two arguments which are
directly related: (i) it is not unusual for Homer to describe only the begin-
ning of an action summarily and not the subsequent details or the comple-
tion; (ii) by deliberately leaving out certain elements, he tries to enlist the
active cooperation of the reader. The former argument is quite common
and recurs with some regularity.”” Equally relevant in the present context is
the striking similarity of the second argument to modern Rezeptionsisthetik.
The representatives of the so-called ‘Konstanzer Schule’ of reception theory
would probably object to Porphyry’s open intentionalism, but apart from
that they would agree that it is the reader’s task to fill in the gaps left in a
text in the course of the cooperative activity called ‘reading’ (e.g. Iser 1975).

The basis of Porphyry’s explanation can be found in a rhetorical theory
which Ps.Demetrius in his work On Sgyle expounds under the name of
Theophrastus (cf. N. J. Richardson 1993a: 43):

&v ToUTolS Te oUV TO mifawdy, Kal év @ OedppaoTds pnotv, &TL o¥ TévTa ém
&xpiPelas Sel pakpnyopeiv, GAN Evia KXTOALTTEIV Kol TG AKPOXT]) ouviéval
kol AoyifecBar &6 aiTol: ouvels yo&p TO EAAelpOEv UTTO 00U oUk &KpoxTms
HOVOV, BAAN KOl BAPTUS GOV YiveTal, Kad G eUMEVESTEPOS. CUVETOS Yap aUTE)
Sokel 1cx ot TOV APOPUNV TTAPETY NKOTA aUT ToU ouvidval, TO 8¢ TAVTA K§
&uon T Aéyelv kKaTaywwokovTl Eoikev ToU dkpoatol. (Theophrastus fr. 696
Fortenbaugh = Ps.Demetr. eloc. 222)*

Persuasiveness, therefore, resides in these [i.e. clarity and ordinary usage] and in
what Theophrastus says: namely, that one ought not to elaborate everything in
detail, but leave some things for the listener, too, to perceive and infer for himself;
for when he perceives what you have left out, he not only is a listener but also
becomes your witness, and in addition more favourably disposed. For he thinks
himself perceptive, because you have provided him with the occasion to exercise
perception. Saying everything as if to a fool gives the appearance of despising the
listener.

2 Schol. A 11 2.553a Ariston. (another dispute with Zenodotus on the ‘unfulfilled promise’ to portray
Menestheus as efficient commander of troops, quoted in Chapter 9), A IL. 10.216a Ariston. (Nestor
promises gifts to whoever will go and spy on the Trojans, but the fulfilment is not narrated), A 7/,
10.571 Ariston. (ditto), cf. also A Il 11.506a Ariston. (on the opposite case where the beginning is
‘missing’, here: Machaon’s aristeia), sim. bT /. 10.5786 ex. (on the sacrifice with subsequent dinner);
see Meinel (1915: 9-10). All in all, these are exceptions. Homer is wont to give a short summary and
then to elaborate in detail (see Chapter 9).

Aristotle already developed the notion that the orator should omit elements which are obvious.
The audience will supply them for themselves (8w y&p ) T1 ToUTwv yvdopiuov, oUbty Sel Aéyerv:
aUTdS Ya&p ToUTO TpocTifnoty 6 dxpoatns: Arist. Rh. 1357a17-19), cf. also Theon II 83.20-1
Spengel (TrapadeiTwuéy Te oo ouvuTrakovesBan Sokel), schol. Dem. 2.8 (p. 53 Dilts). A similar
idea can be found without the theoretical framework in Callimachus (fr. 57.1 = SH 264.1). As for
Theophrastus, Grube (1952: 175) speaks of ‘[p]erhaps the most original fragment’; see also Nannini
(1986: 63—4).
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The fact that Theophrastus is talking about rhetoric and not about
literature is of minor importance, because literary criticism and rhetoric
are closely interrelated in antiquity (Introd. page 6). In Theophrastus’
account the stimulation of the listener’s mental effort leads to an even
stronger bond than in Porphyry’s version. The listener is pleased to receive
an opportunity to display his inferential abilities (AoyiZecbau).”* As a
consequence he becomes a witness instead of a mere listener, that is, an
active participant in the lawsuit who can fill in the gaps in the account
known to the jury. The similarities between Theophrastus and Porphyry,
however, outweigh any differences of emphasis. Both see the reader not as
a passive recipient of the text, but as one who actively participates in the
rather complex process of making meaning. In a world which tends to put
greater emphasis on the author as the producer of literature, the importance
of Theophrastus’ and Porphyry’s position can hardly be exaggerated.”

OTHER APPLICATIONS OF THE EXPRESSION KOTX TO OlWTTWUEVOV

Against the backdrop of the Strabo passage discussed above, it is hardly
surprising that the interpretative principle can be found in non-Homeric
scholia too. Some notes are similar to the ones discussed above.”® But the
scholia on dramatic poets contain several notes such as the following:

KAT& OloTTpevoy Uaveywpnoov 6 ETeokAfis kad & &yyehos. (schol. A. 75.
7198)"

Eteocles and the messenger left the stage tacitly.

While most modern commentators posit the messenger’s exit in line
652 (Taplin 1977a: 156), this critic has the two leave together after line
719. More importantly, he draws attention to the fact that the exit is not
explicitly indicated in the text of Seven against Thebes in the form of an

** One of the anonymous referees has made the attractive suggestion that Aristotle’s concept of
oUAhoyilecbau (as used in Po. 1448b16) already presupposes the notion that the poet enlists the
reader’s cooperation. Theophrastus apparently fleshed out an idea inherent in the writings of his
teacher and predecessor. The notion that the reader takes pleasure in actively participating in
producing the meaning of the passage recurs, in slightly different contexts, in Ps.Long. subl. 7.2
(on the effect of the sublime) and Quint. 8.2.21 (on understanding deliberately obscure language).
I owe these references to the same anonymous referee.

It should, however, be repeated that the author retains the main responsibility in both Theophrastus
and Porphyry. The only pre-modern critic who seems to have shifted the responsibility fully to the
reader is Plutarch, in his treatise De audiendis poetis (see Konstan 2004).

Cf. schol. Thuc. 3.22.7 (Thucydides did not previously mention the order to the 300 soldiers, so it
must have happened kaT& 16 o1comddopevov), schol. Theocr. 4.50-1b (Battus tacitly left the scene
[and returned to it]), perhaps also schol. A. PV 663 (probably corrupt).

*7 See W. G. Rutherford (190s: 109 n. 11), who, however, overlooks the present scholion.
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implicit stage direction.” The problem with this type of explanation is that
it is also extended to passages which do prepare for the imminent exit (or
entrance) of a character. In schol. E. Med. 214, for example, the critic seems
to be using the known phrase in the sense that the nurse does not utter
an explicit exit line (or the like) when she actually leaves the stage after
line 203, although she expressed her intention to do so in 184. Contrary
to the examples discussed above, her exit is not really left implicit, but she
herself does not explicitly mention it.”” Needless to say, such notes cater to
a reading audience. The spectators would have been immediately aware of
silent entrances and exits.

Another note on a dramatic text shows that at least one critic used the
phrase koT& TO olwm@pevov in the sense of ‘what is not presented on
stage’:

KaT& TO 1w Twpevoy Eopdyn 1) TToAuGévn. ébos y&p Tols Tparyikols TO un ém
Byel T BeaTddV dvaipeiv: fividdnoav yap &v dpddvTes ToloTny Béaw. (schol.
E. Hec. 484)

Polyxena is killed backstage [lit. tacitly]. For it was the habit of the tragedians not
to have characters killed in full view of the audience, because they would have
been distressed by such a spectacle.’®

This is a curious and perhaps unique extension of the phrase’s meaning,
for the sacrifice of Polyxena is of course mentioned in the text of the play
(e.g. 188—90). The closest parallel for this adaptation are passages where
o1&V means ‘not to present on stage’: argum. A. Ag. 16 (on Cassandra
being killed backstage). Similarly, the expression katd TO ol UEVOV
can be used in order to explain how a character learns something that is
not expressly mentioned in the text or presented on stage: Menelaus has
been informed kot TO ciwmwpevoy about the events inside the house
(i.e. the kidnapping of Hermione: schol. E. Or. 1554); Strepsiades learned
the elaborate rain theory (not mentioned elsewhere in the play: Dover
1968: ad loc.) katd T olwTreopevov from Socrates (schol. Ar. Nu. 1279a),

and the same is said to apply to the question regarding the size of the sea
(schol. Ar. Nu. 1290).”

8 That is, ‘anything said or done before an entry or an exit which prepares for that event or has a
bearing on it’ (Taplin 1977a: 9-10), not an explicit stage direction in the margin. For notes on
entrances and exits in general see Chapter 19.

? See Chapter 19 with the parallel case of the silent entrance of the chorus in Orestes (schol. E. Or.
132); a similar explanation applies to the silent entrances discussed in schol. E. Or. 725, 850, Ph.
694, Ar. Nu. 195a (see Chapter 19).

3 For the dramaturgical convention not to present killings on stage see Chapter 19.

3 Cf. also schol. HVind. 133 Od. 17.501 (on Penelope knowing about the presence of the beg-
gar/Odysseus, discussed above). Yet another application is the curious note (schol. Ar. Nu. 1484)
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The meaning of kaT& TO clwmwpevov in the scholion to Hecuba
(quoted above) is perhaps best explained as an extension of Aristarchus’
ToUTO YIVOUEVOV HEV OU TIOPECTNOEY, (S Yevouevoy B¢ TTapadidwaotv
(see above). The tragic poet does not present an event on stage, but has his
characters refer to it beforehand and/or afterwards. Although this is not,
strictly speaking, a 1w @pevov, the critic does not hesitate to adapt the
term to his purposes.

Latin commentators are familiar with the interpretative principle too.
Donatus (Eun. 3.1.45, 1 366.11 Wessn.) uses the Greek expression in the
sense of ‘what is not presented (or mentioned) on stage’. The expression
is attested in its more regular meaning in Servius too, whether in Greek
(Aen. 10.238, 10.543), in Latin translation (1.234: per silentium intellegimus)
or in some other form (1.223, 2.668).

EXCURSUS: SELEUCUS AND THE MEANING OF KOTX TO ClLTTWUEVOV

A papyrus commentary on [/iad 21 (pap. XII Erbse, second century
AD) contains among other things a passage from Seleucus’ treatise ‘On
Aristarchus’ critical signs’ in which he twice uses the expression under
discussion. The commentator (Ammonius?) first gives Aristarchus’ reasons
for athetising //. 21.290: in his speech to Achilles, Poseidon says ‘I (and
Athena)’ instead of ‘Poseidon’, the implication being that Achilles recog-
nises them through their human disguise (cf. 21.285), which Aristarchus
finds unacceptable.”” The papyrus continues:

TPOS TaUTa Aéyel ZEAeukos &v TAd(1) Y Katd Tédv ‘ApioTdpyou onpeicov 611 &v-
Bpdotv dpolwpévorl Suws katd T[d] glijwdhuevoy Sik Tfis Se§iwoew(s] Txvn
ToU Beol elvon Trapéyov[Tlon [¢]Trel s elprikaot “Tlo]iw y&p Tol véd Beddv

gmTappobew [elu]év” [21.289]; kol [U]TTd Alds 8¢ koTd TO oflw]Twuevoy
gmépgdnoav. (schol. pap. /. 21.288—90, p. 108 Erbse)

To this Seleucus responds in book 3 of his ‘On Aristarchus’ critical signs’ that they
[sc. Poseidon and Athena], though in the guise of men, nevertheless implicitly
leave a trace of their being gods by means of their greeting. For why did they
say ‘for such helpers are we two from the gods’? And they were sent out by Zeus
tacitly (or implicitly).

The second instance of kaT& TO clewTOpevoy is in line with the exam-
ples seen so far. Zeus’ dispatch of Poseidon and Athena is not explicitly

which argues that Hermes (i.e. the herm in front of Socrates’ house) advises Strepsiades by kat& 10
olwdpevov throwing back his head (&vaweUei, as a sign of denial).
3> ‘Ammonius’ reports a second reason, see the longer treatment of the passage in Chapter 13.



170 The Ancient Critic at Work

mentioned in the textand therefore happened ‘tacitly’. The former instance,
however, must be understood in the sense that, by means of their greeting,
the gods ‘implicitly’ indicate their divine status. The regular application of
the expression assumes that it is the poet who ‘remains silent’, whereas here
itis the character Poseidon, and the inference must be made by Achilles, not
the reader. In other words, the expression kaT& T olcoTOMEVOY no longer
indicates a narratorial omission, but is used in the looser sense ‘what the
character indicates implicitly’, perhaps even ‘allusively’ (cf. schol. E. Andr.
1147). If the papyrus preserves Seleucus’ wording, the expression kaTd T
Ol TTCOMEVOV seems to have been used in a looser sense at a comparatively
early date, in any case no later than the date of the papyrus.”

OTHER NARRATORIAL OMISSIONS

Reference was made above to the term Topdhenyis: the narrator omits a
certain piece of information and adduces it at a later point in his narrative
by means of a completing analepsis. The scholia report that Homer is fond
of this narrative device:

Ounpikov 8¢ &bos TO Evia Trapaeitely kal UoTepov pdletv, “GAN 81 e kad
EANoTe Soupl pdPnoey” [1L. 20.90] “olk EBEAecKe udy MV &TTd TeiY 05 SpvUpevan”
[Z1. 9.353]" “mp&dTov [T, pwonv Hom.] pév &uoi Te kad "Hpn oTedT &yopelcov”
[ZL 5.832]. (schol. bT I/ 17.24~7 ex., the examples only in T)

It is typical of Homer to omit single elements and to mention them later, <e.g.
Aeneas speaking:> ‘but once before now he [sc. Achilles] drove me with his spear’,
<or Achilles speaking: ‘so long as I was fighting among the Achaeans,> he [sc.
Hector] was not minded to rouse battle far from the wall’, <or Athena speaking:
‘Ares, who> just recently spoke with me and Hera, and promised <he would fight
against the Trojans>".

The passage which triggered this comment is again Menelaus referring to
Hyperenor’s abuse (cf. above). In the view of this critic, Hyperenor’s abuse
was left out (Trapadeiew) in the former passage (/. 14.516-19) and is now
added by the narrator in accordance with his regular technique. The three
examples which are meant to illustrate this are not exactly parallel to the
passage under discussion, because all three refer to events that happened
before the opening of the //iad and as such could not be related by the
narrator ¢S ywopevov.’* Apparently, ancient critics were not bothered by

33 A parallel for o1wmcpevov in the looser sense ‘implicitly” (though not in the full expression kot
76 0.) can be found in schol. A 7/ 3.224a Ariston. (on what is left implicit in Antenor’s statement).
For the full expression cf. also Clement Strom. s.14.111 (= Cleanthes fr. s60 SVF).

3+ The inclusion of the three examples is based on the idea that Homer left out most of the Trojan
war, but added them to his narrative by means of analepsis (see Chapter 1).
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this (see n. 13). In any case, the general point of the scholion is clear, and
like comments occur elsewhere. (In the ‘marshalling of the troops’ in lliad
4 Agamemnon visits his officers one by one.)

oUs 8¢ katéAeCev 1) EAévn [cf. 11 3.172—242], ToUToUS TT&AWY fUiv SnAol, kai &
TapaAéhortrey ékel, ToUTo O8e dvamAnpol. (schol. bT 7/ 4.2515 ex.)”

The characters listed by Helen he [sc. Homer] shows us again, and what he left
out there, he thus fills in here.

The line under discussion (/. 4.251) is the beginning of the epipolesis.
Some of the characters involved had been described by Helen in the zeicho-
scopia. Homer designs the two scenes in such a way, the critic argues, that
they are complementary. The point that two passages complement each
other (rAnpoUv and compounds) is also made elsewhere.”* However, the
word Tapadeitev in the scholia quoted above indicates that the narrator
is seen as deliberately omitting elements in the former treatment in order
to present them later. Schadewaldt recognised the importance of this nar-
rative principle for Homer and gave a detailed description of what he called
stiickweise Enthiillung (‘piecemeal disclosure’).”” If the narrator’s omission
in the former place is noticeable, he creates suspense and whets the reader’s
appetite to hear about the rest elsewhere. (Nestor informs Telemachus that,
since he sailed straight home, he cannot tell him whether the others got
home safely or not.)

Saipoviws & ToinTns éuPaicov eis Embupiav TGOV vooTWY TOV AKpOXTNV
&vapTd TEAY, fva T& Ao 81° &AAou xwpiou dnAwoT. TO y&p &vi Tdv-
TWV TGOV KXTA TOUS VOO TOUS Trpay B&Twv éutrelpiav Trepifeival o mibavoév: v
pépel 8 dnAoupévo TGV cupPePnrédTwy &&idmioTov yivetan TO Téw. (schol.
EHMQ O4. 3.184)*

3 Cf. schol. MV Od. 24.1 (probably on the second nekyia as a whole): elkaipws &vamAnpoi T&
&Aool Tapodeipbévta (‘with good sense for timing he [sc. Homer] fills in what has been left
out elsewhere’).

See schol. A 1. 1.591a Ariston. (Hephaestus’ story is told in two places which complement each
other; sim. A 7/, 15.18a Ariston.), bT Il. 4.319a ex. (Nestor’s ‘story’ of how he killed Ereuthalion is
completed later, sc. 7.132—56), bT 7/ 5.651 ex. (the story about Heracles’ sack of Troy is completed
in book 20). These notes should probably be read against the general backdrop that a good poet is
expected to avoid unnecessary repetition (see Chapter 9).

Schadewaldt ([1938] 1966: 11213 and passim). He also saw the relevance of schol. bT /. 17.24—7 ex.
to his interpretation (85 n. 2). Cf. also the notion that a poet ‘keeps things in store’ (Tauiebesan)
for later (see Chapter 1).

Partial suppression of information in order to create suspense is documented in rhetorical theory:
BeT T yevopeva oUk eUbUs Aéyelv, OT1 £yEveTo, GAAK KT PIKPOY, KPEUVEVTA TOV AKPOATNY Kol
&vaykdgovta ouvaywvidv (‘one should not immediately say of events that they happened, but
reveal them only gradually, keeping the reader in suspense and forcing him to share the anguish’:
Ps.Demetr. eloc. 216; see Meijering 1987: 198—9 and Chapter 5 on the emotional aspect of suspense).
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It is extraordinary how the poet rouses the curiosity of the reader to want to hear
about the homecomings and once again creates in him suspense, so that he can
narrate the rest in another passage. For it is implausible to attribute to a single
character knowledge of everything that happened during the returns. To reveal the
events in instalments lends credibility to the whole poem.

The gap left by Nestor in his account will be filled in by Menelaus in
book 4, with the reader eagerly waiting for it. A similar distribution of
labour applies to the report of what happened during Menelaus’ absence
from Sparta:

oUTO 88 TO KepaAatov ppalel” TO 8¢ KaTd pépos Trepi EiSobéas kai TTpwTéws kad
TMs EvTaUba S1aTp1Piis adTos 6 rabcov SinynoeTal. Tlavdds 8¢ CUNPEREPLOTAL
T& THis dinynoews. (schol. Q O4. 3.301)

He [sc. Nestor] just gives a summary. It will be the character directly involved [sc.

Menelaus] to narrate the details <of his encounter with> Eidothea and Proteus
and his stay there. The narrative is split up in a plausible way.

In both cases the critic praises the piecemeal disclosure of informa-
tion in the Homeric epics. It makes for good reading, not least because
such a distribution is plausible, each character covering the part he or she
knows best.”” In addition, the avoidance of (potentially tedious) uniformity
(Chapter 9) or long stretches of narrative (Chapter s) is likely to play a
role as well. The verb cuppepépioTar in the Odyssean scholion above may
well be related to pepiopds in the sense of ‘distribution of material’, which
distinguishes the good orator (D.H. Is. 3, p. 95.20 U.-R.). Cognate terms
fulfil the same function elsewhere: the story of Peisander and Hippolochus
is distributed over two places in Homer’s account (schol. bT 7/ 11.123—5
ex.), as are Menoetius’ instructions in Nestor’s speech to Patroclus (schol. T
11, 11.785—9 ex.). What is more, both the bT-scholion on 7/. 17.24—7 (quoted
above) and Eustathius describe the piecemeal disclosure and the tempo-
rary omission connected with it as a typical feature of Homeric narrative
technique.*”

3 The notion that distribution of data over several characters results in plausibility also turns up in
tragic scholia (schol. S. Ant. 155). The overall result can be the same as in the case of piecemeal
disclosure in a narrative text: KaTé Ppayy 8¢ TrapepuPaAier fuiv & TToinTns TX THjs ioTopias ToU
Oidimodos (‘the poet gradually inserts for us the elements of Oedipus’ story’: schol. S. OT 33, cf.
8, 14). The opposite principle is observed by Euripides, who discloses his plots e08Us (Arist. Rh.
1415a18—20, also schol. S. 4. 38a); see Meijering (1987: 193, 198).

See Eustathius 860.15 = 3.246.3—4: kaT’ £8os Ounipov, elwbdTos Siapdpols TOTOLS pepilev T&s
ioTopikds dkoAoubias (‘in accordance with Homer’s habit, who is wont to distribute the sequence
of his story over different places’); see van der Valk (II: xxxvi with n. 8) and Keizer (1995: Index III,
s.v. pepifw).
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CONCLUSION

The notion that a (poetic) text contains ‘gaps’ is widespread among ancient
literary critics. They repeatedly draw attention to relevant examples and
explain to the reader which pieces of information have been left implicit.
More than once the Alexandrian scholars appear to disagree on whether a
passage that contains such a gap is genuine. A general rule does not seem to
apply. Aristarchus, for example, more often defends, but on occasion also
rejects relevant passages. But most scholars seem to be willing to accept it
as a standard feature of a (poetic) text.

The most commonly used expression for the mechanism whereby story
elements are left implicit by the poet is kaT& T6 crwTUevoy (lit. ‘in
silence, tacitly’), which by the time of Strabo seems to have the ring of
fashionable jargon of literary criticism. Given the success of the expression,
itis perhaps inevitable that it is sometimes used rather loosely with reference
to virtually anything that is not expressly mentioned in the text. In a similar
vein, some critics appear to have (mis-)used it as a cure for all kinds of
apparent or real problems.

At a comparatively early stage, probably no later than Aristotle, scholars
realised that a ‘lacunose’ narrative requires and enlists the cooperation of
a reader who fills the gaps by inference. The poet can put this to use
by carefully selecting which pieces of information are to be left out or
submitted at a later stage. The result of such a ‘piecemeal disclosure’ will
at least be a more varied narrative, but may even have the desired effect of
creating suspense among the readers.



CHAPTER 7

Poetic licence

There is a general agreement among ancient authors and readers that a poet
is not bound by the same constraints as other writers, but instead enjoys
a certain liberty, which to this day is often referred to as ‘poetic licence’.!
An early discussion comes from Isocrates, who expressly opposes poets and
logographers:

TOIS P&V y&p TroinTais ool 8éSovtal kdopol” Kal y&p TANOL&LoVTOS ToUS
Beous Tols &vBpdoTrols oidv T aTols Torfjoal kai SloAeyopévous kal ouvayw-
viGopévous ols &v PouAnBddat, kad Trepl ToUTwY SNAGDCOL Pt| pOvoV Tols TETy -
pévols dvdpaoty, AN T& pev Gévols, T 8¢ Kavois, T& 8¢ yeTapopais, kail undev
TapoAITreiv, dAAK Tr&o1v Tols €ideo1v Siatroikidal TNV Troinoiv: Tois 3¢ Trepi
ToUs Adyous oUdtv éeoTi TGV ToloUTwy KTA. (Isocr. Euag. 9-10)

For many ornaments have been granted to poets. They can represent the gods
as interacting with humans, conversing and fighting alongside whomsoever they
wish, and they can portray this not only with conventional language but also with
borrowings, new terms and metaphors, not neglecting anything but embellishing
their composition with every figure. Such devices do not exist for prose writers.

Although Isocrates does not use what later became the standard term
for ‘poetic licence’, ToinTik? &3eix or éSovaia (see below), his description
contains several of the commonly used arguments: poets are not constrained
to adhere closely to the principles of realism or even historicity.’ And they
enjoy considerable stylistic liberties.* Isocrates’ description of the poet

" On poetic licence in ancient literary criticism see Lehrs ([1833] 1882: 206, 342), Bachmann (1902:
26, 32-3), Lotz (1909: 33—42), Roemer (1912: 91, 134, 202, 210-13), Meinel (1915: 29), Roemer (1924:
209, 225-6, 228, 233), van der Valk (1964: 85 n. 7), Meijering (1987: 62—7), Porter (1992: 70-1),
Papadopoulou (1998).

* Cf. Thuc. 1.10.3, 1.21.1.

3 Cf,, in addition to the previous note, Aristotle’s distinction between the tasks of a poet and a
historiographer respectively (Po. 1451a36-bs), which, however, does not expressly speak of ‘poetic
licence’.

4 For the stylistic liberties of poetry, which will not be further explored in the present chapter, cf. Arist.
Po. 1460b11-13 (also 1457b35—58a7). The topic is regularly discussed in the scholia, see e.g. schol. A 71.
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is largely negative, because he wants to emphasise the difficulties that a
logographer faces, but the arguments themselves are in line with those of
others. In the scholia, ‘poetic licence’ is mainly used in order to defend
the poets against criticism. The critics repeatedly defend poets against the
objections of readers who are slightly more literal-minded and prone to
scrutinise the text for (apparent or real) contradictions and inconsistencies
(cf. Introd. page 11). Why are the nails of Agamemnon’s sword silver in
1l. 2.45 but golden in 11.29-30?°

&T1 TS Ayapépvovos (§igos) viv pgv “&pyuponiov”, v EAhois 8t [cf. 11.29—30]
Xpuodnov. kai Edpimidns “cpupdv o18npd kévtpa” eitrcov [Ph. 26] &v &ANois
onoi [Ph. 8os]- “xpucodétols mepdvais”. T& TolaUTa B KUpiws oU AéyeTal,
A& koT ETipopdy £0T1 TToINTIKTS &peokeias. (schol. A 71 2.45a Ariston.)

<The diple,> because in the present passage Agamemnon’s sword is ‘studded with
silver nails’, whereas elsewhere it is studded with golden nails. Euripides too says
‘iron spikes through the ankles’ [sc. of Oedipus] and ‘gold-bound pins’ in another
passage. Such things are not to be taken literally, but are indicative of poetic licence
on impulse.

As the parallel from Euripides is intended to make clear, inconsistencies
such as these are only superficial. They are typical of poetry and need not
worry a reader.® It is worth mentioning, however, that in his note on the
passage from book 11 Aristarchus considered a second explanation of the
difference between the two passages that mention Agamemnon’s sword:

611 vV pev xpuodndov, Ev ANols Bt [sc. 2.45] “&pyupdniov”. fTol kot ETTi-
popaw 1 81& THv &p1oT(e) lav Koopel SiapopwTépa TavotAia. (schol. A 7/ 11.30
Ariston.)

<The diple,> because now <the sword> is studded with golden nails, elsewhere
it is ‘studded with silver nails’. Either on impulse” or because of the aristeia he [sc.
Homer] equips <Agamemnon> with different armour.

8.1784 Hrd. (on word formation), schol. A I/, 22.284 Hrd. (on morphology) and the examples given

in Chapter 9 n. 84.

This is, in fact, related to the topic ‘internal inconsistency’, which is not explicitly discussed by

Isocrates.

One critic considered the possibility that the variation in Euripides is deliberate in order to do justice

to two different versions of the story: iocws oUv Siapdpou olions Tiis ioTopias oUTws &upoTépals

ovykataTifetan (schol. E. Ph. 80s: ‘Perhaps, because there is a different <version of> the story, he

[sc. Euripides] thus [sc. by referring here to golden pins] attempts to agree with both’).

7 The phrase ka1’ é¢m@opdv here (and in schol. A 7/ 2.45a Ariston., quoted above) means ‘on impulse,
for no particular reason’ (van der Valk 1964: 230 n. 650; also 1963: 523 n. 572, Meijering 1987: 66).
See also schol. D 7/. 2.494 quoted below. It is perhaps worth mentioning that in schol. T 7/ 24.699
ex. the same phrase kot émigopdv refers to the rhetorical figure epiphora (Lausberg [1960] 1990:
§ 631), see Erbse ad loc.

“
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That is to say, the higher worth of gold as compared with silver may also
be due to the fact that the elaborate arming scene (11.15-46) is intended
to prepare for the aristeia of the commander-in-chief Agamemnon.® But
at the same time Aristarchus considers the possibility that it may have
no particular meaning and simply be an instance of poetic licence (kat’
gmipopay, see n. 7). The question of Agamemnon’s sword is also addressed
in schol. bT /L 1.37¢ ex. (on Apollo’s epithet &pyupdTo€os, ‘of the silver
bow’). This critic argues (without recourse to ‘poetic licence’) that Homer
does not seem to make a difference between silver and gold, for which the
sword is adduced as proof.’

Aristarchus repeatedly argues that one must not scrutinise poets like
Homer too rigorously. Many of the alleged inconsistencies are only appar-
ent, because they are due to poetic licence. Homer can call both Cassandra
and Laodice ‘the most beautiful daughter of Priam’; the use of the superla-
tive in both cases does not create an inconsistency (oU péxetan).' Likewise,
it is unobjectionable that Odysseus’ companion Leucus (i.e. probably from
Ithaca) appears to be fighting among Ajax’ troops (from Salamis).” And
some critics apparently saw a contradiction between Thetis not knowing
about Patroclus’ death and her predicting that Achilles would lose the best
of the Myrmidons (18.63—4 vs. 18.9—11), which was then explained by others
as an instance of poetic licence.”

In a similar vein, Aristarchus cautions against too strict an application of
the question ‘How does character X know?’, with its potential implications
for the issue of ‘paralepsis’ (the narrator intrudes with his superior knowl-
edge upon the focalisation of the character, see Chapter 4). Aristarchus’
remarks are occasioned by Od. 3.72—4 and 9.253—5, which are identical
(and describe piracy). Verbatim repetition of identical lines was generally
looked at with suspicion by ancient scholars, and they often tried to decide
which of the two passages was genuine and which was interpolated (e.g.

$ The underlying assumption is that elaborate descriptions have a preparatory function for a subse-
quent scene of high importance (see also Chapter 9). On the preparation of an aristeia in particular
see schol. A 7/, 11.17a Ariston. (sim. T), T Il 13.241 ex.

Perhaps this critic addresses concerns as to whether Apollo, as a god, should not be equipped with
the most precious metal.

See schol. A 7/. 13.365a Ariston., which, however, does not explicitly refer to ‘poetic licence’. A similar
explanation of the Homeric superlative is given in schol. A /. 20.233a Ariston. (Lehrs [1833] 1882:
342). See also the testimonia collected by Erbse (ad schol. A Il. 13.365a Ariston.).

See schol. T Il 4.4916 ex.: ‘ApicTapyos 8¢ ds ToinTikdy Taparteital (‘Aristarchus excuses it as
poetic’).

See schol. A 7/ 18.63—4 ex. Another example lurks perhaps in the corrupt schol. T 7/ 12.1624" ex.: a
poet can use the phrase ‘to clap his thighs” even in the case of an armed soldier, whose thighs are
covered. This would then be an instance of poetic licence concerning factual errors, on which see
also Galen 3.169 Kiihn.

©
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Liihrs 1992). In the present case, Aristophanes of Byzantium preferred the
lines in the former passage (spoken by Nestor to Telemachus), Aristarchus
in the latter (Polyphemus to Odysseus and his companions). Aristophanes
had apparently argued that a character such as Polyphemus could not
know anything about piracy and its particulars. Aristarchus objected that
Telemachus and Peisistratus do not display the behaviour of pirates (i.e.
it would be inappropriate for Nestor to raise the issue) and added, with
respect to Polyphemus knowing about piracy:

SoTéov 8¢, pnot, TG ToINTH T& TorxUTa. Kol y&p valv adTov TTopdyel ei80Tq,
“AAA& ot el &1 Eoxes icov elepyta viia” [Od. 9.279], kol ouvinow EAAnvida
pwvnv. (schol. HMQR O4. 3.71)

The poet, he [sc. Aristarchus] says, must be allowed such things. For he also
presents him [sc. Polyphemus] knowing about the ship, ‘But tell me where you
put your well-built ship when you came here?’, and he understands the Greek
language.

Poetry has its own rules, which include the convention that characters
know and understand things which, strictly speaking, they cannot know, for
example the language of foreigners.” This pertains even to characters who
live in complete isolation, such as the Cyclopes.”* Consequently, readers
must not apply too literal a reading to the text.

A T-scholion explains why such apparent inconsistencies usually go
unnoticed by the reader. (In his fight with the river god Scamander Achilles
is submerged up to his shoulders (// 21.269). What happened to the other

warriors on the plain?)

O6Aov TO Trediov Ay oS yeyevnuévoy UTTd ToU TroTapoU édellev doTe Kol Tous
dopous ETIKAUZEY ToU "AxIAAEéwS. kad TTpods pev dANBeiav TaUta oU mifovd: Ti
Y&p ETTp&TTETO TrEPl TOUS EAAOUS oTparTicdTas; &rrifavov y&p udvov Tov AxiA-
A UTTO ToU TroTapoU TaUTa TTAOYEV. S BE Ev o1 0el TTAPOBEKTA. Kol 0UTw
Tf) &dmayyehig kaTwpbwTal, GoT oud’ &vinot Tov &kpoaTmhy émiAoyicacbai
T1 TGV Agyopévaov, e dAnBes Aiv 7 un: (schol. T 7/ 21.2694 ex.)

3 It is a literary convention, still very common in modern literature, that in fiction characters of
different nationalities simply use the same language. Perhaps the earliest passage that expressly
justifies this is h.Aphr. 113-16, where the ‘Phrygian princess” (alias Aphrodite) explains to Anchises
why she understands his language. However, the literary convention still applies, in that they both
speak Greek in the hymn (as do the Trojans in Homer).

" The relevance of Aristarchus’ former example for poetic licence, Polyphemus knowing about
Odysseus’ ship, is more difficult to detect. The point seems to be that Polyphemus knows about
Odysseus’ ship, which he did not mention, although the Cyclopes are no seafarers themselves (Od.
9.125-9). If Polyphemus knows about ships, Aristarchus seems to argue, he might just as well know
about pirates.
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He [sc. Homer] showed that, caused by the river, the entire plain had become a
sea, with the result that it submerges Achilles’ shoulders. <Problem:> in terms
of realism this is not plausible. For what did he do with the other soldiers? It
is unrealistic that only Achilles should suffer this from the river. <Solution:> it
must be admitted as poetic [i.e. poetic licence]. And <the minor implausibility>
is ironed out by the narrative in such a way that it does not even allow the reader
to examine whether it was realistic or not.

A good narrative puts a spell on the reader (see Chapter 5) and does not
give him the freedom to calculate from hindsight whether everything was
in perfect order. To do so is foreign to the proper rules of reading poetry.
As a consequence, the poet can get away with minor inconsistencies such
as the one discussed in the scholion.

So far all the examples in this chapter have had to do with (apparent)
inconsistencies and contradictions within the text itself. A related phe-
nomenon comes into play when the passage under discussion seems to
contradict another text. This type of comment is more at home in scholia
to post-Homeric poetry which discuss the problem of whether or not a
poet is bound to follow the traditional myth.” This must be read against
the background of the numerous scholia which make the criticism that the
present passage is Tap’ ioTopiaw, i.e. ‘runs against the (traditional) myth’.”
For example, in Oedipus at Colonus 712—15 Sophocles attributes the intro-
duction of horsemanship in Colonus to Poseidon, whereas traditional myth
connects the eponymous KoAwvos Irrreds (‘Colonian Horseman’, OC 59)
with the mortal Adrastus (one of the ‘Seven against Thebes’):

aUTobl poaol TTooeld&dva pdTov imrmous Celfan kal xoAvdoar: kal TalTa
8¢ &ri Beparreia pnol oikeias 6 ZookAfist 6 y&p KoAwvos Trrreus dovoudaodn
Tap’ &s e§ebéuny aiTias Sik ToOV "AdpacTov: & 8t &l TO oepvdTEpov &yel TO
P&y, T ToINTIK]) KorTay poopevos &deia. (schol. S. OC 712)

Here [sc. in Colonus], they say, Poseidon for the first time yoked and bridled
horses [i.e. invented horsemanship]. And Sophocles says this in order to please his
home town. For the ‘Colonian Horseman’ was named because of Adrastus for the

5 This is less frequent in Homeric scholia because the Homeric version is usually considered the
standard version from which later poets may or may not depart (but see below). An early exception
to this rule is Herodotus (2.116), who assumes that Homer knew another version of the myth (Helen
in Egypt), but preferred not to use it in his narrative.

The evidence is collected by Elsperger (1907-10: 101—7), see also Papadopoulou (1998: 214—22). Add
to their examples schol. Ar. Lys. 785a (on the myth of Meilanion and Atalante), P/ 2102 (on the
genealogy of Lynceus), and (from scholia to non-dramatic texts) schol. Pi. O. 4.31b (quoted below).
Due to the broad semantic range of the word ioTopia, the phrase Tap’ ioTopiav can also indicate
deviations, for example, from historical (schol. Pi. P. 7.9b, Ar. Eg. 794b, Nu. 624a.B, 830a) or factual
truth (schol. [E.] RA. 508, Ar. Pax 1078b).



Poetic licence 179

reasons I gave.'” But he [sc. Sophocles] makes the story more noble making use of
his poetic licence.

As a poet, Sophocles is not forced to stick to the traditional myth, but,
using his poetic licence, can change the myth in order to please his home
town (cf. schol. S. OC 457; Heath 1987: 64 with n. 49, also schol. Hes. 7.
1). Similarly, Pindar makes Adrastus instead of Cleisthenes the founder of
the Pythian games at Sicyon ‘using his poetic licence in order to make the
agon more famous’ (schol. Pi. V. 9.20).

Elsewhere the question is discussed of the extent to which a myth may be
changed. Sophocles has Agamemnon die in the bath (S. £/ 445), whereas
he died at table according to Homer (Od. 4.535):

TIPKeL Y&p T& OAX OCUUPWVEIY TG TTPp&Y Tl T& YAp KaTd pépos éovaiav Exel
€KaoTOS (s PoUAeTal Trpary paTeVoaobal el ur) TO &V PA&TT TN THS UroBéoews.
(schol. S. EL 445)"®

[There is no real difference:] For it is enough if the general lines of the stories
agree. As for the dertails, each <poet> has the licence to treat them as he likes,
provided he does not do damage to the story at large.

This critic pleads for steering a middle course between tradition and
innovation, as long as the core of the myth remains unaltered.” Conversely,
a scholion to Pindar appears to propagate complete freedom. Contrary to
Apollonius of Rhodes (1.620—4), Pindar has Thoas buried on Lemnos and
his daughter Hypsipyle found there an agon in Thoas” honour:

Sokel yop map’ ioTopiav Aéyewv: . . . &AN €€eoTt TAGTTEW TOIS TrOINTAlS &
BouhovTat. (schol. Pi. O. 4.31b)*°

He [sc. Pindar] seems to contradict traditional myth...But poets can invent
whatever they like.

17 This note does not seem to have been transmitted.

8 Cf. schol. S. L 539 (without explicit reference to poetic licence). Meijering (1987: 244 n. 23) traces
this use of ¢&§ouoia (‘licence’) back to Diphilus (fr. 29 K-A). Her interpretation of lines 4—s, however,
needs to be corrected: ‘Diphilus’ reason for mentioning the é§oucia here is his parody of the tragic
style, but the addition kad Troi€iv seems to imply an equal liberty in subject-matter.” This is unlikely,
because tragic plots, unlike comic plots, are bound by tradition (see n. 19). In fact, the parallel
adduced by Kassel and Austin (on Diphilus fr. 29), Antiphanes fr. 189 K-A, shows that the speaker
in Diphilus is complaining about the fact that tragic poets can get away with whatever they have
their characters say (Aéyew) or do (Troi€iv).

9 For the demand not to alter the core of a myth see Arist. Po. 1453b22—6.

?° According to schol. E. Ph. 1710 (quoted in Chapter 1), poets enjoy equally complete freedom in
the way that they construct their plots. On a less sympathetic tone, a scholar claims that Pindar
habitually does violence (P1&Zecfan) to the myth when it serves his interests (schol. Pi. 7. 1.15b, on
the number of Geryon’s dogs; see also Chapter 12). Cf. the notion of TAdouaTa TGV TROTéPLOV
in Xenophanes fr. 1.22 West.
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This remarkably modern-looking view has the authority of Eratosthenes
(fr. A 19 Berger). However, Eratosthenes’ statement was, and was meant to
be, ‘a highly provocative declaration’ (Pfeiffer 1968: 166). Overall, the oppo-
site view of Strabo (1.2.3 = 16C.34-17C.5 Radt), who explicitly polemises
against Eratosthenes, is likely to be more representative of the ancient
outlook.” As a general rule, ancient critics are concerned about deviations
from traditional myth, but they are willing to concede a fair amount of
poetic licence in that respect. Although the relevant comments mainly
come from non-Homeric scholia (for the reason see n. 15), there are at
least two exceptions. One of them is again related to Aristarchus and is of
fundamental importance regarding method. The occasion is the list of gods
who suffered harm from mortals which Dione uses in order to console her
wounded daughter Aphrodite (Z/ 5.385-404):

"ApioTapyos &&lol T& ppaddpeva Urd ToU TroinToU pubikcTepov Exdéxeobal
KT THV ToInTIKNV éSouciav, pndev é§w TV ppalopévey UTd TolU TroinToU
Teplepyaouévous. (schol. D 77 5.385)

Aristarchus demands that what is said by the poet be taken as fiction, in accordance
with the poetic licence, without <the readers> busying themselves with what is
said in other texts [lit. not busying themselves with anything beyond the things
said by the poet].

Aristarchus seems to be making two points here: (i) poets enjoy poetic
licence, which allows them to incorporate things that are fantastic, unre-
alistic, improbable, unnatural, in short: fictional;** (ii) each text must be
interpreted by itself (cf. the famous principle “Ounpov ¢§ Ounpou cagn-
vigew, ‘to explain Homer out of Homer’, which accurately represents
Aristarchus’ position, irrespective of whether he himself used this particu-
lar expression). The reader must not contrast one version of the myth with
that found in another text.” Although the scholion does not expressly state

' Eratosthenes’ position is not entirely without parallels in antiquity, cf. Lucian Conscr. Hist. 8, or
passages where poets claim their right to make use of fiction (e.g. Ov. . 2.353—60). See also the
humorous complaints of comic poets about how much effort it takes to invent the plots, whereas
tragedy can simply adopt them from traditional myth (e.g. Antiphanes fr. 189 K-A). Another
provocation on Eratosthenes part is his flippant remark about the attempts to localise the stations
of Odysseus’ wanderings (fr. I A 16 Berger), which promptly incurred the criticism of Polybius and
Strabo (1.2.15 = 23C.28-24C.12 Radt).

Cf. Isocrates (quoted above) and schol. T 7/ 2.6¢ ex. (TroinTikdv 8¢ T6 TA&oTEew Sveipous ‘it
is typical of poets to invent dreams’); similarly, schol. A.R. 2.159-60b considers fiction a typical
poetic device, but argues that it does not apply to the passage under discussion (0¥ ToinTIkéS 8¢
&véTTAQoE . . . 6 ATTOAAVIOS).

In fact, Aristarchus even cautions against supplementing one version of the myth with elements
taken from another source (e.g. schol. A 7/. 8.368 Ariston., discussed in Chapter 12). Against this
backdrop, it is difficult to agree with the view that ‘Aristarchus’s advice has no sense at all unless it
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what the targets of Aristarchus’ criticism exactly said, it seems possible to
reconstruct the gist of their criticism. They probably took exception to the
implausibility of Ares, Hera and Hades being hurt by mortals and backed
their argument by adducing other versions of the myths. Aristarchus held
against them that, as a poet, Homer is at liberty to invent freely and
moreover is not bound by other versions of the myth.**

The second note is not really an exception at all. For it applies a similar
argument to the Odyssey, the later of the two Homeric epics, as the notes
on post-Homeric texts referred to above. How can Homer say that the
winds live on the island of Aeolus (cf. Od. 10.19—22), if he himself assumes
in the //iad that they are located in Thrace (cf. // 23.229-30)?*

eANTTTaL p&v TO TAGoPa TTPOS TOV Kalpov, 810 oU 8el {nTelv T& TolalTar
qvevbuva T& TGV pUbwv. (schol. T Od. 10.20)

He [sc. Homer] has made use of an ad-hoc fiction; therefore one must not ask
questions such as these. The domain of fiction is not open to investigation.

Similarly to Eratosthenes and the Pindaric scholion quoted above, this
critic is ready to grant the poet virtually complete freedom in the way that
he constructs his fictional story. This includes the liberty to do so in such
a way that it best serves his needs in the present context.*

Poetic licence is also mentioned in connection with a somewhat different
type of ‘freedom of speech’. Ancient critics wondered how Homer as a
mortal dared to give instructions to the Muse in the opening line of the
Iliad (&e8¢, ‘sing’) and did not rather pray for her support:””

OT1L KaT& TV TroINTIKNY fTol &Belav 1) ouvnBeiav AapBavel T& TTPOTTAKTIKA
&uTi eUKTIKGOV: Kad y&p Holodds enot [Op. 2] “8elte AT [A, 81 T] évvémeTe”,
kad TTivBapos [fr. 150 Sn.]* “pavTeveo Moloa”, kol ‘AvTipayos 6 KoAogevios [fr.
1 Wyss = 1 Matthews]: “évvémrete Kpovidoo Aids peydiolo BUyatpes”. (schol.
AT Il 1.1d ex.)

is directed against allegorising interpretations of the passage’ (Porter 1992: 70, endorsed by Struck
2004: 21—2 with n. 3; cf. already Bachmann 1902: 34). The alleged focus on allegory is based on
Eustathius’ reading of the note (561.28-30 = 2.101.13-15). However, he added the crucial word
&AATYopikdds (van der Valk ad loc.), and it is questionable whether this does justice to Aristarchus’
views (Pfeiffer 1968: 227 n. 1). Consequently, Aristarchus as the spokesman of an anti-allegorical
faction (Struck 2004: passim) is at risk of being a — rhetorically effective — construction.

>+ Another solution is offered by schol. bT /. 5.3854 ex. It cleverly suggests that Homer escapes criticism

by having Dione narrate the story (for the general idea cf. Chapter 4), so that he appears to be

following traditional myth.

The argument assumes, of course, that both epics are by the same poet (see Chapter 1). A scholion

on the Iliadic passage (schol. T 7/ 23.229 ex.) sees the problem differently. If the passage in the //iad

assumes that the winds act in their own power, the story about Acolus must be a poetic fiction.

%6 On ‘@d-hoc invention’ see also Chapter 12.

*7 The question is at least as old as Protagoras (VS 80 A 29 = Arist. Po. 1456b15—18).

2.
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<The diple,> because in accordance with poetic licence or habit he [sc. Homer]
uses imperatives instead of optatives. Hesiod too says ‘<come> hither and tell of
Zeus and Pindar ‘Give me an oracle, Muse’ and Antimachus of Colophon “Tell
<me/us>, daughters of the Cronos-son, great Zeus.’

The apparent irregularity is explained with parallels from Hesiod, Pindar
and Antimachus. The argument seems to be that, as poets, they are at a
higher level and can dare say things which are off-limits to other mortals.
Similarly, Aratus is said to be allowed to make the potentially presumptuous
claim (phain. s5) that the human race descends from Zeus:

Tows pev &k TroinTikAs TawuTns &deiag ToUs Tpoydvous Kol TPoTT&TOpas 1V
Becov Traddas, dos TO “TraThp dvdpddv Te Becdv Te” [ 1.544 etc.]. (schol. Arat. 5)

Perhaps based on this poetic licence he [sc. Aratus] <calls> our ancestors and
forefathers children of the gods, similar to <Zeus being> ‘the father of men and
gods’.

After all, Aratus’ claim, as an instance of poetic licence, has a good
parallel in the Homeric epithet for Zeus ‘father of men and gods’.

Yet another type of ‘freedom of speech’ is meant when comic poets who
criticise real people such as Cleon are said to make use of their ‘poetic
licence’.”® They can get away with this criticism, because it is cast in the
form of (Old) Comedy, which, as a genre, entails a certain amount of
freedom of speech.

In addition to the examples discussed so far, other comments appear to
argue on the basis of ‘poetic licence’ without explicitly mentioning the term.
Aristarchus explained the difference between the nails of Agamemnon’s
sword in such a way that it is due to sheer impulse (kat” &miQopdv, cf.
n. 7) on the part of the poet. It is there for no particular reason. The
same explanation recurs in connection with the hotly disputed beginning
of the Catalogue of Ships. Why does Homer begin the Catalogue with
the Boeotians (/. 2.494)? Among the many explanations we also find the
following:

6 8¢ ApioTapyds enow “kat’ émigopdy auTov &md BolwTdv Thv &pxmv
memolfjobarr & yap kai & &AAou éBvous fipEaTo, EnToluey &v ThHv aitiav
Tfis &pxfis”. (schol. D 7L 2.494, cf. b Il 2.494-877 ex.: kot pev "ApicTapyov
oUK EK TIVOS TTOPOTNPTITEWS)

But Aristarchus says ‘he [sc. Homer] began with the Boeotians on impulse. If he
had begun with another tribe, we would search for the reason for the beginning.’

28 See Platonius p. 3.5-8 Koster, argum. As Ar. Av. p. 3.6-8 Holwerda.



Poetic licence 183

Homer had to begin somewhere, Aristarchus argues, and he did so ‘with
no particular design’ (oUx & Tivos Tapatnproews). The initial position
of the Boeotians is coincidental, and it is pointless to speculate about the
particular motivation, because Homer did not have one.

A similar argument can also be made with respect to particular motifs
within the narrative. When, for example, Hector envisages the dreadful
picture of Andromache as a prisoner of war who is obliged to carry water
({l. 6.457), this motif is said to be due not to any particular design within
the context of the //iad (e.g. as an external prolepsis that anticipates Andro-
mache’s actual future). However, the critic argues, later poets took up the
motif as such:

&T1 KAT& TO TTPooTUX OV oUTws eirévTos Ounpou of vewTepor [fr. trag. adesp.
40b Kannicht-Snell] T &vti U8pogopoloav eioéyouav adtrv. (schol. A /L.
6.457a Ariston.)

<The diple,> because, although Homer mentions this [i.e. Andromache carrying

water] at random, the younger poets actually present her on stage as a water-
I

carrier.

The Homeric passage not only triggered the later treatment in tragedy,
but the relevant poet(s) gave it a meaning that, Aristarchus argues, it
does not have in Homer, but it is there ‘for no particular reason’. The
implicit counterpart to this notion can be found in the next chapter on
Authentication and the numerous notes on the motivation of scenes and
motifs (Chapter 1).7°

CONCLUSION

The notion that poets enjoy particular liberties is very common in antiquity.
Consequently, readers are repeatedly advised not to scrutinise a poetic
text with miscroscopic precision (or even pedantry). Instead, they should
allow for instances of poetic licence, especially if they concern relatively

» The notion that later poets took their cue from a passage in Homer is very common (for examples
see Chapter 12; cf. Meijering 1987: 287 n. 215, with lit., to which add Sengebusch 1856: II 8). The
scholion quoted above seems to be unique, however, in that it speaks of the ‘randomness’ of the
motif in Homer.

Lotz (1909: 33—4) rightly cautions against taking all comments of the type TroinTIKSV/-GdS to mean
‘with poetic licence’. But he offends against his own principle when he includes (36—7) schol. A 7/.
19.365-84" Did. (Aristarchus first obelised the four lines and then removed the obeloi ToinTIKOV
vouicavta TO TooUTo, which does not refer to poetic licence specifically). Another source of
potential confusion is the cases where ToinTIKéV + gen. means ‘producing X’ (e.g. schol. T 7/ 5.316
ex.: Ggaveias oinTikéy ‘producing invisibility’). For the notes where ToinTikés means ‘the poet’s’
(as opposed to ‘the character’s’) see Chapter 4.
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unimportant details such as whether the nails of Agamemnon’s sword are
made of silver or gold. The same applies to minor implausibilities such as
Achilles alone being submerged by Scamander, especially if the narrative is
so sweeping that the reader does not have ‘time’ to go back and examine
the story with scrutiny. As to the mythological details of the story, some
critics appear to have applied a rather rigorous method of comparison
and criticised poets for departures from traditional myth (Trap’ icTopiav).
Others, however, advocated poetic licence in that respect, too, as long as the
salient points of the myth remained intact. In that connection, Aristarchus
made the important methodological point that one version of the myth
should not be played off (or supplemented by) the version found in another
text. In addition, their special position as poets also allows them to use frank
language in a way that is not open to the rest of us, for example, by ‘giving
orders’ to divinities or in the form of comic attacks ad hominem. Finally,
readers may on occasion be barking up the wrong tree when they try to
find a particular reason for a phenomenon that is in fact random (e.g. the
initial position of the Boeotians in the Homeric Catalogue of Ships).



CHAPTER §

Authentication

The preceding chapter on Poetic Licence has shown that ancient critics
were willing to grant poets a considerable amount of freedom, for example
with respect to fiction. Another group of scholia makes it clear, however,
that poets should not altogether abandon the principle of a story which is
probable, plausible and therefore trustworthy." The poet must not lose his
reader’s trust, and this can be achieved if he authenticates his story.

According to a widely accepted notion, ancient and modern, the best
possible source for an authentic report is the eyewitness. The Homeric
epics themselves attest to this notion when the still unidentified beggar
Odysseus praises Demodocus for his song about the Greek sufferings in
the Trojan war (Od. 8.489—91). It is important to note the exact wording in
this passage. Demodocus presents his song as 7f he had been an immediate
witness (s T TTou 1) alTds TTapecov) or relied on one (f &AAou drovoas).
Odysseus and the Phaeacian audience know that Demodocus had not been
on the Trojan battlefield, but his song gives the impression that he had. A
similar concept recurs in the scholia.”

As several indications in the epics show, the lifetime of the Homeric
narrator is considerably later than that of his characters.’ The scholia are
fully aware of this temporal discrepancy and regularly comment that Homer
and his characters display differences in lifestyle, technology, habits, etc.
(usually focusing on the simple life of Homeric man, see M. Schmidt1976).
As a consequence, the Homeric narrator cannot literally be an eyewitness
to the events. But he can create the impression that he had been present
on the Trojan battlefield. (After the duel between Menelaus and Paris

' Cf. Aristotle’s notion that events in a fictional plot ought to happen kot T6 €ikds 1) T6 &vorykoiov
(‘in a probable or necessary sequence’, Po. 1451a12—13, 27-8, 38).

> On authentication in the scholia see Griesinger (1907: 33—5), von Franz (1943: 14-15).

3 Cf. e.g. the well-known ofo1 viv BpoTol passages (e.g. /.. 5.304). Interestingly, a scholion on this
passage (schol. bT 7/ 5.304a ex.) argues that the very temporal distance renders the extraordinary
achievements of Homer’s characters plausible. For the notion that temporal distance renders things
plausible see also schol. T /. 16.328-9 ex. (on the Chimaera).
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and the marshalling of the troops, for the first time in the course of the
Iliad the Greek and Trojan armies clash in 4.446—538. One of the first
casualties, the Trojan Simoeisius, provides the opportunity for comment
on Homer’s narrative technique in these matters.)

oU WIAOV ToU TeTpwpévou TO Svopar Tédeikey, GAA kal ThHv aitiav, 81 fjv
gkaAelTo Z1poeiolos, kol Tol TTaTpds TO dvopa kal T Xwplov, &v & &TéxOn, kai
gl Ti TTopevopévn 1) PNTNP ETekey adTOV, Kal TNV HAkiav iy Exowv &rebavev,
OT1 fibeos Av. TaUTa 8¢ €iTre TTOAAN Y THOTIV ETIPEPWV TG AOYw S AQUTOTTTNS
cov. (schol. bT 7/, 4.473—9 ex., cf. bT Il 4.470 ex.)

He [sc. Homer] has not simply mentioned the bare name of the wounded soldier,
but also the reason why he was called Simoeisius [sc. after the river Simoeis], and
his father’s name and his place of birth and with what purpose his mother went
there and gave birth to him and at what age he died; <for the text says [in line
474]> that he was a young man. He [sc. Homer] said these things, adding much
trustworthiness to his account, as if he had been an eyewitness.

Characters such as Simoeisius enter the narrative only once and in order
to be killed, but Homer nevertheless repeatedly provides a considerable
amount of analeptic background information on these characters.* This
relative wealth of information is explained in the sense that it renders the
narrative trustworthy and creates the impression of an eyewitness report.
Although one might imagine a critical reader asking how Homer got to
know all these things, the present critic argues in the opposite direction.
The very wealth of information renders the account plausible.” One is
reminded of what Roland Barthes (1968) calls /’¢ffer de réel: a high amount
of apparently tangential or even irrelevant detail creates the very impression
of actual reality. The ancient critic goes one step further, in that he explicitly
compares the effect to that of an eyewitness report.

The same arguments occur elsewhere in the extant scholia. Terminologi-
cally, the most frequent expression has it that the poet provides information
&GromioTws (‘trustworthily’), and his ‘autopsy’, if mentioned at all, can

IS

Modern scholarship has described this technique as ‘ABC-scheme’ (Armstrong 1958): part A sum-
marises the scene (usually X killed Y’), part B provides background information on the victim, part
C returns to the fight and describes it in more detail. In ancient scholarship schol. bT /. 11.104—5
ex. argues that this middle part (B), which mentions ‘race or destiny or type of death’ (| yévos
TUXNV ) oxfiua TTaTos), contributes to the poem’s variety (TroikiAia, on which see Chapter 9).
And schol. bT 7/ 13.171 ex. praises Homer for narrating in some detail the death of the distinguished
(¢trionuot) among the characters. On part B see also schol. T 7/ 11.2216 ex. (n. 7 below), bT L.
11.243¢ ex., which both underline the pathos that such background information on the slain warriors
creates (an idea further developed by Griffin 1976).

Elsewhere (schol. bT 7/. 19.4076 ex.) the potential implausibility of a speaking animal (Achilles’ horse
Xanthus) is said to be mitigated by making the gods responsible for it.
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also be expressed as an apparent presence (6§ TaPOV/TAPATUYX&VWVY,
for examples see below).°

Similarly to the scholion quoted above, other notes argue that Homer
renders his narrative authentic by means, for example, of the analeptic
background information on minor characters who enter the narrative only
once.” Comparable is also the detailed analepsis about the making of Ajax’
shield.” If these notes mostly build on the wealth of information given in the
poem, others focus on the information being very specific, for example in
terms of localisation. When at the beginning of //iad 7 Athena and Apollo
leave their respective places on Mt Olympus and on the Trojan citadel in
order to intervene, Homer has them specifically meet ‘beside the oak tree’
(Trop& eny @), which ancient scholars considered one of the landmarks on
the Trojan battlefield. This is seen as a sign of trustworthiness.” Similarly,
during Agamemnon’s aristeia, the Trojans’ flight is painstakingly described
as past the tomb of ancient Ilus and the fig tree, until they finally reach the
Scaean gates and the oak tree there (/. 11.166—70).

&E10TrioTws T& SVOPATA TGV TOTTWY WOEL TTapov TOTs Yvopévols enaoiv. (schol.
T Il 11.167 ex.)

Trustworthily he [sc. Homer] mentions the names of the places, as if he were
present at the events.

Again it is the precision and explicitness of the different places which
lends trustworthiness to the account and creates the impression of autopsy.
The same notion is further developed in a remarkable scholion which

6 A rather different type of as-if presence is meant when Aristotle recommends that the dramatist
envisage the scenes of his play as vividly as possible (Po. 1455a22—3). The main purpose here is
to exclude internal inconsistencies. On the poet’s ‘autopsy’ see also schol. bT /L 4.541 ex. (on
the anonymous witness mentioned in the Homeric text): Beaxtfjv éautdd &vémTAooe THs péyns,
UTro Beddv 68myouuevov, fvar &BopUPws okoTrf) Kal év uéools Tols paomévors, kai va &kpiBdds
0e¢oro (‘he [sc. Homer] created for himself a spectator of the battle who is led by the gods, so that
he could inspect <the action> undisturbed even in the middle of the fighters and could watch with
accuracy’).

Cf. schol. T 7/. 11.2215 ex. (on the Trojan Iphidamas, son of Antenor and Theano, but the comment
speaks about such passages in general), also bT /. 17.575—7 ex. (on Andromache’s brother Podes, with
the remarkable phrase ds &vixveUoas v dAnBeiav, ‘as if tracking [like a dog] the truth’, that is,
Homer spares no pains to make his narrative accurate and therefore trustworthy) and bT 7/ 21.346
ex. (on Lycaon; here the completeness of the account renders it plausible).

Cf. 1l. 7.220-3 with schol. bT /. 7.2204 ex.

Cf. Il 7.22 with schol. AbT Il 7.22b ex. (&GlomrioTws #nke kal TOV TéTOV, ‘trustworthily he
[sc. Homer] also mentioned the place’); a strong interest in questions of localisation can also be
deduced from the various scholia on what ‘left’ or ‘right’ in the text means (e.g. schol. A 7/ 12.239
Ariston., bT 11. 13.675 ex.) and from monographs such as Aristarchus’ Tepi ToU vauotédBpou (see the
test. collected by Erbse on schol. A 7/ 10.536 Ariston.), on which see Goedhardt (1879) and Introd.
page 16 with n. 58.

~
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expressly discusses the effect of the details on the reader (quoted in
Chapter s5). (After borrowing Aphrodite’s famous love-charm, Hera leaves
Mt Olympus in order to meet Hypnus on the island of Lemnos. Her jour-
ney is described in some detail: Pieria, Emathie (= Macedonia), Thrace,
Mt Athos and finally Lemnos.)

EKpws KAToVopdgel ToUs TOTTOUS, TAas Opdpous Xwpas S1eicov . . . Tf] yap
dvopacia TV TOTTwY cuptapabéovoa 1) Sidvola TGV EvTuyyavdvTwy év
pavTooia Kai dyel TGOV TOTTwY yivetal. &ua olv TO &pyodv Trepiépuyev, oUK
eUlUs &yaycv aUThv émi T Tpokeipeva Xwpiar pdpTupas yolv émraydpevos
Tous &kovovTas TifavwTdTnv kabioTnot Thv Sinynow. (schol. bT /. 14.226—7
ex.)

He [sc. Homer] competently names the places, going through the areas which
border on each other. .. For the mind of the readers, travelling together with
the naming of the places, enters into an imaginative and visual perception of the
places. So at the same time, by not bringing her immediately to the locations in
question, he avoided inactivity. In any case, by calling in the readers as witnesses
he renders his narrative highly plausible.

The Homeric passage is noteworthy in several respects. Instead of taking
Hera without further ado from Mt Olympus to Lemnos (see Chapter 6),
Homer proceeds step by step and gives a geographically accurate report of
her journey. This allows the readers so to speak to accompany Hera on her
trip. They imagine and visualise the different places. In other words, this
time it is the reader who becomes an apparent eyewitness (cf. pavTacia,
Syis and p&pTus). And the overall result is, again, the trustworthiness of
the account, which, in the present case, is likely to depend not only on the
wealth of information, but also on the readers’ familiarity with it."” They
(supposedly) know these places and therefore can judge the accuracy of
the report. Perhaps the critic also implies that they then extend the same
trustworthiness to the cases with which they are less familiar.”

This and the preceding examples focus on the local details of Homer’s
narrative. A comparable point is made with respect to temporal information
when, on the second day of fighting, Homer specifies the time frame of
the particular events ‘as long as it was early morning’.””

Elsewhere Homer gains his readers’ trust by adding the exact location of
awound as ‘right under the peak’ of the helmet.” The implication probably

' For the notion that a speech gains trustworthiness if the audience is called in as witnesses see the
generalising schol. b 7/, 2.3026 ex. (Odysseus on Calchas’ prophecy at Aulis).

" Cf. schol. T Od. 9.39 (Odysseus’ wanderings begin with a known place in order to render the others
trustworthy too).

> See I/. 8.66—7 with schol. bT 7/ 8.664 ex.: Tpos TicTIV TOV Kaupdy s TapaTuyy&vewy (‘with a
view to trustworthiness <Homer mentions> the time, as if he were present’).

3 See 11 13.615 with schol. T 71 13.615a ex. (4&10mioTwS).
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is that Homer must have been standing so close to the actual fighting that
he could view the scene and take down the exact type and location of the
wounding. A similar mechanism comes into play when the exact size of
Alcinous’ orchard is given, when Homer gives the number of tassels on
Athena’s aegis as ‘a hundred’ and when the messenger in Aeschylus™ Seven
against Thebes specifies the number of the city gates.”* In all these cases the
detailed information is seen as making the account trustworthy.

Given the scholia’s emphasis on Homer’s vividness and graphic descrip-
tions (see Chapter 9), it is perhaps surprising that a connection between
these qualities of Homer’s narrative and his as-if presence on the battlefield
is not made more frequently. The following example seems to be unique in
that respect. (Helenus’ arrow jumps back from Menelaus’ breast plate like
beans or peas, but the latter’s spear pierces right through Helenus’ hand.
He is forced to withdraw, the hand powetlessly dangling down and the
spear trailing.)

o5 Epakads Siary pagel ypapikads. (schol. T 77 13.597 ex.)

As if he had seen <the scene>, he [sc. Homer] describes <it> graphically.

The description is so gripping that the reader is led to believe that
Homer had been there himself. While this note seems to be the only one
which spells this out, one could perhaps argue that other notes about
Homer’s graphic descriptions make the point about his ‘autopsy” implicitly
(Chapter 9).

All the examples adduced so far construct an interdependence between
a detailed, explicit, unambiguous account and its trustworthiness. Con-
versely, one comment pleads in favour of leaving a few things open. (In
book 13, Idomeneus is coming out of the tent of an unnamed comrade when
he runs into Poseidon in the guise of Thoas. Ancient scholars expressed con-
cern about the anonymity of Idomeneus’ comrade and considered several
solutions to the problem.” One critic dismisses them with the following
argument.)

dAnBeias Bt pipnots TO ) TévTas ppadetv £§ dvopaTos. (schol. T 77 13.2114" ex.)

Not to mention all the characters by name is an imitation of truth.

4 Alcinous’ orchard: Od. 7.113 with schol. PT Od. 7.113; tassels: 1/, 2.448 with schol. bT 7/. 2.4484 ex.;
city gates: A. Th. 8oo with schol. A. Th. 8oo—802a/b. In the last case the question remains open
whether Aeschylus or the messenger lends trustworthiness to the report. The same problem recurs
in schol. T 7/ 11.771-3 ex. (on Nestor giving a detailed report on his and Odysseus’ trip to Phthia
in order to enlist Achilles as an ally).

5 Generally speaking, the notion of anonymous characters (or similar cases of ‘ambiguity’) often
does not sit well with all ancient critics. On occasion, this can lead to rather too much effort to
disambiguate the poetic text, especially in the scholia on Pindar (e.g. Lefkowitz 1991: 147-60).
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In other words, Homer renders his account more plausible if he does
not identify every single character. The total of the fighters present on the
Trojan battlefield is so large that the narrative would become unrealistic
if Homer were to name them all without exception.” In a similar vein,
the anonymity of another character, the unnamed Achaean who picks up
Deipyrus’ helmet, is said both to be indicative of a trustworthy account and
to hint at the presence of the unnamed masses behind the protagonists.’”

If the realism in these passages is based on the notion that Homer does
not go beyond the limits of what is possible for a human being, other notes
praise him for incorporating elements of ‘real life’ into his narrative. (The
sight of his father in full armour causes the baby Astyanax to turn away in

fear.)

AoPeov 8¢ ToUTo &k ToU Piou 6 ToInTHs &Krpws Trepieyéveto Tf pipmnoet. (schol.
bT Il 6.467 ex.)™®

Taking this from life, the poet succeeded brilliantly with his representation.

The scene in question seems to be taken from real life and therefore leaves
adeep impression. The reader is taken in by its lifelike quality. This realism
can also be expressed thus: the poet successfully ‘imitates the manners and
speech’ (uipeioBan ToUs TpdTTOUS Kai Adyous) of a particular group of
people, for example old men (schol. Ar. Ach. 211) or old women (schol.

16 Support for this view could be found in Homer’s own programmatic statement in the Catalogue
that he will name the leaders but not the common soldiers (7/. 2.487-8). At first sight, the expression
dAnBeias pipnots (lit. ‘imitation of truth’) reminds one of 6 piunTIKSS TOU &ANBoUs (sc. TPOTTOS),
which represents the first category of the tripartite classification of literature in schol. bT 7/ 14.342—s1
ex. (explained in detail by M. Schmidt 1976: 61-3, Meijering 1987: 67—72). However, the similarity
is more superficial than real, because the scholion quoted in the main text seems not to be concerned
with the classification of literature, but with plausibility. Cf. the expression pavTacic Tfjs dAnBeias
(‘appearance of reality’) in schol. H Od. 2.96, which argues that Antinous by quoting Penelope’s
deceptive speech to them (i.e. speech within speech) gives the impression of telling the truth.

See 11. 13.578—9 with schol. T 7/ 13.578—9 ex. The note is all the more remarkable because modern
scholars took a long time to recognise that Homeric battles do not consist of single combats only
(see the summary of previous scholarship in Latacz 1977: 21—44). A similar point about the presence
of the masses appears in schol. b 7/ 21.3 ex.

Cf. the word ProoTixds (‘pertaining to life, lifelike’) in schol. AbT 7. 1.5474 ex. (BiooTikd pipfipara,
on Zeus’ response to angry Hera), bT 7/ 1.571 ex. (on having their son Hephaestus ease the quarrel
between Zeus and Hera), bT 7/ 5.370—2 ex. (on wounded Aphrodite finding comfort on the lap of
her mother), bT 7/. 8.407 ex. (Zeus about his quarrelsome wife), bT 7/. 22.512—3 ex. (on Andromache
burning Hector’s clothes), bT /1. 24.744a ex. (on Andromache’s lament). It is remarkable that several
of these notes involve divine characters. For other notes seem to indicate that the quality of BicoTikév
may also contain a hint of baseness (cf. schol. bT 7. 24.266 ex.); the word often characterises the
plot of comedy as opposed to tragedy (see Koster 1975: index s.v. BrewoTikds). But after all, Homeric
gods are known for being ‘like you and me’ (see Chapter 13). On the concept ‘realism’ in ancient
scholarship in general see Lehnert (1896: 90), von Franz (1940: 48—9), van der Valk (II: xxxv, on
Eustathius), N. J. Richardson (1980: 274). On the notion ‘Homer as imitator of life’ see also the
scholia collected by Erbse (Index V: 135 s.v. Imitatio vitae).
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E. Hipp. 433). The implication is again that such a successful imitation
adds plausibility to the text under discussion.

To return to the issue of autopsy, one further note deserves attention. It
comes from the papyrus commentary on //iad 2 (P. Oxy. 1086, I BC). The
Homeric passage in question (2.811-14) describes the hill Batieia outside
Troy (‘there is a steep hill . . .):

ToUTO & TOoIN[TNS &@  EouToU Aéyel, ék] 8¢ ToUTou (fau)TOV aUTOTTT[N]V
gvdeikvua|i]. (schol. pap. 7/ 2.811, p. 172 Erbse, lac. suppl. Erbse e.g., (éau)Tov
Haslam)

This the poet [says from his own angle; on account of] this he identifies himself
as an eyewitness.

The critic appears to comment on the present tense in the passage (‘there
isasteep hill’) and on the topographical details. The latter point has parallels
in the passages discussed above, but the point about the implications of
the present tense is new.”” Moreover, the crucial absence of a word such
as 65 (‘as if’) seems to indicate that, contrary to the examples above, this
commentator considers Homer a real eyewitness. This need not make
Homer a contemporary of or even a participant in the Trojan war, which
would create serious problems of chronology within the //iad (cf. n. 3).
The critic may simply envisage that Homer visited the ruins of Troy as a
‘tourist’ and then made use of his first-hand experience with the Trojan
setting.”*®

To return to the question of authentication: Odysseus’ praise of Demod-
ocus (see above) mentions as a second possibility that the poet refers his
account to a source. This idea is fleshed out in a scholion which comments

" A connection between present tense and trustworthiness is also made in schol. T /. 18.418—20
ex., but the details are different. Homer describes Hephaestus’™ golden maidservant-robots in the
present tense (probably because, as divine creatures, they are omnitemporal). The ancient critic,
however, argues along the lines of trustworthiness: ¢s y&p Temeiopévos kai TapnKoAouBnKos
xpéper TaUTa (‘For he [sc. Homer] utters these things as if he were convinced and showing his
allegiance’). It would seem to me that the critic primarily sees Homer as justifying a story element
that at first sight might seem unrealistic. Consequently, I do not think that this scholion can help
explain schol. A 7. 18.378-81 ex. (see n. 20), as suggested by van der Valk (1963: 49) and Erbse (ad
loc.).

The corpus of Homeric scholia contains another note on ‘autopsy’, but it is difficult to interpret:
schol. A 7/. 18.378-81 ex. Scholars generally assume that the scholion refers to Hephaestus working
on the golden tripods which he will temporarily abandon in favour of Achilles’ armour. However,
it is difficult to see how the phrase &§lomrioTews {8t} s Tapcov (‘trustworthily as if present’) fits
in. It is therefore worth considering van der Valk’s suggestion (1963: 49) that the phrase in question
actually refers to 8aUpa i8éoban (‘a wonder to behold’) in the preceding line 18.377 (cf. bT). Homer
thus praises the tripods ‘trustworthily, as if present’. While van der Valk’s far-reaching speculations
about the sources of the scholia are rightly dismissed by Erbse (ad loc.), his starting-point may well
be sound.

20



192 The Ancient Critic at Work

on one of the rare occasions when Homer adduces ‘anonymous spokesmen’
(pawoti, ‘they say’). (The simile in 17.674-80 focuses on the eagle ‘who, as
they say, has the sharpest vision of all the birds in heaven’.)

&€romrioTws T “paci” [17.674] TTpoctdnkey s PO ToU EmiPaiéobal T} ToIn-
ogl EEnTaks &kp1Pdds &movTa. (schol. bT I/ 17.674—s ex.)

Trustworthily he [sc. Homer] added ‘they say’, as if he had painstakingly explored
everything before adding it to his poem.

In other words, the rhetoric of the passage gives the impression that
Homer first consulted specialists (in the present case: ornithologists), before
he composed the relevant passage.” Although the exact nuance of the
participial phrase cos . . . éEnTakcs cannot be established with certainty
(either ‘as if he had explored” or ‘because, as he himself believed, he had
explored’), it does not, in any case, express an objective cause. That is to say,
the Homeric passage creates the impression of thorough research and does
not establish it as an objective fact. This distinction is important, because
the present scholion is implicitly contradicted by the numerous scholia and
other ancient sources which treat the Homeric epics as a textbook from
which many insights can be gained.”

CONCLUSION

Plausibility and trustworthiness are important factors for a poet who wants
to win favour with his audience. Trustworthiness, in particular, is often seen
by ancient scholars as depending on the poet providing a large amount of
(sometimes apparently tangential) information. The wealth and/or speci-
ficity of the information gives the reader the impression that he is being
given the account of an eyewitness, which is the most trustworthy form of
a report and helps the poet authenticate his story. Most of the notes quoted
above reflect an awareness that the poet’s presence in the midst of the events
that he is narrating is only apparent. He reports ‘as if he were present’ (cos
Tapwv) at the scene. The question, in other words, is not so much whether

2! A similar point is made about gaoct in schol. A 7/ 19.416~7a Ariston., where, however, it serves to
help justify the athetesis of the passage. Conversely, schol. EPQ Od. 6.42 treats gaoi as a reference
to what is known from tradition, that is, general knowledge.

See Introd. page 16. The rhetoric of a passage and its trustworthiness also play a role in the notes
which argue that Homer avoids favouring the Greeks too openly, either by having them occasionally
fail (schol. bT 7/ 11.233 ex.) or suffer (schol. AT 7/ 1.1 ex.) or by putting praise for them into the
mouth of a Trojan enemy: schol. bT /L. 3.1824 ex. (Priam to Agamemnon), bT 7/. 11.4304 ex. (Socus
to Odysseus), bT 7/. 12.1674 ex. (Asius on the Lapiths), bT /L 17.1646 ex. (Glaucus on Achilles),
AbT Il 20.89—92 ex. (Aeneas on Achilles), also bT 7/ 3.164 ex. (on balanced characterisation); see
Griesinger (1907: 34—5).
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he had actually been there (or, by extension, relies on people who had) —
the audience usually know that he had not — but whether his account can
create the impression that he had been there. The amount and specificity
of the information given (described as /effer de réel by Barthes) are seen
as factors crucial for creating this impression, especially if the information
given is in agreement with the readers’ own knowledge and experience.
They are then likely to extend their trust in the poet’s account to areas with
which they are less familiar. At the same time the eyewitness-like quality of
the poet’s narrative testifies to the immediacy, vividness and graphic quality
of his account.



CHAPTER 9

Style

In accordance with the principles laid out in the Introduction (page s),
this chapter on style focuses on the concepts that are discussed in the
scholia with some frequency and does not attempt to give an overview
of ancient notions of style in general. As a further restriction, the present
account excludes most of the rhetorical figures that deal with single words
or very short phrases (metaphor, synecdoche, litotes, etc.) and/or are of
a more ‘technical’ type (epanalepsis, homoioteleuton, isocolon, etc.). They
do not really address the questions of literary criticism that are the focus
of this book and, more importantly, are better studied on the basis of
the rhetorical handbooks. Instead, the chapter primarily discusses stylistic
terms and concepts that can be applied to entire clauses, sentences or even
larger units of text.

GRAPHIC QUALITY (ENARGEIA)

The title of this section needs a brief explanation. The word évépyeia is
usually rendered in English by ‘vividness. However, the Greek concept of
¢vépyeiax does not primarily refer to liveliness, vivacity, the state of being
animated, etc., as ‘vividness' suggests. Rather évé&pyeia is a visual con-
cept (comparable to German Anschaulichkeit) and designates the graphic
description that enthrals the audience. ‘Graphic quality’ is an attempt to
capture the visual connotations of év&pyeia. This visual foundation of the
term manifests itself, among other things, in the way that the concept often
goes hand in hand with the notion that the gripping account turns the
reader into a spectator.’ An illustrative example is the note on the beginning
of the horse race in /liad 23 that combines many of the relevant terms:

! Cf. the definition of év&pyeia by Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Lys. 7, pp. 14.17-15.1 U.-R.); on the
concept of the reader as spectator see Chapter s.
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T&oav pavTaciav dvopydds TpoPEPAnTal dos pndev ATToV TGOV BexxTdY EoynKé-
vai ToUs dkpoatds. (schol. bT 7/ 23.362—72 ex.)

He [sc. Homer] has projected the entire mental image so graphically that the
readers are captured no less than the spectators.

No less telling is a note on Astyanax turning away from the frightening
sight of his father Hector in full armour:

ToUTa 8¢ T& éTn oUTws EoTiv dvapyeias peoTd, &T1 oU pdvov AKOUETAl TA
Tp&ypata, AN kad Op&Tat. (schol. bT 7/ 6.467 ex.)*

These lines are so full of graphic quality that the events are not only heard but
even seen [sc. by the reader].

Last but not least, the visual quality of év&pyeix invites comparisons
between literary and visual art. Thus, Homer’s description of Ajax’ physical
symptoms (shortness of breath, sweat) when the Trojan pressure becomes
too strong even for him is praised for being ‘more graphic even than
painting’ (kad Cwypagias évapyéoTepov, schol. T 7L 16.107-11 ex.). A
similar point about literary art surpassing painting is made in schol. T /L
17.136¢ ex. (on a simile where the lion is portrayed as ‘covering the eyelids’).’

As a general quality, év&pyeia is a cornerstone of ancient rhetoric and
literary criticism and is discussed in various sources.* There is a consensus
that évépyeia is a desired goal, but how does a poet or orator achieve
it? As Meijering (1987: 39—44) has shown, two factors were thought to
be of particular importance. The first is the incorporation of detail, both
their quantity and specificity. A large number of details can render the

> Cf. schol. bT /L 17.263—5 ex., which argues that the simile, which, as a text, is ‘heard’ (i.e. ‘read’,
&kouduevov), is even more évapyts than what can actually be seen (16 6pcouevov). Similarly, schol.
bT 7/ 21.3254 ex. (on the river Scamander boiling with foam, blood and dead bodies) argues, though
without using the term év&pyeia, that the reader can see (i8€iv) what the words describe. Cf. Chapter
5 0. 74.

3 Cf. in general the many notes that speak of poetry in terms of painting (ypogikn): esp. schol. bT 7L
1.500 ex. (Thetis supplicates ‘as if in a painting’) and bT 7/ 2.3074" ex. (Homer/Odysseus describes
the scenery in Aulis ‘all but with colours’; Roemer 1879: xiv), also T 7/ 3.385 ex., T 1. 4.107a ex., bT
1l g141c ex., T II. 5.664 ex., bT Il. 6.40—4 D, AbT II. 6.213 ex., bT Il 12.463—s5 ex., T II. 17.856 ex.,
T 1. 22.367 ex., and from scholia to poets other than Homer: schol. Pi. P. 1.17b, A. Th. 338b; see also
the testimonia collected by Erbse on schol. T /7. 18.5384 ex. and Lehnert (1896: 9o-1). One scholion
(schol. bT /. 16.104—sa ex.) makes the interesting point that the repetition of the same word adds a
quality that cannot be achieved by painters and sculptors (on sculptors also schol. T 7. 22.976 ex.).
Furthermore, it is worth adducing schol. AbT /. 2.478—9a ex., which offers the following tripartition.
Tragedy aims at what is nobler (oepvéTepov) than reality, comedy at what is baser (EAaooov) than
reality and painting at reality itself. The scholion then illustrates each with one example from the
Iliad, which apparently combines all three.

4 As a result, it is well documented in modern scholarship too; see, in particular, Lausberg ([1960]
1990: § 810), Zanker (1981), Rispoli (1984), Meijering (1987: 29—52), also Roemer (1879: xiii—xiv),
Lehnert (1896: 92).
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description complete or bring about, to speak with Barthes (1968), [effer de
réel: the wealth of detail makes the reader feel that the account is authentic
(see Chapter 8). The same also applies to very specific details, especially if
they are particularly striking (visually, acoustically, conceptually, etc.).

A second important factor is the reduction of the distance (temporal
or spatial) between the events and the audience. This can be achieved,
for example, through the use of the present tense or deictic demonstrative
pronouns, by addressing the characters or the audience. This second factor
is more typical of oratory and therefore rarely commented on in the poetic
scholia.’

Conversely, the notion that the év&pyeia of a passage depends on the
incorporation of details is repeatedly found in the scholia. (Hector and
Patroclus fight over the dead body of Hector’s driver, Cebriones. Hector is
holding his head, Patroclus a foot.)

gvapytoTaTa Edeie TNV OAKNV ToU odopaTos Trpoodeis kal T& pépm, Qv éxOuevol
oUTot &vbeiAkov. (schol. bT 7/ 16.762—3 ex.)

He [sc. Homer] described the dragging of the body [sc. of Cebriones] most
graphically by adding the limbs which they [sc. Hector and Patroclus] were holding
and pulling in opposite directions.

This note makes it explicit that the descriptive details (here: Cebriones’
limbs) contribute to or even bring about évé&pyeia. In other cases, this
remains implicit when a passage (usually a detail) receives praise for its
&vépyeia.® Still other notes seem to build on the view that the details in
question are particularly striking. (The dead body of the Trojan fighter
Iphition is run over and cut in two by a Greek chariot.)

gvapy s €de1&e aikIoUOV oPOTOS UTTO TAOV TrapaBedvTwv TpoxddV S1aipoupé-
vou. (schol. bT 7/. 20.394 ex.)”

He [sc. Homer] graphically showed the mutilation of the body that is cut in two
by the chariot that is running past.

5 One Iliadic scholion (schol. bT 7/ 1.1636 ex.) argues: évapyoUs 8¢ &mraryyehias T& yeyovdTa s
ywoéueva &rraryyéAAev (it is characteristic of a graphic narrative to recount the events of the past
as if they were happening in the present’), but the application is hardly appropriate. It refers to the
passage where Achilles complains that when it comes to the distribution of booty (/L 1.163) ‘I never
have [Exco] a prize that is equal to yours [sc. Agamemnon’s].” The present tense here is more likely
to be generalising.

6 See e.g. schol. T /. 5.664 ex. (on the rescue of Sarpedon, with the spear still sticking in his thigh and
dragging behind him), bT 7/ 6.1176 ex. (on Hector running to Troy, with the shield banging against
his neck and heels).

7 Cf. e.g. schol. bT /L. 1.303 ex. (on blood spurting from a wound), T //. 4.1084" ex. (on the he-goat,
hit by Pandarus, falling backwards onto the rocks), T 7/ 23.6974 ex. (on Euryalus spitting blood and
rolling his head over after losing the boxing match against Epeius).
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Whereas modern readers tend to shy away from the gory details of
Homer’s battle description, this ancient critic treats them as an integral
part of the account that can contribute to its graphic quality.

Presence or absence of details also seems to mark the decisive difference
between #vépyeia and cagriveia (‘clarity’).” (When Agamemnon realises
that his brother Menelaus is struck with an arrow, he fears the worst and
addresses his brother in a desperate speech. The speech introduction and
the actual speech are separated by another line, which is not often the case
in Homer: ‘holding the hand of Menelaus, and the companions groaned
in response’.)

&pele TOV oTiYOV, Kol OU PA&YELS THV ooPnvelay, &TTOAETELS B¢ TNV Evdpyelav,
fATis Eupaivel THY "Ayauéuvovos ocuptrdbelay kol THV TGOV ouvayBopéveov
gtaipwv Bid8eotv. (schol. bT 7/ 4.154 ex.)

Take away the line, and you will not destroy its clarity, but you will take away its
graphic quality, which reveals Agamemnon’s commiseration and the state of the
companions who grieve with him.

In other words, from a strictly functional point of view the line is not
necessary (its excision does not destroy the clarity of the narrative), but
the details (Agamemnon holding his brother’s hand, the groaning of the
companions) contribute to the év&pyeix of the passage.

A particular problem is the relation between &v&pyeia and &vépyeix
(‘activity, energy’), which are regularly confused in the medieval
manuscripts.” A note by Eustathius indicates that ancient critics appar-
ently differentiated between év&pyeia as a quality of the narrative and
gvépyela as a quality of the action itself.’”” However, since the évépyeix
of the action can depend on the évé&pyeia of the narrative, one can easily
imagine that the two concepts get confused, especially in the light of the
frequent brevity of the scholia (Introd. page 9)."

8 On cagnvela in rhetoric see e.g. Meijering (1987: 224-5).

2 Cf. W. G. Rutherford (1905: 266-8); his starting-point is Trypho fig. (III 199.21—5 Spengel), who
defines tvépyeia as if he were talking about évépyeia: ppois U’ 8y &youoa T vooupevov (‘an
expression that makes the thought visible’). Whether the confusion originates with Trypho or is
due to a scribal error is impossible to decide.

See Meijering (1987: 237 n. 70). The passage is Eust. 914.12-13 (= 3.419.28—9): ioTéov 8¢ 61
TapacnueloUvtal of ToAatol vtalfa, dos TavTaydBev & ToinTns ékivnoe TNV TS BaYNS
gvépyeiav | TV ToU Adyou évdpyeiav (‘NB the ancient critics commented on this passage that
the poet used every possible source to bring out the dynamics of the battle or the graphic quality of
his narrative’).

Meijering (1987: 40) compares schol. bT /. 10.461a ex. (v&pyeia) with schol. bT 7/ 12.461—70 ex.
(tvépyeia) and T 1L 20.48¢ ex. (ditto) and concludes that ‘the terms are practically synonymous
here’. In the light of her parallels for the phrase THv évépyeiav kiveiv, however, one may prefer to
read &vépyeiain schol. bT /. 10.4614 ex. too (thus b, against T’s év&pyeiav favoured by Erbse and
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On account of the visual quality of év&pyela, it is justifiable to compare
the notes where the poet is praised for ‘rendering something visible’ (e.g. U1
Sy &yew, lit. ‘to bring into view’), especially where the two expressions
(8vépyeia, dyis) occur in combination, for example in a note on the half-
burnt ship of Protesilaus.”” Both concepts share the ‘synaesthetic’ view that
an aural form of art such as poetry can have a manifestly visual quality.

Works that survive only in excerpts such as the scholia are a particularly
unsafe basis for argumenta ex silentio (cf. Introd. page 9). It may, never-
theless, be significant that the dramatic scholia have very little to say on
gvapyela, and then almost exclusively on narrative elements such as the
messenger speech.” It may well be that évé&pyeia was considered a feature
typical primarily of narrative.

VARIATION AND AVOIDANCE OF MONOTONY

An important focus of ancient literary criticism is a poem’s variation
(TroikiAia), or, put negatively, the avoidance of uniformity (1o Spoei-
8és), monotony and therefore surfeit (k6pos) on the part of the reader.'* In
order to keep the reader’s attention (see Chapter 5), a good poet is expected
to vary his poem regularly and insert elements which are new (kcuvos).”
This notion is so common in ancient criticism and rhetoric that a small

after him Meijering). This does not alter the correct observation that the two terms are easily and
often mistaken for each other (see also van der Valk on Eust. 861.48 = 3.249.13).

See schol. bT 7/ 16.2944 ex.; for U1 dyw &yew see e.g. schol. bT /L 1.3174 ex. (on the savour of
roasted meat rising to the sky), bT 7/ 5.82 ex. (on a severed hand falling to the ground), bT 7/, 21.20
ex. (on Achilles striking in a circle around him), S. 4j. 308d (on Tecmessa recounting how Ajax
finally sat among the butchered animals), OC 1648 (on the messenger speech). See also Ps.Long.
15.7 on Simonides (= fr. 557 Page) and for the phrase &vapyds U’ 8yiv &yew Theon II 118.7-8
Spengel (on &kgpaots), cf. the definition of év&pyeia by Anon.Ségu. 96 Patillon. It is perhaps worth
mentioning that U’ & v &yew can also designate what the dramatic poet literally shows on stage
(e.g. schol. Ar. Pax 1204).

Cf. schol. E. Ph. 1178, also S. El. 1404 (quoted in Chapter 19). Cases such as schol. Ar. £g. 404b
are no real contradiction. Here, évapyms describes the individual word (Aé€15) and means ‘very
expressive’, a usage that W. G. Rutherford (1905: 268 n. 14) considers ‘foolish’.

4 Avoiding T6 6poeidés: e.g. schol. bT 1. 6.371 ex., A. Eum. 609; k6pos: see the examples collected in
Chapter s.

Put negatively: a poet should avoid unnecessary repetition (Siooohoyeiv). If he does, he is likely to
be praised for it: e.g. schol. T 7/ 11.8264 ex. (Eurypylus does not give Patroclus a detailed catalogue
of the wounded Greeks; Nestor has done so already), bT 7/ 14.43 ex. (Homer has Nestor ignore part
of Agamemnon’s question in order to avoid repetition), S. Aj. 295a (Tecmessa does not report what
happened to Ajax outside the hut: she does not know, and Sophocles does not want to annoy the
audience by repeating what has been said already), 735a (the chorus-leader does not elaborate to the
messenger why Ajax is not in, because the audience know already), 784d (explains in great detail
why Sophocles here abandons his usual avoidance of repetition (the messenger reports first to the
chorus and then to Tecmessa), and the repetition is not tedious (Trpookoprs), because it is shorter),
El 1251 (argues that Orestes and Electra do not speak about what happened to Agamemnon, because

s}
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selection of relevant notes and a few general remarks must suffice in the
present context.'®

Scholars perceive variation and avoidance of monotony in virtually every
conceivable part and aspect of a poem. Examples include small stylistic
phenomena such as the variation of the grammatical case (schol. bT /L
13.428b ex.) or the avoidance of homoioteleuton (schol. T II. 9.3185 ex.) as
much as the variation of the poem as a whole (schol. bT 7/. 4.1z ex.). To
put it bluntly, poikilia is a fundamental principle for poetry in general (e.g.
schol. A I/. 18.483a Ariston.).

Considering the Iliadic scholia on variation as a whole, one notices that
they remarkably often adduce the argument in connection with battle
scenes. The notes on Homer successfully varying his battle scenes are
so numerous that one cannot help suspecting that they reflect a certain
apologetic tendency. Scholars either draw attention to Homer’s general
ability to vary battle scenes:

81" dhou Bt pUAdooeTal Trepl TAS TTATY&s TroikiAiav 6 ToinTrs. (schol. T 77
11.3784 ex.)"”

The poet constantly observes variation concerning the wounds.

or they praise a particular scene for its variation in that it presents a new
constellation. (Sarpedon and Glaucus together lead the Lycian forces into

battle.)

&AL EAAT) TTapaokeu]) XpRTal doTe veTepov TOV &ydva paiveabal, Trpoo-
ek TIKOUS fuds To1édv. (schol. bT 71 12.3304 ex.)™®

the audience already know all of it and are more interested in seeing what Orestes will do). Cf.
Odysseus at the end of his tale to the Phaeacians (O4. 12.451-3).

For moikiAia in rhetoric see e.g. Hermog. 7d. 1.1 (p. 222.1—4 Rabe). Variation and avoidance of
monotony are virtual synonyms for good poetry and literature in general, see e.g. D.H. Is. 4
(p. 60.14-18 U.-R), Plut. garr. s04d (on Homer), vita Soph. (test. 1.85 Radv), vita Eur. (p. 4.7-8
Schwartz), schol. Pi. O. 2.153b. Modern scholarship on the topic: Roemer (1879: xiv—xv), van der
Valk (I: xciv, II: Ivi-ii), N. J. Richardson (1980: 266), Meijering (1987: 167—71), Heath (1987: 105—6).
The notion ‘variation pleases’ (probably best known in its Latin form varietas delectat) reaches well
beyond the interpretation of texts, see e.g. Arist. Rh. 1371a26-8, who quotes E. Or. 234 (cf. fr. com.
adesp. 859 K-A).

Cf. schol. bT L. 5.70c¢ ex. (avoidance of monotony by introducing the characters of attackers and
victims), bT 7/ 11.104—s5 ex. (variation by detailed information on victim, sim. bT /. 20.383—5 ex.;
on the topic also Chapter 8), AbT 7/ 16.3396 ex. (variation of wounds), bT 7/ 20.460 ex. (Homer
passes over the wounds in order to avoid surfeit).

Cf. schol. bT 7/ 5.166a ex. (variation: now Pandarus is energetic and Diomedes despondent),
bT /. 6.37—65 ex. (new scene: Adrestus supplicates Menelaus), bT 7/ 11.1306 ex. (Peisander and
Hippolochus supplicate Agamemnon from their chariot), T /L. 11.498 ex. (variation by leaving Ajax
behind and change of scene to Hector on the left-hand side), bT 7/. 16.1526 ex. (variation: Automedon
yokes an extra trace-horse, which will be killed by Sarpedon), bT 7/ 16.345—7 ex. (different way of
striking the victim’s mouth, comparison with similar scene in book 5), bT 7/ 16.395—84 ex. (subtle

N
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Again he [sc. Homer] makes use of another arrangement [sc. two commanders-
in-chief], in order to give a new appearance to the battle, thereby making us
attentive.

Obviously the two forms of general and specific interpretation can be
combined (e.g. schol. bT 7/. 20.397 ex., on different wounds in the head).
Moreover, praise for variation may either refer to what the poet describes
(see above) or to how he describes it."

No less indicative of the prominence of battle scenes is the fact that
a relaxing effect is attributed to changes of scene, especially when they
lead away from the battlefield.”® Alternatively, they introduce a different
type of scene, for example supplication instead of combat. (Asteropaeus
supplicates Achilles.)

TapaAA&oowy TO Suoeldts émoinat Tva iketevovta. (schol. bT 7/ 20.463—96
ex.)”

Avoiding uniformity, he [sc. Homer] has someone [sc. Asteropaeus] supplicate.

Asteropaeus’ supplication varies the pattern that Homeric fighters nor-
mally engage in combat even if there is a considerable difference in strength
between them.

Especially interesting are notes that first give a list of the known forms
and then discuss the variation. For instance, in a note on the ‘Doloneia’:

TTOAAGV B& KaT& TTV Trolnov SIvuopéveoy PeTd pdyas I rikas Kol redas, Beddv
TPWOEls, povopaylas, Snunyoplas, ékkAnoioas &vdpddv Te kai Bedv, TpeoPeias,
Kol péxpt TS “18ns kaTayary dov Tov Ala, kad Ao TPaTTAIS Kad KEPAUVOTS Tro1foas
Aerropevoy 16 EAANVIKOY, & &ANo €l8os TpéeTan 6 TroinTms, S1& SOAou kai
VUKTOS QvarrAn pédv TH pel fuépav &tuyiav Tédv EAAAvewv. (schol. bT 7/ 10.3—4
ex.)”

With many <story elements> having been used up in the poem, after battles with
chariots and foot soldiers, woundings of gods, single combats, public speeches,
assemblies of men and gods, embassies, and having led Zeus away to Mt Ida and
having isolated the Greek cause by means of thunder and lightning, the poet

variation of similar battle constellations), b 7/ 21.3 ex. (variation by singling out an individual). For
the implicit contrast with the notion of ‘typical battle scenes’ see Chapter 16.

¥ Cf. schol. bT 1. 14.476—7 ex. (on varied sequence of narrative), bT I/ 17.309 ex. (ditto), bT 7.
17.600 ex. (ditto), bT 7/ 17.689—90 ex. (on variety in describing the death of Patroclus).

2% On changes of scene in general see Chapter 1. Changes that lead away from the battlefield are
discussed in schol. T 7/ 11.599 ex., bT II. 14.16 ex., bT Il 18.12 ex., D Il. 18.245, see also bT L. 4.14
ex.

' See also schol. bT 7/ 21.345 ex. (on the Lycaon scene, which elaborates the supplication motif) and
bT 7. 6.37—65 ex. (n. 18).

22 Cf. schol. bT /. 21.184 ex. (on theomachy and river battle as new forms).
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now turns to another form, completing the Greeks” misfortune during the day by
means of ruse and at night.

The critic so to speak takes an inventory of the types of scene that occur
in books 1-9 and contrasts them with the night expedition in book 10.
It is clear that he has in mind the opposition ‘variation vs. monotony’,
although he does not use the standard terms, but simply speaks of a ‘new
form’ (&AAo €i805).

All the examples adduced so far explicitly or implicitly presuppose that,
by varying his poem (or avoiding monotony), the poet creates a form of
mild surprise which renews the reader’s attention. As Chapter 5 has made
clear, an intensified form of surprise can result if the poet first deliberately
creates and subsequently thwarts a particular expectation on the reader’s
part (‘creation of false expectations’). Interestingly, the notion of TroikiA it is
broad enough to include such cases too. (In //iad 13, Hector kills Poseidon’s
grandson Amphimachus. The sea god flies into a rage, rushes to the Greek
camp and urges them to fight.)

6 pgv dkpoartns drouoas T “kad TOTe 1) Trepi kfjpt TTooe1d&ewv &y oAwdn” Tpoo-
Sok& Tiva CUBBOATV TTOAépoU YevéoBal peyioTny. 6 8& TToIn TS PIACTTOIKIAOS
AV Ao gTreiodyet, THY ouvavTnow autol [sc. /2 13.210-39], TNV ¢pwdTnow [sc.
13.219—20] Kai &TTOKPLOLY [sc. 13.222—30], TOV OTTAIoUOV 18opevéwss [sc. 13.240—5]
kad Erepat. (schol. b 7/ 13.219-3294* ex.)™

The reader who reads ‘and then Poseidon got angry in his heart” expects some very
fierce clash of armed forces [i.e. an immediate battle scene between Greeks and
Trojans]. The poet, however, being a lover of variation, inserts other <scenes>,
his [sc. Poseidon’s] encounter [sc. with Idomeneus], the question [sc. Poseidon’s]
and answer [sc. Idomeneus’], Idomeneus’ arming, and so on.

The treatment of battle scenes in the first half of the //iad induces the
reader to expect that the two armies will immediately engage in battle.
Homer, however, piAoToikidos as he is, gives up the former pattern and
first inserts (émreiodyet) other scenes before the armies finally clash. The
overall effect is that of a retardation (see Chapter 2).

Poikilia is, to repeat, a cornerstone of ancient literary criticism that
is applied in many forms and contexts. As an interpretative principle, it
became particularly important in the Hellenistic period. Its application
can therefore be somewhat anachronistic, especially when the texts under
discussion are the Homeric epics, which display various typical character-
istics that are not automatically conducive to an explanation in terms of

» The T-scholion on the same passage is more specific about the ‘unexpected’ scenes, but leaves out
the point about Homer being piAomoikiAos.
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variation. As Chapter 16 will show, however, ancient critics were not totally
unaware of Homer’s typicality. But true to their immediate heritage, they
were inclined to emphasise the variation within the typicality.

EXPLANATION (EPEXEGESIS)

It is generally accepted that the oldest stratum of ancient criticism is
the explanation of difficult and obsolete words (see Introd. page 15). In
the course of their careful examination of poetic vocabulary, ancient critics
came to discover a recurrent feature which they called éreEnyynois (lit. ‘sub-
sequent explanation’). They found that poets have a tendency to explain
difficult words themselves. For example, the rare metaphor onk&iecfan
(‘to be penned up’, of the Trojans under siege) is explained by Homer
himself, in that he adds ‘like sheep’ at the end of the line (schol. A /. 8.1312
Ariston.). And the same technique could be found in many other places
both in Homer and elsewhere.”* Poets appear to be aware of the difficulties
of their vocabulary. By means of ‘subsequent explanation’ they enable the
reader to understand properly the particular expression and the text as a
whole. Or as a scholion on Aeschylus puts it:

eicbool, dTov &oagés Ti iTreoty, of oinTal émrekdiddokely aUTo. “Op(n)p(os):
“kUpPaxos &v kovinow &mi Ppeyudv Te kai dpous” [£L 5.586]. (schol. A. Eum.
45a, sim. b)*»

Whenever they say something obscure, poets are wont to explain it afterwards.
<Cf.> Homer: ‘<Mydon fell from the chariot> headlong into the sand, onto
his neck and shoulders’ [i.e. the difficult word kymbachos ‘headlong’ is explained
by the rest of the line].

The critic argues that Afjver (‘wool’) in Aeschylus is a difficult word that
is ‘subsequently explained’ by &py Tt baAAG (‘white fleece’), for which he
adduces a Homeric parallel. Strictly speaking, there is a difference between
Homer and dramatic texts, because in the latter it is the character who gives

>4 Cf. in particular Porphyry zet. 11/12 (I 297—302 Schrader) with numerous examples; also Ap.S. 135.2,
schol. h 71 1.279, A I 2.143a Ariston., bT Il 5.587a ex., bT IL. 5.700b ex., A Il. 6.43 Ariston., bT 1.
10.1886 ex., A Il. 10.486 Ariston., bT Il 12.53—4a ex., bT IL 13.2814 ex., bT Il. 13.798-9 ex., bT 1L
14.30-8 ex., bT Il 15.364b ex., AT 1. 15.536 ex., A Il. 21.495b Ariston. (sim. Ge), A IL. 23.471 Ariston.
(on which see below), A 1l. 23.627a Ariston./Nic. (sim. bT), bT Il. 24.752a ex., Q Od. 10.44, HQ
Od. 10.161, A. Ch. 97, Eum. 45a (quoted below), Supp. 403, 561, 808-809, Th. 400—404b, E. Or.
196, 891, Ph. 187, Hipp. 443, Alc. 756, Ar. Nu. 130¢, 358b, Pax 789c¢, Av. 1061a, Call. A. 2.50a (p. s1.53
Pf.). Needless to say, notes on epexegesis can describe the phenomenon without using the term itself:
e.g. schol. bT 1/ 5.340 ex., A Il. 6.417a Ariston.

The Homeric example is explained accordingly in schol. bT 7/ 5.587a ex., AT 1. 15.536 ex., cf. Porph.
zet. 11/12 (I 300.1—2 Schrader).

2
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the explanation, not the narrator. The present note ignores that difference,
and it is likely that the same holds true for many of the notes where the
lack of an explicit grammatical subject precludes a clear decision.*

As to the specific details of epexegesis, scholars assume that the explanation
always follows on the expression that is in need of such an explanation,
as, in fact, the prefix &m- in éme€r)ynois indicates. Consequently, they are
surprised by a passage where the regular sequence is inverted:

onuelwTéoV 8¢ 6T1 TTpoeEnynooTo, Tis 7| Xnpapds, koidn méTpa [cf. 21.494],
gmreEnyelobon eiwbdads, ol Tpoelnyeiobon: “vePpov ExovT dwUyeool, Tékos ENG-
@o10” [11. 8.248]. (schol. bT 1L 21.495¢ ex. (Ariston.), cf. Ge and A)

<The line> must be marked with a sign, because he [sc. Homer] explains before-
hand what the chéramos is, a hollow rock, whereas he is wont to explain subse-
quently, not in advance. <Cf. e.g.> ‘with a fawn in his claws, the young of a
deer’.

The interpretation of the passage itself may be problematic (koiAn
éTpn, hollow rock’, is said to explain beforehand what ynpauds means).
But the note is important for the general claim about the standard sequence
of epexegesis, which is backed with an example.

This is perhaps the occasion to mention the notes which argue that the
poet himself gives an etymological explanation of a character’s name, even
if the critics do not explicitly use the term epexegesis in such contexts. The
point is made about the names of Astyanax (schol. A /. 6.403 Ariston.),
Idaeus (schol. T 1/ 7.278 ex.) and Thoétes (schol. A /L. 12.343a Ariston.).

Notes on epexegesis sometimes use the formulation that the poet ‘himself
(altds) gives the explanation of the word in question.”” The implied
contrast may be ‘he the poet and not I the critic’. It should, however, be
mentioned in that connection that the Aristarcheans appear to have seen
epexegesis as a privilege of the narrator. 7/. 23.471 (in a speech by Idomeneus)
is considered a ‘subsequent explanation’ and is athetised because epexegesis
is the poet’s task, not the character’s (schol. A 7l 23.471 Ariston.). The
note hardly does justice to the passage in question (see the discussion in
Chapter 4), but the underlying rule as such is remarkable.”* Read against
this backdrop, the emphasis on ‘himself’ may well mean ‘he the poet and
not the character’.

26 For the general tendency among ancient scholars to write, e.g., ‘Sophocles says’ instead of ‘Sophocles
has his character say’ see Excursus at the end of Chapter 4.

7 Cf. e.g. schol. A I/, 8.131a Ariston., A Il. 21.495b Ariston. (sim. Ge), A. Supp. 403 (theoretically, altds
could refer here to the chorus, but see n. 26).

% Note, however, that schol. A I/ 23.627a Ariston./Nic. simply observes the presence of epexegesis,
although it forms part of a speech by Nestor (Schenkeveld 1970: 173).
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Considering the collected evidence on epexegesis, one cannot help notic-
ing that the term is sometimes applied to straightforward expressions that
are hardly in need of a semantic explanation. An example is the ‘wide’
(e¥peia) trench which protects the Greek camp.” It is conceivable that
over the years the technical term was watered down. As a consequence, any
passage which seemed to explain and elaborate a preceding word could now
be called epexegesis, regardless of whether the word was actually difficult
or not. As a complementary solution, one might consider the possibility
that epexegesis was influenced by the related, but strictly speaking different,
concept of (ep)exergasia (‘elaboration’).’

ELABORATION (EPEXERGASIA)

The term and concept of (¢m-)é€epyaoia (‘elaboration’) are rooted in
rhetorical theory. An orator is expected to state the subject-matter of his
speech at the outset in a summary list of topics (T& kepdAaia), which he is
then to ‘work out’ in detail (é§epy&leabai, also &me€-) in the speech that
follows.” Ancient critics apply this principle also to the interpretation of
poets and prose writers. Probably the most extensive discussion of epexer-
gasia is the one by Dionysius of Halicarnassus. He criticises Thucydides
for repeatedly failing to find a good balance between the importance of the
topic and the elaboration, that is, the length of his narrative. Dionysius
believes that important events should be treated at length, unimportant
ones not. To his mind, Thucydides was not very successful in implementing
this principle.’”

In the scholia, the concept of elaboration often occurs in the form
that a summary passage is said to name the general topic, which is then
elaborated in the subsequent narrative (e.g. schol. A 7/. 17.608-16 Porph.).”

» See schol. bT 7/ 12.53—4a ex.; sim. bT 1/. 13.798—9 ex. (on TOAA& ‘many’), Q Od. 10.44 (on &TT1

‘what’ as denoting quantity too), E. Or. 196 (on &awes E€8aves ‘you slew, you were slain’), Ar. Nu. 130c

(where, paradoxically, the ‘explanation’ okwddAauor ‘splinters’ is more difficult than the expression

it is said to explain: Adyo1 &kpiPeis ‘exact arguments’, but see next n.), 358b (on TpeoPUTNS ‘old

man’).

Note, in particular, the juxtaposition of &nynois kai &meSepyooia in schol. Ar. Nu. 130¢ (see

previous n.); cf. also schol. bT /. 16.180—92 ex. The discussion by Schenkeveld (1970: 172—3) appears

to presuppose that the two terms are synonymous.

Cf. Anderson (2000: 49), with references. The former part, the list of topics, is also called pepiouds

‘division (of subjects)’ (e.g. D.H. Is. 3, p. 95.15, 20 U.-R.). Both elements together belong to the

orator’s oikovopia (see Chapter 1).

3> Cf. D.H. Thuc. 13—20, with Meijering (1987: 148—50).

3 The same idea can be expressed in different terminology, cf. e.g. schol. Pi. O. 3.38a: T& kepdAanax
EkOels . . . TO KaTd pépos éméCeiowv (‘having set out the main points. . . he goes through with the
details); schol. Ar. Nu. sog: Tpoertréov kKaBoAou . . . &AW karapepiZerl (‘having first spoken in
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The concept is developed in considerable detail in a long Aristarchean
note on the passage in which Hector strikes off the tip of Ajax’ spear,
with subsequent elaboration of the details (schol. A I/ 16.116a Ariston.).
Aristarchus argues that there is no real contradiction between the two
parts of the narrative.”* Rather, the second part elaborates the preceding
summary. The fact that the tip comes off only after Ajax uselessly wields
the spear simply adds a detail that was not mentioned in the summary.”

Given its origins in rhetoric, it is hardly surprising that ‘elaboration’ and
related concepts turn up when the scholia describe the structure of speeches
both in epic and, though less often, in tragedy.36 Interestingly, schol. T 7/,
11.393—5 ex. considers the last three lines of Diomedes’ boasting speech to
Paris a ‘poetic elaboration’ (¢mre€epyacia moinTikn). Given that roinTiKds
can mean ‘in the style of the narrator’ (as opposed to a character’s speech,
see Chapter 4) and given that epexegesis was also considered a privilege of
the narrator (see above), this critic perhaps means to say that the three
lines are in the narrator’s style and therefore foreign to Diomedes’ speech.
Opverall, however, it is common among ancient scholars to treat ‘elabora-
tion’ as an unobjectionable element of a speech (see the examples listed in
n. 36).

A particularly interesting example of the concept ‘summary with sub-
sequent elaboration’ is the generalising analysis of a Euripidean messenger

speech:

ouvnBows ALY EUpiridng Tpoeirdov &v evi oTixw TS oUNPOPAS TO KEPAAXLOV
KOTOXOTXTIKWTEPOV UoTepov dinyeitar 16 &v. (schol. E. Ph. 1339)7

In his typical manner, Euripides [strictly speaking, the messenger], having stated
beforehand in a single verse the gist of the plight, then recounts the whole story
in a more detailed [i.e. narrative] way.

general . . . he repeats it in much detail’). A few Homeric scholia on elaboration are collected by
Roemer (1879: xiii) and Bachmann (1904: 19).
34 The exact wording is Sokel p&yeofa, which need not mean more than ‘seems to be in contradiction’,
that is, apparent contradiction (Schrader 1880: 427 n. 1).
In reality, Aristarchus misinterprets the passage (see Janko 1992: ad loc.), but the note nicely illustrates
how he saw the relationship between summary and elaboration.
Epic: schol. Ge /. 1.207-11 (Athena to Achilles), bT 7/ 1.3526 ex. (Achilles elaborates his initial
prayer; the critic uses the term AemToloyeiv instead of &meSepy&leoban), bT 7/ 4.372 ex. (Athena
reproaches Diomedes by praising his father), T /. 11.7416 ex. (Nestor to Patroclus on his exploits as
ayoung man), bT 7/ 17.142-8 ex. (careful structural analysis of Glaucus’ critique of Hector), also bT
1l. 2.340a ex. (Nestor and Odysseus both elaborate what the other omits in his speech), bT 7/ 4.35
ex. (Zeus criticising Hera’s aggression against Troy). Tragedy: schol. S. E/ 558 (Electra divides her
speech in kep&Aaua like an orator), sim. 998 (on Chrysothemis’ speech). For the structural analysis
of speeches see also Chapter 17.
37 Cf. schol. AbT 7/ 18.204 ex. (on Antilochus reporting Patroclus’ death).

w
M

w
N



206 The Ancient Critic at Work

Despite the absence of the usual word for elaboration, it is clear that
this scholion, which aptly describes the structure of Euripides’ messenger
speeches, belongs here.

In a more general sense, the various terms (kepdAaua, éme§epy&leofon
and cognates) can be used more independently of the underlying rhetorical
theory in order to designate any form of ‘summary’ or ‘elaboration’.’®
This general use of ‘elaboration” occurs, for example, in the description
of similes (e.g. schol. T 7/ 11.4816 ex., T 1. 12.278-860b ex.), especially in
order to set off the simile against its shorter peer, the metaphor, which lacks
the elaboration part (schol. bT 7/ 17.737—9 ex.). In short, &v kepaaiots
(or similar) can describe any summary and therefore ‘rapid’ narrative.
Conversely, ée€epy&leofan can do the same for any detailed and therefore
‘slow’ narrative.’”

One note (schol. bT 7/ 4.122—3 ex.) testifies to the principle that Homer
is wont to give an elaborate description on the first occurrence of the
phenomenon in question (in this case, the shooting of an arrow). In a
similar vein, schol. bT 7/ 18.610 ex. makes the observation that Homer
gives extensive descriptions only once for each phenomenon (he described
the corslet of Agamemnon in /. 11.19—40 and therefore does without a
detailed description of Achilles’ in /iad 18; similarly with the pyres of
Patroclus (23.110-230) and Hector (24.782-804) respectively). These notes
must be read against the background that poets ought to avoid unnecessary
repetition (see above on Variation).*

Occasionally, Homer is praised for omitting the elaboration. The pro-
lepsis of Patroclus’ death, for example, would take the edge off the narrative
if the poet had elaborated the details.*" And to give a detailed description
of every single fighter’s death would be prolix (schol. bT 7/ 16.415—7 ex.).
Similarly, scholars athetise E. Med. 87 on account of what they consider a
superfluous elaboration.* Conversely, a scholar argues that Homer must

38 Cf. e.g. schol. T 1. 4.140b ex., bT Il 6.119b ex., bT Il 7.197-8a ex., bT Il. 8.63 ex., bT 1. 9.88 ex.
(narrative without elaboration is called wiAds), AbT /L. 10.254 ex., A I1. 11.17a Ariston., bT I/. 11.90-8
ex., T Il 11.2266 ex. (Y1A6s again), bT I 11.765a ex., bT 1. 15.6—7 ex., bT 1. 15.369 ex., HQR Od.
4.52 (quoted in Chapter 6), Pi. P. r.101a, E. Andpr. 32, etc. (see also Meijering 1987: 152-3); schol.
HPQT Od. 5.81 makes the interesting point 8Uo 8¢ TpoTO1 Eupdoews, 6 utv Si& Tfis kab’ ékaoTov
gme§epyaoias, 6 8 S1& ToU oupTrepdouaTos (‘there are two modes of emphasis, one by means of
the elaboration of detail, the other by means of the outcome’).

39 For ‘rapid’ and ‘slow’ narrative cf. Chapter 2; see also below on Brevity.

49 See also schol. Ab 7/. 2.615—7 ex., which argues that Homer designates Elis by naming the places

located at the border because he did not want to elaborate again (Tr&Aw).

Cf. schol. bT 77 11.604c¢ ex. (discussed in Chapter 1).

4 Cf. schol. E. Med. 87, with most modern editors following suit. The same notion of superfluousness
probably underlies schol. Pi. 7. 2.1b, which argues that Pindar ‘elaborated’ the proem with an eye to
his fee. (The Pindaric scholia are rich in such ‘economic’ insinuations: e.g. schol. Pi. P. 1.173, 3.195a,
1. 2.19a, 5.2a, etc. and Chapter 1.)
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not be criticised for dwelling on the details of Zeus’ kinship with Sarpedon,
because it serves a didactic purpose (schol. b 7/. 16.433-84" ex.).”

These examples show that Homer may, but need not, elaborate. Perhaps
this was one of the reasons why Zenodotus decided to athetise the bulk of
the production of Achilles’ shield by Hephaestus (/. 18.483-608), leaving
untouched only the short summary (f) kepaAaicodns kBeos) at the begin-
ning (18.478-82). It is quite likely that he failed to see the function of such
a long elaboration at this point.** Aristarchus objected that Homer would
not have carefully introduced Hephaestus’ bellows if he was not going
to make use of them in his narrative (schol. A I/ 18.483a Ariston.). The
explanation shows that Aristarchus knows full well that elaboration can be
omitted. But in the present case he considers it genuine on account of the
careful motivation of the bellows. Elsewhere, however, Aristarchus himself
athetises lines of elaboration if they do not fit the requirements of their
context.” A main criterion is, as often in Alexandrian scholarship, whether
or not the elaboration has a specific function in that particular context.
The lines which describe how Athena changes her clothes (7. 5.734—6 =
8.385—7), for example, are kept in the former scene ‘because they achieve
something’ (TTp&TTeTan yép Tiva) and athetised in the latter because they
allegedly do not.*® The note on the former passage (schol. A /. 5.734—6
Ariston.) makes it clear that the lines function so to speak as an ‘arming
scene’ which prepares for Athena’s subsequent aristeia (cf. schol. A I/ 11.174
Ariston., on the arming of Agamemnon).*’

The general topic ‘summary without elaboration’ also plays a role in
the debate over another athetesis. (In the Athenian section of the Cata-
logue, three lines (/. 2.553—s5) praise their leader Menestheus as an excellent
horseman and commander, surpassed by nobody except for Nestor.)

611 ZnvddoTos &ro ToUTou TPEls oTiyous [sc. 553—s] H0éTnkey, pnroTe S16TI
B1& TGOV &Ml pépoUs OUBETTOTE AUTOV SIATAOCOVTA GUVECTNOEV. TTOAAX PéV-
To1 “Opnpos kepoAxiwddds ouvioTnoty, T T& Epya TOPAALTTOV, WS THY
Maxdovos dpioTeiov “mabosy &pioTedovTta udyas” [ZL. 11.506]. (schol. A /L.
2.553a Ariston.)*

4 On didactic purpose in general see Introd. page 13.

4 See Nickau (1977: 236—40), who, however, is too prone to defend Zenodotus’ textual decisions.

4 Mostly in speeches; see the examples discussed by Meijering (1987: 153—4). On the notion that
elaboration is the narrator’s privilege see above.

46 Cf. schol. A Il 8.385—74" Ariston.; Alexandrian scholars are generally prone to suspect verbatim
repetitions (e.g. Liihrs 1992).

47 See also Bachmann (1902: 36—7), Griesinger (1907: 26—7), Schenkeveld (1970: 170-3).

4 The same notion that the elaboration of Menestheus’ qualities is missing seems to underly schol.
AT 1l. 4.327-8 ex. The parallel case of Machaon is similarly explained in schol. A 7/, 11.506a Ariston.,
whereas schol. T 7/ 11.506b ex. considers it a real exception; on the question see also schol. T 7/.
12.35 ex. On ‘leaving out’ see Chapter 6.
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<The diple periestigmene,> because Zenodotus athetised three lines down from
here, perhaps because he [sc. Homer] does not anywhere give a detailed account of
him [sc. Menestheus] ordering his troops. Homer, however, presents many things
summarily, leaving out the action itself [i.e. a detailed account of it], for example,
Machaon’s aristeia [sc. is not narrated in detail, but Homer says only in summary]:
‘<The Greeks would not have yielded, had not Paris> stopped <Machaon> from
excelling in battle’.

Aristarchus or his pupils hypothesise (ufroTe ‘perhaps’) that Zenodotus
took exception to the missing elaboration of Menestheus’ qualities as a
military commander in the rest of the //iad. Zenodotus probably objected
that the lines in the Catalogue create the expectation of a subsequent
elaboration, which is not fulfilled (Nickau 1977: 177-8). Aristarchus refutes
his athetesis with the argument that it is quite common for Homer to omit
the elaboration (supported with an example).*” The passage differs from
the ones discussed above in that the elaboration of Menestheus’ qualities
could not have followed immediately upon the passage from the Catalogue.
It is noteworthy, too, that in the Machaon parallel the elaboration would
have preceded the summary in /. 11.506. All in all, Aristarchus’ note appears
to deal with ‘summary without elaboration’ in a rather loose sense. This,
however, is not to say that it is not representative. Rather, the collected
evidence seems to indicate that ancient scholars felt free to apply the
concepts of ‘summary’ and ‘elaboration’ in various forms and contexts.
The concepts may well be rooted in specific rhetorical theory (summary
programme with subsequent implementation), but the scholia show that
critics took the liberty of applying the terms more loosely to any form of
summary or elaboration if this served their needs.

BREVITY

The preceding section regularly refers to the opposition ‘summary vs. elabo-
ration’. In that connection, it is worth remembering that ancient critics
exhibit a certain predilection for brevity. Perhaps the earliest witness is
Isocrates, who, according to Quintilian, considered brevity one of the
three virtues of a speech’s narrative section (the other two being clarity and
persuasiveness).”® The concept of brevity (or conciseness) in general is very
common in ancient scholarship. It can be applied to all kinds of passages

4 Note also that the Aristarcheans did not count Menestheus among the main characters (schol. A 7/,
4.343a Ariston.).

5 See Quint. 4.2.31 (= Artium Scriptores B XXIV 34). It is generally assumed that Isocrates’ term
for brevity was ouvtopia, which should therefore not be considered ‘Stoic’ (M. Schmidt 1976: 54
n. 40); see also Arist. Po. 1455b1s—16. Isocrates’ tripartition is widely attested (see e.g. Anonymus
Seguerianus 63 Dilts-Kennedy = 63 Patillon, with the parallels listed by Dilts and Kennedy ad loc.).
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and expressed in various ways: in addition to the central term ouvTouia
(‘brevity’, with cognates), one can find, for example, &v kepoAaiw (‘sum-
marily’), év dAiyors (‘in a few words’), &v Ppoaxel (‘briefly, in a nutshell’),
v Téyer (‘quickly’), kat& ouptrépacua (R ‘by indicating only the con-
clusion (or result) of the action’) or verbs such as TopaTpéyev (‘to run
through’).”" A cherished notion is praise for a poet who can achieve much
in a single line (évi oTixe) or even a single word (S1& pids AéSews), for
example the characterisation of the figure of Briseis.’*

The section on elaboration will have made it clear that scholars do not
generally favour brevity, but judge each case on its merits. It is true, though,
that their outlook can be influenced by Hellenistic principles of writing
poetry. As a result they are sometimes inclined to produce a text that is
‘leaner’ than is perhaps justified (see e.g. the argument in schol. A 7/. 1.110
Ariston.). It is equally true, however, that they differentiate between the
various genres: epic is the more ‘leisurely’ genre and allows for more epische
Breite (‘epic scope’), whereas tragedy must not fail to press forward towards
its completion (see discussion in Chapter 2).

INDIRECT PRESENTATION

Literature in general and poetry in particular have a predilection for indirect
presentation. At the level of individual words and expressions, this can
be gathered, for example, from the prominence of figurative language
(metaphors etc.). Indirect style also comes into play when the presentation
of one story element as it were stands for another that is not explicitly
mentioned. (In //iad 11, Hector’s charioteer, Cebriones, drives the chariot
through lost armour and the bodies of soldiers, ‘and the entire axle below
was sprinkled with blood, and the rims around the chariot’.)

elwbe 8¢ &mo TGOV oupPePnrodTLov dnAolv T& TpdypaTta viv 8¢ &md ToU
&vopepopévou aipaTos oTe TIPTAGual Tov &fova kal Tas &vTuyas, TO
TAT00s évépnve TGV vekpddov. Pabl 8¢ Tpalua SnAdoan BEAwy enol “mév &
UtreBepudvdn Sipos afpatt” [/1 16.333 = 20.476]. (schol. bT 1/ 11.534—5 ex.)”

' ouvtopia: e.g. schol. AbT 7/ r.110 Ariston. (on ouvtopia in the scholia see e.g. Meijering 1987:

esp. 147-8); &v kepoAaiw: e.g. schol. bT 77 1.3526 ex.; &v dAiyois: e.g. schol. bT /. 20.395—9 ex.; &v

Bpaxei: e.g. schol. bT L 1.505¢ ex.; &v Téyer: e.g. schol. bT /L 15.6-7 ex.; kat& ouuTépaoua: e.g.

schol. A 7/ 16.116a Ariston.; TapaTpéyew: e.g. schol. bT 7/ 7.435 ex. (discussed in Chapter 2, with

parallels). The opposite, a full account, can be expressed by TAaTUs (‘wide, broad’) and cognates:

e.g. schol. E Od. 4.69, HQ Od. 24.74, Lycophr. 486b, Luc. 21.30.

See schol. bT 7/. 1.348 ex. (quoted in Chapter 11, with various parallels listed in n. 39).

53 The sword parallel is similarly explained in the note on the second of the two passages (schol. bT
1l. 20.476 ex.). Note that T& oupPePnkédTa (‘concomitant circumstances’) can also designate the
events themselves (schol. EHMQ O4. 3.184, quoted in Chapter 6).
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He [sc. Homer] is wont to indicate the action from its concomitant circumstances.
In the present case, by means of the blood spurting up so as fully to cover the
axle and the rims he indicated the great number of dead bodies. <Cf. the passage
where> he wants to show that a wound is deep and says ‘the entire sword grew
warm with the blood’.

In other words, instead of stating in plain terms that Cebriones drew
the chariot through a great number of dead bodies or that the wound
inflicted by the sword was deep, Homer makes this felt by means of
indirect presentation. The critic even claims that this is Homer’s regular
practice, supported by a parallel. In addition to both scenes being part of a
gory battle scene, the parallel was no doubt helped by the fact that in both
cases the ‘entire’ (&ras, 8&s) object is drenched in blood.’*

The explanation of the scholion can be compared to a device that ancient
thetoric considered one of the several forms of synekdoche: the text leaves
out the event itself and instead indicates it ‘from its consequence’ (¢k or &rd
(Tol) TrapeTTopévou or TrapakoAoubolvtos).” The scholia are rich in this
kind of explanation.”® Comparable are the notes on kor& cUAAoy1GUSY
(‘by inference’). Instead of stating in plain terms, for example, the size of
Achilles” spear, Homer has his readers infer it from the fact that no other
hero can brandish it.””

A rather different form of indirect presentation is meant in a note that
deals with the phenomenon that in Homer inanimate objects sometimes
seem to have a volition of their own, for example when Pandarus’ arrow
‘is eager to fly’ (¢mimrTéoBon peveaivwv, I/ 4.126) through the throng
with the purpose of killing Menelaus. Aristotle (RA. 1411b31-12a3) discusses
this and other examples under the rubric 16 T& &yuya Eupuya Toleiv
Bi&x Tfis uetagopds (‘making the lifeless living through metaphor’).”® An
anonymous critic seems to be partly influenced by Aristotle’s explanation,
but nevertheless brings it to a point by adding another idea:

54 For other examples of indirect presentation see schol. T /. 10.5244" ex. (quoted in Chapter 4) and
the forms of indirect characterisation discussed in Chapter 11.

55 For a general discussion of synckdoche (with numerous examples from the Aristophanes scholia

in the Ravennas) see W. G. Rutherford (1905: 228-38), who takes his cue from Trypho (fig. III

195.27-196.11 Spengel) and Ps.Plut. Hom. 22; see also Hillgruber (1994: ad loc.).

Cf. e.g. schol. A IL. 2.417a Ariston. (Erbse’s testimonia list eleven parallels from the Homeric scholia,

which can easily be added to from other corpora: e.g. schol. Pi. O. 3.350, E. Ph. 640, AR. 1.45—47e¢,

see also n. 55).

See schol. bT 7/ 16.141—24 ex. (N. J. Richardson 1980: 2771, with more examples).

Asis well known, Aristotle’s term ‘metaphor’ is broader than its modern counterpart and can perhaps

be rendered here with ‘transference’. The concept ‘metaphor from lifeless to living’ recurs in schol.

A Il 11.574a Ariston. (on the spears ‘standing (fast)’ in the ground). On ‘living missiles’ in Homer

see also schol. bT 7/ 10.373—4 ex.
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EupavTikéds 8¢ TNV ToU PoaddvTos tpobupiov els TO PANOEV peTnyayev, s

“MAcndpeva ypods &oon” [IL 11.574, 15.317], “&ycdiduevan Ads oUpe” [Od.
5.176]. (schol. bT 7. 4.1265 ex.).

Suggestively he [sc. Homer] transferred the eagerness from the archer to the arrow,
cf. ‘<javelins> eager to feast on flesh’, ‘<ships> rejoicing in Zeus’ wind’.

While Aristotle focuses on the ‘animation’ of inanimate objects (which
he calls évépyeia), this critic gives the whole question his own twist in that
he perceives a transference of the warrior’s emotional state (eagerness) to
his missile.”” The missile ‘feels’ what its carrier feels. The parallels no doubt
imply that this is a common feature in Homer.®

It is no coincidence that the critic uses the word éupavTikés (‘sugges-
tively’). For éppaots and cognates are regularly used both in rhetoric and
in literary criticism to describe passages in which something is not spelled
out in plain terms, but rather suggested or insinuated.”’ The examples on
‘indirect presentation’ could be multiplied by including the attestations of
¢upaots. An important difficulty is, however, that the same word family
can also have the meaning ‘emphasis (or emphatic)’ in its current sense.®”
Given that scholia often provide very little context, it can be very difficult
to decide which of the two meanings the critic had in mind (cf. Erbse VII:
168, on the difficulties that the compiler of a thematic index faces when
dealing with &upaois).

Another adverb that describes what the speaker says ‘between the lines’
is AeAn66Tws (‘imperceptibly, secretly’), for example on the simile which
imperceptibly shows the ignobility of the Trojans (schol. bT 7/ 11.116—7
ex.). More often, however, AeAn86Tws refers to what characters get across
to their interlocutors.”

59 The critic in schol. bT 7/ 21.169a ex. gives a comparable explanation (uetf)yayev) of Achilles’
spear that is ‘straight-flying’ (i6utrticov), but calls this (with Aristotle) petagopikéds (sim. schol.
bT 7/ 13.562 ex. on the javelin which Poseidon ‘robbed of its power’, &uevrveoev). See also schol.
bT 7. 4.217 ex., which explains that Pandarus’ ‘bitter arrow’ (Trikpds 6ioTds) is a transfer (again
uetyayev) of the pain of the wounded to the object that wounded him.

The second parallel (Od. 5.176) does not illustrate the transfer of the emotion from the human
agent to his missile, but is nevertheless a good example for an inanimate object (ships) with human
feelings, especially since the speaker is homesick Odysseus.

For 8ugaois in rhetoric see e.g. Trypho (fig. 111 199.14—20 Spengel), to which compare Ps.Plut. Hom.
26.

The semantics of éppaois are discussed by W. G. Rutherford (1905: 264-6), Schenkeveld (1964:
129-31), Neuschifer (1987: 226-7), I. Rutherford (1988), Nesselrath (1990: 122—5), Hillgruber (1994:
141).

E.g. schol. bT /. 13.728 ex. (on Polydamas turning Hector’s prowess imperceptibly into a reproach).
The same holds true for fipépa (‘gently, softly’), e.g. schol. bT /L 11.766 ex. (Nestor indirectly
instructing Patroclus). Both words can also mean ‘aside’ (see Chapter 19).

60
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Finally, there are two fairly versatile expressions for something that is
not stated in plain terms. One is aiviTteoBan (‘to speak in riddles, hint
at’), whose many applications will be further explored in Chapter 0. The
other is the phrase év oxfuaTt ppd&lev/nAolv etc. (= ‘to show/indicate
by means of the wording’), which can be applied to all kinds of passages
where the speaker says something without saying it.°* If Chryses urges
Apollo to make the Greeks pay for his tears, this shows that he must have
been weeping (schol. bT 7/ 1.426 ex.). If Diomedes is shouting to rally
Odysseus, he must have been fleeing with the rest of the army (schol. bT
1l. 8.92 ex.). If Athena removes the dark mist from the eyes of the Greeks,
they must have been in the dark (schol. T 7/. 15.6684 ex.). None of this is
explicitly stated in the text, but the reader reconstructs it on the basis of
what the text does say (cf. Chapter 6 on the cooperation of the reader).

IRONY

Irony is another device for endowing a text with a meaning that is not
stated in plain terms. At the same time, irony is a slippery issue and
apt to cause severe headaches, both conceptually and terminologically. It
comes perhaps as a minor consolation that this seems to have been the
case from the earliest attestations on. However, this is not the place to
write or rewrite the history of irony.” The scope of the present section is
much more limited. Considering the many modern concepts that ‘irony’
encompasses, there will be a restriction to what is perhaps best called
‘thetorical irony’, that is, the figure of speech by which ‘the speaker means
the opposite of what he says’.® As can be expected, ancient scholars have at
their disposal several expressions (listed below) that can designate rhetorical
irony. The problem is that the meaning of most of these expressions cannot
be limited to ‘rhetorical irony’. It is therefore difficult to illustrate them
with examples, because it is often impossible to determine with certainty

64 Cf. the definition of o fua by Zoilus (Quint. 9.1.14): schema quo aliud simulasur dici quam dicitur (‘a
schema where the speaker pretends to be saying something which he is not saying’); cf. Phoebammon
(IIT 44.1-3 Spengel = Artium Scriprores B XXXV 2): oxfju& éotiv Etepov uév mpooToleioba,
grepov 8¢ Méyew (‘a schema is to pretend one thing and to mean another’). For the semantics of
oxfiua see also Chapter 19.

For such a history see, e.g., Ribbeck (1876), Biichner (1941), N. Knox (1961), Bergson (1971),
D. Knox (1989), Niinlist (2000).

This limitation can be justified as follows. Of the numerous concepts that today fall under the
rubric ‘irony’, rhetorical irony is the only one that was actually called eipcoveia in antiquity. Other
‘ironic’ phenomena such as ‘dramatic irony’ (on which see Chapter 10) or ‘the biter bit (e.g. Arist.
Po. 1452a7-10, schol. bT /. 13.8316 ex.) or ‘losing what one cherishes most’ (schol. bT /. 7.79a
ex.) were recognised as such, but, as far as can be seen, never referred to by the word eipcoveia (or
cognates). Needless to say, eipwveia originally encompasses more than ‘rhetorical irony’ (see below).

6
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whether ‘rhetorical irony’ is indeed what the critic has in mind when he
uses one of the ambiguous expressions.

The only unambiguous term used in the scholia is eipcoveia itself (and
cognates), which is perhaps not what one would have expected. After all,
the earliest attestations of the word rather point to a meaning such as ‘self-
deprecation, feigned ignorance’, from which ‘rhetorical irony’ appears to
have developed.®” However, over the years the meaning ‘rhetorical irony’
seems to have taken over completely, at least as far as the scholia are
concerned. Of the dozens of attestations, all appear to fall under the rubric
‘thetorical irony’ and not under ‘self-deprecation’ or the like.*

This is where certainty ends. There are other expressions that can, but
need not, designate ‘rhetorical irony’. The problem is, to repeat, that it
is often impossible to determine whether ‘rhetorical irony’ is indeed what
the critic had in mind, unless, of course, this is made clear in the rest
of the scholion. It is, therefore, not easy to give clear examples.69 These
ambiguous terms for ‘rhetorical irony’ include:

ffos (lit. ‘character’), most often in the form &v #0e1 or ABikdds, on
occasion also peT& fifous. For a tentative explanation of how the meaning
‘rhetorical irony’ may have developed from ‘in character’ see Excursus in
Chapter 11 (with examples).

Umékpiots (lit. ‘acting’, hence ‘dissimulation’), especially év Utrokpioer,
also ka®'UtréKpiotw. The ironic speaker puts up a show and thereby conceals
his true feelings.”” This meaning is well brought out by schol. E. Or. 488:
TaUTa 8¢ év Utrokpioel Aéyel, oU oroudfi (‘He [sc. Menelaus] says this in
dissimulation, not seriously’).”

KaT &vTippooty, that is, by means of the ‘opposite’ of the word that
would be fitting, that is, not ironic (e.g. schol. E. Hec. 26).7*

67 See e.g. Ribbeck (1876).

% The only exception seems to be schol. Dem. 4.7 (p. rrr.12-17 Dilts), which, however, is not a real

exception, because it gives a semantic explanation of eipwveia in the speech of Demosthenes, who

of course uses it in the meaning that was prevalent then.

The reader can easily check this for himself or herself. The index analyticus of Schwartz’ edition of the

scholia to Euripides (1891: 414, misprinted as 314) collects examples for ‘rhetorical irony’ (variously

expressed). But not all examples seem equally appropriate. The same applies to the examples for

ironic év f1Be1 collected by Kroll (1918). The determination of rhetorical irony appears to be one of

those fields of literary criticism where the subjective element is particularly hard to overcome.

7° Note that schol. Ar. Nu. 449¢ glosses elpcov, among other things, with UmrokpiTrs. For Umékpios
as the decisive factor that causes rhetorical irony see n. 72.

7' A similar distinction is made in schol. Hes. 0p. 272b: TaUta oxeTAM&Gwv kad év #e1, 0¥ y&p &mmod

ooudfis Aéyel (‘he [sc. Hesiod] says this in indignant irony, not in earnest’).

For &vippaois as rhetorical irony see e.g. Quint. 9.2.47. Conversely, Trypho (fig. III 204.4—7

Spengel) expressly distinguishes between &vtippaois and eipwveia, in that the former is said to

lack the crucial Utékpiots.

69
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Similarly, rhetorical irony can also be expressed by &k ToU évavtiou from
the opposite’ (e.g. schol. Ar. Ach. 71a, cf. Trypho fig. III 205 Spengel):

BapuTns (‘indignation’) is described as a form of rhetorical irony by
Hermogenes (id. 2.8, esp. p. 365.7—12 Rabe).” In the scholia, however,
attestations of the word in this meaning are rare (e.g. schol. Luc. 23.13, cf.
B&pos in schol. bT 1/ 15.504—5 ex.). Conversely, Eustathius uses Paputns
frequently to designate rhetorical irony (van der Valk II: Ix).

There are also expressions for ‘sarcasm’ (e.g. schol. S. EL 1457: &¢m-
oopk&le, bT 7/ 13.413 ex.: oapkaouods), which, however, is not universally
accepted as falling under rhetorical irony. This view is at least as old as
Trypho (fig. III 205 Spengel), who treats eipwveia and capkacuds as two
separate figures. Others, however, see sarcasm as a sub-category of rhetorical
irony (e.g. Ps.Herod. fig. 16-17 Hajdu, with zesz.).

In addition to the terms that can designate rhetorical irony, other expres-
sions are used in the scholia in order to describe passages that may well be
deemed ‘ironical’, but the emphasis is more on the fact that the speaker
‘mocks’ or ‘ridicules’ his addressee: SiacUpewv (‘to disparage, ridicule’),
(Bm)kepTopelv (‘to mock’), puktnpilewv (‘to sneer at’), okwTew (‘to
mock’), xapievTiGeabou (‘to jest’), xAeudlewv (‘to scoff’).”* Although sev-
eral of these terms recur in the elaborate (if not always successful) attempts
of rhetoricians to subdivide the larger concept of rhetorical irony, it seems
safer not to treat them as words which by themselves designate rhetori-
cal irony.” Rather, they describe the goal the speaker intends to achieve
with his addressee. Rhetorical irony may well play a role in this, but these
expressions as such do not seem to point this out. They merely indicate
the speaker’s ‘mockery’ (or the like), which may well be achieved by means
other than rhetorical irony.

When trying to describe the difficulties of pinning down irony, mod-
ern scholars regularly use the word ‘Protean’, which also applies here.
Two things are, nevertheless, certain: (i) eipcoveia (and cognates) always
means ‘thetorical irony’ in the scholia; (ii) rhetorical irony is frequently
commented on in the scholia, despite the various uncertainties indicated

73 Unlike the previous expressions, BapuTtns does not describe how irony works as a rhetorical figure,
but designates the illocutionary force that is expressed by it. The context of Hermogenes’ definition
makes it clear that he, too, thinks rhetorical irony works by way of the ‘opposite’ (2vovTiov).

74 Braovpe: e.g. schol. Ar. Ach. 443; (Em)kepTopeiv: e.g. schol. bT 7/ 20.180-66 ex.; uukTnpilev:
e.g. schol. A 7. 19.49a Ariston. (= D.T. fr. *43 Linke); oxomTew: e.g. schol. bT 7L 3.430 ex.;
xapievtiCeoBou: e.g. schol. Ar. Ach. 649a; xAeudlew: e.g. schol. Ar. Eq. 344a.

75 Cocondrius (III 235-6 Spengel), for example, differentiates eight sub-categories of rhetorical irony,
including S1aoupuds, ETTIKEPTOUNTIS, LUKTTPIOWOS, XAPIEVTIONSS, XAsuaouds. See also Ps.Herod.
fig. 16—22 Hajdu (with testimonia).
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above. As for the rest, the evidence examined here is characterised by the
well-known lack of certainty that makes irony such a difficult and fasci-
nating phenomenon.

ICONIC RELATION BETWEEN FORM AND CONTENT

Among the numerous notes on metre and prosody (Introd. page 15), there
are some which perceive an iconic relation between form and content, that
is, the metre depicts the action that is described in the text. (In //iad 1 Zeus
nods in assent and thereby causes Mt Olympus to tremble. The relevant
hexameter consists of dactyls only.)

TE B& TAYEL TGV CUAABGY TOV Tpdpov ToT dpous Siary pdeet Kad TO TaxV Tijs
Kivnoews dnAol. (schol. AbT 7/ 1.530¢ ex.)

By means of the speed of the syllables he [sc. Homer] depicts the trembling of the
mountain and shows the speed of its movement.

The accumulation of short syllables is said to convey the idea of move-
ment and speed (sim. schol. metr. Pi. O. 1, p. 14.6-17 Dr.). Form and
content are seen as identical and probably reinforcing each other.”® The
same idea probably underlies schol. bT 7/ 4.2226 ex., which argues that
Homer ‘adapted the line to the haste (croud1)) of the arming soldiers’, but
the line in question is not purely dactylic.

Similarly, the unmetrical end of the notorious line 7/ 12.208 (it ends
with a word consisting of two short syllables, @15 ‘snake’, instead of the
required trochee or spondee) is explained as meaningful:
oi 8¢ “&(m)e1v” paciv EupavTikeTEPOV Bt EXpricaTo Tf) ToU oTiyou ouvbiosl,
KaiTol ye Eyywpolv eimelv “6mres d@iv aidAov €idov”: THv yd&p KaTdmTAnEw
TV Tpoowy kad TOV poPov TopioTnot TG Tayel ToU oTiyou es Ppoyeias
TEAeUTGOVTOS GUAAPRSS. (schol. T 7/ 12.208¢ ex.)

Some say <the text should read> opphin [i.e. the penultimate syllable becomes
long ‘by position’]. But he [sc. Homer] used the composition of the line in a very
suggestive manner, although he could have said ‘when they [sc. the Trojans] saw
the dappled snake’ [i.e. avoid the metrical problem by changing the word order].

76 Another note (schol. bT 7L 12.3814 ex.) makes the observation that the hexameter in question is
purely dactylic (even the sixth foot is dactylic, piv péx), but does not attribute a particular meaning
to the fact; for the two Homeric scholia see N. J. Richardson (1980: 286), who also points out that
Aristarchus collected purely spondaic lines (schol. A /. 11.130a Ariston., with the parallels listed by
Erbse), because he considered them metrically unattractive. Similarly, Ps.Demetr. eloc. 117 cautions
against accumulating long syllables. For a collection of spondaic lines see also Ptolemy of Ascalon
fr. 64 Baege (= schol. T /. 5.500 ex.).
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For he presents the Trojans’ shock and fear by means of the speed of the line which
ends in short syllables.

The irregularity of the line is not simply accepted as such. Instead, an
(admittedly fanciful) explanation is given for the metrical oddity: it is said
to stand for the shock of the Trojans. Another scholion on the same passage
(schol. h 7/ 12.208¢, printed by Erbse in the testimonia) reports that ‘some’
thought the ‘short-tailed’ verse iconically represented this particular snake,
whose tail is short. This interpretation may be influenced by the ancient
terminology for hexameters that end with an irregular sixth foot. Such a
line is called peioupos (lit. ‘mouse-tailed’).””

Long syllables too can be said to bear meaning. (Sisyphus pushes his
boulder uphill, A&av &vw &dbeoke (ldan and dtheske).)

ETTovEITal TO ETTOS G5 S1& TEOV PoKp@dY GUAAPBOY Thv Suoyépelav ppaivov.

(schol. Q Od. 11.596)7®
The line is praised because the long syllables make felt the difficulty.

The two long o-sounds, made even more noticeable by the hiatus, are
said to convey the idea of Sisyphus’ supreme effort. The reader can so to
speak hear how hard this is on Sisyphus.”

In a similar vein, the particular form of a word or expression is sometimes
considered to depict the meaning of the passage.”® The short word kéye
(kopse, “(he) hit’), for example, indicates that the blow was quick (schol.
T 1. 12.204a ex.). Likewise, Pandarus’ quick release of the arrow made
Homer use the syncopated form &\to (4/ro, ‘lew’) instead of the more
regular form AAato (hélaro, schol. bT Il. 4.125b ex., cf. Ep. Hom. o 159).

77 Cf. e.g. schol. T Il 12.208¢ ex. A similarly ‘theriomorphic’ terminology occasionally applies to
hexameters with irregular short syllables in the middle. Such a verse can be called o@nrwdns
(‘wasp-like’, e.g. schol. HQ Od. 10.60, schol. Heph. p. 323.1-4 Consbr.).

78 N.]J. Richardson (1980: 286 n. 76) compares the discussion in Ps.Demetr. eloc. 72 and D.H. Comp. 20
(pp. 903 U.-R.). The latter, in particular, gives a very detailed description of how Homer succeeded
in imitating (upnTiKGS) the content of the Sisyphus passage by means of verbal composition
(oUvbeois TGV dvopdTwv). The example is meant to illustrate Homer’s ability to turn a reader into
a spectator (see Chapter s).

79 Cf. also the cases where the unusual prosody of words is explained as meaningful: schol. bT 7/

7.2084 ex. (on the comparatively rare prosody of "Apns as a spondee, which is said to be indicative

of his looks and gait; but why does the critic speak of ‘syllables” (plural)?); T 7. 9.4464 ex.: the

length of v in &mro&Uoas, ‘scraping off (old age; of rejuvenation by a god), is said to convey the
idea of how difficult it is to take away old age (the v is always long: e.g. LS] s.2.). See also the notes

on the diektasis of Poda (schol. T 71 14.3946 ex.), Podwowv (schol. bT /L. 17.263—s5 ex., sim. bT 7/

17.263¢ ex.). As to hiatus, one critic (schol. T 7/ 22.152 ex.) thinks their presence in two consecutive

lines (see Erbse ad loc.) produces a ‘soft’ metre.

This discussion does not include the fairly obvious case of onomatopoeia (e.g. schol. bT 7/ 4.1254

ex. with rest.), which can also be called kat pipnow (e.g. schol. bT /L 16.470a ex.). See also the

passages collected by Thom (2005: 57-8 n. 77).
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And the ‘tmesis’ of T&un d1& (taméi dia, ‘cuts through’, instead of the
compound diataméi) imitates what is happening.”

Even individual sounds can be said to depict or imitate the action
described in the passage. (Pandarus airs his frustration at missing Diomedes
by vowing that, after his return home, he will immediately burn his bow,
‘breaking [it] with my hands’, kbersi diaklassas.)

S1&x Tfis dvadimAaoldoews ToU o TOV &ATTO TTis CUVTPIYEWS TEOV KEPATWY Y1vd-
pevov kTUTToV EuipnoaTo. (schol. bT 7/ 5.2164 ex.)

By doubling <the letter> s [sc. in diaklassas, instead of ‘regular’ diaklasas) he [sc.
Homer, rather than Pandarus] imitated the sound caused by the destruction of the
horn pieces.

Similarly, the harsh sound of the verb fpfipeicTo (éréreisto, forced its
way’, of the spear) is said to indicate the vigour of the blow (schol. bT 7/.
3.358 ex., cf. bT 7/. 7.252 ex.). And the harshness (TpayUTns) of the stops in
KUpOTA TTOPAGLoVTa TToOAUPAoioBolo BaAdoons, KUPTA PAATPIOWVTX
(kumata pap’lazonta polup’loisboio falassés, kurta p’alérioénta, ‘boiling waves
of the much-roaring sea, arched, flecked with foam’) imitates the sound of
a stormy sea (schol. bT 7/ 13.798—9 ex.).

Ancient Greeks in general seem to have been alert to the significance
of sounds. Some held strong opinions about whether or not a particular
sound was appropriate, beautiful, etc. The lyric poet Lasus of Hermione
(second half sixth century BC), for example, composed an entire poem
without the letter sigma (fr. 704 PMG), and an unknown poet even an
entire play (fr. trag. adesp. 655 Snell-Kannicht). In post-classical times,
various scholars developed several theories of sounds, culminating in the
theory of the so-called ‘euphonists’, according to whom sound was even
more important than content.*> Such a strong focus on the phonetic part
inevitably affects a poet’s word choice and word order (see Ps.Demetr.
eloc. 68—74, D.H. Comp.). No scholion seems to reflect the view of the
more extreme among the euphonists, but there is an undeniable interest in
sounds and their possible significance.”

81 See schol. bT 1/ 17.5224 ex., similar notes on tmesis: schol. T 7/, 17.542 ex., with the parallels listed
by Erbse; add: schol. bT L 22.3544 ex., T Il. 24.358-60 ex., BQ Od. 3.462. NB the ancient term
is not ‘tmesis’ (though eerily suited to the example mentioned in the main text), but UmrepBatév,
which describes the unusual word order.

82 The evidence, largely deriving from Philodemus, is collected and interpreted by Janko (2000:
120—-200).

8 See N. J. Richardson (1980: 283—7), who discusses most of the examples above and adds several
more.
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STYLISTIC DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GENRES84

In his Poetics, Aristotle regularly points out that tragedy and comedy are
different, among other things, in subject-matter and the type of characters
that are brought on stage. Generally speaking, comedy is considered the
‘lower’ of the two genres.” Likewise, the scholia repeatedly discuss the
different register of the two genres, especially when the passage under
discussion is said to be inappropriate to its genre (e.g. schol. E. Andr. 32,
p. 254.11-17 Schw.).*

A comparable notion of typically tragic style allowed scholars to identify
paratragodia in Aristophanes, that is, passages which deliberately parody
the elevated diction of tragedy.’” A slightly less pointed relation is described
when Aristophanes is said to ‘imitate’ (uipeiofan) the style of tragedy (e.g.
schol. Ar. Ra. 465c¢, 1331b, 1340a). Although one can assume that in these
cases, too, Aristophanes’ intention is to make fun of tragedy, the critics do
not say so explicitly when they speak of ‘imitation’. Likewise, a scholion to
Euripides (schol. E. Or. 162) makes the observation that Aristophanes uses
a tragic word (EAawev, ‘screamed, cried aloud’) in Wealth 39.%

84 This section is devoted to the differences between poetic genres and does not include the numerous
scholia that discuss how poetic style differs from regular usage (examples and references are strictly
e.g.): poetic plural (schol. Pi. O. 6.115a), freer use of tenses (schol. Pi. . 2.54a), patronymic instead of
proper name (schol. Pi. V. 6.30), personifications (schol. Pi. . 8.1a, see Chapter 11), y&p in the first
sentence (schol. E. Ph. 886), or, with a view to Homeric style in particular: omission of article (schol.
A Il 1.4656" Hrd., sim. bT), redundant particles (schol. A /L 1.41¢c Ariston.), repetition of anaphoric
pronoun, although there is no change of grammatical subject (schol. A 7/. 3.182 Ariston.), infinitive
as imperative (schol. A Il. 3.459 Ariston.), omission of preposition (schol. A 7. 20.375 Ariston.),
preference of parataxis over hypotaxis (schol. A 7/. 22.4686 Ariston.), fondness of the schema kath’
holon kai kata meros (schol. A Il. 24.58c Ariston.), etc. (see Erbse VII: esp. s.vv. Grammatica and
Rbetorica). Equally omitted are explanations of poetic vocabulary (e.g. schol. Arat. 318).

The crucial terms are pallos and xeipwov, as opposed to orouSaios and BeATicov, which charac-
terise tragedy. On the difference between tragic and comic characters see e.g. Po. 1448a16-18, 25—7,
14492a32—4; on subject-matter e.g. 1449b24.

Relevant material is collected by Trendelenburg (1867: 39—41, 54—62), see also M. Schmidt (1976:
208), Heath (1987: 35 with n. 40). Some of these notes may well go back to or draw on Didymus,
who is known to have written extensive works on the usage of the comic and tragic poets (Pfeiffer
1968: 278).

% Cf. e.g. schol. Ar. Ach. mgob (maporpaywdel), V. 1484 (wopatpayikeletan), Av. 1246
(Trapatpaywdel), Th. 5 (TpayikwTepov), 39 (Tapd Tols Tpayikois oUtw Aéyetan), PL od
(ETpayikeUoaTo T ppdosl), 39a.a (TpayikwTepov), b (Tpayikt) Ais), Gora (TparyikeUeTa,
though of a quotation from Euripides: fr. 713 Kannicht); see Rau (1967: 15), who also lists attesta-
tions from other sources.

For the notion that a phenomenon is typical of comedy see also the phrase ¢ &v kwpwdia (e.g.
schol. Ar. Av. 1237, on the oath p& Af’), which, however, is also applied to phenomena other than
style: e.g. schol. Ar. £q. 167b (on jokes mapd mpoodokiav), Av. 1142b (probably on the comic
notion that birds can build walls), 1669a (on attributing Athenian habits to the gods). As to tragic
diction, schol. Hes. 7h. 691 observes that the word ikTap (‘close together’) is also used by the
tragedians.

8
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The identification of passages written in the style of another genre also
underlies the notes which discover ‘epigrammatic’ lines in the Homeric
epics. This applies in particular to passages that catch the gist concisely in
a single line, for example when Hector has an imaginary person describe
Andromache with ‘This is the wife of Hector, who always excelled in
fighting’ (schol. bT 7/. 6.4606 ex.); or when Helen describes Agamemnon
as ‘both a good king and a strong fighter’ (Z/. 3.179, discussed in schol. AbT
11 1.29d ex., sim. schol. T 11 3.178 ex.).%

In addition to these distinctions between genres, scholars also attempted
to get a sense for the development of poetic diction, for example when they
divided comedy into Old, Middle and New. Thus, a note on Aristophanes’
last extant play (schol. Ar. P/ s1sb) argues that the line in question ‘already
smells like Middle Comedy’ (181 Tfjs néons keopwdias &Zet).”° From there
it is only a small step towards the attempt to identify the style of individual
poets, which plays a role, for instance, when the authenticity of a particular
passage is under discussion.”’

Generally speaking, the scholia have much to say on a passage’s (stylistic)
appropriateness or lack thereof.”” However, one should not automatically
assume that such an argument is related to questions of genre, unless this
is made explicit in the context of the scholion.

THE THREE STYLES

The doctrine of the three styles (grand—middle—plain) is very popular in
ancient rhetoric, and Homer, as often, is the single most important source
for illustrating it with examples.” It comes, therefore, as a mild surprise
that the scholia show only a few traces of the doctrine. Interestingly, this
not only applies to the scholia on Homer and other poets, but also to the

8 The idea of an epigram is particularly appropriate to the passage where Hector as it were composes
the inscription of his own tomb (schol. bT 7/ 7.866 ex., sim. bT /. 7.89a ex.). Interestingly, schol.
AT 1. 3.156-80b ex. argues that Homer invented the ‘triangular epigram’ (tpiycovov émiypaupa). It
does not matter with which of the three verses (/. 3.156-8) one begins.

9° On this scholion see Nesselrath (1990: 241-2).

o' Cf. e.g. schol. A Il. 24.614—7a Ariston., which argues that the lines in question are ‘Hesiodic in style’
(Hoé8e1ax 76 xapakTiipt).

92 On the question of appropriateness in general see Introd. page 13 with n. 44. More specifically, the
Homeric scholia repeatedly discuss the successful incorporation of ‘humble things’ (tare): e.g.
schol. bT 7/ 5.408a ex. (on the word Tammddev ‘to call someone “daddy”™); cf. Roemer (1879:
xii). Such explanations regularly concern similes (see the list in N. J. Richardson 1980: 2776), whose
subject-matters are often less ‘heroic’ than that of the surrounding narrative.

93 For a concise précis, with useful presentation of the relevant terminology in tabular form, see Russell
(1964: xxxiv—vi); cf. Hillgruber (1994: ad Ps.Plut. Hom. 72-3).
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scholia on the orators. The clearest example is a scholion on the simile in
Iliad 21 which describes a man who channels water:

&d ToU &BpoU i TO ioyxvov Epyeton kol &vbnpov. (schol. bT 7L 21.257—
62a ex.)’*

He [sc. Homer] makes a transition [sc. by inserting the simile] from the grand
style to the plain and florid.

The terms &8pds (‘grand’) and ioyvods (‘plain’) are standard and require
no further explanation, while the third term &vénpds (‘florid’) is somewhat
ambiguous. In some treatises (e.g. Ps.Plut. Hom. 72—3), the florid’ style
is added as a fourth category to the well-known triad, whereas in others
(cf. Quint. 12.10.58) “florid’ is actually identified with the ‘middle’ style.
However, the absence of the definite article before &vBnpdv seems to
indicate that the critic puts it together with ioxvév (thus Biihler 1964: 77
n. 1), for which there are no parallels. And without further context, it is
difficult to determine which line he is following in this note. It is, however,
worth mentioning that the Geneva scholion on the same passage (schol.
Ge 1. 21.257-620b ex.) speaks of yAagupov TA&oua (‘smooth style’), which
normally falls together with the ‘middle’ style.

Ancient scholars tended to credit Homer with the invention of all kinds
of things, including rhetoric (cf. Introd. page 16 n. 59). In the same vein,
they identified Homeric prototypes for the three styles: Odysseus for the
grand style, Nestor for the middle, Menelaus for the plain.”” The same
distinction recurs in a Homeric scholion that gives a fairly detailed descrip-
tion of the issue.”® What is remarkable, however, is that its terminology
is ‘unorthodox’ in the sense that only one of the usual terms for ‘grand—
middle—plain’ is used (OynAds, ‘grand’), although the scholion describes
each of the three styles with at least three different terms.””

4 One may suspect that the stylistic comment is influenced by considerations of subject-matter (along
the lines ‘a humble subject-matter is presented in plain style’). The scholion is briefly discussed by
N. J. Richardson (1980: 277).

95 The relevant sources are collected in Radermacher (1951: 6—9; cf. 9—10 on Homer as inventor of

thetoric). On the three Homeric prototypes see also Kennedy (1957: 26-9).

See schol. AbT 7/ 3.212 ex. (the names of the Homeric prototypes at the end of the scholion

occur only in T), not in Radermacher (1951: 6-9), but mentioned by N. J. Richardson (1980:

281).

97 Plain: &moAehupévos (‘general’), BpoxUs (‘brief), ikavds attd T& dvaykaia TapaoTiioat (‘apt
to present the very essentials’); middle: mi8avos (‘persuasive’), Texvikds (‘skilful’), ToAAGY TANPNS
SoyudTewv (‘full of judgments’), yvwuikds (‘gnomic’), cagns (‘clear’); grand: UynAds (see above),
KatamAnKTIkSs (‘striking’), ueoTtds dvbupnudtoov (‘full of enthymemes’).
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Several other scholia point out that the passage under discussion is
‘grand, magnificent’.”® But it remains open whether in all these cases the
critics are in fact thinking of the three styles in particular, especially when
they seem to be talking about phenomena other than style. It seems more
likely that terms such as peyohompetrr|s are often used simply to praise
the ‘greatness’ of the passage, without specific reference to the doctrine of
the three styles.””

All in all, it is probably fair to conclude that a very popular stylistic
categorisation in antiquity seems to have had comparatively little influence
on the scholia.

MINOR STYLISTIC PHENOMENA

Increasing number of syllables

A stylistic principle of ancient literature is to increase the number of syllables
with each consecutive word. In modern scholarship this is regularly referred
to as Behaghels Gesetz der wachsenden Glieder (Behaghel 1909). Ancient
critics do not seem to have a specific term, but describe the phenomenon
periphrastically.*® (In the zeichoscopia, Priam addresses Agamemnon at a
distance with the line & pdxap ATpeidn, poipnyevés, dAB16Satpov (‘O
happy son of Atreus, child of fortune, blessed by the gods’, 7/ 3.182), which
displays a regular increase in syllables from one to five.)

OMMUEITNI0 & &V G§ KXTX TTPooSov cUAABT) NUEN T peT EkTrAT Eewos 6 ETTanvos
KApakn36v. (schol. AbT 77 3.1824 ex.)™™

You may notice that his [sc. Priam’s] praise, together with his awe, increases step
by step by one syllable, thereby forming a climax.

Interestingly, the critic does not simply observe the fact, but attributes
a specific rhetorical function to the increasing number of syllables. On

account of this function, the note could have been discussed above in

98 eyohompetis: e.g. schol. T 7/ 12.278-866 ex. (on the snow similes).

99 Regarding the presence of the ‘middle’ style, N. J. Richardson (1980: 276) misunderstands his only
example (schol. bT 7/ 19.282-302 ex.; see Chapter 3). And I have found no examples (except for
the one quoted in the main text) for the plain style, which ‘is not often mentioned explicitly’
(Richardson 1980: 277, no examples are given).

9% N. J. Richardson (1980: 287) describes /. 3.182 (discussed by the scholion quoted in the main text)

as a ‘rhopalic’ verse, which is etymologically related to Greek pémorov (‘club’, with its suggestive

shape). However, the Greek term does not seem to be used in this figurative meaning. According
to the OED s.v., ‘thopalic’ stems from late Latin ‘rhopalicus’.

Eustathius (401.34—42 = 1.632.14—24) gives a detailed description and parallels.
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the section on ‘Iconic relation between form and content’. For the critic
recognises an immediate correlation between Priam’s attitude and the form

of his address.”®*

Three-word hexameters

A slightly more ‘arithmetic’ observation concerns the fact that an entire
hexameter consists of three words only (e.g. 7/ 11.427: aUTokaciyvnTOV
gUnyevéos Zwkolo, ‘blood brother of well-born Socus’):

&K TPIGOV pepddOY ToU Adyou dAos 6 oTixos. (schol. D 7/ 11.427, also in A)

The entire verse consists of three parts of speech.

Ancient scholars clearly recognised that three-word hexameters are an
unusual and striking feature of (Homeric) poetry (N. J. Richardson 1980:
287). In the light of other systematic collections (e.g. of purely spondaic
lines, see n. 76), the existence of a similar collection for three-word hex-
ameters is plausible, but cannot be confirmed on the evidence available.

Polar expressions

Homer (and Greek poets in general) is fond of so-called ‘polar expressions’,
of which there are several types.”” One is to contrast a positive expression
with its negated opposite, for example ‘(cold-hearted would he be who at
the sight of the fighting) could rejoice and not be grieved’ (/. 13.344):

kad &T1 &vTikelpévws dmodédwkey “oUd’ dkdyorto”, Trpds TO oUvnBss. (schol. A
1l 13.344 Ariston.)

<The diple,> . ..and because he [sc. Homer] contrastingly adds ‘and not be
grieved’, against his habit.

Aristarchus points out that the line contains a polar expression, but
he adds the somewhat surprising claim that this is contrary to Homer’s
usual practice (Trpds 16 oUvnBes). The key to the riddle has been provided
by Lehrs (ap. L. Friedlinder 1853: 219). Aristarchus was of the opinion,
as several notes show (schol. A Il 9.77a Ariston., A Il. 11.287 Ariston.,
with the restimonia collected by Erbse), that the negative second part of a

19> Incidentally, the critic appears to consider 'ATpeidns trisyllabic, as do Aristarchus (schol. A 7/,
11.130a Ariston.) and the most recent editor of the /liad (M. L. West 1998: xxiii—iv).

193 On polar expressions in Greek literature (with particular emphasis on Homer) see Kemmer (1903).
Watkins (1995: 43—9) argues that such expressions are an Indo-European legacy.
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polar expression is normally not spelled out. Instead, the reader is expected
to supply it for himself ([Trpoc]utrakoUerv). Read against this backdrop,
the passage under discussion is unusual, because Homer does spell out
the negative part. In fact, he does this quite often (7. 4.22, 5.498, 5.527,
etc.). One must conclude that, despite his correct observation that polar
expressions regularly occur in Homer, Aristarchus, for once, was wrong
about Homer’s standard practice. In fairness one should add, however, that
he noted at least another exception to his rule.”**

CONCLUSION

The present chapter covers a broad range of phenomena and is at the
same time fairly selective. For that reason it does not easily lend itself to
a summarising conclusion. The least one can say, however, is that notes
on stylistic features play an important role in most of the Scholiencorpora
treated in this book and discuss a respectable variety of relevant features
and passages. The phenomena that are commented on with particular
frequency, such as graphic quality (enargeia), variation (poikilia), explana-
tion (epexegesis), elaboration (epexergasia), indirect presentation (emphasis,
etc.), or rhetorical irony (eironeia, etc.), can usually be paralleled from the
relevant treatises on style and/or the rhetorical handbooks. Conversely,
other stylistic phenomena that feature prominently in these treatises and
handbooks appear to have left comparatively few traces in the scholia: for
example, the theory of the three styles or notes on verbal composition, word
order or euphony. To observe the fact is easier than to offer an explanation.
The various texts that are commented on in the scholia would no doubt
have been amenable to this type of stylistic analysis, but for some reason
the critics whose notes are reflected in the extant scholia were either less
interested in these questions or the relevant notes have not been preserved.
The point has been made before (cf. page 198) that the history of the tex-
tual transmission of the scholia cautions against drawing conclusions from
argumenta ex silentio.

On the positive side, the scholia also preserve notes on a few minor
stylistic phenomena (e.g. the Gesetz der wachsenden Glieder or three-word
hexameters) which seem to be unique. But this uniqueness, too, may well

194 The exception is Od. 17.415-16 (Odysseus/the beggar to Antinous: ‘You seem to me. .. not the
worst, but the best’), mentioned in schol. A /L. 15.116 Ariston. The T-scholion on the same passage
even says that Homer does this évioTe (‘sometimes’). Interestingly, a scholion on the Odyssean
passage (schol. H Od. 17.416) is of the opinion that the second part of the polar expression is
‘superfluous’ (Trep1ocds), thereby testifying to Aristarchus’ general rule.
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be coincidental. It is, nevertheless, fair to say that the various forms of
poetic style mattered a great deal to ancient critics, and the format of
line-by-line annotation probably invited this kind of comment. Moreover,
the several notes on poetic style were probably meant to encourage the
target audience not only to appreciate, but to imitate the model set by the

‘Classics’.



CHAPTER IO

Allusions, hints, hidden meanings

The broad title of this chapter is meant to indicate the wide range of
concepts that are covered by the term aiviTteobou (‘to speak in riddles,
hint at’) and its cognates, which constitute the spine of the chapter.” If in
the following an attempt is made to distinguish between different forms
of allusion, etc., it should be stated at the outset that the main purpose of
this distinction is to give the material presented here a clearer structure. To
judge from the extant evidence, ancient scholars themselves do not seem
to have tried to differentiate between the various meanings of aiviTTeafon
(which go as far as ‘to express allegorically’), but simply used the term in
order to express the ideas discussed below.

ALLUSIONS

In the present context allusion will be understood as ‘a poet’s deliberate
incorporation of identifiable elements from other sources, preceding or
contemporaneous, textual or extratextual’ (Miner 1993: 38—9). Three types
of such identifiable elements are discussed in the scholia: (a) historical
events and/or persons, (b) stories of traditional mythology, (c) specific
works of literature. The main difference between (b) and (c) is that only
discussions of the latter type identify the precise source, whereas in the
former case a general allusion to a known myth is recognised without
specifying its exact source or variant.

Given the prominence of day-to-day politics in Aristophanes’ comedies,
it comes as no surprise that the scholia to this author are particularly rich in
discussions of the first type: allusions to historical events and/or persons.”

For example, in the central scene of Peace (performed 421 BC) that
eventually leads to the liberation of the goddess Peace from her cave,

' Cf. Lehnert (1896: 88). For the omission of allegorical interpretations see Introd. page 13.
* In fact, Aristophanes himself imagined his audience discussing political allusions during the play
(Pax 45-8).
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Hermes (or Trygaeus)’ introduces a ritual libation with the following words
(435—6): oévBovTes eUywopeaba T viv fuépav | ‘EAAno1v &pEal Tré&ot
TOAAGVY K&y a®ddv (‘As we pour libation, let us pray that this day may be
the beginning of many blessings for all the Greeks’). This is recognised by a
scholion on the passage (schol. Ar. Pax 435b) as an allusion (aiviTTeofan) to
afamous incident from the beginning of the Peloponnesian war: when their
final diplomatic effort had failed, the Spartan chief ambassador Melesippus
ominously said upon leaving Attica: 8¢ 1y Nuépa Tois "EAANoIv peydeov
koG &pget (‘This day will be the beginning of many troubles for the
Greeks’, cf. Thuc. 2.12.2-3).

Similarly, when in Frogs (405 BC) Charon refuses to take a slave aboard
his boat ‘unless he fought in the sea-battle over life and death’ (ei un
vevaupdynke THV Tepl TAOV Kpeddv, Ar. Ra. 191), one scholion (schol. Ar.
Ra. 191¢.p) explains that some scholars prefer the variant reading vekpév
(‘corpses’ instead of kpeddv, lit. ‘flesh, body’, hence ‘life’) because they see
an allusion to the sea-battle of Arginusai (406 BC), which they think was
fought on account of the corpses (S1& ToUs vekpous).*

Another scholion on the same passage (schol. Ar. Ra. 1912), however,
simply states that Charon ‘means’ (pnoi) the battle of Arginusai. This
points to a general difficulty in the material under consideration. It is
quite often the case that the scholia simply identify what or who is ‘meant’
in the passage without indicating the exact nature of the reference (e.g.
schol. Ar. Pax 282, which simply identifies the ‘pestle of the Spartans’ with
Brasidas, who had died the summer before). It seems methodologically
questionable to assume that in each case these notes have an ‘allusion’
in mind. Consequently, the present account is limited to scholia which
expressly speak of an ‘allusion’.’

Examples include: Socrates’ question in the Clouds “What do you [sc.
Strepsiades] mean, “swear by the gods™” (Vu. 247) is explained by schol.
Ar. Nu. 247a as perhaps (iows) alluding to the fairly widespread critique of
Socrates’ (alleged) atheism. Likewise, a notoriously difficult line in Knights
(Themistocles ‘found our city part-full and filled her up to the brim’, £g.
814) is interpreted by schol. Ar. £q. 814a as an allusion to Themistocles
rebuilding Athens’ fortifications after the Persian war. The long scholion

3 The distribution of lines is disputed (see Olson 1998: ad loc.).

4 The scholars quoted in the scholion confuse the lawsuit that followed the battle (the generals were
indicted for negligence in that they did not rescue the corpses) with the actual purpose of the
battle. The latter helps to explain Charon’s point. Athens was in such a desperate situation that they
promised freedom to any slave who might fight on her behalf. In any case, Charon alludes to the
battle of Arginusai, regardless of whether one reads vexpév or kpedov.

5 Unless indicated otherwise, the term in question is always aiviTtecfou (and cognates).
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then goes on to give a detailed paraphrase of the relevant passage in Thucy-
dides (1.90-1).° Similarly, schol. Ar. Eg. 815c.I explains the subsequent
line ‘(Themistocles) kneaded the Piracus’ (sc. like dough for a cake) as an
allusion to the building of the long walls.

If all the examples seen so far deal with historical events, it is easy
enough to find scholia that discuss allusions to historical persons (e.g. schol.
Ar. V. 1030b, one of the fairly frequent notes on Aristophanes’ favourite
target, Cleon). In at least one case (schol. Ar. Lys. 313a), we are given
the invaluable additional information that two named scholars, Didymus
(p. 258 Schmidt) and Craterus (FGH 342 F 17), considered the passage
an allusion to the Athenian politician and general Phrynichus. Scholars
such as Crates’ pupil Herodicus compiled lists and wrote monographs
on people who were being ridiculed in comedy (kewuw8oUuevor).” Their
examples no doubt comprised many cases in which an allusion of the type
just mentioned played a significant role. However, whether these scholars
actually discussed the literary device ‘allusion’ as such is a question that
cannot be answered on the basis of the extant evidence.

Aristophanes is of course not the only Greek poet who is found to allude
to historical events and persons. Pindar can do the same. For example, the
phrase ‘But upon praise comes tedious surfeit’” (&AN odvov &méBa kbpos,
O. 2.95) is said to be an allusion to the enmity between Theron of Acragas
(the laudandus of the ode) and Hieron of Syracuse (schol. Pi. O. 2.173i).

Similarly, Pindar’s poems are seen as alluding to historical persons. For
instance, the ‘two who, like crows, cry in vain against the divine bird of
Zeus’ (kdpakes s SxpavTa yapUeTov Aids Tpos dpvixa belov, O. 2.87-8)
is interpreted as an allusion to Pindar’s rivals Simonides and Bacchylides.*
Generally speaking, the ancient scholars whose comments are excerpted
in the Pindaric scholia are very prone to read between the lines and as a
result recognise rather too many allusions to historical events and persons.’

6 Sommerstein (1981: ad loc.) says he sees ‘no way of eliciting this meaning from the text’ and instead
assumes a reference to Themistocles holding the office of water-supplies, which he managed to
improve during his term (Plut. 7hem. 31.1). Before he took office the ‘cup . . . was only half-full, and
he gave it full measure’. This may well be right, but one should, perhaps, not exclude the possibility
that the ‘half-full cup’ is more of a metaphor than Sommerstein would have it.

See Pfeiffer (1968: 242), based on Athen. 586a and 591c.

See schol. Pi. O. 2.157a, sim. 158d; for alleged allusions to Simonides and/or Bacchylides see also
schol. Pi. O. 9.74d, P. 2.97, 132d. Not all these instances make it fully clear whether the allusion is
to the person or to his poetry, the latter being more likely in a case such as schol. Pi. O. 9.74d (see
below). For allusions to rivals see also schol. Thuc. 1.20.3, 21.1, 22.4 (Herodotus in all three cases).
Whereas these passages all explicitly speak of an allusion, others (e.g. schol. Pi. V. 3.143, 4.60b, I
2.152) merely state that the passage ‘refers’ ([&ro-]Teivel) to a rival poet.

In recent years, students of Pindar have become increasingly reluctant to follow their ancient
predecessors in that respect (see e.g. Lefkowitz 1991: 7581, 147-60).

© N
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Apparently, that was their way of tackling the problems of a genre and poet
that, after all, are not always easy to understand. Generalising statements,
in particular, are at risk of being pinpointed to a specific event or person.
Ancient discussions of allusions to contemporary politics also show
that scholars readily accepted them in one genre, but sometimes criticised
them in another. An example of the latter situation is Euripides, who was
reproached for alluding to contemporary politics and thereby committing
an error of anachronism.”” The plots of Greek tragedy are located in
a distant mythical past. As a consequence, some scholars would argue,
allusions to contemporary events are unacceptable. (In Andromache 733—6
Menelaus announces that he will return home in order to fight a war against

a city not far off from Sparta which previously was friendly but now is
hostile’.)

vioi poot (Tov moinTnv) [add. Schwartz] Tapd ToUs xpdvous aiviTTeoBon T
TTeAoTrovvnolaka. ok &Gvarykaiov 8¢ KaTaoukopavTelv Tov EUpimidny, &AA&
p&okelv TAGopatt kexpfioBat. (schol. E. Andr. 734)

Some critics claim that <the poet> anachronistically alludes to the Peloponnesian
war. But it is unnecessary to criticise Euripides captiously, but one can say that he
has made use of a fiction.

The critic who comes to Euripides’ rescue apparently shares his oppo-
nents reservations about anachronistic political allusions in tragedy, but
he denies that the passage under discussion is a valid example. Rather, he
interprets it as an ‘ad-hoc invention’, that is, an expansion of the underlying
myth. Interestingly, he decries the other interpretation as a form of biased
criticism (kaTtacukoavTelv). Perhaps some critics were only too eager to
scrutinise Euripides’ tragedies for examples of anachronistic allusions.

In this connection, it is worth mentioning that another scholion simply
recognises a political allusion without either praising or criticising Euripides
for it. (In Orestes 772 the title character makes the generalising statement
‘Dangerous are the masses when they have wicked leaders.”)

els Kheopddvta TaUTa aiviTteTan mpod €Tédv SUo éumodicavta Tals oTrovdads.
(schol. E. Or. 772)"

This is an allusion to Cleophon, who two years earlier [sc. in 410 BC] had prevented
the peace treaty [sc. between Athens and Sparta].

19 Cf. Heath (1987: 66 with n. 56); for ancient concerns about anachronism see also Chapter 4.

™ A second scholion on the same passage (schol. E. Or. 772) repeats this interpretation as a possibility
(ufyoTe ‘perhaps’) and adds a reference to Philochorus’ treatment of Cleophon’s intervention
(FGH 328 F 139b); on the historical details see Rhodes (1993: 424—s5). Cleophon is ridiculed as a
war-monger in Aristophanes (Ra. 1504, 1532).
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Unlike the former note, this scholion does not make it clear whether a
tragedy that alludes to present-day events is a good or a bad thing,.

Before leaving the topic of historical allusions, it is appropriate to discuss
allusions to a particular historical person: passages in which the poet is said
to allude to himself. Readers of all eras are likely to see the Phaeacian singer
Demodocus as some form of an implicit self-portrait of the Homeric bard.
The unnamed Twés referred to in Porphyry probably give expression to
what many readers feel when they read about Demodocus."

Explicit self-references are very common in the poems of Pindar.” It
is, therefore, hardly surprising that a scholion (schol. Pi. O. 9.152d) sees
Pindar also as ‘alluding to himself” (eis éauTov aiviTTeTon) in one passage.
Such a comment comes much more as a surprise in a genre like tragedy,
where, after all, the poet never speaks ‘in his own voice’. Nevertheless,
when Theseus gibes at Hippolytus and mockingly invites him to parade
his vegetarian diet like a tradesman and to act like an Orphic initiate and
bookworm (E. Hipp. 952—4), one scholion deals with this difficult passage
by offering the following explanation:

&vdryel 8¢ Tous Xpovous. Trepl éauTol yap aivi€aoban BoUAeTan 6 Edpimidng.

(schol. E. Hipp. 953)

He [sc. Euripides] is being anachronistic. For Euripides wants to allude to himself.

Regrettably, the commentator does not specify in what way Euripides
is alluding to himself. Did the notorious trade of Euripides’ mother as a
greengrocer (est. 24—32 Kannicht) lead to the assumption that Euripides
was a vegetarian? Or is the commentator referring to line 954 and has
in mind Euripides’ reputation as a lover of books (tesz. 49—s0 Kannicht)?
Be that as it may, it remains remarkable that the critic sees an allusive
self-reference in tragedy (on biographical reading in general see Introd.
pages 13 and 133 n. 56).

The second type of allusion recognised by ancient scholars includes those
to stories of traditional mythology the source of which is not specified.
(Given the vagueness of the source, it is perhaps better not to speak yet of
‘literary allusion’, on which see below.) Examples of this type include: the
parabasis of Peace praises Aristophanes’ feat in terms that are reminiscent
of Heracles” labours (Ar. Pax 752-8). The scholia recognise, among other

2 See Porph. (on Od. 8.63, p. 72.16-17 Schrader): Tivés 8¢ ooy eis éauTdv TaUTar aiviTTeobon TOV
ToinTAV (‘some say that the poet alludes to himselfin these things [sc. the portrait of Demodocus]’).

B This chapter is, to repeat, devoted to allusions and does not treat instances where the poet is said
to apostrophise himself explicitly (e.g. schol. Pi. O. 1.5d, the regular phrase for this is pos éauTév,
‘to himself”, see Chapter 19).
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things, that the hundred heads of the serpent-like monster that represents
Cleon allude to the hundred-headed hydra (schol. Ar. Pax 756¢).

Or when distressed Hermione in Euripides’ Andromache wishes to
become a dark-feathered bird and flee from Phthia (E. Andr. 861—2), a
scholion (schol. E. Andr. 862) compares the metamorphosis of Procne and
Philomela and suggests that the Euripidean passage perhaps (iows) alludes
to them.

If this scholion considers the mythological allusion a mere possibility,
another expressly refutes such an interpretation. The occasion is a passage
from the exodos of Hippolytus. Artemis declares that she will take revenge
on Athena by shooting one of her favourites (E. Hipp. 1420-2).

els TOV "ABwoviv 8¢ adviTTeTal, s Tives, Afjpos 8¢ TO TotoUTov. ol y&p TdEOIS
ApTéuidos &roAeTo "ABwovis, AN UT "Apews. &Bniov odv Tiva pnoi. (schol.
E. Hipp. 1421)

She [sc. Artemis] is alluding to Adonis, according to some critics, but such an
explanation is nonsense. For Adonis was not killed by Artemis” arrows, but by
Ares. It is therefore unclear whom she means.

As in many notes on Pindar (see above), some critics felt the need to
pin down the actual referent of Artemis’ unspecific threat. Their solution,
however, is refuted with the argument that it does not correspond with the
‘facts” of the relevant myth. Instead, the critic implies, one must live with
the ambiguity of who precisely is meant in the passage, if anybody.

Finally, there are the literary allusions to texts which are explicitly
identified in the corresponding notes. Examples include (mostly from
Aristophanes):’* when in the opening scene of Peace Trygaeus is asked
whether he should not fly to Olympus on the winged horse Pegasus
instead of the dung-beetle, this is recognised as an allusion to Euripi-
des’ Bellerophontes.” The parabasis of the same play polemically denounces
the poor jokes in other plays, which is seen as alluding to plays by Aristo-
phanes’ rivals Eupolis and Cratinus.”® And a passage in Birds that mentions
a ‘swallow in poetry’ is said to allude to an ode by Simonides (schol. Ar.

' This list only comprises instances of literary a/lusion. In other cases the commentator does not
indicate the exact relation between the poet and his ‘model’ (e.g. schol. Ar. Av. 1420, on Aeschylus
(fr. 140 Radt)) or identifies the passage as a quotation, imitation, etc. (see below).

See schol. Ar. Pax 136 (= E. Beller. test. ii a Kannicht); as an alternative, the Suda (T 894) offers the
interpretation that the passage alludes to the myth of Icarus (cf. schol. Ar. Pax 141b). For another
allusion to Euripides see schol. Ar. P/ 203b.a (E. Ph. 597).

Eupolis: schol. Ar. Pax 740b (= Eup. zest. 18 K-A); Cratinus: schol. Ar. Pax 741c (= Crat. test. 26
K-A). Apparently, the case was not entirely clear, for schol. Ar. Pax 741c speaks of Tivés. To make
things worse, in another scholion on the same line (schol. Ar. Pax 741b) the allusion is said to be to
Euripides (thus, too, the Suda, u 291), but Dobree conjectured Eupolis (= zesz. 19 K-A) on the basis

3



Allusions, hints, hidden meanings 231

Av. 1301b = f1. 597 Page). Likewise, the brief mention of Prometheus trick-
ing Zeus in Hesiod’s Works ¢ Days is considered an allusion to the more
extensive treatment of the same incident in his own 7Theogony (schol. Hes.
op. 48).”7 And although the exact source is not specified in this particular
case, it is nevertheless worth mentioning that even Aratus is once said to
allude to the doctrine of natural philosophers and mathematicians (schol.
Arat. 458). In all these cases the relevant word is a form of aiviTTeofau,
which is their common denominator: the passage that is commented on
gives us to understand that it ‘aims at’ another literary text without saying
so explicitly.

Needless to say, ancient critics can focus on many other forms of the
relationship between two literary texts: the passage under discussion can
be a quotation™ or an imitation' or be related to an intertext.”® Or it can,
with a clearer agenda, be a parody”' or a derision.”” Quite often, however,
the exact nature of the relationship between the two texts is left open (cf.
n. 14). The ancient critic as it were says ‘cf. X’, without telling the reader
in what respect he should compare the two passages.

HINTS

All the examples collected in the preceding section on ‘allusions” have a
common denominator: the passage under discussion incorporates, by way
of allusion, a piece of information that does not, strictly speaking, belong

of the previous example. (Schol. Ar. Pax 763¢ deals with an allusion to Eupolis’ bad behaviour and

therefore belongs to the historical allusions above.)
17 The notion that an author alludes to a text of his own (here: Clouds to Knights) probably recurs in
schol. Ar. Nu. 559b (with Koster’s supplement).
Cf. e.g. schol. Ar. Ra. 665 (strictly speaking, the phrase Top& + acc. does not specify the exact
nature of the relation, but the scholion goes on to quote the passage from Sophocles’ Laocoon (fr.
371 Radt), which shows that it is in fact a quotation; there seems to be no specific term for it).
Interestingly, schol. Ar. Nu. 967a mentions scholars’ inability to identify the quotation, which still
holds true today (= fr. lyr. adesp. 948 Page).
Y Cf. e.g. schol. Ar. Nu. s9sc.a (Aristophanes imitates dithyrambographers); see also the notes on
Aristophanes imitating the style of tragedy (Chapter 9).
E.g. schol. Ar. Av. 1410b; interestingly, the critics are in disagreement as to whether the intertext is
Alcaeus (fr. 345 Voigt) or Simonides (fr. 597 Page). The same Alcacan poem is said to be the target
of a parody in schol. Ar. Th. 162a (cf. next n.). The Simonides passage is considered the target of an
‘allusion’ in schol. Ar. Av. 1301b (see above).
Not surprisingly, parody primarily recurs in connection with Aristophanes (e.g. schol. S. E/ 289,
Ar. Eq. 214a, 2213, 1099, etc.), but see also, for example, schol. Luc. 17.12. The relevant notes often
identify the text that is being parodied (e.g. schol. Ar. Ach. 119 = E. fr. 858 Kannicht, schol. Ar. Ach.
120 = Arch. fr. 187 West). See also Chapter 9 on paratragodia.
E.g. schol. Ar. Ach. 47(i), on Euripides. On occasion, the critic feels unable to decide: is Ar. Av.
575 a playful distortion (yeUdeTton Taxifeov) of Homer or, as other critics have argued, a quotation
from another work of Homer (schol. Ar. Av. 575a, with the interesting remark that the Hymns are
genuine: fest. 24 Allen-Halliday-Sikes)?
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to the text’s own ‘narrative universe’. It is brought in ‘from outside’ (cf.
‘other sources’ in the definition of allusion quoted at the beginning of the
chapter). However, ancient critics also use the word adviTteofat in order
to describe that the speaker — poet or character — ‘speaks in riddles” and
thereby intimates a meaning that is not spelled out explicitly. Unlike an
allusion, this rhetorical device does not incorporate an ‘external’ piece of
information, but the speaker chooses to veil his message.” As is the case
with allusions, the recipient is normally expected to unveil and understand
the actual message (for a qualification see below). Thus, when Nestor curses
in /liad 9.63—4 ‘that man who longs for all the horror of fighting among
his own people’, one critic thinks that he is hinting at Achilles (schol. D
1l. 9.64). Similarly, when the same Nestor gives Agamemnon the advice
to ‘let them go perish, these one or two, who think apart from the rest of
the Achaeans’ (Z/. 2.346—7), the scholia again recognise a veiled reference
to specific characters. In this case, however, there is disagreement over who
exactly is meant:

“Bva” 8t “kal BUo” eUguéoTepov adviTTeTon Axi1AAEax kad TT&TpokAov. ETepor B¢

gva kol BU0” &vTi BegpoiTou kai ETepov ToloUTov. (schol. D 7/ 2.346)*

<The expression> ‘one or two’ very cleverly hints at Achilles and Patroclus. Oth-
ers, however, <say> that ‘one or two’ stands for Thersites and another character

of this kind.

It is noteworthy that the reported dispute does not concern the question
whether or not the passage in fact hints at specific characters. This is
taken for granted, together with the assumption that Nestor’s addressees
understand who is meant. At the same time, the scholion gives an indication
of the hint’s purpose. It displays the speaker’s cleverness, whereas, one might
complete the reasoning, a plain reference would not. In another context,
Porphyry (on 7/ 19.221ff., II 237.9—11 Schr.) argues that Odysseus prefers
a simile over plain speech in order to avoid the impression of flattering
Achilles (kohoxeia). Likewise, shame (ai8¢ds) is seen as the determining
factor why Euripides’ Phaedra speaks about her love for Hippolytus in
riddling terms (schol. E. Hipp. 372).

» In that connection one may compare the word &ugaivelv (and Epgaots), which also describes
the intimation of a meaning that is not stated in plain terms (e.g. schol. HM*P'QV O4. 1.47,
p- 32.15 Ludwich: Athena’s wish that whoever acts like Aegisthus should die suggests the suitors).
On #ugaois see Chapter 9.

>+ Cf. schol. B Od. 10.459 (Circe hinting at the Laestrygonians and the Cyclops), V O4. 11.437 (Odysseus
hinting at Aerope, Agamemnon’s mother), E. Andr. 444 (Menelaus giving a hint that Hermione
will kill Andromache’s son Molossus), Med. 1132 (Medea hinting at the fact that previously she had
been treated unjustly by Jason).
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It should be noted that instances of the term aiviTTeoBau are very
frequent when it comes to indicating that a speaker does not spell things
out in plain terms. As a result, the term covers a broad range of possible
applications and can refer to virtually every type of meaning that is not
stated plainly by the speaker.” This can include figurative language such
as the ‘tenor’ of a metaphor (e.g. schol. E. Or. 1385: ‘lion’s whelp’ for
Helen’s destructiveness),” indirect characterisation (e.g. schol. D 7/ 1.197:
‘blond’ hair for a hot-headed and ‘irascible’ character; D . 3.371: ‘soft’
throat for a weakling), periphrastic denomination (e.g. schol. A.R. 1.146—
49a: Alcman says ‘Glaucus’ daughter’ for Leda™), an unspecific generic
expression (e.g. schol. B Od. 10.459: ‘hostile men’ for the Laestrygonians
and Polyphemus), the exact implication of a rhetorical question (e.g. schol.
E. Or. 81), the implication of an argument (e.g. schol. E. Med. 847) or the
implication of a somewhat vague statement (e.g. schol. A. 7h. 589f). In
short, whenever ancient scholars feel that a passage requires an explanation
of what is actually meant, they can do so by stating that the speaker or
the text aiviTteTon such and such. Needless to say, this is a much broader
meaning than ‘allusion’.

Interestingly, the problem of aiviTteofan can be combined with ques-
tions of genre. One critic, at least, is of the opinion that this ‘oblique’ and
‘allusive’ mode of expression is typical of poets and their stylistic licence.*®
However, most scholia do not reflect this distinction. The scholia both
to prose authors and to poets frequently find instances of aiviTTeobal.
If there is a disproportion in the extant evidence that is perhaps sig-
nificant, it is the paucity of aiviTTeobo1 and cognates in the scholia to
the liad. However, it is not easy to give an explanation for this striking
gap.

Another ancient critic observes a tendency among Greek poets to move
away from the old style of aiviTTeoBau towards a plainer style. (Prometheus
announces that he will tell his story plainly, ‘without weaving in riddles’,
oUK EumrAékwv aiviypaTa.)

» Cf. the definition of aivitteoBau in schol. Ar. Eg. 196a(Il): &AAa uév Aéycv, EAAa 8¢ SnAGV
(‘saying one thing, meaning another’); also schol. E. Hipp. 73, where aiviTteo8x1 and &AATyopeiv
(‘to speak figuratively’) are contrasted with kupicos Aéyeiv (‘to use plain language’).

26 Conversely, schol. E. 77. 1175 (= Eratosthenes fr. 66 Strecker) explicitly opposes oiviTTeafcn and
metaphor.

*7 The text of the scholion is corrupt. It is therefore not clear which lyric poet is meant (see fr. lyr.
adesp. 1012 Page).

2 Cf. schol. Arat. 96—7: ToInTIKfj civiypaTdel E€ouaia kexpnuévou Tol TonTol (‘with the poet
making use of his poetic licence of speaking in riddles’). On poetic licence see Chapter 7.
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ol y&p maAalol T& ToIfjpaTa aUTOV TPddTOV &V Tpootpiols kal aiviypacty
yeyp&pootv YoTepov 8¢ kal kaBbdhou pavepdd ExpddvTo TG Adyw. (schol. A.
PV 610)

For the ancients have written their poems first in proems [?]*° and riddles. But
later on they generally made use of the plain style.

One is reminded of the argument in Aristophanes’ Frogs (esp. 924—
32, 945—7), where Aeschylus’ obscure and difficult style is ridiculed and
contrasted with Euripides’ plainer style.”

Speaking in less than plain terms can entail either the risk or the intention
that not everybody understands the actual meaning of the words. Ancient
commentators found an example of the former in Euripides’ Hippolytus.
Phaedra attempts to make her love for Hippolytus understood without
actually spelling it out.” However, the slow-witted Nurse, a critic argues,
fails to grasp the point of Phaedra’s ‘hints’ (schol. E. Hipp. 345).

Examples of intentional ambiguity or misunderstanding occur in con-
nection with what modern scholars often call ‘dramatic irony’: the charac-
ter who is addressed does not understand the veiled message, whereas the
audience does.” Ancient scholars describe this discrepancy in terms of the
speaker making use of aiviTteoba. As the preceding paragraphs will have
demonstrated, the presence of the term aiviTtecbau itself does not « priori
suffice to indicate that the speaker intends not to be understood by his or
her addressee on stage. But ancient scholars have other means to make it
clear that they indeed have in mind ‘dramatic irony’. One of the clearest
examples actually involves a passage where the speaker himself remains
unaware of the deeper meaning of his words. (In the first epeisodion of
Sophocles’ Oedipus, the title character famously declares ‘For it will not be
on behalf of a distant friend, but for my own sake, that I shall drive away
this pollution’, S. 07 137-8.)

TeTAQyiaoTal 88 TEAW 6 Adyos kal ThHv &AnBelav adviTTeTan T BedTpep 6T1
aUTds dpdoas Tov govov & Oiditous kai EauTtdv TipwpnoeTtal. (schol. S. OT
137)%

* The meaning of Trpooipiors here is obscure. The word may well be corrupt (see Herington’s app.
crit., where he considers the conjecture Trapoipiais ‘obscure figurative language’).

3° The analogy is, of course, not perfect, because the scholion refers to a passage in a play by Aeschylus
(the authenticity of PV'is undisputed in antiquity: Lesky 1972: 141).

3' Cf. e.g. schol. E. Hipp. 141, 337. The Aristophanic scholia repeatedly comment that obscenities
are ‘hinted at’ instead of being spelled out (cf. esp. schol. Ar. Ach. 786a: aiviTTeTon 8¢ eis 10
KoképaTov, ‘he hints at what is ill-sounding’; sim. schol. Lycophr. 139b).

3> On dramatic irony in ancient scholarship see Steinmann (1907: 41-2), Meijering (1987: 288 n. 222).

3 Cf. schol. E. Med. 679 (Aegeus himself does not understand the deeper meaning of the oracle that
he reports). For the notion that the audience understands what the characters do not see also schol.
S. 4j. 301a, 687, OT 132. The verb Aary1&Zew is used similarly in schol. S. OT 1183.
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The speech is again oblique [i.e. not straightforward or plain] and intimates to the
audience the truth that Oedipus himself is the murderer and will take revenge on

himself.

The expression aiviTteTon 1§ Oedtpey (with 6 Adyos as subject, not
the character) makes it clear that only the audience is meant to understand
the full implication of Oedipus’ declaration, whereas he himself of course
does not. Note also that the scholion treats this as a regular feature (TréAv)
of the play.

In other contexts, the speaker deliberately speaks in riddles, lest another
character understand the actual meaning of the words. (Shortly before
she leaves the stage and kills her children, Medea deplores their fate in a
long speech. Among other things, she enigmatically refers to the ‘dwelling’
where they will live without her, E. Med. 1022-3.)

Aéyel 8¢ &orjuws Tov "Adny, kail TTavTa 88 T £E7)s aiviy paTwddds SUIAET UTrep
ToU pt) adoBéoban Tov Taudaywydv. (schol. E. Med. 1021)°*

She (sc. Medea) means Hades without saying so, and also the rest of her speech
she speaks in riddles lest the pedagogue understand.

Here again the scholion states explicitly that Medea speaks in riddles lest
the pedagogue understand,” the implication being that the audience does.
There are similar cases, for instance Ajax duping the chorus regarding his
imminent suicide (schol. S. Aj. 691, cf. 690), or Heracles telling Admetus
in vague terms how he came by the veiled woman, that is, Alcestis (schol.
E. Al 1026).

In other cases, however, the scholia simply mention the speaker’s
adviTteobar and do not specify whether he or she intends not to be
understood by the other characters. Sometimes it seems likely that this is
what the critic has in mind: for instance, the ‘beggar’ Odysseus deceives
the Suitors with his speech (‘it is okay if a man is thrown at when he is
fighting for his estate, but I am being pelted as a beggar’).36 It cannot be
Odysseus’ intention that the Suitors grasp the underlying meaning (he s
fighting for his estate).

Similarly, a critic recognises in Medea’s reference to Glauce’s youth an
intimation that this is the main reason why Jason prefers her over Medea

3 Cf. schol. S. OT 447 (the compound Trap-cwviTTesBau probably means that Tiresias hints at the
truth ‘past’” Oedipus); see also, without the term aiviTteobau, schol. E. Med. go1, 1013: both speak
of a ‘double meaning’ (81Af} vvoia), one mistaken (meant for the addressee), the other true (no
doubt for the audience, though not expressly stated in the scholion).

3 It is disputed whether the pedagogue actually remains on stage (Mastronarde 2002: ad loc.), but the
ancient commentator clearly thinks he does.

36 See schol. B Od. 17.468, probably referring to the entire speech 17.468—76.
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(schol. E. Med. 967). Given that in the context Medea attempts to lure
Jason into letting the children bring the poisoned robe to Glauce, the
alleged lash must go unnoticed by him or it would be counterproductive.

Yet another scholion indirectly discusses the question whether or not the
addressee understands the hint. (In Euripides’ 77ojan Women, Talthybius
refers in enigmatic terms to Polyxena’s destiny — she has been sacrificed
at Achilles’ tomb — and invites Hecuba to ‘call’ her daughter ‘happy’
(eU8aupovilelv), because she is now free of toils.)

aiviTTeTan 81 Tébvnkev: “ol oapdds eitrev” [E. T7. 625] kad (réds) 1 Ex&Pn oUe
oTevalel oUTe (TrUvBGveTal Tréds) ATTMAAGYT); €iTE Y ap oidev, (£8e1) oikTicaoBal
Tepl BuyaTpds: €iTe un oldev, épwTfioon Kal padeiv. (schol. E. 77. 268, suppl.
Wilamowitz et Schwartz)

He [sc. Talthybius] intimates that she is dead. <Cf. Hecuba saying:> ‘He did
not state it plainly.” — And why does Hecuba neither lament nor ask how she [sc.
Polyxena] has been freed [sc. from toil]? For if she knows [sc. about Polyxena’s
death], she should lament her daughter; if she does not know, she should inquire
and learn [sc. about the death].

The former part of the scholion refers to and quotes from a passage later
in the play (E. 77. 622—s) in which Hecuba learns about Polyxena’s death
and speaks of Talthybius’ aiviyua. In other words, she did not understand
the implication of his utterance in the former scene. But the second part
of the scholion expresses dissatisfaction with how the former scene runs.
Instead, it suggests two scenarios — one in which Hecuba does understand
the deeper meaning and one in which she does not — without seeming to
favour one over the other. The main point seems to be that in its current
form Euripides” handling of the scene fails to convince.

Another feature that deserves to be mentioned here is that ancient schol-
ars recognised different degrees of speaking in riddles. (After Telemachus’
arrival at Eumaeus’ hut in Odyssey 16, Odysseus, still in disguise, questions
him about the current situation in the palace and then declares how he
would feel and act if it were his house, Od. 16.105—11.)

gvtaUba capéoTepov aiviTreTan 6 O8ucoeus elvan TOV oikov éauTol &v & oi
uvnoTipes rpooekdBnvTo. (schol. H O4. 16.106)
Here Odysseus is hinting more plainly at the fact it is his own house which the

suitors were besieging.

The scholion implies that in the course of the conversation Odysseus
repeatedly adumbrates the truth and that he does so with increasing clarity.
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The scene in question is of course followed by Odysseus revealing his true
identity to Telemachus, once Eumaeus has left (Od. 16.177-89).

HIDDEN MEANINGS

Finally, the word oiviTTeoBan can also be used to describe references to
hidden meanings that go well beyond the limits of the specific passage and
its immediate explanation. When a passage is understood to convey such
a deeper meaning, ancient scholars can still describe this as the poet or the
text making use of aiviTTeofan (and cognates). The poet does not express
the deeper meaning in plain terms, but he is obliquely referring to it. This
use of adviTteobou lends itself to interpretations as allegory (e.g. schol.
Luc. 26.3), moral lessons (e.g. schol. Pi. 7. 4.83b), oblique instructions
(e.g. schol. Pi. I 5.2a) or various generalising statements (e.g. of a political
nature: schol. D 7/ 8.25, Ar. Eq. 42g), all of which lie outside the boundaries
of the relevant literary text itself.

CONCLUSION

The term aiviTteofou (and cognates) encompasses a very broad range of
meanings and applications. In a more restricted sense, the term can refer
to various kinds of allusions (e.g. historical, literary). But this seems to
be only one particular application. For, in principle, the term can describe
virtually any utterance in which the surface meaning is either supplemented
or replaced by an underlying meaning that is not stated in plain language.
The scale of these ‘unstated’ meanings ranges from relatively simple issues
such as the tenor of a metaphor to deep meanings that are fraught with
significance. This versatility of aiviTTeofou can be challenging, because
each attestation must be judged on its merits before it can be assigned
to one of the categories that have tentatively been introduced above.””
However, the very versatility also makes it a fascinating and rewarding
topic, because ancient scholars detected so many, and such different, aspects
of not speaking in plain terms.

37 Disagreement is inevitable here. For instance, Struck (2004: 12-13) renders adviTTeTan in schol. A
1l. 1.197 Ariston./D with ‘allegorises’, while I can detect little more than an ‘indirect indication’ of
Achilles’ temper (by means of the word ‘blond’). Incidentally, Struck overlooks the fact that the two
parts of the scholion originate with two different traditions and should therefore not be treated as
expressing the view of a single critic.



CHAPTER II

Characters

The masterpieces of Greek literature such as Homeric epic and Attic tragedy
owe their deep and lasting effect not least to the prominence of fascinating
and highly individualised characters. Readers (and spectators) of all times
recognise immediately that the characters and their depiction are a central
focus of Greek poetry. Little surprise, then, that ancient critics also paid
considerable attention to the topic. The present survey first examines issues
regarding the casts of dramatic and narrative texts and then turns to the
question of characterisation itself.

CAST

In dramatic texts, the cast is limited in size for generic reasons and therefore
does not pose major problems to a proper understanding. In tragedy, the
number of speaking characters rarely exceeds ten and is unlikely to confuse
an attentive reader.’ Ancient commentators generally confine themselves
to listing the dramatis personae at the end of the hypothesis, often in the
sequence in which they enter the stage for the first time (e.g. argum. A.
Ag. p. 2 Smith). Occasionally, the hypothesis contains a few general remarks
on characterisation (see below), but the identity of the characters does
not receive much attention either in Aypotheseis or in scholia to tragedy.”
The cast of Aristophanes’ comedies tends to be somewhat larger and is, of
course, not bound by tradition (Arist. Po. 1451b13—14). The extant scho-
lia on Aristophanes, however, show little further interest in questions of
casting,.

' Euripides’ Phoenician Women has eleven (plus the chorus) and is therefore called TroAuTpdowTTOS
(‘of many characters’, argum. b E. Ph., p. 77.7 Diggle). According to Heath (1987: 32 n. 38), this is
‘used as a term of praise’, but he does not argue the point.

* The question which does pose problems is the correct assignment of parts (see e.g. schol. Ar. Eg.
911b and in general Chapter 19), which, however, is perhaps better considered the task of an editor
or textual critic.

238
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Within the corpus of dramatic scholia, virtually the only aspect of casting
that is deemed worthy of discussion is the composition of the chorus. The
question is of particular importance to tragic poetry, because the chorus is
the only major character the poet is at liberty to invent, whereas the other
characters are largely determined by tradition (Arist. Po. 1451b1s). As a con-
sequence, a standard element of ancient Ayporheseis identifies three central
constituents of a tragedy (= element C in the taxonomy of Trendelenburg
1867: 4—5): the scene, the composition of the chorus and the character who
speaks the prologue.’ An example is the hypothesis to Euripides’ Medea:

1) pév oknvn ToU SpduaTos Utrdkeltal év KopivBew, & 8¢ yopds ocuvéoTnkey €k
yuvaikév ToAITiSwv. Tpoloyilel 8¢ Tpopos Mndeias. (argum. E. Med.)*

The scene of the play is located in Corinth, the chorus consists of female citizens
[sc. of Corinth]. Speaker of the prologue is Medea’s nurse.

Two tragic scholia have more to say on the composition of the chorus.
They discuss in what way the composition relates to the other characters
and the play as a whole. The first note is on Sophocles” Ajax:

Tlawdds alTdd 6 Xopds éokeUaoTal &md ZoAapivicov &vSpdv ToUTo pév Tap-
pnotafopévar ws EAeubépwy ToUTo 88 oupTTaBdds ExdvTwy s TTOAITEOY Kal
aidNuoVUWs AAAOUVTWY 65 UTrMKOwY: oU y&p Tilavov &§ Axaiddv elodryev kal
B1& TO p1 dvTws ouvdyBeobar kai Si1& TO p1f TPooKpoUely TG BaoIAL. TO
8¢ TGOV aiyMoATWY KNBepovikov pév, ws AloyUAos év “Opfiocais”, oU unv
eUTpdowToV bpax y&p oiov (fv) [add. dubitanter Radt, iam Trendelenburg]
adypoAcToUs ETITiudY TG Mevehde. (schol. S. Aj. 134a, cf. TrGF III p. 206)

His [sc. Sophocles’] chorus plausibly consists of men from Salamis, who, as free
men, have freedom of speech, as fellow citizens [sc. of Ajax], are sympathetic,
and, as his subordinates, speak with respect. For it would have been implausible
to bring them on stage from among the Achaeans, because they would not really
condole [sc. with Ajax] nor attack the king [sc. Menelaus]. <A chorus> consisting
of prisoners of war would be full of care [sc. for Ajax], cf. Aeschylus in Thracian
Women [i.e. female prisoners],’ but not a good choice for the part. Consider how
it would have been for prisoners of war to criticise Menelaus!

3 On the first speaker see Chapter 19.

4 Cf. argum. A. Th., PV, S. EL, Ant., Ph., OC, E. Alc., Andr., Hec., Supp., IT, Ph., [Rh.] (not included
in this list are cases where element C lacks the point about the chorus, e.g. argum. E. Hipp.). Whether
or not all these hypotheseis are indeed by Aristophanes of Byzantium is disputed, see Pfeiffer (1968:
193, with bibl. in n. 4), Budé (1977), Slater (1986: x), Brown (1987), van Rossum-Steenbeek (1998:
32-3).

5 Aeschylus’ Thracian Women also dealt with Ajax’ suicide (schol. S. Aj. 815a, cf. TrGF III pp. 205-6).
It seems therefore likely that kndeuovikév predicates a quality of that chorus (i.e. care for Ajax).
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The critic praises Sophocles for his good choice. It allows the chorus
both to rebuke Menelaus (sc. in lines 1091—2) and to sympathise with Ajax,
keeping due respect for their master. Sophocles’ solution is set off against
two alternatives. The first (perhaps only a rhetorical foil, but see the next
example) is to make them Achaeans (i.e. subordinates of Menelaus), the
second to introduce them as (female) prisoners of war, as Aeschylus did in
his Thracian Women. Both alternatives, however, would make it impossible
for the chorus to censure Menelaus.

The argument about ‘freedom of speech’ recurs in a debate over the
chorus’ identity in Euripides’ Phoenician Women. Some critics apparently
held that the chorus should consist of female fellow-citizens or relatives
of Jocaste, in order to give her moral support in her plight.” This view is
opposed by the argument that, as Thebans, they could not criticise their
own king Eteocles in the way they do in line 526 (schol. E. Ph. 202).

Other notes resemble the Aypotheseis in that they simply identify the
members of the chorus (e.g. schol. S. OT 151, Ant. 100). The point may be
added, if applicable, that the play is named after the chorus.” An unusual
case is Aristophanes’ Frogs, where the change of scene from earth to Hades
goes together with the chorus of frogs being replaced by initiates (schol.
Ar. Ra. 273).

An altogether different picture is presented by Homer’s epics with their
dozens of characters, which is a real challenge even for an attentive reader.
The scholia show that ancient scholars were aware of the various problems
and provided several aids to the reader.

A potential stumbling-block are characters of the same name, especially
if, unlike the two Ajaxes, they do not belong to the protagonists. Such char-
acters are frequent in the //iad and receive considerable attention. Ancient
commentators are at pains to reduce the risk of confusion. Asa result, at least
forty-eight extant scholia discuss the question of homonymous characters."
A majority of these notes can be attributed to the Aristarchean school,

¢ This must be read against the background that the chorus is frequently said to consist of locals
(argum. A. Th., S. Ant., El., OC, E. Alc., Med., Andr.) and/or of people with a special relation to a,
usually female, protagonist (argum. E. Al., Or., sim. Hec., IT).

7 Cf. e.g. schol. Ar. Eg. 225, Nu. 275a, sim. argum. II Ar. V. (p. 4.7-8 Koster).

8 On the device see Schimberg (1878: 23-36), Bachmann (1902: 21). The relevant passages, together
with other cases of homonymy, are usefully collected by Erbse (Index V: 134-s, s.v. homonyma).
(Additions/corrections: to Eurybates add schol. T 7/ 2.1846 ex., b Il. 2.517d ex.; to Hodius add schol.
A 1l 5.39¢" Ariston.; to Chromius add schol. A 7/. 17.2186" Ariston.; the entry listed under Alcmaon
should go under Thestor; add an entry Teuthras (see schol. A 1. 3.144a Ariston., where the bracket
should read ‘cf. 7 5.705, 6.13’, unless one assumes the scholion’s example, Teuthras, to be an error).)
For homonymous characters in the Odjssey see schol. BV Od. 11.283, also QV Od. 10.2. Homonymy
can, of course, apply to other phenomena, for example toponyms (e.g. schol. A II. 2.511a Ariston.).
More generally, one might compare the efforts of Demetrius of Magnesia (first century BC), who
tried to get to grips with various types of homonymy (poets and authors, cities).
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which seems to have put particular emphasis on the topic and perhaps
even went so far as to identify characters of the same name consistently.’

Interestingly, their effort to identify characters of the same name also
applies to characters whose namesake does not appear in the same text
itself (i.e. the /liad), but, for instance, in the Odyssey. Examples include
Priam’s son Antiphus, whose namesake is one of Odysseus’ companions
who are killed by the Cyclops (schol. T 7/. 4.489—90 ex.). Another is the
Ciconian leader Mentes, in whose guise Apollo addresses Hector, whereas
Athena appears to Telemachus in the guise of the Taphian Mentes (schol.
A Il. 17.73a Ariston.). The purpose of such notes is not only to prevent the
readers from getting confused. They also seem to draw attention to the
homonymy of characters as such (cf. n. 9), which appears to have become
important for its own sake. An alternative explanation may be seen in
the Aristarchean conviction that the //iad and Odyssey are not only by the
same poet but together form one larger unit. To his mind, the //iad, for
example, provides instances of prolepsis of events narrated in the Odyssey,
thereby contributing to a single narrative composition (see Chapter 1).
Consequently, it may well be that Aristarcheans considered cases such as
Antiphus as a truly homonymous character, although there is only one
in each epic. This second explanation, however, does not sit well with
a case such as Orestes. The two minor characters of this name, a Greek
slain by Hector and a companion of the Trojan hothead Asius, are both
set off against the famous son of Agamemnon."® He, however, does not
appear in either epic, but is only mentioned (e.g. /.. 9.142, Od. 1.30, etc.).
The conclusion seems to be that critics were keen to reduce the risk of
confusion, regardless of whether or not the namesake actually is a character
in the text under consideration.

As to the origin of these notes, a prime witness is the comment on the
Paphlagonian king Pylaemenes, father of Harpalion (schol. bT 7/ 13.6434
ex.). Given its extraordinary length, the note must be paraphrased here. The

? See the fragment re-edited by Erbse (1969: LXV.3-6): onueioUtan 8¢ mpos Tov aUtdv [sc.
ZnvoddoTov] &meploTikTe SITA{] Tas dpwvupias &rdoas, 6T1 oU vorjoas TO ToloUTov &y payev
ot ptv “TIvAcapévea” [IL 5.576, cf. 2.851], &1t 88 “Kuhaupévea” [13.643] (‘He [sc. Aristarchus]
marks all homonymies with a simple diple, with reference to the same [sc. Zenodotus], because he
[sc. Zenodotus], unaware of such a thing [sc. homonymy], wrote “Pylaemenes” in one place and
“Cylaemenes” in another’). On the basis of this fragment, Aristonicus has been identified as the
source of two T-scholia: schol. T 7/ 16.197 ex., T Il. 21.434; see also Erbse’s note on ZZ. 5.706 (‘diple
ante versum in A, fortasse exstabat scholium Aristonici Ttpds dpwovupiav vocis Olvépaov’). Conversely,
the attempt by Roemer (1912: 24~5, 402, also 1911b: 166-8) to prove that Aristarchus did not make
use of the dpwovupia principle fails to convince; see van der Valk (1964: 255 n. 765), who, however,
argues (255—6) that Aristarchus sometimes separated characters who are in fact the same.

° Cf. schol. A Il 5.705, A Il. 12.139, A Il 12.1936 (all attributed to Aristonicus). None of the three
notes refers to the homonymy of the two minor characters.
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critic argues that this Pylaemenes is not identical with the Paphlagonian
leader of the same name who is killed in 7/ 5.576—7, which would of course
create an internal inconsistency.” Instead, they are said to be characters of
the same name (thus also schol. bT 7/. 5.576 ex.), as often in Homer. This
claim is backed with a list of eleven groups of homonymous characters, each
followed by a short explanation or reference. Their names are Schedius,
Eurymedon, Eurybates, Adrastus, Acamas, Astynous, Thoon, Melanippus,
Ophelestes, Pylartes, Pisander.”” As Schimberg (1878: 27) saw, the second
part of the list, from Adrastus on, basically follows the Greek alphabet.” It
is, therefore, very likely that ancient scholars compiled an alphabetical list
of homonymous characters on which the present note drew. As to the first
three names in the note, Schimberg (1878: 27) aptly compares schol. b 7.
2.517d ex. (on Schedius), which adduces the same three characters. A direct
relation between the two scholia seems likely, but the exact details of the
relationship remain open (one dependent on the other? common source?).
In any case, the bulk of schol. bT /. 13.6434 ex. testifies to the existence of
alphabetical character lists.

It is conceivable, but cannot actually be proven on the basis of the
extant evidence, that such lists included more than the characters of the
same name only. Alexandrian scholars were keen to tidy up their cultural
heritage — one need only think of Callimachus’ Pinakes. It may well be
that they also compiled complete character lists that were similar to the
alphabetical index nominum in modern editions.™

If homonymous characters can confuse the reader of Homeric epic,
the same can be said about silent characters in dramatic texts, because
they hardly leave any traces in the text.” Consequently, the scholia

! Pylaemenes appears to have been the cause célébre in the question of homonymy (see n. 9 and schol.
A Il 2.851b Ariston.). Five notes on homonymous characters explicitly establish a relation to his case
(schol. A 7/ 1.320a, A II. 2.517¢, A Il 2.837-8, A Il. 4.295, A II. 15.5154, all attributed to Aristonicus).
It can be no coincidence, then, that the long list of parallels is adduced in the note that deals with
him. See also Lehrs ([1833] 1882: 207, 341), Mithmelt (1965: 127).
In most cases there are two characters of the same name. In the case of Adrastus, Thoon and
Melanippus, the note lists three homonymous characters each.
Meioavdpor should come before TTuA&pTan; the displacement may be due to iotacism or indicative
of alphabetisation by the first letter only. Note, however, that the sequence of the three names
beginning with o is correct.
For alphabetical character lists see also some of the mythographical catalogues on papyrus (re-edited
with commentary by van Rossum-Steenbeek 1998; cf. esp. nrs. 61, 64, 70 and perhaps 71). These
lists slightly differ from a list of Homeric characters in that they broadly combine figures in the
style of a mythographical compilation such as Ps.Apollodorus and do not limit themselves to a
single ‘original source’. Cf., however, nr. 58, which follows Hes. 7h. 975-1018 (in the sequence of
the Hesiodic text, not alphabetically).
'S Stage directions of the type ‘enter character X in company of Y (silent)’ are foreign to ancient
practice.

&
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sometimes explicitly identify what is called a kw@odv TpdowTtov (Ssilent
character’):"® Dicaeopolis’ bride in Acharnians and the goddess Eirene in
Peace.”” Although not unknown to tragedy, the phenomenon is more com-
mon in comedy with its many supernumeraries. Lucian (Hist. Conscr.
4) seems to attest to this when he speaks of a silent ‘comic bodyguard’
(koouikov Sopugdpnua), which the scholia explicitly refer to silent char-
acters in comedy.”® More generally, it is worth mentioning that Homer is
credited with the invention of silent characters (schol. AbT 7/ 1.3326 ex.).
Strictly speaking, there is a difference between silent characters appearing
in a dramatic or in a narrative composition. In the latter case they are much
more common and less problematic, because they leave an explicit trace
in the text. The note under consideration does not address this difference
and simply credits Homer with introducing another feature of dramatic
poetry (cf. Chapter 19).

It has been argued above that there is a connection between interest in
the composition of the chorus and the poet’s liberty to invent characters.
Invention of characters is particularly prominent in comedy and, to a
lesser degree, in epic. However, the comic scholia hardly ever discuss the
phenomenon. It may have been considered too common to require an
explanation.”

The Homeric scholia do not discuss the invention of characters as such
either, but their repeated references to speaking names imply that the
character is invented.”® This is indirectly proven by the note on the two
names of the river Scamander/Xanthus:

@5 TTapadedopévols SNAOVETL Y proPevos Kal ok aTos TTAGOOWY T& SVOUXTA.
(schol. A Il. 20.40b" Ariston.)**

6 Cf. Cic. A#t. 13.19.3; on silent characters see Steinmann (1907: 30), also Heinze ([1903] 1957: 407
n. 1).

7 Cf. schol. Ar. Ach. 1056 (cf. 1058d), Pax 657a. The kwedv Tpdowtov in argum. E. EL is a

mere conjecture by Victorius. Modern editors (e.g. Lloyd-Jones and Wilson 1990: 2, on S. A4j.)

sometimes mention kw@& TpéowTa among the dramatis personae, but this is normally not based

on manuscript evidence.

Cf. schol. Luc. 59.4, sim. 24.9; essentially the same explanation is found in Hesychius (5 2242), but

without reference to comedy; Plutarch (An seni 791e) speaks of dorep &l oknviis Sopupdpnua

kwov (like a silent bodyguard on the stage’).

9 The notes which do mention the invention of names refer to the ones invented by the characters in

order to achieve a particular goal in the present context (for references see n. 23 below).

Thus Bachmann (1902: 18). The relevant passages are collected by Erbse (2 schol. A Il 5s.60a

Ariston.), add schol. P Od. 1.429, H Od. 3.282; cf. notes on the etymology of names: schol. bT /L

2.2124 ex. (Thersites), T I/ 4.88—9a" ex. (Pandarus), bT 7/ 6.12 ex. (Axylus), A Il. 6.201a Ariston.

(Aleius), D /. 16.287 (Pyraechmes), T /. 24.730 ex. (Hector), also Soph. zest. 1.81—4 Radt (Odysseus);

see also Lehrs ([1833] 1882: 262 with n. 172), Steinmann (1907: 29-30).

' The opposite argument is made in schol. A.R. 1.1040—41: Apollonius of Rhodes invented the names
Telecleus and Megabrontes.

20
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<Homer uses both names> obviously taking them from tradition and not coining
the names himself.

The wording of the scholion makes it clear that Homer regularly invents
names. This aligns well with Aristarchus’ notion of Homer being évopa-
TobeTikSS, that is, a ‘giver of names’ (see n. 20). In fact, the presence of
speaking names in both //iad and Odyssey is seen as proof that they are by
the same poet.”” Needless to say, the point about invented names is mostly
made in connection with minor characters, some of whom do not even
appear in the epics (e.g. the fathers of characters who do). Exceptions are
the etymological notes on Thersites, Pandarus and, remarkably, Hector (for
references see n. 20). They all seem to presume that the name, and therefore
the character, was created by Homer. Given that Aristophanes often uses
speaking names in his comedies, it is remarkable that the phenomenon is
not explained more often.”

The preceding discussion differentiates between ‘major’ and ‘minor’
characters. The former notion is referred to in ancient scholarship as
ouvekTikOV TrpéowTov (lit. ‘a character who is holding together <the
plot> (or similar)’).”* The central character is seen as giving ‘coherence’ to
the text under discussion (on coherent plots see Chapter 1). This need not
be more than a convenient way of referring to the main character(s) and
should probably not be interpreted as contradicting Aristotle’s warning not
to construct the plot around an individual character (Po. 1451a16-35). The
notion of major and minor characters also shines through in comments
such as schol. T 7/ 10.196—7 ex. (quoted in Chapter 1), which considers it
necessary to explain why the comparatively minor characters Meriones and
Thrasymedes take part in the boule.”” A similar point is perhaps made by
schol. bT 7/ 14.476—7 ex., which explains that the character in question is
of the ‘second rank’ (Seutépa T&€15). It seems possible that the comment
refers to the Trojan Acamas, who is one of the few minor characters in
the /liad who is given the privilege of a speech (//. 14.479-85). However,

22 See schol. A Il. 9.137a Ariston.; the same implication seems to underlie schol. P Od. 4.630.

» Cf. Ar. Av. argum. 5.24-5, p. 3 Holwerda (sim. argum. 6, p. 4), on the two human protagonists,
Peis(th)etaerus (‘Persuader of his Comrade(s)’) and Euelpides (‘Son of Good Hope’); see, however,
the notes on the invention of names by characters (cf. n. 19): schol. Ar. Nu. 1150a (Apaloie, ‘Almighty
Fraud’, a personification (see below) invoked by Strepsiades), V. 185b (Apodrasippides, ‘Runaway-
ippides’, invented by Philocleon), Av. 65a (invented name of a bird), 68a (ditto), 568b (ditto). On
speaking names see also schol. Pi. O. 7.118¢c (on the names of the three Fates), E. 77. 457 (on the
names of the three Furies).

Cf. schol. bT 7/, 24.3—4 ex. (on Achilles), A. PV 88b (on Prometheus), sim. T 7/ 12.9-12 ex. (on
Hector and Achilles); see Roemer (1924: 257), but the claimed Aristarchean origin of the term must
remain open.

» Cf. schol. bT L 23.351 ex. (on Meriones’ participation in the foot-race).

2.
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Erbse (ad loc.) refers the note to Promachus, who is killed in this scene by
Acamas.*

Another group of particular characters are personifications, that is, non-
human objects or abstractions that are endowed with life and seen as a
person (more often divine than human). In the opening scene of Euripi-
des’ Alcestis, for example, Apollo ends his monologue by announcing the
imminent entrance of Thanatos (‘Death’). The relevant scholion explains:

owpaToTrolel aUTév. (schol. E. Ale. 24)

He [sc. Euripides] personifies him [sc. Thanatos].

Similarly, schol. A. PV 12¢ explains that Bia (‘Force’) is a personifi-
cation (ei8wAotoindeioa), while no scholion seems to have been pre-
served that says the same about Kratos (‘Power’) in the same scene at the
beginning of Prometheus Bound. (In fact, Kratos is the speaking character,
whereas Bia is a silent supernumerary, as explained in the same scholion, see
Chapter 19.) This points to a general feature of the extant notes on person-
ifications: ancient scholars seem to be primarily interested in the question
of personification as such. Conversely, they do not seem to make a distinc-
tion as to whether the personified character actually appears himself in the
fictional world (that is, on stage, as in the examples above, or, say, on the
Trojan battlefield), or whether the personification is only used by a char-
acter (e.g. when Eteocles prays to Eulabeia, ‘Caution’, in E. Ph. 782, with
schol.). The relevant scholia primarily draw attention to the fact that the
passage under discussion is an example of personification.”” It is probably
fair to say that for them the question is rather one of who is a divinity
and how the Greeks conceptualise their gods.28 The latter, in particular,
falls outside the scope of this book. Terminologically, cwpaToToleiv seems
to be both the more common and more specific term for ‘to personify’,
whereas €i8wAoTroleiv has a wider range of meanings that includes, for
example, the production of actual representations such as statues (see e.g.

26 Tn that case, the scholion probably explains that Promachus is in fact a name, and in spite of the
meaning its bearer belongs to the ‘second rank’.

*7 Examples include: schol. bT 7/ 14.344 ex. (is Hypnos, ‘Sleep’, a personification or not? cf. bT 7/
20.484 ex. on Eris, ‘Strife’), Hes. gp. 102—5 (on voUoot, ‘sicknesses’, sim. 104a with ref. to Homeric
parallels), [Hes.] sc. 144 (on Phobos, ‘Fear’), Pi. O. 2.108¢ (on Ananke, ‘Necessity’), A. 7h. 224a, b,
d (on Peitharchia, ‘Obedience’), Ar. Ach. 979a (on Polemos, “War’), etc.

See e.g. Arist. fr. 153 Rose (with Hintenlang 1961: 69—76), Porph. on /L. 2.447 (esp. I 42.24—45.5
Schrader), on 7/. 8.1 (I 110.23-114.23), on I/. 9.1 (I 127.27-31). The common denominator of these
passages seems to be that the name of the (personified) divinity and his or her effect are identical.
Eos, for example, can be both the personified goddess of Dawn and the morning light. Cf. also
schol. Hes. Th. 223a, which argues that Homer knows the concept of ‘nemesis’ but not the divinity.

28
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LS] s.v.). As always, the phenomenon can also be described periphrastically
(e.g. schol. [Hes.] sc. 264).

CHARACTERISATION

In the present context, it is useful to distinguish between two related aspects
of characterisation: (i) What are the principal techniques used by poets to
characterise? (ii) To what results do these techniques lead in the case of the
individual characters?

Obviously, the second question, actual characterisation of individual
figures, can only be treated selectively here, because an examination of all
the characters and the corresponding notes would require a study of its
own.”

As to the principal techniques of characterisation, further distinctions
can be made. First of all, characterisation can be implicit or explicit:
implicit, if a character’s actions (including speeches: Arist. Po. 1454a17-19)
reflect on him or her in a significant way; explicit, if somebody expressly
describes the character in question. This ‘somebody’ can be the character
himself, another character or — in the case of narrative texts or embedded
narratives (such as messenger speeches) — the narrator. The distinction
between implicit and explicit characterisation is comparable to the one
between ‘showing’ and ‘telling’ (on which see Chapter 1). A character can
be shown to be, say, courageous or he can be said to be courageous.

Ancient scholars do not seem to discuss the technique of implicit char-
acterisation as such, but their interpretations reflect awareness of the phe-
nomenon. (In //iad 6, Menelaus lets Agamemnon get the better of him
and rejects Adrestus’ supplication, which he was about to accept. However,

Menelaus does not kill the suppliant himself.)

péTplov kal &dpynTov YapakTnpilel ToU Meveddou 16 ffos: & TpdTepov pev
(y&p) [add. Erbse, cl. b] &8iknBeis, viv 8¢ émi omovdais Tpwbels peideTon Tfis
ToU ToAeuiou TANY TS Kai ¢ ikéTny o¥ govevel. (schol. T 7L 6.624" ex.)

He [sc. Homer] shows the character of Menelaus to be moderate and not irascible.
For, though previously wronged [sc. by Paris] and then wounded [sc. by Pandarus
in Iliad 4] on terms of a truce, he [sc. Menelaus] now refrains from striking the
enemy [sc. Adrestus] and does not kill him, because he is a suppliant.

" For a collection of relevant materials regarding the characters in Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides and
Terence see Steinmann (1907: 8-28). For the major Iliadic characters see von Franz (1940: 72-93)
and N. J. Richardson (1980: 272-5).



Characters 247

No one explicitly describes Menelaus’ character in this scene. It is his
behaviour alone that leads to the characterisation as given by the scholion.*®
At the same time, the critic indirectly sets Menelaus off from Agamemnon,
who does kill Adrestus (see below on contrasting presentation).

Similar to implicit characterisation, the scholia also argue on the basis of
indirect characterisation. Menelaus’ wound which is caused by Pandarus’
arrow (Z/. 4.132—40), for instance, is said to be described at length in order
to insinuate (Urogaivelv) Agamemnon’s emotional state (S1&Beos).”

As to explicit characterisation, a distinction between self-characterisation
and characterisation by others is drawn in a comment by Donatus:

personae aut <ex> suis verbis insinuantur aut ex alienis. (Don. ad Ter. Ad. 111 1,
p. I 66.11—12 Wessner, sim. An. I 3, p. 1 94.8-13 W., with example)

Characters either become known [~ are characterised] through their own words
or those of others.

Donatus primarily differentiates between self-characterisation and char-
acterisation by others. However, this distinction may well include the one
between implicit and explicit characterisation. For characterisation by oth-
ers is by necessity explicit, whereas self-characterisation can be both explicit
and implicit. The latter, implicit self-characterisation, is in fact more com-
mon (and, arguably, more subtle) than explicit self-characterisation. So
Donatus’ sentence may well indirectly testify to the distinction between
implicit and explicit characterisation too, although it expressly mentions
only the distinction between self-characterisation and characterisation by
others.

Donatus is commenting on dramatic poetry and therefore does not con-
sider characterisation by the narrator as opposed to that by the characters
themselves. This, however, is done by an Iliadic scholion. (In //iad 13, Dei-
phobus is unable to pierce Meriones’ shield with his spear and withdraws
in angry frustration.)

kol POéyyeTon pév oUdév (oU yap oikelov T TapdvTi Kapdd), THv 8¢ Siadeotv
aToU B1&x ToU “yooaTo” priwaTos 6 oinThs TapéoTnoev. (schol. bT /7 13.1656
ex.)

And he [sc. Deiphobus] does not utter a word (for it would not be appropriate
to the present critical moment), but the poet represented his [sc. Deiphobus’]
disposition by means of the verb ‘was angry’.

3° Cf. schol. bT /L 11.600-14 ex. (on Achilles).
30 Cf. schol. T 7/, 4.1406 ex.; see also schol. bT 7/ 10.14—6 ex. (the description of the Trojan success
alone is enough to insinuate the Greek misery). Cf. in general Chapter 9.
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The present circumstances do not allow for a speech by Deiphobus
(i.e. self-characterisation).” Instead, the narrator omnisciently informs the
reader about Deiphobus’ current emotional state (81&6eo1s) and thereby
characterises him.”” The emphasis on ‘by means of the verb (alone)” may
indicate praise for succinct and efficient characterisation (see below). The
wording of the scholion implies that self-characterisation through speech
is a standard method of characterisation.”* Homer, however, prefers not to
make use of it in the present scene.” Self-characterisation through speech
as a standard method must be read not only against the notion that Homer
favours ‘showing’ over ‘telling’ (see Chapter 4). Equally important is the
rhetorical exercise of AfoTroria, that is, the introduction of speaking char-
acters in one’s speech or, as a school exercise, the composition of fictitious
speeches, often with topics from classical mythology (e.g. Andromache’s
farewell speech to Hector).”® Its very etymology indicates that a main goal
of fiboTroria is to bring out well the character of the person whose speech
is quoted.’” No surprise, then, if the Homeric scholia often describe indi-
vidual characters on the basis of their speeches.”® Needless to say, the same
holds true a fortiori for scholia on dramatic texts, which consist of speech
only.

All in all, the two distinctions, explicit vs. implicit and self-characteris-
ation vs. characterisation by others, do not seem to be foreign to ancient
scholars, but are not discussed in their own right. It is other aspects

3* Interestingly, schol. bT /. 17.6954" ex. argues that Antilochus’ silence, when he learns about Patroclus’
death, brings out his feelings better than a speech could. See also schol. EQ Od. 1.334, which argues
that the description of Penelope covering her face with a veil before she descends to the dining hall
brings out her moderation (cwepoaivn) before her actual speech (Trpd ToU Adyou).

3 On the semantics of 81&Beo1s (‘disposition’) see Preller (1838: 100 on Polemon ft. §8); on S1&Beo1s as
‘emotional state’ in particular see Meijering (1987: 31-3); cf. schol. bT 7/ 1.330¢ ex., bT I/ 1.346 ex.,
T Il 41406 ex., bT Il. 4.154 ex., bT II. 5.516 ex., bT Il 12.392 ex., bT Il 16.460a ex., bT Il 17.156—9
ex., T 1. 19.366—7 ex., bT Il. 22.464—5 ex., T IL. 23.815b ex., E. Or. 142, Tr. 1030.

3 Cf. schol. QT Od. 8.166; for the notion that speech conveys character see Arist. Po. 145022931,

Men. fr. 72 K-A. Self-characterisation through speech can be conveyed, for example, by sentence

structure (schol. A /1. 9.372a Nic., A Il. 9.375—8 Nic.) or frequent apostrophes (schol. bT /. 22.86a

ex.).

The critic does not specify why a speech would be inappropriate here. Incidentally, the scholia

repeatedly comment on the absence of speeches (see Chapter 17).

See in particular the progymnasmata: Hermog. progymn. 9 (pp. 20—2 Rabe), Aphthonius II 44-6

Spengel (with an act