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Porphyry and ancient scholarship on lliad 10.252-253: Edition, translation and discussion

Abstract: In Iliad 10, Odysseus claims that ‘more night has passed | than two parts, but still a third
part remains’ (252-253). This gave rise to a Homeric problem, which received a great deal of
attention from ancient scholars: If more than two parts of the night have passed, how can a third
part remain? The main source for a variety of solutions to it is a lengthy discussion written along
the perimeter of three pages of Venetus B, an important manuscript of the lliad. The source of this
text is almost certainly Porphyry’s Homeric Questions. Porphyry presents six different solutions,
including those of Apion, Chrysippus and Aristotle (this last a fragment from his lost Homeric
Problems), as well as a discussion of Odysseus as astronomer. The present paper includes: a critical
edition of this text based on a fresh inspection of the manuscript, yielding new readings; an English
translation; notes to the text; and an interpretive essay. The paper demonstrates the limitations of
earlier editors of the text, and the hope is that it will serve as an example of how properly to
approach and present the fragments of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions. It also turns out that, for
quotations from the Iliad and Odyssey, Porphyry often does not provide the text attributed to him

in the recent Homer editions of West.
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In lliad 10, Diomedes and Odysseus volunteer one night to spy on the Trojans. Odysseus urges

them to make a start:

GAL’ fopev paia yap vo& dvetar, £yyvot 8’ og,
dotpa O¢ O mpoPEPr ke, Tapoiywrey 6& TAE®MV VOE

6V 800 popdav, tprrdtn & &t poipa Aéhewrton. (1. 10.251-253)!

But let us go, for night is quickly coming to an end, and dawn is near,
and the stars have advanced, and more night has passed

than two parts, but still a third part remains.?

This passage (and especially 252-253) received a great deal of attention from ancient Homeric
scholars, and the extant evidence for what they said about it comes almost entirely from the
Homeric scholia. There was discussion of possible variants of tapoiywkev (‘have advanced’), none
of which alter the meaning of the text.® But the bulk of the attention in antiquity was devoted to
answering some version of the following ‘much-discussed question’ (in the words of one A
scholion from the Viermannerkommentar (VMK)):* If more than two thirds (or two parts) of the
night have passed, how can one third (or a third part) of the night remain?

There is no record of who first raised a question about these verses, but the text that is the focus

of the present study tells us that this is one of the ancient questions; and the people who are cited

! The text is that of West 1998-2000, I, 297.

2 Translations from the Greek are our own.

3 See the text-critical notes below.

4 Schol. A Il. 10.252a (Erbse) (VMK): &otpo 88 81 mpoPépnke, <mopdynkev 8¢ mhémv vOE> Sié 10 molvdpvAnTOoV
Oftuo kol Tag yeyovuiag amodooEls.



take us back to the fourth or even the fifth century BC. The major Alexandrian scholars considered
verse 10.253 to be an error. Zenodotus excised the verse, while Aristophanes of Byzantium
athetised it (i.e. flagged it as spurious),® as did Aristarchus of Samothrace. Aristarchus seems to
have athetised it for two reasons: First, it was sufficient to say, in summary fashion, ‘the stars have
advanced’, whereas to go on about the remainder of the night, with a view to being accurate, is too
elaborate, as if providing the account of some astronomer (Gomep doTpovopoL Tvog). Second, dvo
in the genitive (t@v §vo) is, he claims, not Homeric.® Further, according to a D scholion at least
one scholar attempted to solve the problem with a hyperbaton, i.e. by reading t@v 600 popdawmv
together with dotpa 6¢ oM mpoPéPnke in the preceding line, so that the result is purportedly
something like: ‘the stars have advanced two parts, and most of the night has passed, but still a

third part remains ..."’

5> Schol. A 1l. 10.253al (Erbse) (VMK) ends: Znvédotog <ov>5¢ &ypagev, Apiotogdvng 10étet. This is the last line
of the scholion, the rest of which is presented in the following note.

6 Schol. A 1. 10.253al (Erbse) (VMK): tdv dvo popdov, <tptrarn & &t poipa Aélewmtor> dOeteitart, 811 odTopkeg
T0 KEQAAUMODG EIMElY «doTpa O 1 wpoPERnKe»” 10 yap tod Kopod ToDTo Gmattel, TO € TPOGOOCAPETV KOTH TO
axpBeg 10 mapeAnivBog Kol TO TEPILETOUEVOV DOTEP AGTPOVOLOL TVOC. 0Oy ‘Ounpikov 8¢ kol 10 Tdv 300" ot dHo
uev yap Aéyet kai Tovg dvo, <t®dv dVo 3£> i Toig 600 ovk EoTv gvpeiv map’ Ounpw. The source is generally taken to
be Aristonicus’ ITepi tdv onpeiov tig TMddog. While it is true that 600 is otherwise not attested in Homer as a genitive
or dative, dVw is used as a dative in Il. 13.407 and as a genitive in Od. 10.515; these are also the only two passages in
Homer where the number two is attested in the dative or genitive (so Homer does not use dvoiv; he does, however,
use the dative for the alternative dotof). See ROmer 1912, 159 and Hainsworth 1993, 177-178. See also the discussion
in Eust. 1. 10.251 vol. 3 p. 60-61 (van der Valk). Schironi 2018, 537 n. 159 is right to observe that ‘t®v 300’ and ‘toig
dvo’ are not attested in Homer, but this is not what the scholion intends to say, since ‘oi 600’ and ‘Tovg dvo’ are not
attested either (the only forms attested with the article are t®m 60w in Il. 5.554; 13.345; 19.47, o1 &V in Od. 12.73 and
t0¢ 6vo in Il. 20.271). That is also why Erbse 1969-1988, III, 51 writes oi “600* uév yap Aéyel (E 303 al.) koi tovg
“d00“ (B 346 al.). To express the number two, Homer also uses 8010i/d01. For the view that Aristarchus interpreted
this passage despite athetising 10.253, see below n. 282.

7Schol. D 11. 10.252(1) p. 373.3-7 (van Thiel?): §j év vnepPord’ «dotpa 8& 51 mpoPéPnke tédv Vo potpdav, TopdynKey
0¢ mAém VOE. tpitn 0& poipo Aéheurtar», dSnAovott Ghov 10 Tpitov UEPOG. MG YaP TPOC TO VIOAEMOUEVOV TG TPiTNG
poipag eNoi 10 «TAE®». EVIOL O YPAPOVOY «IAEN», ATl TOD «TATPEG TAV V0 HOIPDY TOPMYNKEV»* TPLPVAAKTOV YOP
0£Aer elvan Ty vikra. See also schol. A 1. 10.252a (Erbse) (VMK): ypéoetor koi oBtog dotpa 88 81 mpoféfnke tdv
800 popdov, mapoiywkey 8& mAém VOE, tprtdn & Tt poipa Aéhemtol. TpLpHAoKog yop fv kb’ ‘Opmpov 1 vOE (SO
Venetus A fol. 131r). Like Dindorf 1875-1877, I, 352, Erbse 1969-1988, Ill, 48 adopted Cobet’s correction of the
Homeric line in this second scholion to Gotpa 6¢ o1 mpoPéPnke, mapoiywrev 8¢ TAEW<V> VO | TOV §VO pOPA®Y,
tprtdn 6 €t poipa Aéhewtar. However, this might not be necessary. It is possible that this is the result of a
misinterpretation of the D scholion as if it means that there was an actual reading that literally transposed the Homeric
lines (which would obviously be unmetrical). Note also that the A scholion from the Viermannerkommentar shares
the reading mAéw with most manuscripts of the D scholion. Moreover, like the D scholion, it refers to the night
consisting of three parts. This would also explain why the two Homeric lines are quoted in full, which puzzled Ludwich
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Our main source for a variety of answers to this question — solutions to this problem — is an
unusually lengthy text written along the perimeter of three folios of Venetus B,® an important
manuscript of the Iliad containing two levels of scholia (eleventh century, and twelfth or
thirteenth). Although the text under discussion cites no author, it is generally taken to be an excerpt
from Porphyry’s Homeric Questions.® Modern scholars have rightly become sceptical with regard
to the inclusion of anonymous texts under the fragments of Porphyry.1° Indeed, in the case of the
Homeric Questions, the standard edition by Schrader went much too far in including anonymous
texts. Schrader included all scholia written in the form of a question in the Homeric scholia
(spanning the A, bT and D scholia in the case of the Iliad) and even in Eustathius as fragments of
Porphyry. This principle was rightly refuted by Erbse.* However, Porphyry is more likely to be
the author of the excerpt than might appear at first sight. *B generally does not name Porphyry at
the start of an excerpt, but the other main manuscripts containing the same excerpts — Scorialensis
Q.1.12 (E*) and Harleianus gr. 5693 (Bm®) — usually cite Porphyry at the start of the excerpt, thus
confirming him as the author of the excerpt. Moreover, the attribution of the zetemata excerpts of

*B to Porphyry is further confirmed by the numerous parallels with the Zetemata Vaticana (i.e.

1884, 315, since the focus in the second part of the scholion is the Aristarchan reading mapoiywkev. Van der Valk
1963-1964, 1, 124-125, who also restored the text like Dindorf, tried to explain this by assuming that the scholion
indicates that some critics did not athetise |. 253. However, the scholiast would not have simply used ypaoetot to
communicate this; for its counterpart o0 ypdeetot is not used to indicate athetesis but to show that the line in question
was not written at all (athetised lines were still written but flagged with the obelus sign). See the Glossary of Greek
Terms in Ninlist 2009, 368 s.v. abstém (dBétno1g): “to consider spurious, to mark as spurious (but without excising)”
(see also Ninlist 2009, 16 n. 57), and 371 s.v. ypdow, ov: “to excise (i.e. athetise in the modern sense)”. For the
hyperbaton interpretation, see also Eust. Il. 10.252-253 vol. 3 p. 59.15-16 (van der Valk): j ka8’ vrepPoatov, 611 iotpa
O TAE® TOV 0@’ E6TEPAC VTEP YTV VTV TG, TAY 600 HOP@AY (yeTO.

8 Digital copies of Venetus B, fols. 134v-135v, can be accessed here: http://beta.hpcc.uh.edu/hmt/archive-
dl/VenetusB/.

9 We follow Erbse and others in using ‘*B’ to refer to the later excerpts, which is the type that interests us here. On
codex B and the difference between the B and *B scholia, see Erbse 1969-1988, I, xVviiI-xVi1i1. The scholiast responsible
for the material labelled *B is credited with the addition of the excerpts from Porphyry and from Heraclitus the
Allegorist in the spaces of the page that were empty. The scribe seems to have later added another set of excerpts from
Porphyry (**B), which he introduces with a symbol in red ink. See Schrader 1880, vil-viil; Erbse 1960, 17-29;
MacPhail 2011, 8-9.

10 See especially Johnson 2017 on the ‘minimalist> approach to the fragments of Porphyry.

11 Erbse 1960, 17-77.



the first book of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions). As we will show below, the text under discussion
is not preserved in the other manuscripts. But the overwhelmingly large number of parallels for
other excerpts suggests that Porphyry is most likely to be the author of the excerpt. Therefore, we
posit that the excerpts in *B constitute an exception to the ‘minimalist’ rule, with which we
otherwise wholeheartedly agree.

This text makes clear that most ancient literary scholars — or in any case, those whose views
Porphyry thought were worth recording — sought to defend these verses as they stand. Here is an
outline of the contents of this text (We have embedded these numbers and letters into our text and
translation).

1. Introductory remarks on how to approach Homeric problems
2. A paradigm case: lliad 10.252-253 and ‘one of the ancient questions’
3. Solutions: a. The solution of ‘some’
b. The solution of Metrodorus (of Lampsacus the Elder?)
c. The solution of Chrysippus
d. The solution of ‘others’
e. The solution of Aristotle
f. The solution of Autochthon
g. The solution of Apion
4. What stars is Homer referring to, and what exactly does npofépnke denote?

In this paper, we first provide a critical edition and translation of the Porphyry excerpt (8 2),

followed by text-critical notes (§ 3).1> We then provide an interpretive essay, in which we discuss

the various views presented by Porphyry (8§ 4).

12 These were composed by G. Verhasselt.



2 Edition and translation

Porphyry’s Homeric Questions are known to us partly in direct and partly in indirect
transmission. The first book (which we have dubbed the Zetemata Vaticana'®) is preserved in
direct transmission. The rest of Porphyry’s work is preserved only through excerpts in the
manuscripts of the Homeric epics. For the excerpts on the Iliad, the most important manuscript is
Venetus B. The text discussed in this article is one of those indirectly preserved excerpts. Before
presenting our edition and translation of the excerpt, it is necessary to discuss briefly the previous
editors of this text.!*

The Iliad scholia in Venetus B were first published by Villoison in 1788. However, Villoison
often seems to have misread the text and to have misinterpreted the abbreviations used in the
manuscript.® In 1825, Bekker made a new edition, in which he edited all B scholia together with
the A and D scholia. Although he inspected Venetus B, he only partly collated it and often still
relied on the text as edited by Villoison.'® The Porphyry excerpts on the lliad were re-edited in
Kammer’s 1863 dissertation. Although Kammer did not inspect Venetus B (or any manuscript for
that matter), relying instead on Bekker’s text, he provided numerous conjectures.!’ He also often
suggested deleting sections, which — in his opinion — interrupted the flow of the text. While he

often correctly identified interpolations, he went much too far in obelising the text.

13 After Schrader’s label “Zntruoto codicis Vaticani”. Sodano 1970 also dubs them “zetemi vaticani”.

14 On the editorial history of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions, see also Sodano 1970, XxI-xxviil. On the early editions
of the Iliad scholia, see also Pontani 2006.

15 On the importance of Villoison’s edition, whatever its flaws, see Nagy 2004 ch. 1.

16 See Bekker 1825, \v: Venetum alterum (B) [...] et ipse inspexi. quem cum viderem pulcherrime scriptum lectuque
facillimum, nolui dubitare de Villoisonis in describendo eo aut fide aut peritia. nunc ne a vero identidem aberraverit
vir eruditior quam prudentior, sero vereor.

17 Kammer even chose to omit the excerpts in which he had no corrections to offer.
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The scholia in Venetus B received their first critical edition in the third volume of Dindorf’s
edition of the lliad scholia in 1877, edited on the basis of a renewed inspection of the original
manuscript. In 1888, Schrader published a new edition of the Porphyrian excerpts on the Iliad,
which remains the standard edition to this day.'® Schrader’s main source is Venetus B, but he also
used additional manuscripts, particularly the codex Lipsiensis gr. 32 (Li)*°® and the codex Leidensis
Vossianus gr. 64 (Le). The former is now known to be an apograph of B, while the latter is an
apograph of the codex Scorialensis Q.1.12 (E*). In his monumental edition of the Iliad scholia,
which covers both the A and bT scholia, Erbse included only the first layer of B scholia, thus
excluding all the excerpts from Porphyry. More recently, MacPhail has published a new edition
and translation of the Porphyrian excerpts on the lliad preserved in indirect transmission on the
basis of Venetus B, E* and the codex Harleianus gr. 5693 (Bm®) (in addition to Li and Le).?

The text edited here is not found in E*/Le, Bm?® or Li (the apograph of Venetus B). However, it
is found in another copy of B not used by previous editors, viz. Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 12 (V%)
(thirteenth century)?!. Since this is a codex descriptus, we do not systematically cite its readings,
but we do cite it when it corrects a corrupt passage or resolves an abbreviation in B whose
resolution is debated. When we cite deviating readings in V?°, these should thus be considered the

equivalent of conjectures.

18 In this edition, Schrader also included the first book of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions. Schrader 1890 later also
published an edition of the Porphyrian excerpts on the Odyssey. Note, however, that Porphyry did not separate his
discussion of the Iliad from that of the Odyssey and did not present the problems in the order of the Homeric songs.
The first book of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions shows that his discussion alternates between the Iliad and Odyssey.
Therefore, the distinction of ‘Homeric Question on the Iliad” and ‘Homeric Questions on the Odyssey’ is a purely
modern construct.

1 The codex Lipsiensis gr. 32 (Li) was used already partly by Villoison and Bekker through a copy made by Stephanus
Bergler (the apographum Hamburgense). See d’Ansse de Villoison 1788, XLv-XLVII; Bekker 1825, 111. The scholia of
Li were published by Bachmann 1835.

20 MacPhail’s edition is also more restrictive in the inclusion of the texts than Schrader. Unfortunately, this has led
him to exclude even some excerpts whose attribution to Porphyry is certain. He also omits the citations of Porphyry’s
Homeric Questions in the D scholia and Eustathius (F 384-402 Smith). See Dorandi 2011; Hillgruber 2014, 494.
21.0n V2, see Allen 1931, 48; Erbse 1960, 9; 1969-1988, I, XXXI1-XXXIII.
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Despite the recent edition by MacPhail, the textual constitution is often still problematic, as will
become clear from the notes and essay. Our renewed inspection of Venetus B also shows that
MacPhail (like the editors before him) sometimes misread the text (though far less often than
Villoison or Bekker). His translation, which aims to be literal, is also often difficult to understand.?
Moreover, despite its title (Porphyry’s Homeric Questions on the lliad: Text, Translation,
Commentary), MacPhail’s book does not offer a commentary on the text (neither a philological
nor an interpretive one) but merely offers sporadic footnotes. Furthermore, for our excerpt,
MacPhail even omits the end of the text (virtually all of Item 4 in our outline) without any

explanation.

22 See van der Horst 2011; Slater 2012, 328-329.
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*B Iliad 10.252 (fols. 134v-135v)

Porphyry, Homeric Questions on the Iliad (p. 147.5-151.26 Schrader)

[fol. 134v] [1] /| cvvayoyn t@v {nrovpévav yéyove pev fon kol map’ GALOIG Muelg o8 Ta
npoPAnuata Aappdvovteg mapd TdV E{NTNKOTOV, TOG AVGELS EMKPIVOUEY 0G EKETVOL DTETOENY TOTG
TPOPANLOGL, KOl TIVOG HEV TOVT®V EYKPIVOLEY, TIVAG O mapartovpeda, Tag 6’ avtol gupiokouey,
106 0& mepdpedo dropbodv kal e€gpyalesbar, domep T0ic Evivyydvovoty Eotat STAOV.

[2] adtiko TV modoidv (NTMUATOV GUOAGYMTAL Elval TO TO0DTO, &V 0l NGtV «doTpa 88 o
poPéPnke, mopdynke"” 8¢ TAEW™ VOE | TdV b0 polpdwv, tprrdtn & £t poipa Aéleurtoy (Il
10.252-253)" nidg yaip, i ai d0o poipot éERkovsty avtal Te? kai 1% TovTemv mAéov, 1) Tprrdan poipo
Aédeurton, AL ovyl ThG TPiTNG LOpLOV;

[3a] 60 xai Tiveg mpooTfévTec™ 10 G HEIoVY «TprTdng & 1 poipadd Aéhewmton» ypapety, fva
ThG Tpitng pepic Tig 7 koTakereupévn, GAL” ovy 8An 1 Tpitn.

[3b] Mntpddwpoc® (61 fr. 5 DK) pv odv 10 mAeiov d0o onuaively enoi map’ Opfpo. kol yap 1o
ovvneg, ®g tav AEyN «vOTOL ATOTPOTAU®Y, £l 0& TAETov EAédetnton (Od. 8.475), kai «GALG TO
pnév mheiov moAvdikog ToAépoto | xeipeg pod Siémovows (1. 1.165-166), onuaiver<v> <d&> koi 10
TATPES, MG &V TQ «oOV ¢ TAglov démag aiel | Eotniey (1. 4.262-263), kai v 1 «mheiod Tot yoAkoD

Msion (1. 2.226). viv odv 10 mAéov® dvti tod mAfipeg ipficOar mARpng Yap 1 VOE Tdv dvo

Y tapaynke *B : mapdynxev Kammer

*mAéw *B : miéov Villoison

Y&’ én1 Bekker (ex 11. 10.253) : 8¢ 1t *B

Z avtai te *B : avtai 1 Bekker

@ g *B : éni Villoison

b0 rpo@110évteg *B : mpotBévteg Villoison

€« 8’ &1 Bekker : 6¢ 1 *B

4 0ipo Bekker : poipag *B

€ untpddwpog *B : Znvodwpoc Horn 1883, 92 (thesis I11)
f onuoivei<v> <§&> Diels : onpoi’ *B : onuoivel V2 : onpoivel <6&> Schrader
% tAéov *B : fortasse mieiov
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Hop®v yeyovvio mapdynke, prra™ 8¢ T mepr<ié>Aeurtonl. Siethe 8 €igy’, OGC BV TPLPVLAGIKOL
TG VOUKTOG 0VOT|G.

[3¢c] Xpvoumog (SVF I fr. 772) 8¢, donep &l T1c, enoi, mepl Tp1dV MUEPDV SAAEYOUEVOC €V TH
tpitn Aéyel piav dmoleinesOat ETt fuépav, kavk un mept pHpov motijton Todg Adyoug: obteg Kai
1ov Odvocéa, &l kai mhéov NV TapoynKoOg OV d00 pHopdv, TV Tpitny @dvar KotareinesOa,
meldn TpuLepodg obomng Tiic VukTog Ekaotov uépog g v T hapBavetat, dote ki EAMTEG 1) TodTO
Ko puny OAOKANpov, AL apiBucicOai ye tpitov™ t@ ta&v v pepdv™ Exewv TV TpiTnV. 0VT® YOP
Kol GvOpmmov Trapd modat® yevouevov, £t toyydvew thg 6Anc’® mpoonyopiog -

[3d] &rhot 8¢ ooy £Bog Exev TOLG moMTAG T® ATNPTICHEVED YpTioBal aplOud, 0t pev ta
gmrpéyovta 10ig p1duoic meprypdpovtag vrEp ToD dAooyepel kai dnnpricpéve ypficOat, olov
«MOVOY oTpatOV» PYoeLé <Tig av>" 16V EAMvev —foav 82 ai vijeg il £kotov dydofkova
BE — xad ET1 «rdpyovg £lkoct™ il 6ToAf, meloic piv Evdexa, vavoi 8¢ Suddexa™» (TGF 11 Adesp.

fr. 432a) avti 10D ky’. 01 88 TOV TPOKEiLEVOV TEPLYPAPOVGL, TH EMITPEXOVTL APKOVLUEVOL, OlOV

fh tprréen *B : tprréang Villoison

T8¢ 1 *B 1§ &r Kammer

i mepr<dé>hermton Bekker : mepileinton *B

K dote kitv i Tepl dpBpov morfiton Tode Adyoue, AL’ apBpcicOod ye Tpitnv, T® TAEWY TdV HuepdV Exev THY TPITNV,
obtog kai Tov ‘Odvocéa, si kol mAéov MV mapwMKOC TdV 800 popdv, TV Tpityy @avol KataAsinecOal, meldn
PPl obong Tiic VoKTOC EKacToV PEPOC &V TL AapuBaveTar, Kdv EAMmES §) ToDTOo Kol U OAdKANpov Kammer

' ¢ om. Villoison

MM tpitov *B : tpitnv Villoison

" pnep@v Schrader : uepdv *B

 wapa Tdda *B 1 cruces posuimus : mapd <pukpov EEa>moda Schrader : wnpov tov wdda Diels ap. MacPhail : kainep
dmodo Kammer

PP §Ang *B : ddov Janko ap. MacPhail

9 oov coniecimus : 8tav *B : fortasse olov dv

116 v supplevimus : tig suppl. Schrader

S8 gfkoot *B : glkootv Kannicht in Kannicht/Snell 1981, 126

t&vdexa *B : évdex” <éAAd> Kannicht in Kannicht/Snell 1981, 126

w Suddeka *B : dddexa Kannicht in Kannicht/Snell 1981, 126
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SWW X
&

«kata” pgv eika tékv neve<v>"* Badhovto<c>Y fifa | Sumdek’*, avtov 8¢ tpitovy (Pind. fr.

171 Snell/Maehler), davti tod tpitov kai dékatov: kol «TeTpdt® 6 adTOC MEdGON», Pnoiv o

ITivdapog (fr. 135 Snell/Maehler), évti tod tetdptm Kai dekdtm® «1) 8¢ yovn tétop’ [1107]**

npoot,
néunt ¢ yopoito» (Hes. Op. 698), avti 1od tecoapeokaideka Kol RSVTSKQLESsttcpbbb' Edmoiig
1e Xpoo® yéver™ (fr. 298 Kassel/Austin)-

[A]%. <6w>8¢katoc®™ O VLIS, Tpitog™ O TV KEANVI® Eywv,

o ottypatiog TéTaptoc Eotwy £ml Séka™,

mépmtog 8 6 muppdc, ktog 6 SecTpappévog:

kkk

yootolll pév eic” ™ gkicaiderc’ eic™™M Apyéotporov™™,

€¢ TOV 0¢ PaAakpove® entaxaidek’PPP. [B]. ioye oM.

Wkarta *B : kap Maehler in Snell/Maehler 1989, 137

ww rékv’ Boeckh 1821, 644 : téxva *B

* Enepve<v> Boeckh 1821, 644 : Erepve *B : népve Thiersch 1820, 300

Y Bdarovta<c> Boeckh 1821, 644 : BdArovta *B : BdAlovt’ év Thiersch 1820, 300

Z juddex’ Boeckh 1821, 644 : dvddexa *B : dwdex’ Hartung 1856, 246

@ tétop’ [10°] correximus : tétap® 10 *B : tétaptov Erog Schrader : tetapto Etel Villoison : tétop’ [Etel] Kammer :
tétop’ Dindorf

bbb recoapeokoideka kol meviekodekdTo CONieCiMus : teccapeokoldekd® kol meviekodexd® *B : 18°¢ wai
neviekoudekdto VX : tecoapeckaderdro kol teviekomdekdre Villoison

e ypuo® yéver Bekker : ypvooyévelov *B

dd TA] dwdékatog ... émtaxaidex’. [B] ioye oM. [A] 8ydooc ... personas ita distinxit Runkel 1829, 164 : [A]
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tpia Sroupel Sfjhov: &mi puev yap Thc Nuépac «Eocetar <f>MMMMMMM peye f Seidng i uécov fupap»
(1. 21.111), émi 8¢ TG vuKTOG «GAL’ dte O Tpiya voktog Envy (Od. 12.312).

[1] The collection of the inquiries has appeared already also in other writers; but we, taking the
problems from those who have made the inquiries, are evaluating the solutions that they assigned
to the problems, and some of them we approve of, whereas others we reject, and some solutions
we find ourselves, whereas others we attempt to revise and work out, as will be clear to the reader.
[2] To begin with, the following is agreed to be one of the old questions, where [Homer] says: ‘and
the stars have advanced, and more night has passed | than two parts, and a third*’® still remains’
[I1. 10.252-253]. For how, if these two parts have passed and even more than this, does the third
part remain but not part of the third?

[3a] Hence, some in fact, adding a sigma’’?, thought fit to write ‘and some part of a third remains’,
so that some portion of the third is left, but not the whole third.

[3b] Now Metrodorus [61 fr. 5 DK] claims that ©Aeiov means two things in Homer. For [it has]
both the customary meaning [i.e. ‘more’ or ‘most’], as when he says ‘after he cut away from the
back [of the boar], and more [or ‘most’] was left’ [Od. 8.475], and ‘but it is my hands that conduct
more [or ‘the greatest part’] of furious war’ [Il. 1.165-166]; <but> [he claims] that it also means
“‘full’, as in ‘your cup always stands full (mieiov)’ [Il. 4.262-263], and in ‘your huts are full (mA&ion)
of bronze’ [Il. 2.226]. So in the present case, [he claims that] TAéov is used instead of mAfipeg: for
the night having become filled with two thirds has passed, and one third remains. And he divided

it into three, since the night contained three watches.

mmmmmmm £ sypplevimus, cf. schol. D II. 10.252(3) p. 373.3 (van Thiel?)

170 The Homeric oi 600 poipat is the equivalent of the Attic T& 300 pépn here, which is the standard way of saying
‘two thirds’, with 1o tpitov uépog ~ 1 tprrdrn poipa meaning ‘one third’. However, the interpretations cited further
on show that not all ancient writers interpreted it this way.

11 1.e. to tpurén, making it the genitive tprrdng.
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[3c] But Chrysippus [SVF 11 fr. 772] claims that it is just as if someone, speaking about three days,
says on the third that one day still remains, even if he does not make this statement around dawn;
so too, although more than two thirds have passed, Odysseus claims that one third is left, since
each portion of the night, which is tripartite, is taken as a unit, so that even if this is lacking and
not complete, still it is counted as a third because it has the third position among the parts. For so
too [he claims] a human being Thaving just been bornt still obtains the whole title [of human].
[3d] Others claim that poets have a custom of using a round number, sometimes by cancelling the
remainders in the numbers for the sake of using a whole and rounded one. For instance, <one>
might say ‘a thousand-shipped army’ of the Greeks — though the ships were 1186 — and further,
‘twenty columns to a single expedition, eleven to infantry, twelve to ships’ [TGF Il Adesp. fr.
432a], instead of twenty-three. Sometimes they omit the initial [digit], satisfied with the remainder;
for instance, ‘he slew his twelve dear children in the prime of their youth, and him third” [Pind. fr.
171 Snell/Maehler] instead of ‘thirteenth’. And ‘he was himself brought down by the fourth’ [Pind.
fr. 135 Snell/Maehler], says Pindar, instead of ‘by the fourteenth’. ‘Let your wife grow up for four
years and let her be married in the fifth’ [Hes. Op. 698] instead of ‘fourteen’ and ‘in the fifteenth’.
Eupolis in the Golden Race [fr. 298 Kassel/Austin]:

[A] Twelfth is the blind man, third the man with a hump,

fourteenth the branded man,

fifth the redhead, sixth the squint-eye.

And these men are sixteen up to Archestratus,

but up to the bald-head seventeen. [B] Hold on!

[A] Eighth is the man wearing the threadbare cloak.
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Sometimes they add from without, in order to express a full number; for instance, although Homer
says ‘I [sc. Priam] had nineteen [sons] from a single womb’ [Il. 24.496], Simonides says: ‘you,
mother of twenty children, be gracious’ [fr. 272 Poltera = fr. 54 Page, PMG 559]. And although
women have childbirth in the tenth month, Homer says: ‘take pleasure in love, woman, | and when
a year has gone around, you will bear splendid children’ [Od. 11.248-249]. And: ‘others who were
dwelling in Crete with a hundred cities’ [Il. 2.649] and ‘many countless men and ninety cities’
[Od. 19.174]. For he either adds with regard to the one or subtracts with regard to the other.
Similarly [he also says] ‘all day long until sunset | they feasted’ [//. 1.601-602], though they did
not begin to drink at dawn. And: ‘all day long they fought around the Scaean Gates’ [Il. 18.453],
although a short time passed over the battle. And although the Olympic Games are held alternately
after fifty or forty-nine months, the poets call the festival “fifty-monthly’. In this way, therefore,
nothing prevents [Homer], even though the third part is defective [i.e. incomplete], from calling it
a complete one third.

[3e] Aristotle [fr. 161 Rose® = fr. 385 Gigon] thinks to solve it as follows, when he says: Division
into two can in this case be into equal [sc. parts]. Since ‘more than half’ is indeterminate, when it
is increased so much that a third of the whole is left, it would be characteristic of an accurate person
to determine this and indicate how much the remainder is, in order to make clear by how much
half of the whole has increased. For instance, half of 6 is 3. If 6 were divided into 2 equal parts,
[half] will be 3. If either part is increased, it is unclear whether this is by a part of a number or by
a whole unit. Now if it becomes greater by a whole unit, the remaining part will be a third of the
whole. So too someone saying that, when either of the two parts becomes more, it has left one
third, has shown that ‘more” in growth is by a unit, since three has become four and two remains,

which was one third of six. So, since the twelve parts of the night can also be divided into two
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equal divisions — into six [each] — and one part increased and has become more, but it is unclear
by how many hours — for the increase could be by one or two or three or more — the poet,
determining what the indeterminate quantity of the ‘more’ was and that it increased by 2 hours,
concluded that one third remains, so that the hours that have gone by were eight, and four are left,
which is a third of the whole. So too if it consisted of eighteen parts, since it divides by two into
nine, and [if] you said that a majority of the <hours which are divided> into two parts has passed,
and one third remains, you will make clear from the fact that you say that one third is left, which
is siX, that you mean that twelve have been taken away. Let the same investigation be made in the
case of the hours of a night-day cycle. Let someone say that of the hours, which are divided into
two parts, a small majority has passed, without determining how much, and let him conclude that
one third of the whole remains. It becomes clear that with the division into two resulting in twelve
and twelve, and with a third of the whole left, which is eight, the one part became greater by four,
so that sixteen hours in total have gone by and eight remain. So where there is a division into two
equal parts and into three [equal parts], if someone leaves behind a third of the [division] into three
tincreasing to twoT, he defines by how much more there has been an increase. So, the poet wisely
has indicated how much the undefined part of the increase of the half was — that [it was] by two
hours, and the eighth hour had gone by — by saying ‘and yet one third remains’ [1l. 10.253]. For if
someone knows that the total number of hours of the night are 12, of which the division into two
parts makes 6 and 6, but into 3 [makes] 4 and 4 <and 4>, and if he has heard that of the division
into two parts a small majority has passed, then upon learning that a third of the [division] into
three remains, which is four hours, he straightaway realises that from the turning of midnight two

hours had gone by.
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[3f] Autochthon claims that as two thirds had been completed, and one third remained, reasonably
[Homer] says that the night, which consists of two parts, had gone by for the most part; for the two
[parts] are a greater portion of the night, since two is greater than one. So [Homer says] ‘has passed
by’, because when the two parts have passed by, the night has passed by to the greater extent.
Indeed, in this way there will not be an error in ‘more’ (mAéw), which some who interpret it as a
feminine say is an error for ‘the majority’ (1 mAeiwv) [sc. of the night]. For it is by the greater
portion that the night has passed by, that is by the greater and larger portion it has been surpassed,
since two parts have passed by.

[3g] Apion says that the greater portion of the 2 [parts] themselves has been used up, so that there
is also a remnant of the second, and of these the majority has passed by, <but> the third part
remains. For Agamemnon, having arisen around midnight, wakes Nestor and with him some of
the champions; they advance to the ditch and dispatch the spies. [Homer] inserts the time of night
and the multitude of their actions. For after the spies have armed themselves, once the omen is
seen by them, they pray to Athena and go onward. Encountering Dolon they spent no little time
on questions; and having killed him, thereafter they go to the Thracians, and as they are detained
by Killing these men, Athena exhorts them to get away to the ships. After they return, they bathe
and have breakfast, and then daybreak arrives. Now Odysseus says ‘Dawn is near’ [Il. 10.251],
urging on the expedition; for it is not reasonable to have spies sent out as dawn approaches, but in
fact very risky. The word mAéw [‘more’] can also be taken as neuter plural, ‘the majority of the
two parts has passed by’, or ‘more beyond the two parts’, as Thucydides also says somewhere:
‘but already using the sea more, they also came together in this campaign’ [Thuc. 1.3.5]. But it can

also be an accusative feminine singular, ‘the night went past the larger part of two thirds’.
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[4] Plausibly [Homer] portrayed no one other than Odysseus watching the passage of the stars, as
a preparation for the Odyssey. For there his voyage is accomplished ‘as he gazes at the Pleiades
and late setting Bootes’ [Od. 5.272]. When Odysseus says ‘and the stars have advanced’, someone
might ask what ‘advanced’ means, and what kinds of stars they are by which he calculates the
time. To say this on the basis of Ursa Major is not sound. For it is not possible to indicate the time
on the basis of the stars that are always visible but only on the basis of those that rise and set. But
some people claim that it cannot have been said about anything other than Ursa Major, because
‘have advanced’ is set forth. Having interpreted the positions according to the hour, as the stars of
Ursa Major occupy them while they rotate, [they claim that] he says that they have advanced, since
they moved further in their rotation. Other people [claim that he says this] on the basis of the
Pleiades, Hyades and Orion, which are either rising at dawn and have advanced from the east, Tthe
PleiadesT are setting and are already advancing towards the west. For the same is also said in the
verse ‘but when it was the third watch of the night and the stars had turned their course’ [Od.
12.312], referring either to rising or to setting; the ‘third watch’ is used in the meaning of ‘the third
part’. “The third part’ [can be interpreted?] in two ways <...> in relation to the first. Perhaps he
means that he has learnt the time from the zodiac cycle. For since this is divided into 12, 6 are
immediately visible at sunset, while the others are visible as the night progresses. They are not the
same ones that are seen, but they remain six in number. On the basis of the zodiac signs that follow,
Odysseus calculates the time by that sign in which the sun set. Or he simply means that all the stars
have advanced, i.e. those that have appeared in the east since the evening have proceeded towards
the west, as now too we say that much of the day progressed, meaning that it progressed towards
sunset. For, in the case where there is a certain course from one end to the other, when they already

appear to be seen at one end, they could be said to have advanced as soon as they have been seen
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to start [their course]. And it is clear that he divides both the day and the night into three parts.
With regard to the day [he says]: ‘a morning, evening or midday will come’ [Il. 21.111]; with

regard to the night [he says]: ‘but when it was the third watch of the night’ [Od. 12.312].

3 Notes to the Text

A note on orthography

In our edition, we have standardised a number of orthographic variations. Thus, the manuscript
sometimes follows other rules for the accents, particularly for cases like oic gnotv (which the scribe
writes as oi¢ enoiv). Another case is the negation o0y, before an aspirated vowel; in such cases, the
scribe always writes an apostrophe (e.g. ooy’ 6An), which we have not printed. He also always
writes the word 6t¢ as 6t€ with smooth breathing, which we have tacitly corrected. Further, he
always writes compound numbers as one word (e.g. dydonkovtaé€), which we have always printed
as separate words (so oydonkovrta £€). Finally, for numbers, the scribe sometimes writes the word
out in full (e.g. dwdeka) and sometimes uses numerals (e.g. 1p"). Unlike Bekker, Kammer and

Dindorf, we have not converted every word into the corresponding numeral.*’?

Text-critical notes

These notes will treat text-critical issues, new readings and problems of interpretation in the

Porphyrian excerpt. They will also discuss Porphyry as a witness for the Homeric text by

172 Also, unlike Sodano 1974, we have not mentioned all these interventions by Bekker, Kammer and Dindorf in our
apparatus.
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comparing his quotations from Homer with other testimonies and with the transmitted Homer text
(in mediaeval manuscripts and papyri).1”® As it turns out, Porphyry and other testimonia often do
not provide the readings attributed to them in the recent Homer editions by West. This may be of

particular interest to Homer scholars.

[2] «Gotpo 8¢ 61 mpoPéPnke, TapdyNKe 6 TAE® VOE | T@OV 600 popamv, Tprrdtn &’ £n
poipa Aédewrrawy. These Homeric lines (Il. 10.252-253) are transmitted with the following
variants.

For mapgymre’™:

(1) mopdymxe BTDEG, Hsch. o 7890 (Latte),'”® Choeroboscus, Scholia in Theodosii Canones
p. 398 (Hilgard),'"® schol. A 1l. 9.71 (Erbse) (VMK)’ schol. D II. 10.252(1)
(FPal>’XZAgBdBm*?M*Vv*3) (lemma) p. 373.1 (van Thiel®)!’®, schol. D Il. 10.252(3)
(lemma) p. 373.1 (FPal®Xh) (van Thiel?), schol. D II. 10.252(4) p. 374.1-2 (van Thiel?),
Eust. I1l. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 58.19 (van der Valk)

(2) mopoynkev AFC, Arist. Poet. 25, 1461a26, [Hdn.] De figuris 58, schol. Od. 1.58a
(Pontani), schol. D 1l. 10.252(1) (Q) (lemma) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?), schol. D 1l. 10.252(3)

(lemma) (Q) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?), Anonymus | in Aratum 1 p. 89 (Maass)

173 The quotations from Hesiod and Thucydides will also be discussed.

174 The quotation in Achilles Tatius, Introductio in Aratum 1.9 p. 8 Di Maria = p. 30 Maass has either mopdynke
(codex Vaticanus gr. 191 (V)) or mapmynkev (codex Laurentianus 28.44 (M)). The codex Vaticanus gr. 381 (T), which
forms one family together with V, has mopdyynke. Both Maass 1898, 30 and Di Maria 1996, 8 have accepted
nap@ynkev in their editions of Achilles Tatius.

175 The manuscript of Hesychius reads nopdynke, but Latte/Cunningham 2018, 360 corrected this to map@ynxev.

176 The transmitted text of Choeroboscus reads mop@dynke, which Hilgard 1889, 398 corrected to mapdymKev.

17 Erbse 1969-1988, 1, 414 corrected this to mapdymkev.

178 In the codex Parisinus gr. 2556 (P) fol. 74v, the lemma abbreviates the verb as mopdym*.
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(3) mapoiywxev Dorotheus ap. schol. A Il. 10.252a.18-20 (Erbse) (VMK), Apollonius
Dyscolus ap. schol. A 1l. 10.252a.22-23 (Erbse) (VMK), schol. A Il. 10.252a.15 (Erbse)
(VMK)

(4) napdyokev W, P.Berol. inv. 11911+17038+17048+21155, PSI | 13 | (rapoyoklsv]),
Aristarchus ap. schol. A 1l. 10.252e1 (Erbse) (VMK), schol. T Il. 10.252e2.34 (Erbse)
(obtm d10 Tod ® kaTd Tpontv Tod 7 gic ®) (Jxwk[ P.Oxy. inv. 100/15(a))

For m\éc:"°

(1) m\éw ABTFCE, P.Oxy. VI 948 fr. 2,8 Arist. Poet. 25, 1461a26, Hsch. a 7890 (Latte)8!;
m 2536 (Latte)*®?, schol. A Hom. II. 9.71 (Erbse) (VMK), schol. A Hom. Il. 10.252a.15
(Erbse) (VMK)®3, schol. T 1l. 10.252-253a (lemma) (Erbse) (exeg.), schol. T 1l. 10.252-
253a.38 (Erbse) (exeg.), schol. T Hom. Il. 10.252-253b1 (lemma) (Erbse) (exeg.), schol.
D 11. 10.252(1) (FP*XZV*3) (lemma) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?), schol. D 1l. 10.252(1) (Fh) p.
373.6 (van Thiel?), schol. D 1l. 10.252(3) (AgBdPBm2M™) p. 374.18 (van Thiel?)!®,

schol. Od. 1.58a (M?) (Pontani), Eust. 1l. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 58.19 (van der Valk)

17 The quotation in [Hdn.] De figuris 58 shows several variants. The o family has mAéwv (Marcianus gr. 512 (M) and
the corrector of Ambrosianus C 69 sup. (gr. 246) (A?)) or miém (Hauniensis GKS 1965 (H) and Laurentianus conv.
soppr. 98 (F)), whereas the f family has mAeim (Baroccianus 216 (B) and Vindobonensis phil. gr. 263 (U)) or nigiov
(Laurentianus 56.16 (L) and Parisinus gr. 2551 (P)). See Hajdu 1998, 135. The codex Ambrosianus C 69 sup. (gr.
246) (A), which is copied from U, has mAéov. For quotations, however, A has often corrected the text (sometimes on
the basis of a lost manuscript of the o family): see Hajda 1998, 78-81. The quotation in Achilles Tatius, Introductio
in Aratum 1.9 p. 8 Di Maria = p. 30 Maass has two variants. The manuscripts of the a family (Vaticanus gr. 191 (V)
and Vaticanus gr. 381 (T)) have mAéw, but the codex Laurentianus 28.44 (M) has mAéa. (a round alpha can be easily
mistaken for omega). Both Maass 1898, 30 and Di Maria 1996, 8 have accepted mAém in their editions of Achilles
Tatius.

180 pace West 1998-2000, 1, 297, the papyrus fragment reads nAéw, not TAéwv. Since mhewv is followed by a trace of
a letter that is compatible with upsilon but not nu (an oblique with a hook in the left-top corner), the correct reading
is mhew vo[E].

181 The manuscript of Hesychius actually reads 16 mAéw: see Latte/Cunningham 2018, 360.

182 The manuscript of Hesychius actually reads miecdvvé: see Hansen 2005, 125.

183 Erbse 1969-1988, 111, 48 corrected it to TAéwv.

184 van Thiel 2011, 374 tacitly adopted Lascaris’ correction mhgiov.
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(2) méwv DO, schol. T I1. 10.252e2 (lemma) (Erbse), schol. Od. 1.58a (HJO) (Pontani), schol.
D 1l. 10.252(1) (Q) (lemma) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?), schol. D 1l. 10.252(1) p. 373.6 (Q) (van
Thiel?), Eust. 1. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 59.16-17 (van der Valk) (gi 8¢ petd 1od V ypaoeton,
Aéyot v, OTL mopdyeTo TAEV VOE TdV 800 potpdv)ied

(3) mAéov W, Choeroboscus, Scholia in Theodosii Canones p. 398 Hilgard,'® Anonymus I in
Aratum 1 p. 89 (Maass), schol. D Il. 10.252(1) (F*AgBdPBm2M™) (lemma) p. 373.1 (van
Thiel?)'® schol. D 11. 10.252(1) (Pal?) p. 373.6 (van Thiel?)

(4) mhén schol. D 1. 10.252(1) p. 373.6 (van Thiel?) (¢viot 8¢ ypagpovoty mhén)'ee

(5) mieiow schol. D 11. 10.252(1) (Pal®) (lemma) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?), schol. D 11. 10.252(1)
(X2) (p. 373.6 van Thiel?), schol. D II. 10.252(3) (dV*®) p. 374.18 (van Thiel?), schol. D
1. 10.252(4) p. 374.2 (van Thiel?)

(6) mheiwv G

The Porphyry excerpt implies that the quoted authorities read the following:
Metrodorus: mAgiov
Chrysippus: uncertain
Aristotle: probably mAéov
Autochthon: mAéw

Apion: uncertain

185 Eustathius has also recorded mAéwv as a varia lectio by adding yp(&eetar) mhéov above mAéw in his quotation of
the Homeric line in Eust. 1l. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 58.19 (van der Valk) (codex Laurentianus 59.3 fol. 8r).

18 The transmitted text of Choeroboscus reads miedvué, which Hilgard 1889, 398 corrected to mAéwv VOE.

187 In the codex Angelicus gr. 122 (Ag) fol. 86r, Bodmer 85 (Bd) fol. 91v and Parisinus gr. 2556 (P) fol. 74v, the
lemma actually has wAéov 1 VOE.

188 Note that one manuscript of Achilles Tatius (Introductio in Aratum 1.9 p. 8 Di Maria = p. 30 Maass) has n\éa (see
n. 179).
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For & #11:189

(1) & £éut ABCDEFGTW, Hsch. a 7890 (Latte), schol. D II. 10.252(3) (P) (lemma) p. 373.1
(van Thiel?), schol. A 1. 10.252a.16 (Erbse) (VMK), schol. Ge II. 10.252 (Nicole), Eust.
Il. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 58.19 (van der Valk); Eust. Od. 12.312 vol. 2 p. 26.26 (Stallbaum),
Anonymus | in Aratum 1 p. 89 (Maass)
(2) 8¢ tuschol. D 11. 10.252(3) (dAgBdBm?M™) (lemma) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?)
(3) 8¢ torschol. D 11. 10.252(3) (V*3) (lemma) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?)
We have followed previous editors of the excerpt in adopting Bekker’s conjecture §” £11.2°° Note,
however, that the scribe systematically writes 8¢ 11 when he quotes this Homeric line further on,

viz. twice in [3a].

The sigla cited above refer to the following Homer manuscripts:
A Marcianus gr. 822 (olim 454) = Venetus A

B  Marcianus gr. 821 (olim 453) = Venetus B

C Laurentianus 32.3
D Laurentianus 32.15
E Scorialensis Y.I.1

F Scorialensis Q.1.12
G Genavensis 44

O  Oxoniensis, New College 298

189 The quotation in Achilles Tatius, Introductio in Aratum 1.9 p. 8 Di Maria = p. 30 Maass has either 8’ &t (codex
Vaticanus gr. 381 (T)), or 8¢ T (codex Laurentianus 28.44 (M)). The codex Vaticanus gr. 191 (V), which forms one
family together with T, has 8 £o11.

190 Bekker 1825, 284; Kammer 1863, 65; Dindorf 1875-1877, Ill, 434; Schrader 1880, 147; Sodano 1974, 42;
MacPhail 2011, 170.
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T Londinensis, Burneianus 86 = Townleyanus

W  Vaticanus gr. 1319
The sigla of the D scholia correspond with the following manuscripts:

E*  Scorialensis gr. Q.1.12

Pal?> Heidelbergensis, Palatinus gr. 222

Q \aticanus gr. 33

X Vaticanus gr. 32

Ag Angelicus gr. 122

Bd Bodmer 85

P Parisinus gr. 2556

Bm?2 Londinensis, Harleianus 5727

M Ambrosianus L 116 sup. (gr. 502)

V1 Vaticanus gr. 1316
These manuscripts fall into two families: d (which comprises E*, Pal, Q and X) and h (which
comprises Ag, Bd, P, Bm*?, M and V*3). Within the h family, Ag, Bd and P form their own
subgroup.*®! The readings of the D scholia reported here are based on images of the original

manuscripts.

[3b] viv odv To mAfov. If the text were fully consistent, mAéov should be m&iov, since this

appears to be what Metrodorus read.

191 See Montanari/Montana/Muratore/Pagani 2017, 5.
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[3c] trapa médat yevopevov. As the text is transmitted, the sentence would mean ‘a human
having just been born still obtains the whole®? title’ (with mopd m6da = e00éwc®®), but it is
doubtful whether that is what Porphyry wrote. He (or Chrysippus) is unlikely to have claimed that
newborn babies are normally not called full humans. Thus, the passage has been corrected in
several ways. Schrader conjectured reading mapd <uikpov EEa>moda yevouevov, ‘having become
just six foot tall’,'* but this does not explain why such people would not be called full humans
either. If it is meant to indicate dwarfs being called humans even if they do not have the full size
of regular humans, for instance, a more appropriate size would probably be <tpi>moda,
<tetpé>modo or at the most <mevré>moda.® Yet one does not really ‘become’ a dwarf. MacPhail
adopted Diels’ conjecture mpov tov mdda yevopevov, “having become maimed in his foot’.1%
Kammer constructed a similar sense with the correction kainep dmoda yevouevov ‘although he has
become lame’.*%" Indeed, a reference to humans missing some body part would make sense in

Chrysippus’ analogy.*®

[3d] olov «héveuy eTpatovy eRcelé <tig dv> té@v EAAvev. The manuscript reads dtav
Yovavy otpatov proete T®v EAMvov. Schrader was the first to see that <tic> should be

supplemented after priceie.’® All editors have kept étav ... enoeie,?® but dtav + optative is

192 Janko ap. MacPhail 2011, 170 corrected é\ng to Aov, in which case tfic Aov Tpoonyopiac means ‘the title of a
whole human’.

193 See Hsch. © 639 (Latte), s.v. mapd w6da. The plural mopd n6Sac, however, is far more common: see LSJ s.v. movg
A 4b.

194 Schrader 1880, 148.

195 rapd OSa might itself also be an error for mevtédmoda (so without Schrader’s mapd picpdv).

19 MacPhail 2011, 170.

197 Kammer 1863, 66.

198 Another solution would be to correct yevopevov to something like tetpopévov ‘injured’ or tetpmuévov ‘amputated’.
However, this corruption (TPQ or TMH to NO) is palaeographically less straightforward. Moreover, mapd +
accusative is not the usual construction for these verbs.

199 Schrader 1880, 148.

20 D’ Ansse de Villoison 1788, 251; Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 66; Dindorf 1875-1877, 11, 435; Schrader
1880, 148; MacPhail 2011, 172.
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impossible. The palaeographically most likely solution is to correct dtav (where -av is abbreviated)
to oiov (in the sense of ‘for instance’) and supplement &v after pricelé <tic>. Alternatively, 8tov
might be a corruption of otov dv, in which case we only need to supplement ti¢ after grceie.
Theoretically, one could also correct the text to dtav yAdvavy otpatov enomn <tc> 1@v EAMvov,

but prion 11g is an uncommon collocation.

«1] 8¢ yovi tétop’ [10°] fPdor, mépmte 6% yopoito», avri 100 TEGCUPECKOIOEKD KO
nevrekadekat@. The exact reconstruction of the Hesiodic line (Op. 698) is problematic here. The
manuscript reads tétap® * 10 podot, which is both ungrammatical and unmetrical. Villoison and
Bekker read tetdpto £tet npdot, 2%t which is not metrical either. Moreover, although the scribe has
not written the case ending, the proparoxytone accent in tétap® implies the reading tétaptov rather

292 not realising

than tetapt. Kammer corrected the words to tétop” [te1], deleting Etet as a gloss,
that the manuscript does not read &tet to begin with. Note also that restoring 1{0° to &tet only to
then delete it is text-critically unsound. Dindorf also read tétop’, which he considered to have been
corrupted to TeTapTm el (so without the assumption of a gloss).?% Indeed, the manuscripts and
the other testimonies of Hesiod all have the West Greek form tétop’.2% Schrader read Porphyry’s
text as TéTapTov &toc MPdor (with &tog as a correction for #0°),2%° which is again unmetrical.
Schrader’s use of letter spacing indicates that he considers all these words part of the quotation of

Hesiod, but it is doubtful whether Porphyry would have written such an unmetrical line.2%

201 )’ Ansse de Villoison 1788, 251; Bekker 1825, 285.

202 Kammer 1863, 66.

203 Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 435. So also Gigon 1987, 533.

204 plut. Amat. 8.753a; Poll. Onom. 1.58; Oribasius Collectiones medicae 18.3; Stob. Flor. 4.22e.114; Etym. Magn.
S.v. tétope p. 754 (Kallierges); schol. vet. Hes. Op. 698a (Pertusi); Moschopulus, Scholia in Hes. Op. 698 (Grandolini);
Arsenius, Apophthegmata 18.63b. See also the papyrus fragment P.Oxy. XL 3229 ([t]etop’).

205 Schrader 1880, 148.

206 Cf. Porphyry’s attention to the meter in Zetemata Vaticana 17 p. 123.11-13 Sodano (cuveympet 8¢ 10 pétpov eimeiv
«€¢ oyaykelov ovppioyetov 6pppov Hdwp» (Il. 4.453)) and ad 1l. 9.378 p. 137.14-15 = p. 152 MacPhail (Nécog 6¢
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MacPhail tried to solve this by writing «1| 8¢ yovi» tétaptov £to¢ «\PmOot, TEUTTO O YaUOTTON,
thus separating tétaptov £toc from the rest of the quotation as a paraphrase.?®” However, Porphyry
normally does not interrupt poetic quotations with his own prose paraphrase of certain words.
Moreover, an error 110" for &toc or £tel is not palaeographically straightforward, neither in
majuscule nor in minuscule script.

Another problem is that reading an accusative tétaptov contradicts writing the dative
tecoapeokardekat in Porphyry’s explanation of the word. We would expect Porphyry to use the
same case in his exegesis of poetic words, as he does elsewhere. Indeed, the accent on the
penultimate syllable in teccopeokadexd®™ and meviekoudekd® implies a  reading
tecoopeckadekdtm and meviekodekdr.?® This is also the interpretation of the scribe of V2,
who copies *B and reads 10'¢ xoi meviekodekdtw. In any case, tétaptov (£toc) and
teooapeokardekdarte are unlikely to both be correct. The only way to make the quotation from
Hesiod metrical is to restore tétop’ and delete §{0°. The latter might have originally been an
otherwise unattested variant for 1 8¢ (yovn), which intruded into the main text. Restoring the
cardinal number tétop’, however, creates the problem that this contradicts the ordinal number
teccopeckardekdt®. This can be solved by correcting the latter to tecoapeokaidoeka, which was
later corrupted to teccopeckadekdt® on the basis of the subsequent mevtekodekite.

Finally, Porphyry agrees with the Hesiod codex Parisinus gr. 2771 (C) and Laurentianus 31.39
(D) in reading youoito against the codex Messanensis F.A. 11 (E) and Vaticanus gr. 2383 (H),

which read yapeito and yopsito, respectively.?%

0 Xiog Kol 0 o unkvvetl ovdEv ppovricag Tod pétpov). See also Porph. ad Od. 9.60 p. 84.6-8 (Schrader) (reov pev
10 Pavar dndAovo ol EBSopfkovia dVo, kai oxeddv ddvvatov insiv [eivon] momtikée Sidx 1o pétpov), although the
attribution to Porphyry might be disputed.

207 MacPhail 2011, 172.

208 Note that the scribe of *B does not write the case endings for fourteen and fifteen either, so that the implied reading
might equally be tecoapeokadekdrov and neviekaidekdarov (because of the preceding dvti tob).

209 See Solmsen in Solmsen/Merkelbach/West 1990, 79.
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rnénmrog 6’ 0 mouppoc. Like Olson and other editors of Eupolis, we have adopted Runkel’s
conjecture Toppdc ‘redhead’.?'? Kassel/Austin and the previous editors of the excerpt retained the

transmitted mopyog ‘tower’ 2%

which they probably interpreted as indicating a tall person. Olson
has rightly pointed out, however, that Topyoc is normally not used in this metaphorical sense; and
even if that were the sense here, it would not match the other people in this catalogue, who all have
some physical defect or slavish attribute.?!? If used metaphorically, Topyog denotes a hero acting
as a stronghold to the army.?*® In other words, the word would have a positive connotation. Another
possible conjecture is Cobet’s mmpég “disabled, cripple’,2* although the corruption ITYPPOC to
ITYPI'OC is palacographically more likely than that of ITHPOC to ITYPI'OC. Tammaro
conjectured ypumdc ‘hook-nosed’,?® which is also possible and palaeographically intelligible.
Olson considered this not “enough of a disfigurement to match the others in the catalogue”,
although the baldhead (palaxpdc) is equally ‘disfigured’ as someone with a hooked nose, and the
speaker also mentions ‘the man wearing the threadbare cloak’, i.e. a bum/hobo (the tpifwv was

typically worn by poor men?%). Note, however, that, although Eupolis probably wrote mvppdc, it

is always possible that Porphyry did in fact read the incorrect mopyog.

210 Runkel 1829, 164; Olson 2016, 462; 464; 466. So also Meineke 1839, 537; Bothe 1855, 192; Kock 1880, 333;
Edmonds 1957, 410; Storey 2011, 228.

211 D’ Ansse de Villoison 1788, 251; Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 66; Dindorf 1875-1877, Ill, 435; Schrader
1880, 148; Kassel/Austin 1986, 472. MacPhail 2011, 172 also printed mwbpyog in the main text but translated the word
as ‘redhead’ (as if he adopted Runkel’s woppdc).

212 Olson 2016, 464. Red hair is a slavish attribute, indicating someone of Thracian origin. According to Edmonds
1957, 410 n. b, who assumed that the list describes people in the audience, however, the man with red hair may be the
politician Hipponicus or the poet Timotheus.

213 50 Hom. Od. 11.556 about Ajax. See Schiassi 1944, 62 n. 2 and Tammaro 1988.

214 Cobet 1876, 416. See also Blaydes 1896, 46.

215 Tammaro 1988.

216 See Olson 2016, 467. The tpifwv was worn by Spartan men, who were famous for their simple and rugged lifestyle.
In Athens, it was worn by poor people and by ascetic philosophers, like Socrates and the Cynics. See Brillant 1919
and Schuppe 1937. According to Edmonds 1957, 410, who considered the catalogue to refer to people in the audience,
the man with the threadbare cloak is Socrates.
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«aipe, YOval, QAT TL, TEPITAOpEVOL & EviavTo | TEEN dyhad Tékvay. Previous editors of
the excerpt have printed yovi).?*’ However, the manuscript actually reads yovou, which is the
regular vocative of yovi). This is also the reading of the manuscripts of Homer. Therefore, West
was incorrect to claim that the testimonia of Od. 11.248 (which include Porphyry) all read yovn.2*®

For the Homeric line 11.249, the first word is transmitted under several variants. Porphyry reads
té€1, a middle future indicative. Similarly, Zenodotus read té€eat. Aristarchus, however, read the
active future indicative té&gic,?1® which is the reading in the mediaeval manuscripts and the other

testimonia.?2°

«mollol amepéoiol kai évevijkovra woéineg». Most editors of the excerpt have corrected
gvevijkovta to &vvikovta.??! This is also how the editors of Homer traditionally read the text of

Od. 19.174.222 However, there is no solid textual basis for the form évvijkovto. The main Homer

223

manuscripts??® and all the testimonia read &vevijkovta.??* In fact, the form évvnikovta does not

217 D’ Ansse de Villoison 1788, 251; Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 66; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 436; Schrader
1880, 148; MacPhail 2011, 172. Kammer already suggested correcting it to yOvau.

218 \West 2017, 235. Pace West, most other testimonia actually have yovou as well: see Anon. in Hermog. Inv. vol. 7
p. 851 (Walz) and Eust. Od. 11.240 vol. 1 p. 410.13 (Stallbaum). Gell. NA 3.16.15, however, has yovy.

219 See schol. Od. 11.249 (Dindorf): tééeic] obtm Apictapyog. Znvédotog 88 kakdc, TéEeo.

220 Gell. NA 3.16.15; schol. D 1l. 10.252(3) p. 374.12 (van Thiel?); Anon. in Hermog. Inv. vol. 7 p. 851 (Walz); Eust.
Od. 11.240 vol. 1 p. 410.14 (Stallbaum).

221 Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 66; Schrader 1880, 148; MacPhail 2011, 172. Only Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 435
kept éveviikovta. D’ Ansse de Villoison 1788, 251 wrote the non-existent évivexovra.

222 5o Ludwich 1891, 105; Allen 1919; Bérard 1956, 75; Von der Mihll 1962, 355; Rutherford 1992, 104;
Murray/Dimock 1998, 246; van Thiel 1991, 263.

223 \West 2017, 401 reports that the corrector of the codex Ambrosianus gr. B 99 sup. (gr. 121) (B) has évevvrikovta,
while the corrector of the codex Marcianus gr. 613 (olim 568) (M) has évvevrikovta. He also claims that a second
hand in the codex Monacensis gr. 519B (U) reads évvnkovta. The word (found at the bottom of fol. 195v) indeed
seems to have been corrected, but it is not entirely certain what correction it intended to make (évvniovra is possible
if the scribe wrote an extremely wide nu). The corrector of this codex belongs to Allen’s d family, which consists only
of fifteenth- and sixteenth-century manuscripts. See Allen 1910, 26. This family also includes the codex Harleianus
6325 (cited by van Thiel 1991, 263), which also reads évvrikovta (fol. 168v). Allen 1910, 27-28 has shown, however,
that this family hardly offers any old readings.

224 See [PI.] Minos 319b; Eust. Od. 19.172 vol. 2 p. 196.22 (Stallbaum). Schol. D Od. 19.174b (Ernst) also reads
éveviikovta, but Ernst 2006, 352 ‘corrected’ this to év{e}viikovta. The manuscripts of Porph. ad Il. 2.649, too, have
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even seem to have existed, since it is not attested in any dialect. The only deviating forms are
hevevnkovta (attested in Heraclea), évnkovta (attested on Delos and in Phocis), which arose

through haplology,??®

and évvevrikovta (attested from Hippocrates onwards but mainly used in late
antique writers), which probably duplicated nu on the basis of é&vvéa. The reason why the Homeric
text is usually changed is that the line is seemingly unmetrical ToAlol dmeipéoion kal EvevikovTa
noAnEG as opposed to moAlol dmepéoiot kal evvAkova toAneg (with hiatus after koi). However,

226 \which is a remnant of an original

the second syllable of éveviikovta can be scanned as long,
digamma (éveviikovta < *évepviikovta < *hineun-dkomt-227).2% In his edition of the Odyssey,
West therefore rightly printed évevikovta.??® However, he was wrong to cite Porphyry as a

testimony for the form évvrkovra.

Kol «pémay fuap &g RéMov Kotadvvra | daivovron. MacPhail included the word «ai as part
of the quotation from 1l. 1.601-602.2%° The other editors, however, have not considered it part of
the quotation,?3! probably rightly so. The Homeric text is transmitted as &¢ tote p&v mpodmav fuap,
etc. Although xai could technically be a variant for pév, it is not attested in any Homer manuscript
nor in any of the testimonies. So it probably belongs to Porphyry, much like in the subsequent
quotation from Homer (Il. 18.453) the word xai is not part of the quotation either (xoi «mdv &’

NHop HEPVOVTO TEPL TKAGL TOANGLY).

évevnkovra, but, as in our excerpt, Schrader 1880, 48 and MacPhail 2011, 68 have changed this to évvijkovta; Bekker
1825, 87 and Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 144, in contrast, kept the transmitted form éveviikovta.

225 See Frisk 1960 s.v. évevrjkovra; Beekes 2010 s.v. évevrjkovra.

226 The correction évevviixovta in the codex Ambrosianus gr. B 99 sup. (B) might be a later attempt to make the
syllable long. Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1927, 41 n. 1 conjectured reading évinvikovta.

227 See Beekes 2010 s.v. éveviikovta. See also Kortlandt 1983, 98-99.

228 The number 90 is attested once more in Homer in Il. 2.602, where &vevfikovta is metrically regular (1 &’
gvevniovta YAAQOpol VEES £0Tix6mVTO).

229 \West 2017, 401.

230 MacPhail 2011, 172.

231 50 Bekker 1825, 285; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 436; Schrader 1880, 148.
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«mav & quap papvovroe mepi Tkarijor THANow. Porphyry agrees with the transmitted text of

232

Homer and with Eustathius->~ against most manuscripts of the D scholia, which read éri Zxoufjot

moAnow.2*

moviiyvpwy givan. Every editor except Dindorf?34 has overlooked the abbreviation for ivou after

moviyopty.2°

0VOEV KMAVEL, Kal Tiig Tpitng poipag élmodg ovong, <pij™> ovy 0AOKANPOV TPiTNY AVTIV
ovopdoar poipav. The previous editors of the excerpt have all written simply ovy 6A6kAnpov.2®
However, this is not the regular construction. The infinitive ruled by verbs of hindrance can have
either a pleonastic pun or no negation. If the verb of hindrance is itself negated (as is the case in this
sentence), the common construction is an infinitive with a pleonastic uv 0v.2%’ For this reason, we
have conjectured <un> oty 0AOKAnpov. Alternatively, it is also possible to delete ovy, since koAvw

is often constructed with a simple infinitive, even if the verb is negated.?*

232 Eust. 11. 18.444-456 vol. 4 p. 211.10 (van der Valk).

233 gchol. D 1l. 10.252(3) p. 374.10 (van Thiel?). &ni is read in d, Bm?*, M and V'3, while Ag, Bd and P (which
constitute one sub-family) read mepi.

234 Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 436.

235 S0 d’Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252; Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 67; Schrader 1880, 149; MacPhail 2011,
172.

236 S0 d’Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252; Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 67; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 436; Schrader
1880, 149; MacPhail 2011, 172.

237 See Goodwin 1896, 322-326; Kihner/Gerth 1904, 207-219; van Emde Boas/Rijksbaron/Huitink/de Bakker 2019,
599-600.

238 See Kilhner/Gerth 1904, 215 n. b; van Emde Boas/Rijksbaron/Huitink/de Bakker 2019, 600 n. 1.
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[3e] 1 &ig 6V0 draipeois gig ioag dvvatar yevésOatr. The manuscript reads €ic ionv (with the
case ending abbreviated), which previous editors of the excerpt have also printed.?*® We have
followed Rose, however, who corrected ionv to icag (SC. pepidag or poipag), since Porphyry seems
to refer to a division into two equal parts, which would require a plural. Alternatively, ionv could
also be corrected to ica (cf. einep droupebein ta ¢” €ig B° ioa further on). Indeed, Sodano (who
printed ionv) translated “la divisione puo in questo caso avvenire in due meta uguali” (“the division
can in this case be done in two equal halves”),?*° which would require ica or {cog. MacPhail (who
also printed ionv), in contrast, translated “division into two can result in an equal [division] in

these circumstances”.

énel 8¢ T0 mAéov ToV Npicsog aopreTov Eotiv. The manuscript reads émedn to mAéov, ete.
According to Schrader and MacPhail, a new sentence starts with £ér€16v, which is why they adopted
Rose’s conjecture énei 8¢ for émeidn), as we have also done.?*! Similarly, Sodano corrected the text
to émeidn <6&>.242 Barnes and Lawrence also punctuated before éneidn but conjectured gnei 51,243
Earlier editors, however, kept the transmitted text, connected this phrase with the preceding
sentence and punctuated after aopiotov gotv.?** Breitenberger returned to this earlier
interpretation.?*> However, logically, the phrase does not give an explanation for the preceding

statement (‘Division into two can in this case be into equal [sc. parts], since “more than half’ is

239 D’ Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252; Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 67; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 436; Schrader
1880, 149; Sodano 1974, 42; MacPhail 2011,174.

240 Sodano 1974, 44. So also Barnes/Lawrence 1984, 2432: “Division into two may in this case be division into equal
parts” and Breitenberger 2006, 312-313: “Die Aufteilung in zwei Teile kann in diesem Fall in gleich groRe erfolgen”
(although they do not specify whether they follow Rose in adopting icog).

241 Schrader 1880, 149; MacPhail 2011, 174. See Rose 1863, 165; 1870, 1504; 1886, 129. So also Heitz 1869, 138.
242 Sodano 1974, 42.

243 Barnes/Lawrence 1984, 2432 n. 1.

244 Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 67; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 436. So also Gigon 1987, 534.

245 Breitenberger 2006, 313; 401.
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indeterminate”) but explains what follows (‘Since “more than half” is indeterminate, [...] it would

be characteristic of an accurate person to determine this and indicate how much the remainder is’).

Kotalehowé<var>. The transmitted text 6 sinov T@v 600 pepdV Bdtepov mMALOV yvOueVOV
KataAéAowte Tpitdtny poipov is ungrammatical. Either we have to follow MacPhail in correcting
Katadéloure to katoderommé<var>,2*® which is an accusativus cum infinitivo ruled by sindv, or we
have to supplement a conjunction 1t or m¢ after inv to introduce indirect speech.?*” The former
correction is palaeographically the most likely, since the verb is abbreviated in the manuscript

(katarélot™), which may have originally been an abbreviation for kotalelowr(évar).2*

gimoig 8’ 6TL ThEov TAOV €ig dV0 poipag <vepopévov apdOV> Tap@ynkev. The manuscript
reads mAéov T@V gig dvo poipag mapdynrev. Previous editors of the excerpt have corrected t@dv to

249 presumably connecting it with poipag and identifying the latter as a genitive. This would

g,
then mean ‘more of/than the part (divided?) into two has passed’.2>° However, 7 sic 00 poipa is
an otherwise unattested collocation, and it is not straightforward to assume an implied ‘divided’.
For this reason, MacPhail supplemented the verb, correcting the text to mAéov ti|g €ig 600 poipag

<vepopévnc> (as suggested to him by Janko) and translating the phrase somewhat clumsily as “and

[if] you said that more of the <divided> into two parts has passed”.?>! However, this translation

246 MacPhail 2011, 174.

247 Kammer 1863, 67 tried to solve it by putting tdv d0o pepdv mAéov yvopevov katodéloue Tprtdany poipav between
quotation marks, thus identifying it as direct speech. However, in that case, a parenthetic ¢not would probably be
expected.

28 The infinitive ending -var is not written in mpoBefnié(var) @dvor éni mhéov (fol. 135v) and v dpav
katopepadnké(var) enot (fol. 135v) either.

249 D’Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252; Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 67; Dindorf 1875-1877, 11, 437; Schrader
1880, 149; MacPhail 2011, 174.

250 50 also Sodano 1974, 45: “e se tu dicessi che & trascorso ‘piu’ della parte divisa in due”.

251 MacPhail 2011, 174-175.
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assumes that poipag is an accusative plural after €ic, not a genitive singular. Maybe MacPhail
assumed an implied dwpécews. Indeed, further on in the text, Porphyry uses such elliptic phrases
(to vy g €ig y” (SC. drapécems) kotolinn and yvovg 611 Thg €ig tpia (SC. drapécemc) 1O Tpitov
gémpuéver). However, in those cases, the word dwaipeoic is found immediately before this in a similar
construction (8v oic obv &i¢ dvo ioa kai &ig tpio Eott daipesic and dxodoag <dTr> ThC &ig Svo
poipog dapécemg TALoV TL TapdynKev, respectively) and can thus be easily understood. In order
for the sentence to make sense, we would need TAéov THi¢ €ig dVO poipag <SLoUPEGEMS> TAPDYNKEV.
Barnes and Lawrence thought in the same direction and translated: “and [if] you were to say that
more than one part of the two-part division has gone”,?? which would probably require m\éov
<Batépov/Batépac> ti|g €ig 600 poipag <dwmpéoems™. If poipag is no longer interpreted as a
genitive, however, it may not be necessary to change t@v to tfic. A possible solution is to keep the
transmitted t®v and supplement the phrase, for instance, as TAéov T@v €ig 000 poipag <vepopévov
opdV> mapdynkev, ‘a majority of the <hours, which are divided> into two parts, has passed’. Our
reason for supplementing this is that this construction is also used in the subsequent sentence
(Aeyéto T1c 6L TAEOV TLTMV €ig D0 poipag vepopévav dpdv Topdynké Tt). Heitz translated et [si]
dicas duarum partium majorem praeteriisse,?>® which would probably require mAéov t@v dv0

Hotp@®v.

£av Tig Teig V0 Theovacavrat To Y TiG €ig ¥ kartoliny. The text seems to be corrupt. The
sense appears to be: ‘if one part of a division into two increases and if someone leaves behind one
third of a division into three, he determines by how much the increase has been’. That would

require av tig <tf|g> €ig dVo <BuTépov> mAeovacavtog TO v Tig €ig v~ katodinn (if mieoval is

252 Barnes/Lawrence 1984, 2432.
253 Heitz 1969, 138.
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intransitive) or perhaps £av tic <tf|g> &ig dvo <Batepov> mAeovhoag T0 v Th¢ €ic v" kataiiny (if
mieovalm is transitive). At any rate, mAieovdcavta seems impossible, since there is neither a
masculine accusative nor a neuter plural®®* with which it could be connected as a circumstantial

2% probably connecting it with 1o y’, but

participle. Kammer changed the participle to mAeovacav,
that does not give the required meaning. The translation would be ‘if one leaves behind one third
of the (division) into three, after it has increased to two’. MacPhail corrected the text to €av tic
<tod B’ > €ig 6v0 TAeovacavto TO Y THG €i¢ Y kataAinn, translating this as “if someone leaves
behind a third of the division into three exceeding [a half of the division] into two”.2°¢ However,
his dangling participle ‘exceeding’ does not solve the problematic case of tAcovicavta. It is also
doubtful whether tod B” can mean ‘half’. Sodano translated “se si facesse la somma di due terze
parti” or “if one were to make the sum of two thirds”.?" In a footnote, he gave a more literal
translation: “se si portasse il terzo della divisione in tre parti (una cioe delle tre parti in cui e stato
diviso il tutto) a due ripetentisi (cioe al raddoppio)” or “if one were to bring the third of the division
into three parts (i.e. one of the three parts into which the whole has been divided) to two which
repeat themselves (i.e. to duplication)”.2% But here, too, the case of the participle is ignored (his

translation “se si portasse [...] a due” requires €ig dvo mAeovaoag), and “ripetentisi” (“repeating

themselves™) comes a bit out of nowhere.

254 The only possible neuter plural is 800, but connecting mieovécavta with §vo would make no sense and would

leave eig unconnected with anything.
2% Kammer 1863, 68.

256 MacPhail 2011, 174-175.

27 Sodano 1974, 46.

28 Sodano 1974, 46 n. 95.
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KoToliny. Most editors have kept the transmitted form kotalinot,?®® but éav + optative is
impossible. Either €av tic has to be corrected to &€i tic, or kataAimor has to be changed with
MacPhail to katarin.?®° Palaeographically, the latter is more plausible (-ot being an iotacistic

error for -n)).

60p®G 0DV 6 TOMTIG TO AoproToV [Tpitov] Tig avENoEMC TOD Npiceog dedhmKey doov NV
tpitov. Like Villoison, Bekker and Dindorf, MacPhail has kept the first tpitov.?5 However, this
word should be deleted with Kammer, Schrader and Sodano.?®? Porphyry is talking about the

number by which one half has increased. It is the increase which is unspecific, not the ‘one third’.

anod tod pecovoktiov petofavrog BT Opar foav maparrdEacar. The manuscript puts
netofavrog after mapardagacar, which previous editors have left unchanged.?®® It can only be
connected with pesovvokrtiov, but this creates an extreme hyperbaton. For this reason, we have

moved it after pecovvkrtiov.?®*

[3f] mapiir0e 10 TALov 1) VOE oVoa powpdv B°. Autochthon’s explanation is a bit confusing.
He first paraphrases Homer, stating that the two parts (or two thirds) have been completed and the
third part (or one third) remains (tetelecpévov @V B’ popdv, Asmouévng 6 Thg TPiTNG).

However, he then states that the night has passed for the majority (mapfiAbe 10 mhéov 1 vo&) and

259 D’ Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252; Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 68; Dindorf 1875-1877, 11, 437; Schrader
1880, 149.

260 MacPhail 2011, 174.

261 D’ Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252; Bekker 1825, 285; MacPhail 2011, 174.

262 Kammer 1863, 68; Schrader 1880, 149; Sodano 1974, 44.

263 D> Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252; Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 68; Dindorf 1875-1877, |1, 437; Schrader
1880, 150; Sodano 1974, 44; MacPhail 2011, 176.

264 Alternatively, petopéviog might have originally been a gloss to mopadléEacar (so petaféoacat), which was later
corrupted to petafdavrog. However, this speculative theory requires a double correction.
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adds that the night consists of two parts (1} VO& odoa popév 50o). This could be taken to mean
that he interprets T@v 600 popdwmv, like Aristotle, as indicating two halves of the night. However,
that is not how he goes on to explain the text. In the interpretation that follows, he contrasts the
two parts with one (stating ‘two is greater than one’) and argues that two thirds is the majority of
the night (mAéov yap uépog €ioi Tii¢ vukTOg ai 0V0), indicating that he is now speaking of two thirds
of the night rather than two halves. He then again repeats his point that, if two thirds have passed,
the night has passed for the majority (topotyouévmv Td@V 300 polp@V T@® TAEiov | VOE TapdynKev;
cf. also @ mheiovt kai peiCovt pépet mapnHAraye (SC. 1| VOE), TV 600 pepOV TopmYNUEVOV at the
end). This raises the question whether B” in 1 vO& odco popdv B° might be an error (for y'?),
perhaps introduced from the Aristotelian argument. Alternatively, we could translate maptjAfe 10
mAéov 1} VOE ovoa popdv B as ‘the night has gone by for the most part, if (we were to assume

that) it consists of two parts’.

£0TL YOp TO «TALO» 1] VOE Tapymkvia péper. The word mAéw is a bit problematic. In this
sentence, Porphyry seems to want to connect this with uépet in the sense of ‘for the most part’, as
he goes on to explain (cf. tovtéoti @ mheiovi kai peilovt pépet). However, mAéw/mAéwm IS no regular
dative form of the comparative mAeiov (neither in Attic prose nor in Homer). Of course, it is
nevertheless possible that Porphyry/Autochthon believes that miéw/mAém is somehow a Homeric
form of the dative comparative, similar to the more familiar TAéw = nAéova and mheiovg =
nAéoveg/mAéovac. One way to solve the problem is to assume that we should actually read t®
«Aéo» M VO& moapoynkvio pépet, toutéott @ mAgiovt kol peilovt pépel. Or perhaps more
drastically: [T®] TAéw 1 VO Tapoymrvio [pépet], Tovtéott T® mAeiovt kal peilovi pépet (in which

case mAém would be a regular adverbial accusative). In any case, Porphyry’s/Autochthon’s point
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seems to be that mAéw i1s not an error and should not be corrected to mieimv but is used in an

adverbial sense (mAém = 1@ mAEovt uépet).

[30] Amiwv 8% avTdY TOV B’ TO TALOV pépog avnAd e Aéyel, DoTE KOl Tig devTépag lvon
Aetyavov. The manuscript reads ti|g devtépoc, presumably with an implied poipagc. However,
since O TAov uépog precedes, the switch to a feminine form in somewhat unexpected. Kammer’s
conjecture Tod devtépov is what would probably be expected.?®® Note, however, that the parallel
in the D scholia has tijc devtépac as well.2® An alternative solution would be to supplement adtdv
TV B’ <popdv> or at the very least to assume that t@v " is a feminine plural and thus short for

OV B (LopdV).

«aAM0 Kol TaOTNV THY otpatioy Oordoon 116N wheio ypdpevor cuvijA@ov». Most editors of
the excerpt have read v otpatiav.?%” In the manuscript, the word is abbreviated as otpat’. The
acute accent shows that the reading is actually otpatiov or (without iotacism) otpateiov. Thus,
Porphyry seems to have agreed with the text of Thucydides (1.3.5) as transmitted by the codex
Laurentianus 69,2 (C*)?%8 and Monacensis gr. 430 (F) (otpoateiav) / the codex Monacensis gr. 228
(G) (otpotiav) against the codex Parisinus suppl. gr. 255 (A), Vaticanus gr. 126 (B),

Heidelbergensis, Palatinus gr. 252 (E) and Londinensis Add. 11,727 (M), which read otpotidv

265 D’ Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252 and Bekker 1825, 286 misread the abbreviation 0™ as dexdtng (presumably
interpreting this as referring to the tenth hour).

266 Schol. D 1l. 10.252(3) p. 374.17 (van Thiel?).

267 Bekker 1825, 286; Kammer 1863, 69; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 438; Schrader 1880, 150; MacPhail 2011, 176.
D’Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252 read t1v otpotdv, which is impossible, since otpatdg is masculine.

268 The initial part of codex C (Thuc. 1.1.1-1.15.1) is written in a later hand; hence the siglum C* For the
stemmatological position of C*, see Alberti 1972, CLXVIII-CLXXI.
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(ABEM form one family, to which F normally belongs as well).?®® Note, however, that the parallel
quotation in the D scholia has otportiay.?’

The excerpt also agrees with most manuscripts of Thucydides in reading mieiw against the
codex Monacensis gr. 228 (G) and the corrector of the codex Londinensis Add. 11,727 (M*), which
read T mAeiw.?’* Finally, it deviates from the codices veteres in reading cvvijA@ov?’? (instead of
EuvijAOov) but nevertheless agrees with them in so far as it has the prefix ocvv-/Euv- against the
codex Parisinus gr. 1733 (Pe)?"® (¢&fjA0ov) and Lorenzo Valla’s translation (exierunt).?’* Cobet

corrected the text of Thucydides to &uveéijAOov,?”® which MacPhail adopted in his edition of the

excerpt as ovve&iilOov,2’® but this correction by MacPhail is unnecessary.

TT@OoW aitioTikny mpoPdirov. MacPhail puts mpoPéilov between cruces.?’’ Indeed, a

construction tpofaiim mtdotv in the sense of ‘show a grammatical case’ is otherwise unattested.

Note, however, that the parallel in the D scholia has mpopéAiov as well.2’®

[4] «ITAqiadag ésopdvtn. The text of Od. 5.272 is transmitted by the mediaeval Homer

manuscripts as ITAniadoc T écopdvt.?’® This is also how the text is read by Eustathius.?®

269 See Luschnat 1960, 21; Alberti 1972, 29. For the transmission of Thucydides, especially the stemma of the codices
veteres, see Luschnat 1960, 11*-16*; Alberti 1972, XL-LIII. The reading otpatiav is also found in schol. Thuc. 1.3.5b
(Kleinlogel/Alpers).

270 Schol. D 11, 10.252(3) p. 374.20 (van Thiel?).

271 The lemma of schol. Thuc. 1.3.5b (Kleinlogel/Alpers) also has t& mheim according to A and B; in F, the lemma has
kai mheim. See Kleinlogel/Alpers 2019, 270.

272 Schol. Thuc. 1.3.5b (Kleinlogel/Alpers) also has cuvijAOov.

213 For the relevance of codex Pe, see Alberti 1972, LXXII-LXXV.

274 valla’s translation was based on a now lost codex. For its text-critical importance, see Alberti 1972, CXIX-CXXXIL.
275 Cobet 1873, 428.

276 MacPhail 2011, 176.

217 MacPhail 2011, 176.

278 Schol. D 11, 10.252(3) p. 374.22 (van Thiel?).

219 See West 2017, 110.

280 Eyst. Od. 5.271 vol. 1 p. 215.24 (Stallbaum).
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Similarly, the geographer Pausanias quotes the line as [TAniddag ©° écopdvta (with an accusative
instead of a dative participle).?8! In an Odyssey scholion, however, the participle appears in a

282 1t also appears in a ‘distended’ form in the quotation of this

‘distended’ form as gicopomvro.
line in Achilles Tatius and the Anonymus I in Aratum, viz. as [TAnadog gicopowvtt (with a dative
participle).?® Similarly, an exegetic Iliad scholion quotes the line as TIAniddac 6 6pdwvtL.?® The
codex Harleianus 5674 fol. 33r may have initially read something similar. In its current form, it
reads mAniadog [[. ]] opdvTt (with an erasure between the two words). Originally, the text probably
read mAniadag 6° OpdvtL, but the corrector erased 6™ and wrote T° €6 over it, thus producing the
standard reading nAniadag T écopdvtt, found in the other mediaeval Homer manuscripts.

In the manuscript of the Porphyry excerpt, the line is quoted as mn(1)a80ac?® €copdvti. Many
editors of the excerpt have corrected this and aligned it with one of the previously discussed
readings. Their reason for doing so is that the line in its current form seems to be unmetrical

(TInitdac Eoopdvtl / TIAnddag oopavri). Villoison, Bekker and Dindorf corrected the text to

[T\n&déc eloopdovti (the reading of Achilles Tatius and the Anonymus | in Aratum); 2% Kammer

281 paus. 8.3.7. Rocha-Pereira 1990, 226, Casevitz/Jost/Marcadé 2002, 20 and Moggi/Osanna 2003, 22 have corrected
€copdvta to E00pHVTL.

282 Schol. Od. 5.272d (Pontani): yp(Gpeton) kai «gicopdmvia». dyydc oi Apiotépyov. Aristarchus’ two editions
differed with regard to the reading of the participle. This is what the word diy@®c¢ indicates, which means ‘in two ways’
and is often used in the Homeric scholia to indicate discrepancies between Aristarchus’ first and second edition.
According to West 2017, 110, T écopdvtt was the reading of Aristarchus’ first edition (Ar?), and " écopdvto the
reading of Aristarchus’ second edition (Ar°). Unlike other scholia (e.g. schol. A 1l. 8.213al (Erbse) (VMK): Siyé¢ ai
Aptotapyov «Eepye» kai «Epuken; schol. Od. 1.188a (Pontani): Sy ®¢ ai Apiotdpyov, «el ép 1e» Kai «&l TEP T»), the
present scholion does not go on to spell out the two readings. Therefore, reconstructing Aristarchus’ readings remains
hypothetical. The phrasing of the scholion implies, however, that [TAfjadag eicopowvto was the reading of one edition
of Aristarchus, while his other edition presumably read the vulgate ITAfiaddg T° EcopdVTL).

283 Achilles Tatius, Introductio in Aratum 1 p. 30 (Maass); Anonymus | in Aratum 1 p. 89 (Maass). Note that the
manuscripts of Achilles Tatius have mAniddag t’ eicopoéwvtt (Vaticanus gr. 191 (V); the Vaticanus gr. 381 (T), which
belongs to the same family as V, has minciddog T° gicopdwvrt) and mAeiadog gicopdovtt (Laurentianus 28,44 (M));
Maass 1898, 30 corrected this to [IAnGdog eicopowvti, probably rightly so, since a distended form is found in all
three manuscripts. Di Maria 1996, 8, in contrast, corrected the text to I[TAniédog 1" écop@dvTL.

284 Schol. AT 1. 8.93al (Erbse) (exeg.).

285 The scribe seems to have initially written mAidSag, as is indicated by the diaeresis, which is normally only used for
tand v, and then corrected 1 to . It is possible that his exemplar originally had TAniadoc.

286 D’ Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252; Bekker 1825, 286; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 438.
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corrected it to ITAntGdac <t’> oopdvti, i.e. the text as it is transmitted in the mediaeval Homer
manuscripts.?®” Arguably, Kammer’s intervention is less drastic than that of the other editors.
However, it is possible that Porphyry actually quoted the line as ITAnitdog S§copdvri, presumably

with metrical lengthening in arsi.?®

tekppacdar. Previous editors of the excerpt have all printed texpaipesfor.?®® However, what
follows mu is written quite narrowly and seems to be eta rather than alpha iota. Moreover, rho is
followed by alpha, not epsilon. So the verb is texurpacBat, the aorist infinitive. This is also what

is read in the codex Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 12 (V?°), which copies B.

70 tpoPefnrévar. This might be an error for 10 «npoféPnken, since Porphyry generally quotes

the Homeric words in their original conjugations and declensions.

oi 8¢ amo T@v Iiniadov kai Yadov kai ‘Qpiovoc. The sentence is elliptic: oi 8¢ (SC. pdvor
‘Ounpov/Odvecéa) and t@v TTAniddov kai Yadov kai Qpiovog, ‘other people claim that
[Homer/Odysseus says this] on the basis of the Pleiades, Hyades and Orion’. However, it is
possible that &0 is an error for €, since this is the preposition used before (oi 8¢ 008’ éx’ dAlov
poociv 0idv 1€ 7 £mi Th¢ dpkTov ipfcbat), so that the meaning would be ‘other people claim that

[Homer/Odysseus says this] about the Pleiades, Hyades and Orion’.

287 Kammer 1863, 69.
288 Schrader 1880, 150 and MacPhail 2011, 178 printed ITinédag écopdvt.
29 D’ Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252; Bekker 1825, 286; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 438; Schrader 1880, 151.
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TIIANiGd vt dVoy morovpévev Kol 1j6n mpofarvovrov &ig v dvowv. The transmitted text
is obviously corrupt here. The phrase is preceded by oi 8¢ ano t@v [TAniddov koi Yadwv kai
Qpiovoc, fltor v davoatoAnv (corrected from fjtor 8¢ AvatoAr) &dov TOOLUEVOV Kol
npoPefnkotwv amd g dvatoAflc ‘Other people [claim that he says this] on the basis of the
Pleiades, Hyades and Orion, which are either rising at dawn and have advanced from the east’.
The required text would therefore probably be #j(to1) édav v dvclv molovpévev kal 1o
mpoPovoviov gig Ty dvotv ‘or are setting at dawn and are already advancing towards the west’.?%
Alternatively, it is possible that Porphyry is no longer talking about the Pleiades, Hyades and Orion
here. This might be suggested by the parallel in the D scholia, which read &viot uév odv IIAniadog
eooi kol Y doag kol tov Qpiova Kai 10 TpoPefniéval Ty dvatoinv dav moteichat, Etepot O TOV
gomepov Kol TOV KOva, Kol T mpoPePniévar £dav moteichon v dvowv.?% So it is possible that
Porphyry has moved on to another interpretation and is now talking about the Evening Star and

Sirius as stars that set at dawn.

Sy @g 8¢ TO TpiTOV <...> T0 TE KOTH GYEGLY TNV TPOG TO TPp@TOV. AS Schrader indicated, some
text appears to have fallen out after tpitov.2%? Porphyry seems to have talked about two ways of
interpreting ‘the third part’ (or ‘one third’). If we do not supplement a reference to the Evening
Star and Sirius in the aforementioned corrupt passage, it is possible that such a note was originally

found in the lacuna here.

2% Schrader 1880, 151 simply deleted TTAniadwv, but in his apparatus he suggested correcting this to 7| tév £dav,
although he added that more may have fallen out.

291 Schol. D 11, 10.252(2) p. 373.4-6 (van Thiel?).

292 Schrader 1880, 151.
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«EooeTan <ij> N0¢ i deiing fj péoov quap». The manuscript quotes I1. 21.111 as Ecoston oG
| deing 7| néoov Muap. Previous editors of the excerpt have kept this text,?®® but the line is
unmetrical as such, and Porphyry is unlikely to have written that. For this reason, we have
supplemented <> fo¢ on the basis of the transmitted Homer text (with 7 lost through
haplography).?®* The conjecture is further supported by the parallel D scholion, which also reads
| 10¢.2% Moreover, this is also how Porphyry reads the line in the first book of the Homeric
Questions.?%

Porphyry (as presented by *B) also reads 6giAng with the Homer manuscripts AFTG (alongside
Apollonius Sophista, the Suda, the Etymologicum Genuinum and the Etymologicum magnum)?®’
and against the rest of the Homer manuscripts and the other testimonia, which have di\n.2%® Note,

however, that in the first book of his Homeric Questions, Porphyry seems to have read dgiln

instead.?®® The nominative deiAn also seems to have been the reading of Aristarchus and

2% D’ Ansse de Villoison 1788, 253; Bekker 1825, 286; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 439; Schrader 1880, 151.

2% This error is also found in schol. A II. 10.252a (Erbse) (VMK) (Erbse 1969-1988, 111, 49 supplemented <f> fjxg
with Ludwich), schol. T I1. 21.110c1 (Erbse) (exeg.), Eust. Il. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 59.2 (van der Valk).

29 Schol. D 11, 10.252(3) p. 373.2-3 (van Thiel?).

2% porph. Zetemata Vaticana 11 p. 63 (Sodano) = ad Il. 6.201 p. 96 (Schrader). The Vaticanus gr. 305 (V), the only
manuscript that preserved book 1 of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions, reads £€coeton fdg, but the excerpts of this
passage in *B, the codex Scorialensis gr. Q.I1.12 (E*) and the Harleianus gr. 5693 (Bmé) all have &coetan fj . See
Sodano 1970, 62-63.

297 Apollonius Sophista Lexicon s.v. iog p. 85 (Bekker); Suda n 417, s.v. g, Etymologicum Genuinum s.v. Seiin
(Vaticanus gr. 1818 fol. 98v); Etym. Magn. s.v. égiin p. 261 (Kallierges). One manuscript of the Suda (Parisinus gr.
2625 (A)) has dgidn: see Adler (1931) 576. The Suda also incorrectly quotes the line as éscston fipap i noc, etc. Note
further that the transmitted text of Apollonius actually reads £coete for £ccetar. Eust. 1. 21.106-113 vol. 4 p. 464.22
(van der Valk) records deilng as a variant (katd € Tvog d€iAng).

2% Etymologicum Symeonis & 90 (Baldi), s.v. deikn; Lexicon aipwdsiv & 198 (Dyck), s.v. &ctat; schol. bT 1l. 8.66b
(Erbse) (exeg.); schol. A 1l. 10.252a (Erbse) (VMK); schol. T 1. 21.110c1 (Erbse) (exeg.); schol. b 1l. 21.110b2/c2
(Erbse) (exeg.); schol. T 11.21.111c1 (Erbse) (exeg.) (8iyo ovv tod G 1 deikn); schol. Procl. Hes. Op. 578-581 (Pertusi);
Phot. Lexicon n 314 (Theodoridis), s.v. ac; Eust. 1l. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 59.2; 11.84 vol. 3 p. 157.22; 21.106-113 vol.
4 p. 464.22 (van der Valk). Note that one manuscript (Parisinus gr. 2708 (B)) of Proclus’ scholion on Hesiod has
deidnc: see Pertusi 1955, 163. Also, like the Suda, Photius reads the Homeric line as &coetan quop f o¢ (although
he does not repeat fuop at the end).

2% Porph. Zetemata Vaticana 11 p. 63 (Sodano) = ad Il. 6.201 p. 96 (Schrader). Note, however, that excerpt in the
codex Scorialensis gr. Q.1.12 (E*) reads dgiingc.
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Didymus.3% In his Homer edition, however, West adopted Fick’s conjectures 7" for #j and deiehn

for deidn(c).3

4 Discussion

4.1 Porphyry’s introduction [1-3a]

The text seems to reproduce the introduction to some section of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions,
explaining his approach to answering such questions®°2. It is unlikely to be the beginning of the
work itself, however, as the first book is extant in the manuscript tradition, and this is not how it
begins.3%

Porphyry mentions that ‘the collection of the inquiries has appeared already also in other
writers’ (1] covaywyn t®v (nTtovuévav yéyove puev 1Hiom kai map’ dAAoig). Schrader claimed that
Porphyry’s work was based on three collections: a Peripatetic collection (also containing all pre-
Aristotelian material), a Stoic collection (providing allegorical explanations) and an Alexandrian
collection.®* According to Schrader, the reference to a cuvaywyn T@v {(ntovpévev proves his use

of such collections.3%® Although the three-source hypothesis was not adopted by subsequent

300 See schol. A I, 21.111d (Erbse) (VMK) (Apictopyog xopig tod G, «deikn»); schol. A 1l. 21.110a (Erbse) (VMK)
(obte¢ 8¢ ywpic 10D G ypoamtéov, Mg Kol Addue dokel &v 11j dopbdaoet); schol. T 1. 21.110cl (Erbse) (exeg.) (xoi
Y®pic 10D T 1O «deidn», d¢ kai Aidvudc enow); schol. b 11. 21.110b2/c2 (Erbse) (exeg.) (10 8¢ «deikn» ywpic 10D G,
¢ enot Aidvpog).

301 West 1998-2000, 1, 245.

302 See Kammer 1863, 5; Rose 1863, 165; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, Xu-xiu; 434; Schrader 1880, 367-68; 370; 421;
1890, 169; Erbse 1960, 64.

303 See Sodano 1970. But note van der Valk 1963-1964, 1, 104 n. 75: “this question formed the beginning of Porphyry’s
book”; Pontani 2019, 48 n. 3: “on a I’impression d’avoir ici I’ouverture d’un livre [...] ou de I’ceuvre entiére” (we find
the former much more likely).

304 Schrader 1880, 368-427; 1890, 172-200.

305 Schrader 1880, 421.
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scholars, Gudeman did accept the existence of an Alexandrian collection, which he considered to
be attested in the current excerpt®. According to Erbse, however, this is not what the text says at
all. In his view, Porphyry instead contrasts his work with such collections and stresses that, unlike
such compilations, he consulted the original works.30’

Porphyry announces in this programmatic statement that he draws on the inquiries of others and
evaluates their solutions. He states that he agrees with some but rejects others and adds that some
solutions are his own, while others are based on a revision and expansion of solutions proposed by
other writers. Indeed, his discussions in the Homeric Questions often take the form of a catalogue
of solutions proposed by previous writers.38

To illustrate his approach, Porphyry begins with one of the old questions. He quotes II. 10.252-
253, and then presents the Homeric question (in the following form): ‘For how, if these two parts
have passed and even more than this, does the third part remain but not part of the third?’ Indeed,
Porphyry goes on to give a list of possible solutions that have been proposed by other writers.
However, despite what he announces at the start of the excerpt, he does not critically evaluate the
solutions here, nor does he explicitly reject any of these. In other excerpts, in contrast, Porphyry
engages more actively with the discussed solutions.

For the first solution, Porphyry reports that ‘some in fact, adding a sigma [i.e. to tprtdn,
making it the genitive tpitdtng], thought fit to write “and a part of a third remains”, so that a

portion of the third is left, but not the whole third’.3% Porphyry seems to raise this sort of solution

308 Gudeman 1927, 2513.

307 Erbse 1960, 64-65.

308 For Porphyry’s method in the Homeric Questions, see Pontani 2019, especially pp. 48-53.

309 Eustathius may be alluding to this interpretation in Eust. 1l. 10.252-253 vol. 3 p. 59.10-12 (van der Valk): f} ai 0o
Shon poipot Top®@yovto Kai oLV adtoic Hépog TL Kol Thg Tpitng, dg un dAnv avtryv nepiheinesOon (although he does
not go so far as to state that tpitn should become tpitnc). Alternatively, he might also be referring to Chrysippus’
interpretation (see 84.3 below).
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only to set it aside as a representative of attempted solutions through emendation generally. That

is, it is probably not meant to be part of the main discussion of serious solutions.3°

4.2 Metrodorus [3b]

The first real solution cited by Porphyry is that of Metrodorus. This is probably Metrodorus of
Lampsacus the Elder, a student of Anaxagoras who is mentioned in Plato’s lon (530c = 61 fr. 1
DK).3!! Other scholars have identified him as Metrodorus of Chios (a student of Democritus and
author of a work entitled Tpwixé®?) or Metrodorus of Lampsacus the Younger (a friend of
Epicurus and author of a work ITepi mompérwv®?).3* Metrodorus of Lampsacus the Younger
seems especially unlikely, since, according to Plutarch, Metrodorus did not consider knowledge

of Homer necessary.3'® Horn even conjectured changing Mntpddwpog to Znvodmpoc, thus

310 See also Porph. ad Od. 5.334-337 p. 56-57 (Schrader) = schol. Od. 5.334e (Pontani), where he states that Aristotle’s
emendation of the word avdnecca to avAfesaa or ovdnesoa (fr. 171 Rose® = fr. 394.1 Gigon) is not a solution (Abcat
ugv obv ov BePovAnto, SC. ApiototéAnc). See the discussion in Hintenlang 1961, 89-93, Breitenberger 2006, 417-418
and Verhasselt 2020, 246-248.

311 See Schrader 1880, 384; Lanata 1963, 246-247 with n. 4; Freeman 1949, 277-278; Pfeiffer 1968, 35; Sodano 1974,
47 n. 98; Richardson 1975, 68; Cassio 2002, 123; Pontani 2005, 28; Pagani 2006; Novokhatko 2015, 37-38. The
fragment is included in Diels/Kranz 1952, 49-50 as 61 fr. 5 with a question mark.

312 The title is attested in Ath. 4.184a (= Metrodorus Chius 70 B 3 DK = FGrH 43 F1: Mntpddwpoc & 6 Xiog &v
Tpwikoig) and schol. Ge Il. 21.444c (Erbse) (exeg.) (= Metrodorus Chius 70 B 4 DK = FGrH 43 F2: Mntp6dwpog év
Tpwikoic).

313 See Phld. De rhetorica 2, PHerc. 1674 col. 49.27 — col. 51.29 p. 145-149 Longo Auricchio = vol. 1 p. 85-89
Sudhaus (~ Metrodorus fr. 20-21 Koerte); PHerc. 1672 col. 20.28 — col. 21.17 p. 213-215 Longo Auricchio = vol. 1
p. 119-20 Sudhaus (not in Koerte); De rhetorica 3, PHerc. 1506 col. 40.17-29 — col. 41.21 p. 17 Hammerstaedt 1992
=vol. 2 p. 241-242 Sudhaus (not in Koerte); col. 44.18-31 p. 20 Hammerstaedt 1992 = vol. 2 p. 247-248 Sudhaus (~
Metrodorus fr. 23 Koerte). Plut. Non posse suaviter vivi secundum Epicurum 12.1094e quotes the work as ITepi
noumt®dv (= Metrodorus fr. 24 Koerte).

314 See Sengebusch 1855, 133-134. The text is included in the fragments of Metrodorus of Chios by Alfieri 1936, 336
and F. Jacoby, FGrH 43 F4. See also Erbse 1960, 45-46. Diels/Kranz 1952, 234 do not print the text but give it its
own fragment number (70 B 5) with a cross-reference to Metrodorus of Lampsacus the Elder. This attribution is
rejected, however, by F. Jenkins, BNJ 43 F4.

315 Plut. Non posse suaviter vivi secundum Epicurum 12.1094e = Metrodorus fr. 24 Koerte: 60gv und’ idévan péokwmv,
ued’ dmotépmv v 6 “Extop, fi To0¢ mpdTovg Tiyong tig Ounpov mowceng fi méA t& &v péow, uf topPriong,
‘Therefore, you do not have to be disturbed if you admit that you do not even know which side Hector was on, or the
first lines of Homer’s poetry or those in the middle’. According to Erler 1994, 219, Metrodorus’ work discussed
‘poetological’ problems. However, according to Plutarch (Non posse suaviter vivi secundum Epicurum 2.1087a),
Metrodorus calumniated Homer in many works. So if Metrodorus discussed Homeric problems, it was probably not

51



identifying him as Zenodorus, author of a work Ilepi tiic Opunpikiic cvvnOeiac.3® However, this
correction seems unnecessary. The main reason for rejecting the identification of Metrodorus as
the pupil of Anaxagoras is that the fragment offers no allegorical interpretation of Homer, which
Metrodorus was known for.3!” However, this does not mean that Metrodorus was unable to offer
more ‘grammatical’ interpretations. In fact, the Stoics were known for allegorical interpretations,
too, but in the current excerpt, Chrysippus is cited for a ‘grammatical’ interpretation as well (see
8§4.3 below).

In any case, Metrodorus reads mAciov and claims that it can mean two things in Homer — that
is, it is a homonym.3!8 One meaning is the customary one: ‘more’. But he claims that it can also
mean ‘full’ (to m\fpec), as it does for instance in Il. 2.226, ‘your huts are full of bronze’ (mA&ioi
101 Yahkod KMoior) and 1. 4.262-263, ‘your cup always stands full’ (cov 8¢ mhelov 6émog aiel |
gotnke). And this less common meaning is the one that solves our problem. In the Homeric epics,
Metrodorus says, the night is divided into three watches (tpipvAdkov ti|g voktog obong), and so
what Homer is in fact saying here is that a full two parts of the night have passed — not more than
two part —and a third part remains. Richardson calls this a “very strained reading”.3*° Breitenberger
is more specific: the problem is that only the neuter singular mAgiov is homonymous in this way.

For instance, the feminine nominative singular of the comparative of moAd¢ is mAgiwv or mMAéwv,

to solve them but to criticise Homer (much like the work of Zoilus of Amphipoli). According to Plutarch, Epicurus
(fr. 228 Usener) and Metrodorus spoke of ‘poetic confusion’ (momtikn toppn) and ‘Homer’s buffoonery’ (Ounpov
HOPOAOYRHOTA).

316 Horn 1883, 92 (thesis 111). On Zenodorus, see Pusch 1890, 135-147. The title is attested in schol. bT II. 18.356b
(Erbse) (exeg.) (Znvodmpm 1@ cuyypbupatt Iepi tiic Ounpov cvvnbeiog). Suda { 78, s.v. Znvddotog erroneously lists
it under the works of Zenodotus of Alexandria. Zenodorus is cited by Porphyry in Zetemata Vaticana 18 p. 129 Sodano
(= Porph. ad 1. 16.174 p. 214 (Schrader) = Porph. ad Od. 4.477 p. 48 (Schrader) = schol. Od. 4.477h1 (Pontani)) and
ad Il. 18.22 p. 220 (Schrader) = p. 230 (MacPhail).

317 See Diog. Laert. 2.11 = Metrodorus 61 fr. 2 DK, Tatianus, Ad Gr. 21 = Metrodorus 61 fr. 3 DK and Hsch. a 299
(Latte), s.v. Ayapépuvova = Metrodorus 61 fr. 4 DK.

318 The interpretation of Lanata 1963, 246-247 is incorrect. In her edition of the fragment of Metrodorus, she only
printed MntpéSdwpoc uév odv 1o «mAsiov» dVo onuaivety gnoi map’ Oufpw, which she incorrectly translated as
“Metrodoro afferma che in Omero mAgiov significa «due»”.

319 Richardson 1975, 68.
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but the feminine nominative singular of mTAéw¢/mAeiog (‘full’) is mAéo/nAeia. So, if one tried to
defend mAgiov in verse 252, it cannot modify vO& (which is feminine) to mean “full night” or ‘night
is full’. Yet in his paraphrase, this is precisely what Metrodorus is claiming: ‘for the night (v0&),
having become filled (mA9png, fem.) with two parts, has passed, but a third remains’, etc.32° This
is probably why the D scholia report the variant mAén, an Ionic form of mAéa.3?! Metrodorus
probably interpreted mAgiov as an adverbial accusative: ‘the night has passed in a manner that is
full of two thirds’. Note that the scribe is inconsistent with regard to Metrodorus’ reading. At the
beginning, he says that it is mA&iov, but at the end he writes mAéov (unless the latter is merely a
scribal error).

The interpretation that the word means “full’ also recurs in an A scholion on II. 9.71,%%? an
exegetic bT scholion on 1. 10.252-253%2% and in Hesychius’ lexicon.®?* Interestingly, these texts
circumvent the problem by reading m\éw instead of wheiov. This suggests that they interpret it as

a nominative feminine singular, since they explain it not as mAfipeg but as tAfpnc.3?®> However, this

320 See Breitenberger 2006, 402.

321 Schol. D 11. 10.252.1(1) p. 373.6-7 (van Thiel?): &viol 8¢ ypagovoty «mAén» dvti tod mAfipeg TV SVo popdv
TApOYNKEV" TPLPOAOKTOV Yop OEAEL glvar TV vOKTOL.

322 Schol. A 1. 9.71 (Erbse) (VMK): mielon {to1 oivov khicion}: &ti mheion dvti tod mAfpelg. mpdg To «mapdynKke o6&
mAém vOE» avti tod mAnpnge. Van der Valk 1963-1964, 11, 232 concluded, on the basis of this scholion, that Aristarchus
interpreted this passage, similarly explaining mTAéw as mAnipng. So also Lihrs 1992, 14 n. 49; 60-61 with n. 145.
Although Aristarchus athetising I. 253 (as discussed above) does not preclude his having offered an interpretation of
mém(v) in L. 252, the interpretation mAéw = mAfpng probably presupposes reading it together with 1. 253 (“filled with
the two parts’). Moreover, the argument in schol. A 1l. 10.253al (Erbse) (VMK) that I. 253 is superfluous seems to
imply that it interprets mAém(v) as ‘for the most part’, which would contradict the interpretation mAéw = nAfpng. We
are therefore sceptical that schol. A Il. 9.71 (Erbse) (VMK) preserves Aristarchus’ interpretation. According to
Friedlander 1853, 155-156, it is a heavily condensed rendition of Aristonicus’ argument, who supposedly originally
said that the word mAéwv in Il. 10.252 was misinterpreted by some as a synonym of mAnpng. However, such an
interpretation cannot be reconstructed on the basis of the actual text. So also Lihrs 1992, 61 n. 144,

323 Schol. bT 11. 10.252-253a (Erbse) (exeg.): <mapdynxev 8&> mAéw voE | dv dVo popdmv, <tprrdtn &’ £t poipa
Médeutar> Tapiilbov Tiig vukTOg ol 600 TANpELg poipat, Mg TO «pédawvd T’ dotpwv ékAélotmev e0ppovn» (Soph. El.
19), tv’ 1} 10 «mhéw» avti Tod TP

324 Hsch. o 7890 (Latte): dotpa 88 67 mpoPéPnke: mapdynkev 8¢ mAém vOE tdV 800 popdav, Tprrdrn & &t poipa
Aédewtar. fitot gig Tpeic poipag Stapetéov, koi 1o Théw Avti Tod TAPNG dcoveTéoy, tva 7y, Tt TAMPNE TdY SV polp@Y
N vO& TapeAnivdey.

325 The meaning ‘full’ also recurs in a prose paraphrase in the codex Scorialensis Q.1.12 (E*) fol. 38r, which shows
that it interprets mAéw as an adverbial accusative: t° dotpa 8¢ mpoiPfn: mapfide d& 1 VOE, 10 TATpeg TdV dV0 popdV”
1 tpitn 8¢ poipa ETL VLoAEAETTAL.
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creates the problem that mAéw is not a regular feminine form either. Perhaps the critics who
defended this interpretation erroneously thought of the paradigm as (m.) mAéwg, (f.) TAéw, (n.)

nAémv (instead of mAéwg, mAéa, TAéwv), a paradigm that is otherwise unattested.

4.3 Chrysippus [3c]

The next solution (after a raised dot and gap of three letters) comes from the Stoic
Chrysippus.3?® There are several fragments in which Chrysippus offers solutions for Homeric
problems.3?” Although no title is attested, he may have written a separate work on this,3?8 like the
Stoic Zeno of Citium3?°. Usually the Stoics are associated with allegorical interpretations of
Homer. However, unlike his teacher, Cleanthes, Chrysippus does not seem to have interpreted
Homer allegorically.33°

Chrysippus starts by making the comparison with a group of three days. If two days have
passed, on the third day, we can say that a third day remains, even if we do not make this statement
at the start of the day. So, we call a day a day even past dawn (i.e. even when only part of a day
remains); and in the same way, Homer is here calling one part of the tripartite night one full part
of the night, even though only a portion of that part remains (like Metrodorus, Chrysippus divides

the night into three parts). So there are three parts of the night, more than two parts have past, and

326 According to Erbse 1960, 46, Porphyry knew Chrysippus’ solution (together with that of Metrodorus) through a
commentary of the Roman period, which was also used in the Geneva scholia.

327 Chrysippus, SVF I fr. 769-777.

328 See Pontani 2005, 41.

329 The list of Zeno’s works in Diog. Laer. 7.4 attests a work of Homeric Problems in five books (ITpofAnuétov
Ounpwdv mévte). See also Zeno, SVF | fr. 274-275. Zeno does not apply allegory to Homer; he does, however, offer
an allegorical interpretation of Hesiod’s Theogony (SVF | fr. 103-105; fr. 118; fr. 121; fr. 167; fr. 169; fr. 276). See
Steinmetz 1986, 19-23; 1994, 523-524 and Long 1992, 48; 50-51; 59-64.

330 For Chrysippus’ Homeric studies, see Buffiére 1973, 150-152, Steinmetz 1986, 26-28 and Long 1992, 48-50; 58-
59. For Cleanthes, see Buffiére 1973, 137-154, Pépin 1976, 125-131 and Steinmetz 1986, 23-25.
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Homer (or Odysseus) is informally calling what remains of the third part ‘the third part’.
Chrysippus then seems to draw a comparison with ‘incomplete’ humans. His argument seems to

be that we call people full humans, even if they are missing certain body parts.®3!

4.4 “Others’ [3d]

The fourth solution (after a special three-dot punctuation and a gap of three letters) is like the
third: ‘Others claim that poets have a custom of using a number that has been made uniform’ —i.e.
they tend to round numbers up or down in some way. In the lengthy passage that follows (the
second longest), many examples from various poets are provided. Porphyry starts by giving
examples of numbers that are rounded down. First, he quotes a line mentioning an army of 1000
ships (yiMévawv otpatdv), perhaps a quotation from Euripides’ Orestes.®*? This refers to the
Achaean fleet sent to Troy, which in fact consisted of 1186 ships.23 This is followed by a quotation
from an anonymous tragedy, which mentions 20 columns for one expedition but then specifies that
there are 11 for the infantry and 12 for the ships, thus showing that they are in fact 23 in total 3%
These are examples which omit the ‘subsequent digit(s)’ (ta émtpéyovra toig ap1Ouoic), i.e. the
remainder (in our examples, ,opng” becomes ,a, and ky” becomes k). Porphyry then adds that the

opposite, viz. omission of the first digit (tov mpoxkeipevov), is also found. He first quotes two

331 See the text-critical note above on the problematic words mapd woda.

332 Eyr. Or. 351-352 (& yrAdvoy | otpatdv opuncac). So Schrader 1880, 148 and Sodano 1974, 48 n. 100. MacPhail
2011, 173 n. 110 cited Euripides’ line exempli gratia. The Greek fleet is also called yiAidvavg in Eur. Andr. 106, 1A
174 and Rhes. 262.

333 This explanation also recurs in schol. Eur. Or. 353.02 (Mastronarde) (t® 8¢ dnnpricpéve dpdud &ypnoator
tocadtol yop foav ai vijeg tdv EAMvov, apnrg’), schol. Eur. Andr. 106 (Schwartz) (1@ dmnpticpéve apdud
gypnoato: gioly yap ai viieg apng’), schol. Lycoph. Alex. 210 (Leone) (6 ytmdvavg 1@ teleie 8¢ apBud &xproato)
and Tzetz. Scholia in Lycoph. Alex. 207 (Scheer) (tag 8¢ prg” vadg mopéAme @ AINPTICUEVD POV YPNOAUEVOG
apOud: foav yap ai micat vijeg t@v EAMvov apnc’). The number of ships is 1196 in schol. Eur. Andr. 106
(Schwartz) (1@ dnnpticuéve apOud xpricato: gicl yap oi vijeg xilan poc”).

334 TGF 1 Adesp. fr. 432a.
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passages of Pindar. The first quotation mentions an unnamed person (presumably Heracles) killing
twelve children and ‘him’ (i.e. the father) third, i.e. thirteenth (so with y” for 1y").3% The second
quotation from Pindar states that another unnamed man (here Oenomaus) was brought down by
the fourth suitor (Pelops), i.e. the fourteenth (so with &” for 15").3%6

Porphyry then quotes a line from Hesiod’s Works and Days, which states that a woman should
grow up for four year and be married in her fifth year,33” which Porphyry interprets as being short
for “fourteen’ and “fifteenth’ (so with " and €” for 18" and 1&’, respectively).32 This is then followed
by an extensive quotation from Eupolis’ Golden Race, which gives a catalogue of deformed or
otherwise ugly men.3¥ In this list, Eupolis uses ‘third’, fifth’, ‘sixth> and ‘eighth’ in the sense of
thirteenth, fifteenth, sixteenth and eighteenth (so v’, ¢’, ¢" and 1" for 1y’, 1€’, ¢’ and w’,
respectively).340

Porphyry next quotes examples of numbers that are rounded up. This is the category that is
relevant for our Homeric problem. He first contrasts Homer with Simonides. In Homer, Priam is

said to have had 19 sons ‘from a single womb’ (i.e. from Hecabe),3*! while Simonides, according

335 pind. fr. 171 Snell/Maehler. Pindar probably recounts the story of Heracles killing Neleus together with all his sons
(except Nestor). So Boeckh 1821, 644.

336 Pind. fr. 135 Snell/Maehler. A longer version of this fragment (with the preceding number, from which the first
digit can be derived) is found in schol. vet. Pind. Ol. 1.127a (Drachmann) (népve 8¢ tpeig kai dex’ Gvdpag | TeTapte
(Porphyry has tetpdtm) 6 adtog medddn). The scholiast explicitly states that the fragment (taken from Pindar’s
Thrénoi) is speaking of Oenomaus and the suitors of Hippodameia.

337 Hes. Op. 698.

338 So also Poll. Onom. 1.58 (8tav 8¢ eimn 6 Holodog «ff 8& yuvi tétop’ MPdow tettopokaideka &tn Aéyel,
npocapiBpovuévav tdv déka) and Moschopulus, Scholia in Hes. Op. 698 (Grandolini) («i 8¢ yovr| tétop’ ffdow,
avti Tod téttopo &ml déka” TOVTESTLY, 1) 08 YUV €ml Técoapa, Kol déka £Tn aKkpaléto, T@ TEUTT® 0¢, avtl Tod T@
TEVTEKAOEKATE, YOUOiTo, AvTi ToD yopeicbm, tovtéotv gig yauov €pxécbw). However, Hesiod probably means the
fourth and fifth year since the start of puberty. So Spohn 1819, 66, van Lennep 1847, 155-156, Goettling/Flach 1878,
267, Paley 1883, 96-97 and West 1978, 327. See also LSJ s.v. )aw Al.

339 According to Cobet 1876, 416, this is a description of the chorus. According to Crusius 1892, and Edmonds 1957,
410 n. b, however, the speaker is describing people in the audience. Kaibel ap. Kassel/Austin 1986, 472, in turn,
claimed that this is a list of potential candidates for the office of stratégos. See also the discussion in Olson 2016, 465.
340 In these cases, &ni déka is implied, which Eupolis writes out in full for the fourteenth man (6 otiypatiog Tétaptdc
gotwv émi déka). For the fragment of Eupolis, see especially Storey 2003, 271-273 and Olson 2016, 462-468.

341 Hom. 11. 24.596.
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to Porphyry, has rounded this number up to 20.3*? This is followed by a number of examples where
Homer himself has rounded up a number. Thus, in Homer, after having slept with Tyro, Poseidon
says that she will bear splendid children ‘when a year has gone around’ (meputAopévov &’
gviovtod),3* although pregnancy lasts nine months, not a full year.3** This is followed by a
reference to the contradiction between Il. 2.649 and Od. 19.174 regarding the number of cities in
Crete. In the Catalogue of Ships in the Iliad, Crete is said to have 100 cities (¢katoumoiwv), whereas
according to Odysseus’ fictitious tale in the Odyssey, it has 90 cities (éveviikovto mOANES).
Porphyry states here that either the lliad passage has added ten or the Odyssey passage has
subtracted ten. This was a famous problem also treated by Aristotle.3*> Interestingly, the
explanation in the current text differs from Porphyry’s interpretation given elsewhere, viz. that
either 100 in the Iliad is a metaphor for many, or that, in the Odyssey, Homer does not mean that
Crete has only 90 cities, i.e. saying that there are 90 cities does not exclude the possibility of there

being 100 cities.®*6

342 Simon. fr. 272 Poltera = fr. 54 Page, PMG 559. Homer and Simonides are also contrasted in schol. Theoc. Id.
15.139 (Wendel) (gikatt eikoot maidwv. @ dptio apOud drnoxéypnrar O¢ kol Zyovidne. Ounpoc évveakaideka
Aéyer). The person addressed in Simonides is Hecabe. According to Schneidewin 1839, 396 and Hartung 1857, 164,
the person speaking is the ghost of Achilles. This is based on [Longinus], Subl. 15.7, which mentions a poem of
Simonides (fr. 277 Poltera = fr. 52 Page, PMG 557), where the ghost of Achilles appears above his tomb to the Greeks
as they depart to return home (koi xatd OV drdTAovy 1@V EAARveV £l TdyiAlémg Tpo@aVOUEVOD TOTG GVOYOUEVOLG
omgp 10D ThQov, fiv odk 018’ &l Tig dyv Evapydotepov eidwronoimos Tipwmvidov). Blass 1874, 157, in contrast,
connected the fragment with an anonymous fragment (Adesp. fr. 47 Page, PMG 965 = Dio Chrys. Or. 33.59) and
assumed that the poem told the story of Hecabe, who ended up transforming into a dog. In this case, the person
speaking would be the poet himself. Blass’ interpretation is extremely speculative, however. See also Poltera 2008,
511-512.

343 Hom. Od. 11.248-249.

344 The D scholiast comments with greater specificity (schol. D 1l. 10.252(3) p. 374.12-13 (van Thiel?)): ‘For to reach
birth not a whole year is completed, but 273 days’ (gi¢ yap dnoximow ov mAnpodtar SAov Etog, GAAL Stokoctat Kol
EPdoprnkovta Kai Tpeig uépar).

345 Arist. fr. 146 Rose® = fr. 370 Gigon = Porph. ad Il. 2.649 p. 48-49 (Schrader) = p. 68 (MacPhail). See Hintenlang
1961, 67-69, Breitenberger 2006, 383-385, Mayhew 2019, 96-98 and Verhasselt 2020, 232-236. The contradiction
was one of the arguments for the Chorizontes or Separators to claim that the Iliad and Odyssey were written by two
different poets. See schol. A Il. 2.649 (Erbse) (VMK): mpog tovg Xwpilovtoag, 611 viv pev exatopmoly v Kpnmy,
&v 'Odvooeiq 8¢ EvevnKovdmoly.

346 Porph. ad 11. 2.649 p. 49 (Schrader) = p. 68 (MacPhail). The metaphorical explanation was used by the Alexandrian
grammarians to refute the Chorizontes. See schol. A Il. 2.649 (Erbse) (VMK): #jtot odv £katopmoiy Gvti Tob
noAvmoAwv. This A scholion also gives the alternative explanation given by Porphyry in the current text, viz. that
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Similarly, Porphyry indicates that Homer says that ‘all day long until sunset | they feasted” (/1.
1.601-602), although they did not begin to drink at dawn, and “all day long they fought around the
Scaean Gates’ (Il. 18.453), although the actual battle was much shorter. The final example is a
non-Homeric one. Porphyry points out that, although the Olympic Games take place after either
50 or 49 months, poets nevertheless systematically call the festival ‘fifty-monthly’
(Tevimkovtaunvog).

‘In this way, therefore’, these ‘others’ conclude, ‘nothing prevents [Homer], even though the
third part is incomplete, from calling it a complete third part>3*’. Ultimately, this sounds a lot like
Chrysippus’ solution, which may be why it follows right after his. The main difference is that
Chrysippus considers the Homeric line/calculation to be inexact, whereas the other explanation

argues that poets often omit the first or second digit and often prefer round numbers.

4.5 Aristotle [3e]

The next and lengthiest solution to the problem (again, after three-dot punctuation and a gap of

three letters) is Aristotle’s, almost certainly from his lost Homeric Problems.3* As no one is more

important than Aristotle, he warranted a special indication in the left margin: his name, with an

Homer has rounded up the number in the lliad and offers the correct number in the Odyssey (7 éni TOv cOveyyvg Kol
araptiCovra aplOuov korevivektar viv, &v Odvcoeiq 6¢ O dxpipec €evivoyev, ¢ tapd ZogokAel). Aristotle (fr.
146 Rose® = fr. 370 Gigon = Porph. ad Il. 2.649 p. 48-49 (Schrader) = p. 68 (MacPhail)) solved the problem by
pointing out that the lines are spoken by two different people, viz. Homer in the lliad and Odysseus in the Odyssey;
as long as it is not the same person who is speaking, such contradictions are allowed. Other solutions were offered by
Heraclides Ponticus (Aristotle’s fellow student in the Academy, who also wrote a work of Homeric Solutions) and the
historian Ephorus. They considered both numbers to be correct. According to Heraclides (fr. 99 Schitrumpf = Porph.
ad Il. 2.649 p. 48-49 (Schrader) = p. 68 (MacPhail)), there were originally 100 cities, but after the Trojan War,
Idomeneus and his men destroyed ten cities; so when Odysseus returned home, he heard of this and thus adjusted the
number. According to Ephorus (FGrH 70 F146 = Strabo 10.4.15.479c), conversely, Crete originally had 90 cities, but
after the Trojan War, Althaemenes founded ten new cities.

347 Cf. schol. D II. 10.252(3) p. 374.7-18 (van Thiel?).

348 On the nature of this work, see Mayhew 2019, and Verhasselt 2020.
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asterisk to the left and special punctuation (:—), usually reserved to mark the end of a scholion, to
the right.

But before turning to Porphyry’s presentation of Aristotle’s solution, we need to say something
about Aristotle’s mention of this same problem in Poet. 25, a chapter devoted to answering
objections to Homer and solving Homeric problems.3*° At one point, he presents a dozen ways of
solving these problems. Some should be solved, he says, by assuming ambiguity (éueiBoiia).3%°
Aristotle gives as an example half of 1l. 10.252 (‘and more night has passed’, map®ynkev 6& TAé®
vo&), though he seems to have in mind the verse that follows as well and the Homeric problem that
concerns us.®! Here Aristotle merely adds: ‘for mleiom in this passage is ambiguous’ (10 yap mieim
apeiporov éotv). Some scholars have assumed that this is a highly abbreviated reference to the
lengthy discussion presented by Porphyry.352 But it is also possible that in Poet. 25 he is referring
to the solution of Metrodorus, who claimed that mAciov means two things in Homer.%>® This would

not be the only case of Aristotle providing examples of a solution from someone else.3%

349 Halliwell 1998, 327-328 writes: “Poetics 25 has the look of being a compressed summary of an already worked
out scheme of problems and their solutions. But | am not aware of any clear evidence for the date of the Homeric
Problems”. On the connection between Poet. 25 and the Homeric Problems, see Romer 1884; Carroll 1895;
Hintenlang 1961, 106-141 and Verhasselt 2020.

350 Arist. Poet. 25, 1461a25-26.

351 Some scholars have inferred from Aristotle’s quotation that his copy of the Iliad did not have line 253. So Bolling
1925, 126 and von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1916, 60 n. 1.

32 50 Wachsmuth 1863, 33-34; Heitz 1865, 266; Schrader 1880, 419; Carroll 1895, 48; Hintenlang 1961, 79 n. 1;
Sodano 1974, 51-53; Nickau 1977, 55; Schmitt 2011, 718; Mayhew 2019, 19-20. Wilamowitz even claimed that the
fragment of Aristotle in Porphyry is spurious. However, Nickau has rightly pointed out that Metrodorus’ interpretation
presupposes reading t@v 600 poipdwv of line 253 as well (“filled with two thirds”).

353 See Bywater 1909, 340-341; Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1916, 60 n. 1; McGuire 1977, 74; Breitenberger 2006, 402.
Aristotle makes clear in his Sophistical Refutations (4, 166a14-21) that there are three modes of homonymy and
ambiguity (tpeic Tpomol TV mapd v duovouiov kol v dueiPolriov), the first being when an account or word
properly means more than one thing (f§} 6 Adyog 1 tobvopa kvpiong onuaivn mheim). See Hintenlang 1961, 78.
Aristotle’s examples here are the word detog and kvwv. He does not explain precisely what he means, but detog can
mean eagle, omen, eagle-ray and pediment; and, kbwv can mean dog, dog-fish (i.e. a shark), the Dog-Star (i.e. Sirius),
a shameless person, a Cynic philosopher, etc.

354 For instance, in the Poetics, Aristotle cites a solution xata mpocdiov of Hippias of Thasos (Poet. 25, 1461a21-
23). What might speak against this interpretation is that Aristotle quotes the word as mAéw and then refers to it as mieim
(«mopdymkev 8¢ TAL® VO™ TO Yap TAsi® apeifordv €otv). Neither of these is a form of TAéwg/mheilog, unless we
were to interpret the word as a dative mAé@/mheio (SC. uéper?). The question is whether Aristotle overlooked this. He
is certainly less careful in terms of linguistic accuracy than the Alexandrian grammarians.
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In any case, Aristotle’s solution, according to Porphyry, goes as follows. He interprets miéov
as meaning ‘more than half’ and argues that this is indeterminate. To say that ‘more’ is
indeterminate (dopiotov) arguably qualifies this as a solution according to ambiguity, though that
is not clear. Aristotle first gives an example unrelated to the scene in Iliad 10: Six can be divided
into two equal parts or halves (of three each). When one says that a half is increased (a0&n07), it
is unclear whether one means increased by a portion of a number or by a whole unit. If it is
increased by a whole unit — by one here — then three becomes four, which leaves two of the original
six, i.e. it leaves a third. Aristotle then applies this logic to our passage. The night consists of 12
parts, which can be divided into two equal halves of six hours each. One half has increased, but it
is unclear by how much. It could be by one, two, three or more. Homer therefore specifies that one
third is left and, in doing so, determines the unspecified increase. If half of the night (which is six
hours) has increased by two hours, then eight hours have gone by, and four remain, which is one
third of the night. So, in saying that one third of the night is left, Odysseus is neither getting the
math wrong (the worry behind this Homeric problem) nor being informal and imprecise (as
Chrysippus and others would have it). Rather, by saying that a third of the 12 hours is left (which
is four), he indicates that half of the night (which is six) has increased by two, i.e. eight hours have
gone by.3% This would mean that dawn is approaching only in the sense that they are twice as
close to dawn as they are to midnight, not that dawn is imminent.

Porphyry goes on in the remainder of the passage to show how this same process applies to any
number that can be divided evenly into two parts and into three parts. He gives as examples first

the number 18, and then the 24 hours of the full day. By stating that one third remains, it is implied

3% This explanation also recurs as an anonymous tradition in schol. bT 1. 10.252-253a (Erbse) (exeg.): oi 8¢, 10 nAéov
16V 800 popdv adTiic Tapfifey 1 VOE, Vo 8¢ poipar OKT® Gpat. TOVTOV TO TALOV, & 0TI ENTA, TOPTAOEY, Eousv 88
&v 0Y00M dpa, Asimovral 6& TEGGOPEG.
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that 12 have passed and 6 remain in the case of the number 18, and 16 have passed and 4 remain
in the case of the number 24. Porphyry then returns to the Homeric example and argues that Homer
has wisely indicated how much the undefined part of the increase was. If you know that the hours
of the night are 12, a number which can be divided both into two equal parts (of six each) and into
three equal parts (of four each), then stating that one third remains is tantamount to saying that,
from the turning of midnight, two hours have gone by.

The additional numerical examples with regard to 18 and the 24 hour day-night cycle and the
conclusion are not included as part of the fragment of Aristotle by Rose.3%® The passage was
included, however, by Heitz and Gigon,%7 although Heitz indicated that he was unsure whether
the extra part, which was omitted by Rose, belonged to Porphyry or Aristotle. According to
Sodano, Porphyry has elaborated on the Aristotelian solution, as he announces that he does in the
introduction (tag 8¢ melpdpeda dropBodv kai dEepydlecdar).>*® Sodano argued that the fragment
of Aristotle runs from Apiototédng 8¢ obtmg a&ol Avewv to ainep gici tod GAov tpitov. This is
then interrupted by Porphyry’s expansion, which runs from obto kol €i déka OKT® €l popdV to
apopilel dom mAéw M adénoig yéyove. According to Sodano, these further numerical examples
(regarding numbers 18 and 24) interrupt the logical coherence. He also claimed that the word
voyxOfuepov is only attested from the first century AD onwards and is therefore an argument against
attributing this part of the text to Aristotle.3>° His claim about voyOfuepov is incorrect, however.

The word is attested as early as Bolus of Mendes (third/second century BC) and the astronomer

356 Rose 1863, 165; 1870, 1504; 1886, 128-129.
357 Heitz 1869, 138-139; Gigon 1987, 533-534.
358 Sodano 1974, 46-51. See also Erbse 1960, 65.
359 Sodano 1974, 50 n. 103.
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and mathematician Theodosius (second/first century BC).%%® Moreover, the argument itself has
little value, since Porphyry probably paraphrases Aristotle anyway.

According to Sodano, Porphyry then reprises Aristotle’s argument from cop®dc oV 6 ToMTHC
to du TO eavar TprTdtn & &t poipa AéAeurtan. Sodano then claimed (like Kammer) that the text
from &idac yap T1g 611 to petaPavtoc is an interpolation by a later scribe, which summarises the
Aristotelian interpretation. Kammer himself gave a similar interpretation, except that he attributed
the additional numerical examples not to Porphyry but to a later interpolator.®6* However, it is
perhaps exaggerated to claim that these examples interrupt the train of thought. In fact, Aristotle
himself started the discussion with a non-Homeric example (about the number six).

There are a few oddities in Aristotle’s interpretation. (1) He assumes that t®v 600 polpdwv in
our passage refers to the two equal halves of the night, and not two out of three parts. So he
interprets T®v 000 popdwv as indicating two parts/halves (and not the more logical 2/3) but then
accepts tpirdrn poipa as meaning 1/3. (2) He seems to assume that a whole unit in this context is
or can be two hours, though perhaps this is not odd if his view is that a whole unit is any divisor,
as opposed to a fragment or any non-divisor. (3) He takes mapdynkev 8¢ mAém v | tdV dHo
notpdov (‘more night has passed of/than the two parts’) to mean that one of the two parts of night
has increased. It is hard to imagine that this is what the author of the Iliad truly had in mind. (4)
Aristotle may have read mAéov rather than mAéw, since Porphyry writes dote kol 0 ginmv TdV dVO
uep®dv Bdtepov mAéov ywvopevov katarélowme tprtatnv poipav. Since he writes the Homeric

TprtdTny, this implies that mhiéov might also be the Homeric form read by Aristotle.

360 Bolus, Physica et mystica vol. 2 p. 41; p. 42; Ad Leucippem vol. 2 p. 55 (Berthelot-Ruelle); Theodosius, De diebus
et noctibus p. 144 (Fecht).
361 Kammer 1863, 67-68.
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One point which Aristotle glosses over, however, is how he interprets the sentence
grammatically. In his paraphrases, he uses 0datepov pépog as a subject, which explains the form
nAéov.2%2 In Homer, however, the subject is vO&. The only way he might have interpreted mAéov is
as an adverbial accusative: ‘the night has passed for the majority of its two parts’.

Finally, Breitenberger was right to point out that the division of the night into 12 hours/parts is

un-Homeric.38? Instead, Homer seems to have divided the day and the night into three parts each.364

4.6 Autochthon [3f]

Once again there follows three-dot punctuation and a gap of three letters. The next solution is
from the grammarian Autochthon (second century AD).%6% He argues that, if two thirds of the night
have been completed (and one third is left), Homer logically states that the night has passed for
the majority. He also argues against certain unnamed people (who say that mAéw is or should be a
nominative feminine singular) that it is not necessary to correct tAém to mieimv. Autochthon thus
seems to consider mAém to be an adverbial accusative (being the equivalent of t@® mAgiovt puépet)

and t®v dbo popdmv to be an epexegetical/appositive genitive ruled by miéw. The result is

362 Cf. gav 10 Erepov pépog adENOR, [...] £av odv AN povadt Aéov yévntor; TV SVo nepdv BGTEPOV TAEOV YIVOpEVOV
KATOAELOUTE TPLTATV LOTpov; £mel 0BV Ko THG VukTOC ai Sddska poipat gig S0 Toag nepidog pepiCecdon SHvavran i
£E , MOENOBN 6¢ Kol Théov yéyove Bdtepov uépog; dfjlov yivetar dti Tiig €ig B droupéoemg gic 1B kol 1B’ yevouévng, Tod
Tpitov KatarelphEvtog 100 TavTog, dmep €0Tiv OKTM, 0ATEPOV PHEPOG TO TALOV £V TETPAGLY EGYEV.

363 Breitenberger 2006, 401-402.

364 See 11.21.111; Od. 12.312; 14.483. See also schol. A 1l. 10.252a (Erbse) (VMK), schol. D 1l. 10.252(3) p. 373.3-5
(van Thiel?), schol. A 1. 21.111a (Erbse) (VMK), Eust. 1. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 58-59 (van der Valk). Porphyry also
mentions this in his discussion of Metrodorus (Sweike &’ €ig v', d¢ Gv TpLPLAGKOL Tiig VUKTOG 0bong) and Chrysippus
(tpyrepodg obong tiic vuktog) and at the end of the excerpt (811 6¢ kol v Muépav kai v vokrta gig tpio dtopel
dfAov).

365 On Autochthon, see Pagani 2005; Filoni 2009. Autochthon was a teacher of the orator Alciphron: see Alciphron,
Epistulae 3.42.2. His interpretations are transmitted mainly through the exegetic bT scholia.
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something like: ‘The night has mostly passed, i.e. by two thirds, and one third remains’. This is in

fact an approach that some modern scholars have taken in explaining these verses.366

4.7 Apion [39]

The next solution is that of the Alexandrian scholar Apion (ca. 30 BC to AD 45). He is perhaps
best known for heading an embassy to Caligula to complain about the Jews of Alexandria, and for
being the titular character of Josephus’ Contra Apionem. This part of Porphyry’s text is rather
cryptic, but so far as we can tell, his solution to the Homeric problem is decidedly odd: ‘Apion
says that the greater portion [to mAéov uépoc] of the two [parts] themselves has been used up, so
that there is also a remnant of the second, and of these the majority has passed by, but the third
[part] remains’.3%” It might seem that he is claiming that the night consists of two parts, most of
which has passed — i.e. all of one part and some of the second part, leaving a third portion that
remains. But we think that the interpretation that best makes sense of Apion’s text as presented by
Porphyry is that (1) Apion implies that the night consists of three parts, (2) the majority of the first
two parts has passed, (3) thus a remnant of the second part is left, (4) and in addition to this the
third part too remains. Consider the following example: if each part is exactly 1/3 (= 4/12) of the

night and if the majority of the first two parts is for instance equal to 6/12,%%8 then we can say that

36 See Grossmann 1866, 26; Dintzer 1877, 53; Ameis/Hentze 1888, 22; LfgrE s.v. moidg Il 4 (Nordheider);
Breitenberger 2006, 400-401. Unlike Autochthon, however, these scholars read TAéwv.

367 This interpretation also seems to recur in schol. T II. 10.252-253b1 (Erbse) (exeg.): Mém <vOE> | 1@V 800 potplov:
v mheiova poipav t@v 600 polpdv, iva Aeimntar pépog T T@V 600 kol N tpitn teieia; schol. b 1. 10.252-253b2
(Erbse) (exeg.): 10 8¢ 6Aov oltwe mapfibev 1 mheiwv 1on poipa TV dV0 Thg VOKTOG popdv, tva Aeimnton pépog T
@V 600 kai tpitn teheio. So also Eust. 1. 10.252-253 vol. 3 p. 59.8-10: GdnAov yap gite t@V 300 popdv Ty TAém
poipav Toapdynkev 1 vog, ig AeimecOai Tt kol adT@V TdV 600 polpdv kol o dAov Tprtnudplov. See also the paraphrase
by Theodorus Gaza (p. 151 Theseus 1812): ta dotpa 6¢ mpokey®pnKev gig dvov, mapfjide 8¢ 1 vOE gig TAgiova TV
800 popdv, N tpitn 8¢ poipa voleinetan (tapirAloktor 8¢ 1 vo& T Theiova gk T@V 00 popdv, dote Asimetor pépog
TLTOV dVo, kai 1 Tpitn Teleia).

368 This could in fact be any amount above one third (4/12) and less than two thirds (8/12).
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the majority of the first two parts (which are 2/3 = 8/12 in total) has passed and a remnant of the
second part (sc. 2/12) is left, in addition to the 1/3 (= 4/12) that constitutes the third part (in this
example, 6/12). This would mean that Apion interprets mapdynke 0& mAéw/nAéov vOE TdV 600
uopawv as ‘the night has passed for the majority of the two parts (sc. of three)’, with t@v dvo
nopawv as a partitive genitive. This line of reasoning makes better sense of what Apion presents
next, namely, an enumeration of events between the departure of the spies and the arrival of
daybreak. In this case, Apion is arguing that Homer cannot be saying that 2/3 of the night has
passed, because 1/3 is not enough to accommodate all the other things that happen afterwards,
though he thinks that as much as half the night would be enough.

Apion then adds: ‘Odysseus says “dawn is near” (Il. 10.251), urging on the expedition (tnv
diEEodov énciywv); for it is not reasonable to have spies sent out as dawn approaches, but in fact
very risky’.%%° He may be responding to an additional Homeric problem here, viz. why does
Odysseus say that dawn is near? For if dawn truly is near, it would be foolish to send out spies at
such a time. Apion’s sketch of the action of Iliad 10 in fact makes it clear that Odysseus’ ‘dawn is
near’ is false. But he has a solution to the problem: the clever, dissembling Odysseus merely says
that dawn is near, so that his companions will hurry up.

One of the main questions is from which work Apion’s comment on this Homeric passage was
taken. His two main works were Aegyptiaca (in which he argued against the Jews) and Glossae
Homericae (a Homeric lexicon). Some scholars have also assumed that he wrote commentaries on

Homer.3"® Cohn and Erbse, in contrast, claimed that such fragments on Homer belong to other

369 Cf. schol. T 1l. 10.252b1 (Erbse) (exeg.): dotpa 8¢ 81 npoféPnke: dromov mpodg Nd KoTackdémovg méuTEcHaL.
xatensiyov ovv gnotv; schol. b 1. 10.252a2/b2/c2 (Erbse) (exeg.): #dm npo g ££680v mepi 10D Katpod cuuPovedet,
KOTEMEIY®V 00TV 8TOTOV Yéip TPOC Nd KOTaoKOTOVS TEUTEGHAL. SEHVTOC 0DV 0dTOV €IAETO.

370 S0 Lehrs 1837, 33, Volkmann 1864, 1243, Baumert 1886, 7; 47-52, esp. 48-49 and van der Valk 1963-1964, 1, 301
with n. 464; 437 with n. 122.
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works, especially the Aegyptiaca, although they did not explicitly connect the citation of Apion in
our excerpt with this work.®”* Apion may have included the word mAéw in his Homeric lexicon. It
is also possible that he commented on Homer in his lectures/speeches. Such speeches on Homer
earned him the nickname of ‘Opunpucdc and are attested in Seneca.3’

This is followed, without any special punctuation or break, with a brief comment on the two
ways of understanding the word nAéw. This might still be part of the fragment of Apion or perhaps
Porphyry’s comment on it. According to Erbse, Porphyry expanded Apion’s interpretation with
excerpts from hypomnemata which were also at the basis of the D scholia®"3. In any case, Porphyry
or Apion argues that the word mAé® can be interpreted as either neuter plural or feminine singular.
The comment on mAém as a neuter plural shows that the genitive t@®v 600 popdwv can be either a
partitive genitive (td mAglova €k @V 00O HOP®V) or a genitive of comparison (wAeiova Toapd
poipag tag 6v0). To attest the use of TAéw as a neuter plural, Porphyry cites a passage from

Thucydides.®* In his comment on mAém as an accusative feminine singular, he argues that poipav

is implied (tnv mieiova poipav t@v 00O LOP@V).

4.8 Astronomy in Homer [4]

The excerpt ends (after a raised dot and a gap of one letter) with a long discussion of Odysseus
as an astronomer — and specifically, of which stars Odysseus used to calculate how many hours
were left in the night, and what precise movement npoBépnke denotes. Porphyry begins by stating

that Homer has plausibly portrayed Odysseus alone as watching the passage of the stars as a

371 Cohn 1894, 2806; Erbse 1960, 52 with n. 1. See also Pontani 2005, 63 and the discussion in Bacigalupo 2019.
372 Sen. Ep. 88.40.

873 Erbse 1960, 65 with n. 1.

3% Thuc. 1.3.5.
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prelude®” to the Odyssey, where Odysseus’ voyage concludes ‘as he gazes at the Pleiades and late
setting Bodtes’ (Od. 5.572)."® MacPhail’s edition ends his presentation of this Porphyry

‘fragment’ here, without mention, explanation, or justification,3’’

even though nothing but a raised
dot and a space of one letter separates this line from what follows.(4) And what follows is 28 lines
of Greek in Schrader’s edition of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions.®”® This material is quite similar
to a long D scholion, which might have led MacPhail to consider it not part of our Porphyrian
text.3”® While it is true that Porphyry moves to another, related Homeric problem, this does not
prove that the excerpt ends right before this, much less that the last part is not derived from
Porphyry. If the last part were truly a separate excerpt or scholion, it would probably have been
introduced with its own sign®®. The omission by MacPhail is all the stranger, since he does include
the words mbavdg 0 00déva AoV ... oyE dvovta Bomtnv, which already introduce the new
argument.

Porphyry first discusses the view that the stars mentioned in Homer refer to Ursa Major. He
rejects this view, since the time can only be calculated on the basis of stars that rise and set, which

Ursa Major (as a circumpolar constellation) obviously does not do, since its stars are always

visible. Critics who do consider the constellation to be Ursa Major appear to have argued that the

375 For the meaning of mpoowovou®v, see Niinlist 2009, 42: “(mpo)oikovoueiv (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™.

376 This argument also recurs in schol. T 1l. 10.252-253a (Erbse) (exeg.): 60ev xoi 10 «[IAniddoc v’ copdvi enoi
nepi 100 ‘08V6680¢. Tpookovousl ovv, paci, Ty Odvcselay.

377 MacPhail 2011, 178. So also already Kammer 1863, 69.

378 Schrader 1880, 150 comments: 1éyovrog xzl. sine ullo intervallo neque ullo signo interposito in cod. (f. 135) iis
quae iam edidimus subiunguntur.

37 In a follow-up article, G. Verhasselt will re-edit this scholion and discuss its relation to Porphyry. In all likelihood,
the D scholion and Porphyry go back to a common source.

380 The only possible objection is that a connective & might be expected to introduce the new sentence. However, this
can easily be supplemented after Aéyovtoc. Note also that in [3e] €av 10 Etepov uépog anvéndq is not introduced with
3¢ either.

67



hour can be calculated on the basis of its position in the rotation around the Pole Star. In this
interpretation, TpoBépnke would mean ‘move further in their rotation’.

The second interpretation cited by Porphyry considers the stars to refer to the Pleiades, Hyades
and Orion, which do rise and set. In a passage that is partly corrupt,®! Porphyry seems to have
said that these either rise or set at dawn. So, in this interpretation, tpoBépnke refers to either rising
(advancing from the east) or setting (advancing towards the west®®?). Indeed, the times when the
Pleiades, Orion and the Hyades rise and set vary throughout the year. During the vernal equinox,
for instance, Orion sets six hours after sunset, but during the autumnal equinox it rises six hours
after sunset. Alternatively, it is possible that, in the corrupt text, Porphyry argued that, if the stars
refer to the Pleiades, Hyades and Orion, tpoBépnxke refers to rising; but the stars may also refer to
the Evening Star and Sirius, in which case mpoféfnke refers to setting. However one chooses to
correct the text, Porphyry then quotes another line of Homer (Od. 12.312), which mentions the

progression of the stars (GAL’ 6te on Tpiya vokTog énv, peta & dotpa Pefriket). He then seems to

have discussed two interpretations of tpiya = 10 Tpitov, but whatever he wrote about this appears
to have fallen out.

Porphyry next discusses the possibility that the stars refer to the zodiac cycle. The signs of the
zodiac are 12 in number. Six are visible at sunset, and the others become visible as the night
progresses. Porphyry says that the zodiac signs visible at sunset are not always the same, but their
number is always six. By observing in which sign the sun sets, Odysseus is thus able to calculate

the time of night on the basis of whatever zodiac signs are visible then.

381 See the text-critical notes above.

32 The interpretation ‘advancing towards the west> was adopted in the prose paraphrase of Homer in the codex
Vaticanus gr. 1316 fol. 146v (V*3) probably under the influence of the D scholia: ta 8¢ dotpa mpoiPn npog dvowv 1
3¢ mheiov vOE TpofAle kol d16pn TV dvo popdv. See also the paraphrase by Theodorus Gaza (p. 151 Theseus 1812):
T dotpa 8¢ Tpokeydpnkev gic dvowv, TapfiAbe d& 1 VO eig mAgiova T@V 600 popdv, 1 tpitn 6¢ poipa HrmolsimeTon
(rapiAhoxton 88 1 VOE T Thgiova £k T@V 800 Lop@dV, BoTe Agimetal uépog Tt TV 800, Kol 1 Tpitn Teeia).
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The last interpretation presented by Porphyry is the simplest. Homer simply means that all the
stars have advanced, i.e. those stars that had already appeared have advanced towards the west. In
other words, TpoBéPnke does not have to refer to either rising or setting.

Porphyry closes his discussion (at least as it is presented in the excerpt) by stating that Homer
divides the night as well as the day into three parts. As attestations of this, he quotes Il. 21.111
(three parts of the day) and Od. 12.312 (three parts of the night).%3

The purpose of this material might be to answer the claim of Aristarchus (mentioned at the
outset) that verse 253 is suspect, because it unnecessarily provides the kind of account an
astronomer would give. On the view defended here, Odysseus is precisely the kind of man who
would possess astronomical wisdom. This same view is found in Eustathius in a discussion of Iliad
10.252-253, likely relying on lost ancient sources. He writes: ‘Observe also that the resourceful
one [6 molvunyovog, i.e. Odysseus] is practising philosophy here (¢thocopei) — the one who in the
Odyssey observes the Pleiades and the Hyades and the next stars in the sequence — and from the

nightly signs of the Zodiac above the earth he figures out the time’, etc.3%*

**k*k

Van der Valk, commenting on Il. 10.252-253, remarks: “As for the Homeric passage, we may
observe that the ancient critics seem to have needlessly plagued themselves. Apparently, the night

was divided into three parts”®® — as if that settled the matter. Even more negative, Hainsworth

383 Cf. Eust. 1. 10.252-253 vol. 3 p. 58.26—p. 59.3 (van der Valk): iotéov 8¢ kol 811 Tp1pOAAKTOV KaTh TOUG TOAOLODG
6 momtng Poveton glvar TV VKT, & £0TL TPIBV PLAOK®Y, TPULEPT] TOLdY 0TV, Kobd Kai THv Huépav, dte gimn
«Eooeton NO¢ 1 Seidn fi péoov fuap».

384 Eust. 1. 10.252-253 vol. 3, p. 59.3-8 (van der Valk): 8po. 8¢ xoi 81t p1hocoel kdvtodbo O molvunyavog, O &v
‘Odvoociq ITAewddag Opdv kai Yadog kail ta €&fig Gotpa, Kai €k TV Vmep yijv voktepv@dv (@diov v dpav
koaropavidavet, kth. On Odysseus as moAvuniyavog, see e.g. Od. 1.205 and (as an epithet) 5.203 (rolvunyoy’ ‘Odvooed).
385 Van der Valk 1963-1964, 11, 232-233.
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calls our Homeric problem, and the discussion it engendered, ‘silly’ and ‘of depressing
pedantry’.38 Yet the energy devoted to answering it, and the many different solutions offered,
provide a fascinating look at the lengths to which ancient literary scholars would go to defend
Homer. We hope that the foregoing has made this clear.

Our paper also aims to be a case study in or example of how to approach and present the
fragments/excerpts of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions. Already Erbse had outlined what a new
edition of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions should look like,*" but such an edition still remains a
desideratum. It is also important to avoid the limitations or flaws of earlier editors (see above p.
4-5). Indeed, a renewed inspection of the manuscripts often yields new readings. Text-critical
issues are also often connected with interpretive problems. Ideally, these should be discussed in a
commentary that accompanies a new edition. With our paper, we hope to have illustrated the kind
of commentary one would expect from the subtitle of MacPhail’s book — Text, Translation,

Commentary — of which the third element is not to be found there.

Acknowledgements: We would like to thank the journal’s two referees for their useful comments

on the penultimate version of this paper.
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