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Felix Steiner (Zürich) 

Wissenstexte zwischen Anonymität und Autorschaft 

 

Das Konzept des Autors ist prägend für zwei Textwelten: die wissenschaftliche und die litera-

rische. Die literaturtheoretischen Voraussetzungen des Autorkonzepts werden seit der «Rück-

kehr des Autors» vor zwanzig Jahren (Jannidis et al. 1999) in der Literaturwissenschaft inten-

siv diskutiert, während die Autorproblematik in wissenschaftlichen Texten vergleichsweise 

wenig Aufmerksamkeit erhält, weil hier die Forderung nach dem «Tod des Autors» (Barthes 

1967) wenig sinnvoll erscheint. Allerdings wird bereits mit Foucaults berühmter Reaktion 

(1969) auf Barthes deutlich, dass Zuschreibungen an einen Autor weder für literarische noch 

für wissenschaftliche Werke zwingend sind. Für Foucault sind es Diskurse, die für die Akzep-

tanz von Aussagen eine rahmende Instanz vorsehen und damit die Autorfunktion zuschreiben. 

Im ersten Teil des Vortrags werden zwei Schlaglichter auf die Diskussion um diese Zuschrei-

bung geworfen: Zuerst geht es darum, die mit dem Begriff des hermeneutischen Intentiona-

lismus (Spoerhase 2007) assoziierten Positionen der germanistischen Literaturwissenschaft zu 

umreissen. Anschliessend werden Charakterisierungen des wissenschaftlichen Sprachge-

brauchs skizziert, die beim pragmalinguistischen Diktum des Ich-Verbots (Weinrich 1989) 

ansetzen. Der zweite Teil des Vortrags unternimmt eine Tour d’Horizon anhand von histo-

risch und funktional weit auseinander liegenden Textbeispielen. Ziel dieser Hinwendung zu 

Phänomenen im Text ist es, sowohl Anonymität als auch Autoridentifizierung als sinnvolle 

Rahmungen für im Text aufgeführte Handlungen anzunehmen. Texthandlungen wie ASSER-

TIEREN, ERKLÄREN, ERZÄHLEN, KOMMENTIEREN haben die Funktion – das ist die 

leitende These im zweiten Teil – Wissen in seiner spezifischen Konsistenz rekonstruierbar zu 

machen. 

 

Fabio Stok (Roma) 

The author(s) and the authorship of the “Philargyrian” exegetical corpus 

 

The so-called “Philargyrian” exegesis on Virgil (the expositions on the Bucolics attributed to 

“Philargyrius”, the Brevis expositio on the  Georgics and the Scholia Bernensia) is an interest-

ing case of problematic authorship. The ordinary utilization of these commentaries fluctuates 

between their attribution to the (little known) commentator of the 5th century and their cata-

loguing as an exegesis of the 8th century, the date of the oldest manuscripts. An evaluation of 

the stratification processes and formative stages of these commentaries makes it possible to 

arrive at a better understanding of their composite and complicated authorship. 

 

Luigi Pirovano (Bologna) 

Auctores commentariorum, commentarii auctorum: some considerations on the relationship 

between author and commentary in late antiquity 

 

This paper aims to investigate some aspects of the complex and naturally unstable relationship 

between commentaries and authorship, by comparing different testimonies and sources from 

Late Antiquity. 



(1) The reader as an author. In his exegetical works, Jerome devotes much attention to the 

theory and technique of the “commentary” (commentarius)
1
, which he describes – following 

the footsteps of his teacher Aelius Donatus – as an independent genre, with its own rules and 

conventions (leges commentariorum). One of those rules, followed by Donatus in his com-

mentary in Vergilium, is that the author is free to report the opinions of previous commenta-

tors, even without explicitly quoting their names (vel tacitis vel expressis auctorum nomini-

bus); with the consequence that he cannot be held responsible for reporting someone else’s 

interpretation (diuersae interpretationis et contrariorum inter se sensuum ... reus), while the 

reader must have an active role in choosing between different options (lectoris arbitrium). In 

other words, the reader is the real author of a variorum commentary
2
. 

(2) Am I the author? In two interesting passages of his Retractationes
3
, Augustine explains 

that two of the commentaries transmitted under his name (Adnotationes in Iob; Expositionem 

Epistulae Iacobi) were instead marginal jottings, collected from the margins of a codex into a 

single book (redegerunt in unum corpus descriptas de frontibus codicis; adnotationes potius 

expositorum quorundam eius locorum in librum redactas; in frontibus codicis esse noluerunt) 

as a result of the diligence of his brothers. Describing the formal defects of these two com-

mentaries, such as their obscuritas and a faulty relationship between lemmata and notes (nec 

ipsa uerba quae exponuntur ita sunt descripta in multis locis, ut appareat quid exponatur), 

Augustine explicitly raises the problem of their authorship (utrum meus habendus sit), which 

is particularly delicate in the case of notes that were not published or not conceived for publi-

cation (nec editum a me dici velle). 

(3) To be memorable, or to remember? In the preface of his Interpretationes Vergilianae, 

Tiberius Claudius Donatus criticizes the “scriptores commentariorum” for writing their 

commentaries “non docendi studio, sed memoriae suae causa”, with the consequence of leav-

ing many details wrapped in darkness (“multa tamen involuta reliquisse”)
4
. Modern scholars 

unanimously interpret the phrase “memoriae suae causa” with reference to the desire for 

fame of the previous commentators (Marshall: “for their own fame”; Hutchinson: “for the 

sake of their own reputations”; Zetzel: “to be memorable”; Gerth: “aus Sorge um ihren 

Nachruhm”; Bureau: “tout occupés à ce qu’on ne les oublie pas”; Bureu – Nicolas: “par le 

souci de leur renommée dans l’histoire”); but comparison with several Greek and Latin 

sources (Galen, Gellius, Macrobius), all describing the nature and the features of ancient 

commentaries  (hypomnemata / commentarii), seems to show that Donatus is probably think-

ing of the practice of writing notes for personal use, like in the case of Augustine, without the 

intention to publish. 

 

Dániel Kozák (Budapest) 

The rhetoric of addition in Vergil, Servius and DServius  

 

In one of the first volumes documenting the renewal of scholarly interest in the history and 

theory of commentary, Hans Ulrich Gumbrecht identified the paradoxical double drive to-

wards both copiousness and conciseness at the same time as an essential characteristic of this 

scholarly genre (Gumbrecht 1999). The relationship between the Vergilian commentaries by 

Servius and the anonymous “Compiler” of DServius can also be described in light of this ten-

sion. Typically, in the spirit of copia (and as the traditional reference “Servius auctus” also 

suggests), the Compiler adds notes even where Servius had not, or supplements already exist-

                                                 
1
 Cf. e.g. Hier. in Zach. 2.7 (PL 25, 1463 = CCSL 76A, p. 806); Ruf. 1.22 (PL 23, 433-434); Ruf. 3.11 (PL 23, 

465); Holtz (1981), 44-46; Siniscalco (1988), 28-32; Lardet 1993, 81-82; Graves (2007), 71-72. 
2
 Hier. in Ier. prol. (PL 24, col. 680-681 = CCSL 74, p. 1); Ruf. 1.16 (PL 23, 410) ep. 20.2, 61.1, 112.5. 

3
 Aug. retr. 2.13, 2.32. 

4
 Claud. Don. praef. I.1.5-2.2 G. 



ing Servian ones. However, the dynamic is sometimes reversed, and the Compiler suppresses 

notes found in Servius.  

Using these observations as a starting point, in the proposed paper I am going to discuss 

the rhetoric of addition in Servius and DServius, examining the commentaries on the Aeneid. 

It has early been observed by Steele (1899, 363) that Servius and the Compiler tend to use 

different verbs of addition: for example, the usage of addere is more or less balanced, but 

around 80% of the occurrences of subiungere can be found in DServius. Such synonyms may 

have different connotations, but even more important for the conference’s concerns seems to 

be that instead of acknowledging their own activity in “adding comments”, both Servius and 

the Compiler usually employ verbs of addition to emphasize an additional expression or 

comment Vergil had made. They do so, however, as part of their own ongoing explanation of 

a given passage. As a result, the roles of author and commentator are to some extent conflated 

(cf. Sharrock 2008); the commentator’s interpretation is masked as an added comment by the 

poet himself, and Vergil is presented as his first commentator, “adding” certain expressions to 

the “core” of his poetry in order to ensure a given interpretation. This conflation of roles is 

most apparent where the Compiler expands Servius’ original note precisely by calling atten-

tion to an “addition” in Vergil which had not been commented upon by Servius: in such cases, 

the verb of addition is found at the threshold, as it were, between the two versions of the same 

note, and becomes (even if not intentionally) a self-reflexive term for the Compiler’s activity. 

After a general discussion of how different verbs of addition are used by the Servius and 

the Compiler, I am going to focus on a few notes concerning Aeneid passages which have 

traditionally been of great importance in the long reception history of Vergil’s epic. Such is 

Servius’ infamous comment on 6.136 (cf. e. g. West 1990, Green 2000), where the suggestion 

that Vergil had taken the idea of the Golden Bough from the cult of Diana at Aricia is backed 

up through a reference to Vergil’s “additional” hint at Misenus’ death in line 149; and 1.278–

279, where the Compiler adds imperium sine fine dedi (279) as evidence backing up Servius’ 

interpretation of line 278, focusing on the lack of temporal rather than spatial limits for Ro-

man power. (I am discussing the commentary tradition of the passage in Kozák 2019, 239–

244.) Close examination of these (and similar) passages may, I hope, shed light on how Ser-

vius and the Compiler think of their roles as commentators in relation to each other, and the 

Vergil himself. 

 

Ute Tischer (Universität Leipzig) 

Was ist (k)ein Autor? Autorproblematik in der Vergilexegese am Beispiel des Servius und des 

Corpus Bernense 

 

In my paper I am interested in the relationship between the authorial status of texts and the 

perception of authors during the reading process. In the case of Roman commentaries and 

scholia on poetry, this relationship is often ambiguous, because the genesis of the texts does 

not correspond to the authorial assignment in titles or source references. To illustrate this 

problem, I shall discuss as examples three commentaries on the beginning of Virgil's Geor-

gica, namely the commentary of Servius (vulgatus), the Brevis expositio, and the Scholia 

Bernensia. My aim is to determine the text features which encourage or discourage perception 

as the work of a single author. For this purpose, I will take the perspective of the commentary 

user, which in the first place means the user of the manuscripts that hand down the text to us. 

As a conclusion, I will show that authorless commentaries are problematic texts primarily 

from a hermeneutic point of view, and name some of the resulting difficulties for critics and 

interpretation. 



In meinem Vortrag interessiere ich mich für das Verhältnis zwischen dem auktorialen Status 

von Texten und der Wahrnehmung von Autoren im Lektüreprozess. Bei den überlieferten 

römischen Kommentaren und Scholia zu Dichtertexten ist dieses Verhältnis oft unklar, weil 

die Entstehung des Textes der Autorzuweisung in Titeln oder Quellenangaben nicht ent-

spricht. Um dieses Problem zu illustrieren, werde ich exemplarisch drei Kommentierungen 

zum Beginn von Vergils Georgica untersuchen: den Kommentar des Servius (vulgatus), die 

Brevis expositio und die Scholia Bernensia. Dabei geht es mir um die Textmerkmale, die es 

gestatten oder verhindern einen Text als Werk eines einzigen Autors zu lesen. Ich werde dazu 

die Perspektive des Kommentarbenutzers einnehmen, d.h. des Benutzers der handschriftlich 

überlieferten Textzeugen. Am Ende möchte ich die These formulieren, dass autorlose Kom-

mentare vor allem dann als problematische Texte erscheinen können, wenn man sie aus her-

meneutischer Sicht betrachtet, weil sich so eine Reihe ernster Probleme für Textkritik und 

Interpretation stellt.  

 

Daniel Vallat (Lyon) 

Méthodes grammaticales et auctorialités exégétiques dans le commentaire de Servius 

 

Comme nous avons perdu la plupart des commentaires antiques sur Virgile, l’ouvrage de Ser-

vius n’a aujourd’hui plus d’équivalent, et il apparaît trop souvent, aux yeux de ses lecteurs 

modernes, comme un commentaire sui generis, alors que son originalité pose problème – en 

particulier sous l’angle de l’auctorialité. Or Servius est un grammaticus, et les méthodes des 

grammatici nous sont bien connues à travers les artes conservées : elles reposent sur la com-

pilation, le tri et parfois l’enrichissement. A ce titre, le commentaire de Servius porte la 

marque du travail « grammatical », et nous explorerons ici la notion d’auctorialité dans cette 

œuvre à la lumière des habitudes des grammatici aussi bien que des commentatores. Nous 

tenterons d’établir une typologie entre auctorialités négatives – résultats des processus 

d’intégration et d’anonymisation des sources – et auctorialités positives, où il est vraisem-

blable que Servius – qui ne dit jamais « je », constitue l’auteur des scolies. 

 

Massimo Gioseffi (Milano)  

Per un lessico dei commenti tardoantichi a Virgilio: il caso di Servio 

 

Negli ultimi anni la conoscenza dei commenti tardoantichi a Virgilio si è molto accresciuta, 

ma sono ancora pochi gli studi sistematici sul loro lessico, sul vocabolario tecnico al quale 

fanno ricorso, i termini che usano per descrivere la propria azione di autori/commentatori, e 

quella degli autori che essi commentano. Alcuni saggi entrano naturalmente già in questo 

campo, ma il mio proposito è ricostruire il repertorio di parole e di idee con le quali vengono 

descritti l’autore, la sua funzione, la sua opera, il pubblico di riferimento. Nell'intervento mi 

propongo di fornire uno specimen di questo lavoro, in riferimento all'opera di Servio". 

 

Camilla Poloni (Pisa)  

Intertextuality in Aelius Donatus’ Commentum Terenti 

 

Preceded only by Terence, Vergil is the second most frequently quoted author in the Com-

mentum Terenti ascribed to Aelius Donatus. Vergilian lines are usually introduced through a 

precise range of words or syntagms marking the presence of a quotation, such as, for example, 

ut Vergilius or unde Vergilius. The quoted Vergilian lines sometimes present grammatical 

peculiarities in common with the commented Terentian line; in other cases, the parallel is 

thematic.   



My paper aims to detect whether specific introductive expressions are regularly associated 

with Vergilian quotations having the same function. Among the “thematic” parallels, only two 

cases in the whole Commentum (Ad. 668 and Ad. 789) explicitly point out a relationship of 

intertextuality between a locus of Vergil’s Aeneis and one of the Adelphoe. In these cases, the 

Commentum explicitly mentions the reason why a Vergilian line is quoted -namely, the fact 

that the Vergilian quote is inspired by the Terentian line-; but most commonly, the Commen-

tum does not explain the reason why Vergilian text is cited, and leaves to the reader the re-

sponsibility to interpret it case by case. In my paper, I will try to explore whether some of the 

introductory words and syntagms might be linked with a specific function of the introduced 

quotation. 

A very useful and challenging article by B. Bureau (“L’Énéide dans le commentaire de l’Eu-

nuque de Térence attribué à Aelius Donat. Citations éclatées ou fragments d’intertextua-

lités?”, in M. Baratin, C. Lévy, R. Utard, A. Videau (edd.), Stylus. La parole dans ses formes, 

Paris 2010, pp. 81-94) argues that some Vergilian quotations whose function is not explicitly 

declared are to be intended as cases in which the Commentum recognizes intertextuality be-

tween Vergil and Terence. On the one hand it is totally agreeable that some scholia present 

thematic parallels between Terence and Vergil; but on the other hand, it is challenging to de-

fine whether Vergil is quoted to underline the presence of common themes with the com-

mented text or the Commentum is actually pointing out a relationship of intertextuality. In the 

case of the Commentum, it is arduous -probably impossible- to consider a homogeneous au-

thorial perspective. Namely, Umpfenbach’s theory, that the text is a compilation of scholia 

partly preserving Donatus’ material and partly including further additions, is unanimously 

accepted
5
; and the XIX and XX century attempts to distinguish the “original” Donatus from 

the additions were unsuccessful. If it is not possible to establish with certainty who included a 

certain quotation in the Commentum, it is even more problematic to establish whether scholia 

quoting Vergilian parallels are all meant with the same intention: for example, Donatus might 

have included some quotations in a perspective of intertextuality, while further scholiasts 

might just have considered themes in common with Terence. For this reason, the study of how 

the Commentum considers intertextuality might be highly problematic when this phenomenon 

is not explicitly pointed out.  

The exploration and classification of introductory words and syntagms might be helpful for 

interpreting the role of Vergilian quotations, as it aims to investigate whether certain introduc-

tions are chosen in relationship with the function of the Vergilian quote. 

 

Stefano Poletti (Pisa)  

A matter of points of view. Servius and Servius auctus on Virgil’s subjective style 

 

The point of view of the character (focalisation) and that of the poet in the diegetic narration 

play a pivotal role in Virgil’s so called “subjective style”, one of the most successful interpre-

tive formulas of the past century. To a certain extent, already ancient Virgilian exegesis 

grasped this aspect of Virgil’s work, as pointed out by different studies. However, no study 

has so far concentrated on the differentiation between Servius and Servius auctus in this re-

spect (a partial exception is a short essay by Mastellone, with a narrow scope on the exclama-

tion heu/heia). Whereas the auctus offers many exegetical hints on what Otis called “empa-

thy” and “sympathy” of Virgil, Servius – though with some exceptions - is generally not in-

terested in this. In some cases, Servius’ note seems to react (more or less explicitly) to an 

“empathic/sympathetic interpretation”, trying to limit or suppress it (as is often apparent from 

the additions of the auctus). This investigation could help us to better define the interests and 

the approach of the compiler of “Servius” and that of the “auctus” and, on a broader level, to 

                                                 
5
 F. Umpfenbach, “Die Scholien des Codex Bembinus zum Terentius”, Hermes 2, 1867, 337-402. 



reconstruct the role of the “empathic/sympathetic” interpretation (and of its detractors) in an-

cient exegesis on Virgil. A central question, such as that of the evaluation of the point of view 

of the character and the poet of the Aeneid, led to different exegetical points of view: in other 

words, this issue apparently stimulated a small but meaningful debate, whose echo can still be 

heard in the Servian corpus and whose achievements are important also for the modern inter-

pretation of Virgil’s work. 

 

Concetta Tania Longobardi (Napoli) 
L’insegnamento del magister Servius nella tradizione scoliastica tardo antica 

 

Nel commento a Hor. sat. 1, 9, 76 lo ps.Acrone dichiara la sua dipendenza dal maestro Servio 

(Denuntiantes litem antestatos habebant, quibus  praesentibus conveniebant, ita ut aurem illis 

tertio vellerent. Sic Servius magister [urbis] exposuit). Le frequentissime citazioni da Virgilio 

- che appare modello di  riferimento  a tal punto da diventare un vero e proprio ipote-

sto  oraziano - in tale corpus e insieme i riferimenti incrociati fra  esegesi oraziana e testo ser-

viano, molto chiari soprattutto a  proposito di citazioni e di materia mitografica, hanno con-

dotto gli  studiosi a ritenere che fu probabilmente un allievo della scuola  di  Servio a redigere 

il ramo più antico degli scolii pseudacroniani.   

Tale peculiarità è ravvisabile sovente anche negli altri commentari agli auctores. Il contributo 

si propone di mettere in luce la  presenza autoriale dervio, dichiarata o allusa, ravvisabile 

nel  contesto della scoliastica tardoantica, considerando non solo i  commenti più antichi a  

Orazio ma anche a Lucano, Stazio e  Giovenale, autori introdotti in contesto scolastico pro-

prio a  partire dal commento serviano alle opere virgiliane. 

 

Frances Foster (Cambridge) 

‘alii dicunt…’ Servius and Virgil’s anonymised readers 

 

Despite its various textual problems, Servius’s commentary has survived as a largely coherent 

body of ancient scholarship, authorised by Servius’s name for subsequent readers.  In his 

commentary, Servius instructs his students on how to interpret Virgil’s meaning, but he fre-

quently draws on the vast wealth of earlier scholarship and commentaries which were avail-

able to him.  Sometimes he indicates the authorship of a particular voice or opinion — such as 

naming Donatus in order to disagree with him.  

However, much more often he does not ascribe a name to the various other scholarly voices 

he refers to.  These anonymous voices — the ‘alii’ (some, others) — provide readings, often 

multiple and at times contradictory, which Servius presents for his students as readings they 

need to be aware of.  He does not, however, consider it important that his students know who 

these readers were, since he does not preserve their names in his own commentary.  Such 

various voices could have formed the basis for a student debate, where each participant 

needed to frame their argument in a well constructed speech, for example.  In such an activity, 

it perhaps did not matter who originally constructed a particular reading, since this informa-

tion would not have been part of the pedagogical purpose. 

In this paper, I will evaluate some instances of the ways in which Servius presents these 

anonymous readers.  I wish to consider how Servius uses these variant readings, both in his 

commentary and in his classroom, and what he may have expected his students to gain from 

this knowledge.  I will also evaluate to what extent Servius uses this anonymised scholarship 

to add authority to his own work, both scholarly and professional, thereby intensifying his 

own authorial voice. 

 

 



Janyce Desiderio (Paris)  

Asper’s commentary in Servius and the scholia Veronensia: between authority and anonymity 

 

Considering the remaining fragments of this work, Asper’s Vergilian commentary appears to 

have been an impressive and comprehensive study of the poem’s style and grammar, com-

pleted with geographical, historical and mythological remarks. Focusing on the fragments in 

Servius and the scholia Veronensia in which Asper is explicitly quoted, we intend in this pa-

per to examine how each source’s use of the second century commentary reflects their own 

appreciation of the study and teaching of Virgil. Our selected passages highlight how well 

received Asper’s thoughts were. The edition of the whole corpus suggests that the exegetes 

rarely disagree with Asper: they name him and relay his opinion, as shown in Schol. Verg. 

Veron. Aen. 3,691 (vs. Serv. and Serv. auct. Aen. 3,691) or Schol. Verg. Veron. Aen. 4,146 

(vs. Serv. Aen. 4,146). If the scholar contradicts Asper’s explanation, he transmits the 

contested remark anonymously. Although there are not many direct quotations – 44 glosses 

on Vergil’s poems –, Asper seems to be treated as an authority in the Vergilian exegesis 

tradition.  

However, this authority is not unconditional, as shown by the subtle dissimilarities in the way 

each source considered employs Asper’s name. The abovementioned scholia on Aen. 4, 146, 

in which the commentators discuss the meaning of Agathyrsi picti, introduce us to one major 

difference of perspective between Servius and the Verona compilator. When ethno-

geographical or historical issues are discussed, Asper is occasionally mentioned in the scholia 

Veronensia, whereas he is never quoted explicitly by Servius. Drawing from the glosses on 

Aen. 3,701 about the myth of Camerina, Aen. 7,485 on Tyrrhus’ occupation or Aen. 7,683 

about the river Anio, notably, we will discover how the sources are treated in each piece of 

work and how it informs our understanding of the type of commentary we are reading. As 

Servius’ text was intended to be used to teach Vergil in school, the accent on grammar and 

style is understandable. For instance, when Servius recalls Asper’s thoughts on one geograph-

ical question (Aen. 9,30-31) – the description of the Ganges –, he does not use his source for 

the topographical context but for the punctuation and the sense of a difficult poetic expres-

sion. On the contrary, the more erudite scholia Veronensia does not shy away from citing 

Asper for purely documentary remarks, which sometimes find a correspondence in the 

Servius auctus’ added notes to the scholarly Servian exegesis. We will thus argue, through a 

thorough study of a selection of fragments, that the explicit quotations of Asper’s commentary 

depend on each writer’s perspective and goal and illustrate the way they use his authority to 

ensure the correctness of the interpretation given. 

 

Joshua Smith (Baltimore) 

The commentator as curator. Parathesis and authority in the Greek Scholia 

 

When Dio Chrysostom analyzes the Aeschylean, Sophoclean, and Euripidean tragedies on 

Philoctetes in his 52nd Oration, he does so in explicitly diachronic terms, stating that the 

plays could never have been produced together at Athens. By reading “out of time,” Dio com-

bines these texts à la Aristophanes, whose Frogs had similarly put Aeschylus and Euripides 

into a suddenly contemporaneous infernal agōn. This intellectual exercise demonstrates the 

scholar’s ability to make canonical authors “converse” with each other, a choice that rever-

berates powerfully within a larger world of ancient exegesis that leans heavily on external 

citation for explication and critique. In short, Dio acts as a “curator” of literary 

specimens. As in the Hellenistic library, where physical book volumes shared literal (and lit-

erary) points of contact in a “museum” of authoritative voices, so too the commentator “cu-



rates” excerpted works, with access to a theoretically infinite network of possible “conversa-

tions.” 

In this talk I explain why the model of curatorship can be useful in analyzing positions of rela-

tive authority in exegetical works on poetry, especially where the intermediary roles of com-

mentator or compiler remain anonymous. Curatorship is an art of mediation resulting in a 

symbiosis of past and present “authorial” decisions, comprising the creation of 1) the art ob-

ject and 2) that object’s “situatedness.” The productions themselves exist apart from curatorial 

choice, but their consideration in proximity with one another depends on the intermediary 

role, however anonymous it may be. A viewer’s experience of this dialogically pregnant prox-

imity in the subdued presence of the curator serves as a useful analogue to the 

experience of a reader of anonymous commentaries, where different kinds of authority shift in 

their relative visibility. 

No single theory of citation will accommodate all aspects of the variegated traditions of an-

cient exegesis, but a model of curatorship can help explain certain recurring features of an-

cient citation practice, as I show in the case of Homeric citations deployed in commentaries to 

other poets. 1) Homeric citations are very rarely attributed to a named scholar, or even to an 

anonymous “they” or “some,” a fact in keeping with the curator’s diminished visibility. 

Meanwhile, when citations are attributed to known scholars, it is nearly always a matter of 

textual criticism, where an additional named authority is useful for establishing the “correct” 

text, in short allowing Homer to speak to other authors in his own words. 2) The model may 

also explain why anonymous commentaries frequently list Homeric comparanda as only one 

of several possible interpretations. Such diffusion does not limit the scope of Homer’s author-

ity, but rather represents a curatorial choice-in-action about the propriety of a discrete instance 

of juxtaposition. 3) Finally, the model explains why many Homeric citations lack explicit 

clarification as to their exegetical function. In this literary “museum” of textual artifacts, the 

goal of citation is not to foreclose investigation by directorial fiat, but to open paths of dia-

logue by a sophisticated collocation of “speaking texts.” In this way the commentary’s author-

ity at any exegetical moment becomes composite, as the commentator’s role shifts from exe-

getical authorship to mediation. The problem of anonymous commentary may thus be fruit-

fully approached with the help of the model of curatorship, and by the work already done on 

that theme in other disciplines. 

 

Markus Hafner (Graz/München) 
Der Dichter und sein Richter – Die Autorität des Literaturkritikers in den kommentierenden 

Scholien zur κρίσις ποιημάτων des Dionysios Thrax 

 

Mein Beitrag befasst sich mit der Konfiguration auktorialer Rollen anonymer Grammatiker, 

deren Kommentare uns in den Scholien zur hellenistischen Grammatik des Dionysios Thrax 

(2./1. Jh. v. Chr.) überliefert sind (als Autor kommt Theodosius of Alexandria [3. Jh. n. Chr.] 

in Frage): Als Richtschnur für eine erfolgreiche κρίσις ποιημάτων gilt den kommentierenden 

Grammatikern demnach die eigene Autorität und Epistemologie, wobei gemäß einem 

authentitätsbasierten Autorschaftsmodell literarischen Fälschern – die damit zum Gegen-, ja 

Feindbild des um Echtheit bemühten κριτικός/γραμματικός erklärt werden – das Handwerk 

gelegt werden soll: ein Scholiast nennt als aufgedeckte Fälschungen z. B. Hesiods Aspis, 

Homers Margites oder die Apocalypsis Pauli. Hieran zeigt sich ein abgeschlossener Übergang 

weg von früheren, performanz-basierten Modellen, bei denen spätere Autoren Werke übli-

cherweise in der Rolle eines prominenten Meister-Autors produzierten – oder aber kooperati-

ve Schaffensprozesse viceversa durch Attribution deklarativer Autorschaft nachträglich indi-

vidualisiert wurden. Die Experten-Rolle dieser Grammatiker wird in den Dionysos-Kommen-

taren durch die Herausstellung des spezifischen Fachwissens (ἐπιστήμη) sowie Urteils-



vermögens (κρίσις) bei der Auslegung und Bewertung literarischer (christlicher wie paganer) 

Werke, welche v. a. auf Erfahrung (ἐμπειρία) und Belesenheit (ἀνάγνωσις) beruhten, autori-

siert – sogar gegenüber den Dichtern (ποιηταί) selbst, denen es an τέχνη fehle. Dabei weichen 

die Kommentatoren markant von Auffassungen des kommentierten Texts selbst, besonders 

Dionysios’ eigener Definition der κρίσις ποιημάτων ab, der noch keine Echtheitskritik, son-

dern die Einschätzung von Stil und Sprache zum exegetischen Maßstab der Beurteilung von 

Dichtung erhoben hatte. So verdeutlichen die Autor-Konfigurationen der Kommentatoren die 

Verengung des Kritiker-Verständnisses sowie die zunehmende Bedeutung echtheitskritischer 

Diskurse bei der Bewertung literarischer Texte. 

 

Thomas Kuhn-Treichel (Heidelberg) 

Aristarch aber …: Evokation von Autorschaft durch namentliche Verweise in den Pindar-

scholien 

 

The starting point of this paper is a scholion concerning the title of Pindar’s Second Pythian: 

Having announced that there was a considerable debate ‘among the men before us’ (τοῖς πρὸ 

ἡμῶν), the scholion lists the opinions of six Hellenistic scholars, one of whom is finally criti-

cised in harsh terms. The way the different positions are presented has bearing on the problem 

of authorship: Although the scholion in itself remains anonymous, the text constitutes some-

thing that can be called an authorial persona. By referring to the scholars as ‘the men before 

us’, the authorial persona seems to align itself with notable Hellenistic grammarians, indicat-

ing that it can be seen as a scholar and author itself. The attempt to refute one of the scholars 

underlines this self-presentation as it demonstrates expertise and power of judgement. Build-

ing on these exemplary observations, I wish to put forward a general thesis: References to 

other scholars can evoke the idea of individual authorship if there is a certain amount of inter-

action between the authorial persona and the others.   

The first part of my paper aims to corroborate this thesis with further examples from the scho-

lia vetera in Pindarum. In some of the examples, the authorial persona interacts with certain 

scholars by means of judgement (either positive or negative), in others, the voice of the au-

thorial persona blends with that of a quoted scholar. Both techniques contribute not only to 

evoking authorship but also to constructing authority. In the second part, I discuss some com-

parable phenomena in the Pindaric poems, which of course have a clear historical author but 

an elusive speaking voice that sometimes uses similar techniques as the scholia. The third part 

collects parallels from other exegetical corpora, including the scholia vetera on Homer and 

Aristophanes and Servius’ commentaries on Virgil. Most of the passages to be discussed form 

extreme cases in their corpora, but even so the survey highlights an important strategy of deal-

ing with the problem of authorship in a (mostly) anonymous genre. 

 


