
ExClass 21, 2017, 423-426 ISSN 1699-3225

ENARA SAN JUAN MANSO (ed.), El Commentum Monacense a Terencio. 
Anejos de Veleia, Series Minor, 31, Vitoria-Gasteiz: Universidad del País Vasco/
Euskal Herriko Unibertsitatea, 2015, 571 pp., ISBN 978-84-9082-162-6.

The early mediaeval commentaries on Terence are a greatly undervalued 
resource, both for students of the text of Terence and of its reception. They 
began to proliferate in the ninth century, as soon as the comedies became 
an established part of the Carolingian educational curriculum. Donatus’ 
commentary had been rendered largely unusable due to the corruption of the 

standard grammars, but they also contain ludicrous explanations of the Roman 
past based on nothing more than misguided etymologies. Nevertheless, these 

problem for modern scholars has been further exacerbated by the partial edition 
published by Teubner in 1893 of the Scholia Terentiana

he reconstructed from various notes excerpted from a range of manuscripts, 

inadeguata alla complessità del problema”.1 
The Commentum Monacense (CM), a commentary originally copied in 

M

the remaining text of the CM in magpie fashion, including approximately 
a third of it in his reconstructed text. A good example is provided by the 
prologue to Andria M, so that 

1 CP 4, 1909, 359-89 at 366; 
C. Villa, La lectura Terentii”. Vol. 1. Da Ildemaro a Francesco Petrarca, Padua 1984, 7.
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occupies 31 lines in the manuscript.

print, and scholars are usually forced to rely on digital reproductions of 
manuscripts accessible on the internet. In the case of M, although the BSB 

four folios are severely damaged and practically illegible in the resolution 

completed in recent years and have since been published. In 2011 Franz 
Schorsch produced a partial edition of the CM based on his dissertation at the 
University of Leipzig,2
inter alia the relationship of the CM glosses to other texts, and summaries 

six plays, Andria, Heautontimorumenos, and Phormio. 
Just four years later, Enara San Juan Manso (SJM) published the present 

edition, based on her dissertation at the University of the Basque Country. 

interpretations, the contents of the CM (comprising an accessus and glosses 

of the CM to other manuscript traditions, the lemmata and their relationship 

text and its sources. There is a complete description of M, then an extensive 

manuscripts (and glossing the lemmata using the Oxford edition of Kauer 
and Lindsay), and the second a much more extensive compilation of parallel 
passages from such sources as glossaries, grammarians, and other commentaries 
on Terence, including Donatus, Eugraphius, and the dominant exegetical 
text of the ninth century, the so-called Commentum Brunsianum (CB), 
named after the early nineteenth-century editor of the only full edition of it 
to date, Paul Bruns.

I felt that some remarks of SJM about the importance of Schlee for 

2 F. Schorsch, Das Commentum Monacense zu den Komödien des Terenz, Tübingen 2011.
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cites the CB it is through the medium of H, the manuscript from Halle used 
by Bruns in 1811 for his edition. H
this text (such as BnF lat. 16235), and both contains interpolations and omits 
passages (in particular a large section of the commentary on Adelphoe); 
on the other hand, Bruns’ edition is still the only easily accessible printed 
text of this commentary,3 and despite its relative early date, is a remarkably 

rapidly developing nature of this type of research. There has to be a starting 

exegetic traditions, such as those found in an inserted gathering in Escorial, 
S III 23, or in a later layer of glossing in Valenciennes, BM, 448.

Besides the immediate practical use of this edition for scholars struggling 
to decipher digital reproductions of M, particularly the opening folios, there 
is also some useful material provided on the nature of the text, particularly 
through SJM’s analysis of scholia and their sources in the CM (pp. 17-22). Here 

examples are more complete and thorough,4

Eunuchus

Andria.5 

than going over the same territory, they exemplify the rich nature of this 

3

CB, but unfortunately these did not progress beyond an edition of the Accessus to Andria; 
see ‘Essai sur la tradition manuscrite du commentum Brunsianum des comedies de Térence’, 
RHT 3, 1973, 79-113.

4 Compare, for instance, his list of 26 usages of ironice or variants (p. 15 n.79); SJM (p. 

5 See Schorsch p. 17, and note too his useful observation that the varying quality of the 
scholia in the CM are a product of its disparate sources.



426 A. Turner: E. SAN JUAN MANSO (ed.), El Commentum Monacense ...

ExClass 21, 2017, 423-426

There remains the thorny issue of the relationship of the CM to the 
other commentary traditions. As noted by SJM, the close relationship of the 
lemmata in the CM to the text of BnF lat. 7900A (siglum Pc

Pc of a chunk of commentary closely related 
to the CM, point strongly to a Northern Italian origin of the CM during 

links to Germany at this period. But there are still some much broader 

and originating from the general area of Lotharingia,6 also turn up in the 
Eunuchus, for 

that the Ludi Megalenses took their name from games dedicated to Jupiter 
Eunuchus 1 [didasc.]); in 

Adelphoe the CM parallels 
the CB in stating that the play Synapothnescontes
Sinaphotnes Adelphoe 
6a); this amusing error must have come about through ignorance of Greek 

scriptio continua. 
But the CM does not include other ludicrous inventions of the CB, such 

as its explanation of the didascalia to Eunuchus that the musician at the 
tibiae

because a lame man has one leg shorter than the other (misunderstanding 
Claudi in the name Flaccus Claudi [i.e. Flaccus slave of Claudius] as a form 
of claudus, ‘lame’).7
readings in M M,8 and 

of the CB by careful scholars, or rather do both commentaries independently 

critical edition of the CB of the same thorough standard as that of SJM appears.
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6 Terentius 
Poeta

7 For discussion, see A Facsimile Edition of Terence’s Comedies: Oxford, Bodleian Li-
brary, MS Auct. F. 2. 13, ed. B.J. Muir and A.J. Turner, Bodleian Digital Texts 2, Oxford 2011, 

8 Rand (n.1), at 363.


