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proved, that Ioannes Tzetzes wrote a commentary on Aeschy-

lus. There are several references to him and some quotations
from his works in the mMss of Aeschylus,! so it was at least a fair
guess that there might be some connection between him and the
most widely read Byzantine commentary on Aeschylus, the so-
called A commentary.? The precise nature of this connection can
now be proved, I believe, and in this paper I shall present evidence
for the view that loannes Tzetzes was the author of the A com-
mentary, and that this work was composed at a time later than the
appearance of Eustathius’ commentary on the Iliad.

The proof of Tzetzes’ authorship is found in a ms which for
some reason has been allowed to remain unexplored, Athos Iviron
161 (symbol I in Turyn’s notation).3 This Ms from the end of the
thirteenth or the beginning of the fourteenth century has never
been collated in the scholia, though enough has been known about
it to suggest that it was a highly interesting witness. It is too early
to say anything definite about the exact relationship between I
and the other Mss, but as far as my preliminary analysis goes, I
can state that the scholia in the original part of the Ms, mainly
the scholia on the Septem, are M-type scholia, and sometimes
better than those actually found in M.# The original scholia in I
were entered by the scribe who also wrote the poetic text, but in

IT HAS SOMETIMES been suggested, but so far as I know never

1Cf. C. Wendel, RE? 7 (1948) 1972; C. ]J. Herington, The Older Scholia on the Prome-
theus Bound (Leiden 1972) 44 [hereafter ‘Herington’].

2 On the A commentary see Herington 22ff.

3 On Iviron 161 see A. Turyn, The Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of Aeschylus
(New York 1942) 120 and further The Byzantine Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of
Euripides (Urbana 1957) 325ff. The nature of the poetic text in this Ms has been discussed
by R. D. Dawe, Collation and Investigation of Manuscripts of Aeschylus (Cambridge
1964) 28. I have used a microfilm kindly lent me by the Institut de Recherche et d’Histoire
des Textes, Paris.

4 A discussion of these aspects will be found in my forthcoming edition of the scholia on
the Septem.
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the space between the marginal scholia and the inner and outer
margins there are several long additions from the A commentary
written by a contemporary scribe.> One such addition is found on
.56 explaining Sept. 374:

0 0¢ TCérlns Eoike, gnai, o dyyelog éx tng dyav émiparvouévng
anovdns un Edpacuévov Exev tov méda, dAL’ ékkpeuduevov
Emipéperv.

This view of the passage is the one given in the A commentary in
almost exactly the same words:

goike 0¢, onoi, xal 0 dyyeiog éx tng dyav émipaivouévng
anovdns un nopacuévov Exetv tov avtobd moda, dAA’ Ekkpeun
T00TO0V émipépev kai dotatov (cf. Dindorf’s edition 343.3-5).

There can be no doubt that the scholium in I refers to the A com-
mentary and moreover ascribes it to Tzetzes. This particular A
scholium is found in a larger number of A scholia Mss, so that its
status as a ‘majority’ scholium as defined by Herington® cannot be
doubted. I have found it in eleven Mss (BHNcPPdSjVWYYaYb).

If Tzetzes composed the A commentary this work must be dated
in the later part of this scholar’s life, for the A commentary con-
tains verbatim extracts from Eustathius’ commentary on the Iliad.

On Sept. 72 there is in the A commentary a scholium on the
word éxfauviente, printed in Dindorf’s unreliable edition” as two
different notes. I give the text of the scholium here from a collation
of almost all extant Mss of the A scholia together with the most
necessary critical notes:

1 éxbauvionte oiknv Bduvov éxpilwonte. Oduvog ydp éativ
eldog yauarlriov putod kai noivkAddov napad 10 Oaud tv-
HOAOYOUUEVOS. 0D ydp HovooTéAeyos Kata T0 6évopov dvelary,
dAda mokvog 0 Oduvog kal moAvatédeyog b0V éativ ék pr{wv.

5 Oduvor 68 obtw paov mupl mimTOVALY. 08 YAp SOV UEY-
dAa 6évdpa. 1 8¢ ntwoig did Tov dveuov kal did T0 TOAY
nop EE1kudlov THY GUVEKTIKNYV TV AERTOV Bduvwv vypdtnTa.

5 Many of these additions are difficult to read; the script has almost vanished, and the
book is so tightly bound that scholia added in the interior margin have not been adequately
reproduced on my microfilm. A good example of the work of this other hand occurs £.55":
the original scribe wrote schol. Sept. 355 but only the part also found in M (Dindorf
340.11-13), then the other hand added the remaining part of the A scholium.

6 On ‘majority’ and ‘minority’ scholia see Herington 28ff. I have some doubts as to
the importance of this distinction, especially when the number of Mss is so small as in
Herington.

7 Dindorf used the mss C and P in addition to older printed sources.
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CDNcNdAPPdS;VWXXaYaYb

1 éxBapvionrte—expilcdante om. DX ydp om. DX 2 gvtob ya-
uarlrilov YaYb 2-3 érou. 6é n.x.0. DX 2 6aua xai ovyvac
YaYb post érou. add. & éotr otéleyoc YaYb 3 povootéieyov
CNdPdXaYa td dévépa PPASjVW 4 Oduvog] xiddoc PPdSj
4 ev0vc—pi{dv om. D 5—7 om. PPASj 5 of Bduvor YaYb oStw]
ovtor CYaYb 6-74 dé—vypérnta om. DX

It will be seen at once, I believe, that most of this scholium does
not illustrate Aeschylus and is out of place, even though scholiasts
very often do indulge in displays of irrelevant learning. This par-
ticular note was written to accompany Iliad 11.156f:

ndvty T’ elAvpowy dveuog pépel, ol 06 te Bduvor
POppLLor TIMTOLaLY ENEIYOUEVOL TIVPOG OpUT,

and was lifted verbatim from Eustathius’ commentary on the Iliad
(838.3—4). I print van der Valk’s text:8

Oduvog 0 dpoevikwg pév évravba eipnrai, eidog 0é éoti yauai-
{1Aov puTob Kai Tolvkiddov, napa 10 Baua Etvporoyobuevog. ob
yap LOVOaTEAEYOS KATA TO OEVOpov dvelatv, dAAd mukvos 0 Bduvog
Kai ToAvatéieyog evbic éotiv éx pilwv. Bduvor 6¢ paov obtw mopi
nintovaiv. ob yap OXmov ueydla Oévépa. nj Oé mrwoig Sid TOV
dveuov kai d1a 10 oAb nop EEikudlov THV GUVEKTIKRY TV AEXTDV
fduvawyv dypdtnta.

There can be no doubt of the authorship of this note; the scho-
lium was written to explain Homer, not Aeschylus. This means
that the author of the A commentary used Eustathius® and thus we
obtain a quite certain terminus post quem. Though the precise
date of Eustathius’ commentary on the Iliad still is an open ques-
tion, I think it can be said with his recent editor that the work was
finished before 1175 when Eustathius was consecrated bishop of
Thessalonica.1?

There are further excerpts and borrowings from Eustathius in
the A commentary; for example the one at schol. Prom. 10 (Her-
ington), which Herington has printed in the PPd version though
this particular recension is known to innovate and rewrite on a

8 Eustathii archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis commentarii ad Homeri lliadem pertinentes
11 (Leiden 1979) 174-75.

9Against the possibility that the A scholia and Eustathius used the same source I may
emphasize the close similarity of the wording and the fact that van der Valk has found no
parallel. Cf. also the cases mentioned below where the use of Eustathius by the A commen-
tary is the only possible explanation.

10 Van der Valk (supra n.8) I (Leiden 1971) cxxxix.
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large scale. Thus the provenance of this note has been obscured.
As Herington remarks, C. M. Francken saw that this scholium had
something to do with Eustathius on Iliad 1.25, and in fact the
other Mss of the A commentary give a version that is much nearer
to Eustathius than the one printed by Herington. It should be
emphasized, however, that only a few Mss have this scholium—
but this can be explained by the fact that many of our best wit-
nesses do not have the Prometheus at all, or only the later part of
the play. Three Mss used by Herington have this note in a form
different from the PPd version, and a fourth follows more or less
PPd (this is the wildly erratic Ya, Vienna phil.gr. 197, whose be-
haviour can be seen from the apparatus on schol. Sept. 72 given
above). In the Mss Sj, W, and Xc the text is:

jv 416¢ topavvida (lemma om. SjW) - onueiwoar 671 16 t¥pavvog
dvoua Paciiixov fjv (v add. WXc) toic naiaioic. fAacpnueital
0€ vOv. yvdaiol of menAnouévor, vov 0 obdauvoi. molioatoc oby
g mdAar 0 moAvg kail Evéolog, AL 6 undév dv. duoc kal oby o
oteppog dAA’ émi gavidtnroc vov. éfaiciov 1o Exdikov Kal 1O
& w 100 aigiov kai dikaiov. vov ¢ dyaboroyovvrar (-eitar Xc)

This is, with few changes and transpositions, a verbatim excerpt
from Eustathius p.29 (I 48 van der Valk).

There is another scholium also lifted verbatim from Eustathius
that throws an interesting glimpse into Tzetzes’ method of work.
On Sept. 154 there is a long and very irrelevant note on the word
xvoal and the names for the various parts of the wheel. This scho-
lium consists almost exclusively of extracts from Eustathius’ long-
winded commentary on Iliad 5.722-32, p.597.40ff (II 178ff van
der Valk). Dindorf printed the Aeschylus scholium from P in his
edition (318.12-20), and I have found the note in the Mss WYaYb.
In this passage Eustathius refers to Sophocles (p.598.13f) and
thus Tzetzes was led to the scholia on Sophocles, from which he
took the only part of this scholium on Aeschylus not derived from
Eustathius—the note on the accentuation of yvoa/, which he took
over from the schol. El. 716 (printed in Dindorf 318.20-23 from
P and also found in DWXcYb). Finally I may mention that the
same passage in Eustathius (p.599.3—6) was the source of schol.
Pers. 189 (Dindorf 438.34—439.3 = Dahnhardt p.68.10-14).

In this way we arrive at a date of the A commentary after 1175
and before the death of Tzetzes, the date of which is not known.
Tzetzes was alive at least in 1180, as is proved by his poem on the
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death of Manuel Komnenos,!! but he can hardly have lived for
very long after this date. If Tzetzes is the author, the A commen-
tary was composed in the learned circles of Constantinople in the
last quarter of the twelfth century, as perhaps the last major work
of this prolific author.

In conclusion I should mention an evident obstacle to the theory
propounded here. We have a number of commentaries on the
classical poets by Tzetzes where there is no doubt as to his author-
ship. To put the matter mildly Tzetzes does not as a rule conceal
himself and this might be an argument against the theory of his
authorship of the A commentary. But there are other possibilities.
If the commentary is by Tzetzes, it is a late work and might have
been left unfinished. Also the fact that only one Ms ascribes the
commentary to him might point this way: the A commentary was
not finished in the way that Tzetzes’ other commentaries were.
[ think the style of the commentary, the paraphrastic technique
could very well point to him, but one misses the self-promotion
and the disrespect for other scholars’ work so often found in his
commentaries. But I should emphasize that I think the documen-
tary evidence more important. We should start from the fact that
the Athos Ms ascribes a well-known A note to Tzetzes and begin
from there; possibly our view of Tzetzes as a scholar and a person
may thus be less one-sided.?

UNIVERSITY OF COPENHAGEN
October, 1980

11 Wendel (supra n.1) 2001f.
12 For some pertinent observations I wish to thank the anonymous referee.



