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The skills and care by wich the Hellenistic scholarship studies the Homeric text are
well-known by scholars. Despite several researches concerning the methodology of
Alexandrian scholars (010pOwotc) have been published in the last decades, the Hel-
lenistic studies about the paleographic error produced by copyists in delivering the
Homeric text has not been studied and relevant essays on the subject are lacking.

In order to clarify the method adopted by Hellenistic scholars to acknowledge and
emend the paleographic errors in the Homeric texts, I have taken into account their
exegesis on I1. 14, 241 and 11. 21, 363. As regards 11. 14, 241 I have studied two scho-
lia handed down by the manuscript tradition and reaching back to the exegesis of
Porphyry and Herodianus; on the other hand, as concerning 11. 21, 363 I have ana-
lysed two scholia handed down by the manuscript tradition and the P. Oxy. 221 (2™
century AD) which gives us information about the book 21 of the Iliad.

The aim of my research is: (1) supporting the thesis about the Hellenistic schol-
ars’ skills in working on the Homeric text; (2) studying how the acknowledgement of
the paleographic error is used in order to restore the Homeric text; (3) showing how
in the Hellenistic age this exegetical method has been adopted by several scholars.?
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1. Premise

It is well known that Alexandrian philologists worked on the Homeric
text with great care and attention.?

In this contribution I will examine two scholia that shed light on the
Alexandrian diorthotic practice: Sch. Porph. vel ex. Il. 14, 241c and Sch.

! The present paper is the result of a re-work of my master thesis discussed at the Uni-
versita degli Studi di Genova the day 20 October 2020.

2 See, e.g., MONTANARI (1998; 2015a; 2015b; 2018); MONTANA (2011; 2012; 2015); PAGANI
(2015).
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ex. II. 21, 263e.® Through the analysis of these scholia I will try to demon-
strate how the Alexandrian philologists were aware that some textual
corruptions may have been produced because of the inability to under-
stand the previous alphabet* and leading to a reading error, thus com-
mitting what today is commonly called a ‘paleographic error’.

In the year 403/402 BC, under the archonship of Euclides — as it is
known — the Eastern Ionic alphabet (dark blue) was adopted by Athens
to write official documents,® previously written in the Attic alphabet
(light blue).® The graphemes E/O, applied in Attica before the reform,
were used to indicate generally the short light and dark vowel, the long
open vowel, and the long closed vowel,” while in the Ionian of Asia,
which later became the standard scripture, there were more specific
graphemes or digraphs to indicate the short closed (E/O), long open
(H/Q), and long closed (EI/OY) sounds. This transition could lead to
misunderstandings of texts written in the previous alphabet, thus gen-
erating errors that spread throughout the tradition due to the copying of
uetaxagaxtnoloavteg;® already in the Hellenistic age exegetes, at least
since Aristarchus, show themselves aware of the risks inherent in this
transition, understanding the philological consequences of the phenom-
enon that occurred in the fifth century.

Thanks to the analysis of the passages taken into account (preceded
by a contextualization of the Homeric text to which they refer and an
examination of their presence in the manuscripts that carry them, i.e.
Venetus A and Townleianus) it will be possible to see how the Hellenis-
tic philologists offer solutions to the corruptions produced in the text by
proposing hypotheses about errors” development.

3 The text of the scholia presented is that of ERBSE: see ERBSE (1971: 269) for the sch. Did.
I1l. 7, 238c? and ERBSE (1974) for the sch. Ariston. II. 11, 104a'. I myself have sifted
through the manuscript witnesses.

4+ See WEST (2001: 21-23) and PALMER (1980: 94-97).

5 See CAsSIO (2016% 117).

¢ For a taxonomy of Greek alphabets and their coloring see KIRCHHOFF (1877) and
CASsIO (20162 115-116).

7 The signs for the latter sounds will become more regularly fixed around 350 BC: see
CAssIO (20162 117).

8 See COBET (1876: 289) and WEST (2001: 22-23).
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2. Iliad 14: a case study for petayxagaxtnoiocavteg

In the course of the book 14 of the Iliad, the goddess Hera intends to
make her husband Zeus fall into a deep sleep, after having lured him
using her sensuality, so as to be able to support the Greeks, contrary to
what the Chronius’ son had arranged. She then asks Aphrodite for love
and lust so that she can go — says Hera misleadingly — to Ocean and
Thetis, who have been clashing for a long time: she hopes to make peace
between them by using persuasive words and beauty. Aphrodite, be-
lieving the deception, decides to help her: she pulls out of her chest an
embroidered brassiere, which had hidden inside love, desire, secret
conversation and persuasion, and suggests Hera to wear it. The wife of
Zeus descends from Olympus and reaches the island of Lemnos, the city
of the divine Thoas, where she meets “Y'mtvoc, brother of ®&vartoc,® to
whom she turns to force her husband to sleep.

1. 14, 231-241.

&vO’ Ymvw EVUPANTO KaxotyvijTtw Oavatolo,

&v T’ doat oL U Xelot €mog T Epat’ €k T Ovopalev:
“Ymve ava& mavtwv te Oe@v Maviwyv T avBowmwy,
NHeév O mot’ €uov €mog €kAveg, N0’ ETL kAt VOV
nelBev- Eyw O€ k€ ToL Idéw XAV HjuaTa mavTa.
KO(UNOOV pot Znvog UTT 0QELOLY 600E PAELV®
avtik’ émel kev €yw magaAéopat v @LAOTNTL
dwoa d€ ToL dWow KAAOV Boovov apOitov alel
Xxovoeov: "Hepatotog d€ k' €HOgC MAIS ARPLYUNELS
tevéel’ aoknoag, VTO d¢ OPTVLV TTooLV TOEL,

T Kev Emoxoing Atmagovg odag eidarmvalwv.”

There with Hypnos he met, brother of Thanatos,

shook hands with him and spoke words to him and apostrophized him by name:
“Hypnos, lord of all gods and all mortals,

in the past you have listened to my words, so also now

Listen to me: and I will be grateful to you forever.

Under the eyelashes of Zeus, assume for me the two shining eyes

immediately after I have lain beside him in love.

9About the god Hypnos see GOSTOLI-CERRI (1998: 755), Hes. Th. 211-232 and
RICCIARDELLI (2018: 129-132).
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As a gift then I will give you a beautiful throne always immortal
golden; and Hephaestus, my crooked-legged son

will build it adorning it, under this a stool for your feet will be there,
on which you may spread your scented feet while you eat.”

The scholium at verse 241 is located at folium 185r of Venetus A: it is the
last in the right/outer margin and ends in the lower margin. The lemma
¢mioxoteg is present. In the available liadic witnesses, both ancient and
medieval emerges an alternation between the forms é¢mioxoiag (put in
text in West's edition) émioyoteg, émioxoins. Venetus A features
éruoyoteg in the Homeric text. The text of the scholium is written with
several tachygraphic signs. The text contained in the ms. émoxoing to
é¢ruoyolnv is corrected by Cobet, and consequently by Erbse, to
¢ruoxoinv 1o ¢moxoing®®. The end-of-colon symbol is found only with
the dicolon.

Sch. Porph. vel ex. Il. 14, 241c. emtioxoteg: t@ emioxotpt dkdAovOov
€0TL TO E€mioXoLs, TQ O¢ EmioxonV TO €moxoing: kal lowg £del ovTWS
éxewv, mape@OAEn d¢ VMO TWV HETAXAQAKTNOOAVIWV: TQ O
XQAQAKTNOL YevOpevov 6poov Tt “loinv” kat “ayoayolnv” moaoo
Zamgot (fr. 182 et 169 L. — P.) xal t@w “menayoinv” mag” EVTOAOL
(Eup. fr. 472 K. — A.) eikotwe €Bagutov)On To €moxoing, yevopevov
énloyotes wg AloAOV. oUtw kat AAEEavdpoc 6 Kotwaelg év o U
tv [Havtodanwv. A

Sch. Porph. vel ex. II. 14, 241c. you could lay: éntioxoig is the form cor-
responding to émioxoiul, émioxoing to émoxoinv; and perhaps it was
necessary for it to be so, but it was corrupted by transliterators: being
similar to the (verbal) form toinv (I would go) and ayayoinv (I would
lead) in Sappho and to memaryoinv (I would fix) in Eupolis,* it is rightly
without the accent on the last syllable émtioyoing (you could lay), which
becomes émioyotec as Aeolic. In this way also Alexander of Cotiaeum
in book 9 of the Miscellaneous Things.

10 See ERBSE (1974: 619) and COBET (1876: 291).
11 See KASSEL-AUSTIN (1986: 533-534) and OLSON (2017: 235-236).
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Erbse is uncertain in attributing this scholium to a class, proposing the
alternative between Porphyrian material'? and the repertoire of exegeti-
cal scholia. A different hypothesis by Schrader also envisaged the possi-
bility that it was a VMK scholium, notably Herodian.*®

The debated issue responds to the question concerning the transi-
tion from the Attic to the Ionic alphabet.! In this case the exegete ana-
lyzes the writing error due to the misunderstanding of the ancient graph
E (with its triple value of ¢, n, €t). The scholium should be examined in
conjunction with Sch. Hrd. . 14, 241b1:

Sch. Hrd. ka©.” II. 14, 241b'. {t@ xev} énioyores: oUTwWG TV YOoAPT|V
napatiBetar 6 Howdiavog év te (L' g KabdAov (1, 469, 14) xal
Aéyel ATO TOV €MIOXOLG TMAEOVAOUOV €IvaL TOV & 1) CLOTOAT|V TOL
éruoyoing. A

Sch. Hrd. xa©. II. 14, 241b1. {on which} you might lay: Herodian thus
proposes this spelling in the seventeenth book of the General Prosody
and says that there is a pleonasm of ¢ from the form émioxoic or an
abbreviation from é¢mioyoing. A

Herodian was thus witnessing a lesson émioyotec, which he claimed
corresponded either to the aorist optative form of thematic verbs
(émtioxowg) or to that of athematic verbs (émioxoing), through various
mutations (addition of € and abbreviation of n, respectively).

12 His hypothesis had been based on ERBSE’s belief, see ERBSE (1960: 96) that the Homeric
Questions were the exclusive conduit of material from Alexander of Cotiaeum in the
liadic scholia; however, this idea was later discussed (see, e.g., VAN DER VALK [1963—
1964: 1, 113-114] and DYCK [1991: 312; 324]). For the connections of Porphyry’s work
with the Homeric scholastic tradition see ERBSE (1969) IL. For the Porphyry’s Homeric
Questions see SCHRADER (1880-1890) and MACPHAIL (2011).

13 See SCHRADER (1880-1890) and ERBSE (1974: 619).

14 See WEST (2001: 21-22), CASSIO (20162: 115-118) and COBET (1876: 289-292, in particu-
lar 291 about this scholium).

15 Herodian scholium derived not from the Iliake prosodia (epitomized and merged with
the other three works of Aristonicus, Didymus, and Nicanores), but from the Katholike
prosodia.
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In our scholium we further read that one (émtioxowc) is derived from
the form émioxowut, the other (¢moyxoing)®® from émoxoinv. The hy-
pothesis is then proposed (iowg) that the original form in the text should
in fact have been ¢mioyoinc. We then move on to the genesis of error’s
analysis, which is explained with terminology that finds significant con-
sonance with the one applied by modern philological analysis: the cor-
rect form of the verb, in fact, became corrupted (mage@0Odon) due to the
errors by the copyists. It is extremely interesting to note that the scholi-
ast reports the term (in the masculine plural genitive of the aorist parti-
ciple) twv petaxagaxtnowoavtwyv to indicate the copyists who pro-
duced the text by putting it from an ancient method of writing into a
different one, from the Athenian alphabet (light blue) to the Ionic one
(dark blue).'’

The exegete also notes that ¢mtioxoing, rightly, is not accented on the
last syllable,18 so both ¢émoxoing and the alleged Aeolian form
éntloyoteg from this point of view are analogous (being both devoid of
accent on the last syllable).

We find in closing the mention of an authority, namely the nineth
book of the Miscellaneous Things of Alexander of Cotiaeum,® to whom is
not clear, however, how much of the preceding treatment must be re-
ferred.

Alexander of Cotiaeum was born around 70/80 AD and died around
the middle of the second century. He lived in Rome where he used to be
a teacher (sophistés), which allowed him to gather a large fortune. He
was the teacher of the rhetorician Aelius Aristides, and was chosen by
the emperor Antoninus Pius as the tutor of his adopted sons Marcus
Aurelius and Lucius Verus. Less than twenty fragments have come

16 The verb is also analyzed only from a semantic point of view by Eustathius in 983, 4-
5 (see VAN DER VALK [1979: 631]) kowvotegov d¢& Emoxelv Aéyetat 1O koatnoat ‘Pre-
vailing is most commonly called holding’.

17 For comparisons between Ancient and Medieval petayapaytnolopnos see
REYNOLDS-WILSON (2016: 53-58; 85-86).

18 A prosodic issue, by the way, that reinforces the hypothesis that Herodian is behind
this note.

19 See MONTANA (2018: 1-29) (to which we refer for further bibliography); DyCcK (1991:
307-355); MURPHY (1969).



The Hellenistic Scholars’ Studies about Iliad 14, 241 and 21, 363 117

down to us, which testify to interests in 1) lexicon and etymology, 2)
grammatical morphology, 3) exegesis. His interest in Homer is testified
to us by quotations in Porphyry’s Homeric Matters and homeric scholia.

3. Iliad 21, 363: kvionv peAdOuevog o peAdopévou?

The second evidence of Alexandrian diorthosis related to paleographical
error begins with the exegetical scholastic in I1. 21, 363e.

Achilles, after having slaughtered innumerable Trojans, is heading
towards Ilium, but the river Scamander decides to stop his advance with
the impetus of its whirling waters and asks for help to his brother Si-
moeis so that, joining the fury of their waters, they can protect Troy.
They succeed in their intent for a short time, since Hera, worried about
Achille’s fate, promptly urges her son Hephaestus to generate a great
fire on the plain of Troy while she goes in the middle of the Ocean to
blow the hot wind Notus. Hephaestus carries out his mother’s orders by
going to the plain and blunding up a great fire that sets everything on
tire: first the corpses of the men killed by the Pelides, then, approaching
the trees around the river (elms, willows and tamarisks), the river plants
(lotus, rush, Cyperus)® finally it devastates the fishes and eels in the
river by boiling its waters.

II. 21, 354-371.

kaleto d' I motapoio €mog T’ €pat’ €k T dvopalev:
‘Heawot’, o0 tg ool ye Oewv dvvart’ avtupegilery,
ovd” av éyw ool Yy’ wde muol PAeYEOOVTL Haryolpnv.
ANy’ €owog, Towag d¢ kat avTika dlog AXIAAeDg
doteog éeAaoete: Tl pot €00g Kal AQwYNS;

@1 TIVOL KALOPLEVOG, AV O™ EpAve kaAa 9ée0pat.

we O& A€PNG Cel Evdov ETeryopEVOG TUOL TTOAAQ
kvionv peAdopevog anaAotpepéog olkAoLo
TvToOev &pPBoA&dNV, OO d& EVA KAYKavVa KelTal,
@G ToL kAo 0éeOpa vl PAéyeto, (ée O’ LdWE:
oVd’ €0eAe mpopéeLy, AAA’ loxeTo: Telge O avTun
‘Hepalotolo BineL moAvgeovoc. avtap 6 v’ “Honv
TOAAX ALOOOHEVOG ETten TITEQOEVTA TTQOOT|VO:
““Hon timte 00¢ viog éuov goov €xoote k1deLv

2 Typical marsh plant very similar to papyrus.
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€€ AAAWV; 0V pHéV ToL €Y TOOOV alTlog elpt
dooov ol dAAoL tavteg, oot Toweoowv dgwyot.

Burning with the strength of the river, he addressed him and called out to him:
‘Hephaestus, none among the gods can compete with thee,

not even I would fight with you who are so fiery.

Suspend the dispute. In fact the Trojans even immediately the divine Achilles
from the stronghold you drive; what [matters] to me of contention and defense?’
He spoke burning with fire, and over it seethed the beautiful currents.

As also a pot seethes within being pressed by much fire

liquefying the fat of the fattened swine

on every side shuddering, and underneath lies the crackling wood,

so its beautiful currents with fire burned, and boiled the water;

and did not want to flow, but held back: weakened it the blaze

of Hephaestus versatile with violence; but that to Hera

much pleading, addressed words that fly:

‘Hera, why did thy son plummet to torment me

among the others? Yet I am not so responsibleas all the others,

as many as come to the Trojans’ aid.

The Genavensis manuscript bears at folium 719 a long scholium at verse
363 attributable to the class of scholia exegetica. It is written in the right-
outside margin (with the exception of the last line, for which the exegete
uses the lower mg. since there is no more space in the outer one), and is
linked to the text, more precisely to the word kviom (this is the variant
present in the Homeric text of the ms.), by means of a symbol identical
to the tachygraphic sign for 6Tt and is without a lemma (Nicole, fol-
lowed by Erbse, proposes its integration in the form <kvionv
neAdopevos:> ).?t There are numerous tachygraphic signs for the desi-
nences and conjunctions ydo, kai, d¢. Throughout the text there is a re-
curring error of gemination of the sibilant in the word — declined in sev-
eral cases — kvion: there are examples in the third, fourth and seventh
lines. The end is marked by its scholastic sign.

Sch. ex. II. 21, 363e. <kvionv pHeAdOueVOG:™> TNV KVIOAV TNKWV. KAl
KaAAiotgatog é&nyettar “tv mpeAn vV TKwV ATaAov ovog”.
Kopavog 6 Navkpartitng yoagel ovv 1 v, “kvionv pneAdopevog”,
OMwe keloetatl <t0> MAONTIKOV AVTL TOU €VEQYNTIKOV TOV HEADWV

21 See NICOLE (1891) ad. loc. and ERBSE (1977: 212).



The Hellenistic Scholars’ Studies about Iliad 14, 241 and 21, 363

™V kvioav, kalwv. Iewolotoatog d¢ 6 E@éoiloc kal Eouoyévng év
tw Ilept twv <mévte> meoPAnuatwv.  “éyéypamto, @noi,
MEAAOMENQO, xat déov 1v <t6> v mpoodetval, KAkws 0¢ TG TO ¢
neooéypaev-” O yaQ voug “t1) kvior TNKopévov Tov ovog”. O pev
<ovv> momtg HéAdeoOal @not tax &poueva, oL d¢ mEMOMKATL TOV
AéBnTa ToOpevov. 1 d¢ altia Yéyovev &v tq M1 Toug doxatovg
MEOOTLOévaL T 0 TO U, AAA” dtary TNV CLAAAPN Y TavTNV PoLAwWVTAL
Yoa@ewy ov, 10 €V YoAUHa onueoboOal HOVov. YeYQAUEVOL OT)
ovtwe, “KNIZHI MEAAOMENQO” kat o0 moooketévov tov v, O
HETAYQAPWY €I TV VOV  YOAUHATIKTV OUK €&vonoev Oty
“ueAdopévov” 1NV, AAA” &vev TOL L AVAYWVWOKWV AdLVONTOV
Nyetto kat NuagTnUévov elvar doTeQ MEOoEéONKe VTl TOL L TO G,
HeADOHEVOS MO OAGS. YOAPeTaL oVV O AEPNG TNKOUEVOS AVTL TOD
<TNKOUEVOL> ATIAAOTQEPEOS OLAAOLO. €l D€ TIC TO TNKOLEVOS POEL
toov elval 1@ ™Kwv, apadelg 0Tl kal O AooQWV AoOEOVUEVOS
Aéyetar 1, “memAnyvia” (ll. 5, 763; Od. 10, 238) <avti TOL
nAfjooovoo> kai, “mémAnyov 0¢ xopov” (Od. 7, 264) dvti toL
ETUTITOV, KATAVOELTW TNV dvopolotnTa: Prdoetal yaQ Aéyewv “wg 0&
A€BNG muol MOAA@ T™KWV”, kKwAvovoNG TNG EmupeQopévne AéEewe:
éotal Yoo AoUVETOV TO OldAowo. @avepov ovv  Ott Aéyetat
TNKOUEVOL OlxAolo Cetv TOV AEPNTa. o0 TROOYQAQPOLEVOL O
TEOTEQOV TOV VU, O HETAYQAPwWYV, OTteQ Epnyv, éAAelTtetv vopioag TV
AéEv, mpooédnke to . Ge

Sch. ex. II. 21, 363e. <kvionv peAdouevoc:> dissolving the fat. Cal-
listratus also interprets “melting the fat of a tender swine.” Comanus
of Naucratis writes it with the v (i. e. in the accusative) “kvionv
pneAdouevog” so that there is the passive (i. e. peAddpevog) instead of
the active péAdwv Vv kvioav, meaning burning. Instead Pisistratus
of Ephesus and Hermogenes in the writing On the Five Problems say:
“It was written MEAAOMENO and it was necessary to add the v, but
mistakenly one added the sigma: in fact the concept is "while the pig
melts in the fat”. <So> the poet says that what is cooked melts, but
some have understood that it was the cauldron that was melted. The
cause was determined by the fact that the ancients did not add the v
to o, but when they wanted to write this syllable ov, they marked only
one letter. So since it was written like this “KNIZHI MEAAOMENQO”
and since the v was not placed near it, the one who transcribed it into
the present alphabet did not understand that it was “peAdopévov”,

119
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but reading it without the v he thought it was unintelligible and be-
lieved it was wrong; therefore he placed the sigma in place of the v,
creating peAdouevog. The melting cauldron is therefore written in
place of “<melting> the tender swine”. If one will assert that [the mid-
dle form] tnxopevog is equivalent to [tha active one] tkwv, citing as
an argument that even Aowopwv can be said Aowogovuevog or,
“memAnyvia” (Il. 5, 763; Od. 10, 238) <in place of mArjooovoa> and
“they beat the ground dancing” (Od. 7, 264) instead of é¢tvmtov (they
struck), he should try to pay attention to the difference; for it will
make it difficult to say “cc¢ d¢ AéPnc muot MoAAQ tkwv” (when the
cauldron melted with great fire) since the word that follows prevents
it: in fact the expression “of the swine” will be unintelligible. It is
therefore clear that it is said that while the swine melts, the cauldron
boils. Since at first the v was not written in addition, the copyist, as
indeed I have said, judging the word to be lacking, added a sigma.

After providing a simpler formulation to indicate the concept of the
melting of fat (LeAdOpevog equals tkwvV), the scholium transmits a dox-
ography that gives an account of an ancient discussion about the correct
constitution of the text and, consequently, the interpretation of this pas-
sage. The only oscillation documented in the manuscripts in our posses-
sion concerns kvionv/ikvior (as can be seen from West’s edition), while
the witnesses we possess agree in handing down the participle
pueAdouevog in the nominative singular, to be agreed therefore with the
the phrase’s subject A¢fng (v. 362). The scholia records traces of an an-
cient discussion that concerned not only the alternative between the ac-
cusative and dative for kvionv/kviorn but also the case of the participle.
The first reported position is that of Callistratus®® who interpreted this
pericope to mean TV THEANV THKWV ATTAAOL ovO¢ evidently reading
kvionv in the accusative (it is glossed by v mueAnv), as the object
complement of the participle péAdopevog in the nominative (glossed by
mkwv) and taking amaAotoe@éog owkAoiwo (‘translated” by dmaAov
ov0g) as the specification complement of the object complement.

2 See the Homeric text above mentioned WEST (1998-2000: 2, 257) and MONRO-ALLEN
(1963b: 199).

2 See MONTANA (2007-2008: particulary 1-4); MONTANA (2008: passim); MONTANA
(2012: 47-48); PFEIFFER (1973: 301-302) and BOUDREAUX (2019: 48-51).
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Callistratus is a scholar who was, most likely, mentored by Aris-
tophanes of Byzantium. His &xur is placed in the middle of the second
century BC. He studied the Homeric poems, Hesiod, Pindar, Sophocles,
Euripides, Aristophanes, and Cratinus (with less certainty Aeschylus and
Eupolis). It is not known whether he made new ekdoseis of the texts or
worked on those of his master Aristophanes, nevertheless the sch. at II. 3,
18a suggests that he edited the Homeric poem (kat 1) Agtotopdvoug kai
N KaAAwotpatov ktA. ‘the edition of Aristophanes and that of Callistra-
tus’). There are 35 certain fragments of Homeric exegesis (15 in the scholia
to the Iliad and 20 to the Odyssey, in addition to a couple handed down
by etymological tradition): these fragments come from the works IToog
tag aBetoelg, Ilept TAiddog and AwogOwtucd. The corpus of scholia in
which the Alexandrian philologist is most quoted, however, is the one to
Aristophanes in which we read his name about 30 times (19 citations in
the Frogs, 7 in the Birds and 6 in the Wasps). The sources also mention a
miscellaneous collection of his Zoppikta and the erudite writing ITept
ETALQWV.

The same textual arrangement and exegesis are attributed by the
scholia to Comanus of Naucratis.?*

Not much is known about this scholar, who lived in the 2" century
BC: he was a contemporary of Aristarchus. We know neither the titles of
his works nor the quantity, however, from the twenty-one fragments
preserved we can assume that he dealt with exegesis to Homer, alt-
hough some clues might suggest an interest in Hesiod, in the language
of the Attic writers and in prosodic issues. He used the traditional tools
of Homeric exegesis: the analysis of the text’s literal sense, the use of
pnetagopd, and the need to adhere to the historical verisimilitude of
Homer’s time. Although Aristarchus’ fame was greater than that of the
Naucratis, here the latter’s variant has been reported at the expense of
the coincident by Aristarchus’:*® as far as we know from another scholi-

24 See mainly NOVEMBRI (2018: particularly 2-3) to which we refer for further bibliog-
raphy, SOLMSEN (1945: 115-116); SCHMIDHAUSER (2008: 331-334) and MONTANA (2015:
141, n. 375).

%5 Regarding the relationship between Aristarchus and his contemporary, we would
certainly know more from the work Ilgpog Kopavov of Aristarchus himself, of which
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um ad loc. (21, 363c), Aristarchus’ position thus included:?® kvionv in the
accusative, direct complement of uéAdopevog in the nominative.?’

Then the analysis, with a o¢ that would seem a typical index of the
scholiastic compilation, moves on the interpretation of Pisistratus of
Ephesus?® and Hermogenes:® the introductory formulation seems to
associate Pisistratus to the opinion of Hermogenes (see infra), but the
scholium’s mentions only the latter’s work (known also from scholium
363c) entitled TTepi TV <mtévte>* mpoPAnudtwv of which apparently it
reports a verbatim quotation. The text that these scholars thought was
correct, is kvion peAdopévov anaotoepéws owdkAoto (‘while the tender
swine melts in fat’) thus believing that the verse contained an absolute
genitive with owdAowo as subject (with anadotpepéwg as attribute) and
kvior) as dative of limitation. What is most interesting to our discussion
is the explanation that is given to support their interpretation over the
traditional one: the two hypothesized that the erroneous confusion in
the case of the participle had arisen because of the ancient spelling
MEAAOMENO - which in the Attic alphabet represented peAdouévou:
they propose that someone, not understanding the value of the final O,
as such unexplained, thought about a fallen sigma and believed he had
to restore it, introducing it unduly. The opinion of Hermogenes is also
recorded, more briefly, in the scholium ad Iliad 21, 363c,%! where, howev-
er, no mention is made of Pisistratus.*> We cannot say more about the
relationship between the two scholars, however it has been speculated
that one was a source for the other.*®

we have testimony from Sch. Did. II. 1, 97-99; 2, 798a; 24, 110b'. Scholars who have
interpreted I'lgog to mean ‘against’ have assumed that there was adversity between the
two scholars (see DYCK [1988: 221-262]); on the contrary, it is possible to interpret the
preposition as a dedication.

26 About this position see scholium to 21, 363c: ERBSE (1977: 210-212).

77 See WEST (1998-2000: 2, 257).

28 About this author see BACIGALUPO (2020) to which we refer for further bibliography,
and SCHMIDT (1987: 65-69).

2 About this author see IPPOLITO (2005) and CADOUX (1938: 233).

% Integration, clearly, is done on the basis of the scholium 21, 363c.

31 See ERBSE (1977: 210-212).

32 See BACIGALUPO (2020: 3).

33 See BACIGALUPO (2020: 3—4).
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Not much is known about Pisistratus of Ephesus: the time in which
he carried out his activity of exegesis is unknown and he is mentioned
only at this point of the Iliadic scholia and by Diogenes Laértius (2, 60).

Information about Hermogenes is more copious. They are conveyed
by an inscription of Smyrne (CIG 3311) which also hands down a list of
the titles of his works. Son of Caridemus and husband of Melitina (see
CIG 3350) he was a great scholar of medicine as evidenced by his
Tatowd, in 77 books. He also wrote historiographical texts with a Histo-
ry of Smyrna and the Histories of Foundations of Cities, a miva& Pwuaiwv
Kal Zpvovaiwv, a dxdoxn) kata xeovouvg and other scholarly works
including the writing On the Five Problems, mentioned in the scholium but
not recorded in the epigraph.

Going back to the content of the scholium at 21, 363e, the discussion
continues by pointing out the fact that the participle is of middle diathe-
sis, therefore, in a context where kvior dative of limitation and not
Kkvionv accusative was read, it is not transitive: péAdwv is different from
HeAdOuevog as well as tkwv from tkopevog. Therefore, the exegete
argues that the cauldron boils over while the fat of the swine melts.

We close the scholium with the resumption, in Ringkomposition, of the
crucial theme: the error is due to the misunderstanding of the vowel O
because of the ancient petaxapaxktnOLopog.

Important to consider in our discussion is the papyrus fragment of
P. Oxy. 221 (TM 60508/LDAB 1631)* which preserves the so-called
Commentary of Ammonius® to Il. 21, 1-363. The papyrus, a fragment of a
roll, contains on its verso the Commentary, whose writing, distributed in
17 columns, is assigned to the middle of the 2" century AD, while the
recto (P. Oxy. 220, first half of the 2" century AD) contains a metrical
treatise.

The attribution to Ammonius, son of Ammonius, is due to an in-
scription found between column X and XI: Appaviog Appwviov
YOoaUHaTIKOG eonpewwodunv. He probably lived between the middle of

3 See GRENFELL-HUNT (1899: 53-85) and for more information about the papyrus the
following note and the site: https://www.trismegistos.org/text/60508.

3 See PONTANI (2005: 65; 136; 269) and PAGANI (2006: particularly 1-2 about the date of
the papyrus).
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the 1t century AD and the middle of the 2" century AD: the dating ele-
ments are derived from the same commentary, which provides a termi-
nus post quem, containing references to grammarians of Augustan age
and a probable terminus ante quem, never mentioning the later Herodi-
an, Antonine age. It follows that the identification with other homonyms
is impossible since it is known an Ammonius, Ammonii filius, as head
of the library of Alexandria, student and successors® of Aristarchus,
composer of a commentary on the Iliad, whose activity is placed, how-
ever, in the middle of the 2 century BC, another Ammonius who
comments to the Odyssey at the end of the 1%t century AD is known from
P. Lit. Lond. 30 + P. Sijpesteijn 3 (LDAB 1382)*" in which Ammonius is
quoted with the monogram AM which is however identified by some
with the same Ammonius Alexandrinus disciple of Aristarchus;*® a third
Ammonius is the author of a lexicon De adfinium vocabulorum differentia
whose dating is uncertain, however the material seems not to date back
beyond the 1t century AD, not to mention the different horizon of re-
search interests.

The close relationship between Ammonius’ Commentary and this
scholium transmitted by the ms. Genavense has been recognized as an
indication that the scholar responsible for this layer of the exegetical ap-
paratus of the ms. Ge* also had at his disposal material in some form
derived from this hypomnema.*°

The papyrus testifies that the explanation of peAdopevog through
the hypothesis of an error related to petaxapaxtnoiopog already dated
back to Crates of Mallus (fr. 32 Broggiato).

On this basis two reflections can be made: 1) Pisistratus and Hermo-
genes did not elaborate the explanation independently, but simply rec-

3% About this Ammonius see MONTANA (2006: 1-3) and D’ ALESSANDRO (2018: particu-
larly 109-111).

37 See GRENFELL-HUNT (1899: 54).

3 See D’ ALESSANDRO (2018: 160-161).

% ERBSE identifies this as the first of five hands intervening at different times in the
manuscript.

40 See ERBSE (1969: XLII; LIX); ERBSE (1977: 78-121); LUNDON (2011: 175-176); PAGANI
(2019: 351-352).
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orded a doctrine elaborated by Crates* alone (see infra), reporting, ac-
cording to Miiller,* a verbatim quotation (¢yéyoamto — ocv6g);* 2) it has
been argued by Helck* that Pisistratus, along with Hermogenes, was a
Crathean school grammarian, whatever this may mean for a figure like
Hermogenes, several centuries away from Crates.

Crates of Mallus was the leading exponent of Hellenistic philology
in Pergamum and was a contemporary of Aristarchus. Suida® defines
him as a ‘Stoic philosopher” nicknamed ‘the Homeric and the critic’. Ac-
cording to the story of Suetonius (De grammaticis et retoribus 2, 1), we
owe to him the birth of philological interest in Rome: he was in fact sent
by Attalids in diplomatic mission to the Senate, around 168 BC, but was
forced to stay in Rome because of a broken leg, so he devoted himself to
teaching. The influences of his Stoicism were also felt on the philological
work: in fact he made the theory of costume his own, with the conse-
quent maintenance of a particular and eccentric linguistic form in oppo-
sition to the Alexandrian method that preferred the regularity:*® this
dichotomy, which we inherit from the account of Varro on the alleged
dispute between anomalists and analogists, has been greatly reduced by
modern criticism; however, we must not forget that this diatribe may
entails the circulation of different texts, depending on where the text
was written. As far as literary criticism is concerned, it seems that Crates
favored the allegorical interpretation of the texts.*” The only two titles of
his works that have been transmitted regard some of his works of Ho-
meric exegesis: the AtopOwtud (perhaps in eight or nine books) and the
Opnowa. The AtopBwtika probably carried the bulk of the philological
work on the Homeric poems, with the treatment of critical-textual prob-
lems,*® unlike the second work of more general argument. The two

4 About Crates see, for the edition of the text, BROGGIATO (2001: particularly 43-44;
195-197 about our casus studii); HELCK (1905). Also see MONTANA (2012: 61-64).

4 See MULLER (1912: 30).

43 See BACIGALUPO (2020: 3).

4 See HELCK (1905: 68; 73); BARTH (1984: 184-185).

4 Suid. k 2342 see ADLER (1933: 182).

46 See MONTANA (2012: 62).

47 See MONTANA (2012: 63).

4 As such it is interpreted by ERBSE (1959: 288) and following.
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works must have belonged, in all probability, to the genre of the hy-
pomnemata,*® even if some scholars — like Pfeiffer™® — consider them to
belong to that of the monograph. It would seem, judging from the sur-
viving fragments, that Crates did not work on an £kdooic® of the Ho-
meric poems as Aristarchus did. Little else has come down to us besides
fragments on the Homeric writings: a few remnants of exegesis concern-
ing Aleman, Stesychorus, Pindar, Hesiod, and Euripides.
We report below the text of column 17 of P. Oxy. 221, rr. 19-34:

kv{e}i-

[onv nerd]opevoc<:> AplotaQxog Kat

[N KaAAwoT]odtov ovv tw<t> v kvionv,
[tV 1)< ovog] TV kKvioav KWV, OHOoL-
[we Tt “k]vionv O &k medlov dve

[noL pépo]v”. kvion d& oL puévov O é-
[TtimtAov]g, dA<A> tary AlTtog. T kv{e)[i-]
[on 8¢ o]vdémote eipnkev ‘Ouneo[c].
[kvolwe] & €oti HéAdewy, we Aldv-

[nog, T]ax péAN €derv. wpolwoe dg,

[tV pe]v 0o tw<e> BdaTL YNV Tw<t> A€-
[BNTy T]0, 0" BdwWE Tw<t> Airter. Kodtn[c]
[0 év AJtopOwtikwv yoagpoué-

[vouv “ME]JAAO<ME>N<O>" @notv avti Tov pe[A-]
[dopé]vou dux TO Tovg pxatovg

[T@w<t> 0 T]O v U1} TEOOTIOévaL dryvo-

Dissolving the fat<:> Aristarchus and

[the edition] of Callistratus (sc. wrote) with the v kvionyv,
so that it is “melting the fat of the pig’

in the same way as “the fat from the plain

the winds carried’* (1. 8, 549). kvion is not only
omentum, but every fat. kvion (sc. neuter plural).

4 See BROGGIATO (2001: XXI).

50 See PFEIFFER (1973: 239).

51 See BROGGIATO (2001: XXI).

52 Here kvion indicates the smoke that is released from cooking the fat: the matter is
also indicated in the scholium 21, 363c (see infra) and in Porphyry himself, from whom
part of the material of the scholium is derived: see Quaest. Hom. 1, 253, 14.
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Homer never said this.

uéAdery (dissolve) is in the proper sense, as Didymus says,
the wearing out of limbs (to péAn €dewv). He compared
the earth under the water to the cauldron

and the water to the fat. Crates

in the AtopOwtikd says that

being written MEAAOMENO for

pneAdopévou due to the fact that the ancients did not
added the v to the omicron, not knowing[?]

In the fragment of the Commentary we can note the presence of a head-
word: kvi{e}i- [onv peAdloupevog that identifies the words that will be
the focus of the analysis and it is the same as the one at scholium 363c
(see below). The first variants reported in this ancient doxography are
those of Aristarchus and Callistratus: kxvionv must be an accusative held
by the middle participle peAddpevog, so the information reported by the
Commentary and the scholium coincide, however the the tradition of the
scholia conveys the information about the two exegetes in two different
scholia, witnessed by two different manuscript traditions (363c from b
and T and 363e from Ge). It is pointed out, immediately following, that
kvion (scil. accusative plural neuter) finds no evidence in the Homeric
poems, so the exegete accepts this as evidence in favor of the accusative
singular with ni, which, on the contrary, has other parallels including II.
8, 549, which is reported. A par-etymological reflection on the word
HEADewv (to dissolve) is then reported: it is traced back to Didymus who
would consider the verb derived from the crasis of (t&x) péAn €dewv (to
consume the limbs). This reference to Didymus is the terminus post quem
for the dating of the Commentary. They are then further clarified the
metaphoric terms established by Homer: the boiling cauldron corre-
sponds to the earth under the river, while the melting fats are equated to
the boiling water. It is reported later, in the doxography, the interpreta-
tion of Crates that originally there was peAdopévov written with the
final vowel graph O (see above), then misunderstood. This is the same
opinion, conveyed by scholium 363e, of Pisistratus and Hermogenes,
who are not mentioned in the Commentary; it should be noted, however,
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that, on the contrary, in scholium 363e only the reflection of the epigones
is reported, but no name of Crates is mentioned.

In fact, Broggiato indicates in the apparatus of the parallels® the
composite exegetical and Porphyrian scholium handed down from the
mss. bT to 21, 363c: this is a further piece that helps delineate the picture
of the ancient ecdotic and exegetic discussion of this passage:

Sch. ex. | Porph. II. 21, 363c. kvion peAdopevoc: oLV 1@ v AQloTaxog
“xvionv” to 0¢ “peAdopevog” avti Tov TNKWV. “kvionVv” 0¢ mav To
riupeAés. Tveg de ovdeTéQws Nkovov “ta kvion”, b(BCE?) T xal 10
“UeAdOUEVOC” AVTL €VEQYNTIKOV TOU HEADWV, O €0TL THKwV: AAA’
0VdEV TV €l¢ —0G 0VOETEQWV AdLipeTOV €0t M’ Ounow Kata to
nAnOuvtikov- teixea yao kat Pédea Aéyer Tt ovv éott T TO
“TnAépaxog tepévn véuetal”; (Od. 11, 185) T oUtwg odv kal T
“xvion peAdopevos”. b(BCE?) T aAA” aet mag” ‘Ounow 1 kvioa
OnAvkwg  elontat.  ‘Eouoyévng 0¢ év 1t Ileot twv mévte
MEOPANUATWV  YA@eL “kvior HeAdduevov”, v 11 “t) kvion
peAdopevov”- b(BCE?) T tvég d¢ “kvionv peAdouévov”, tv' 1) ovog
tKopHévoL TNV Kvioav: péAdewv d¢  KkLElwg TO T pEAN Edewv
b(BCE®) T apewvov ¢ 1t ovvrOet yoapr xonobatr “rvion
HeAdOUEVOS” dvTtl Tov Atmtavopevoc. Kat ot “peAdopevoc” avti
TOU T [EAT AADOUEVOS, WG AAAAXOL “HéAE” NNAdave ToEVL Aawv”
(Od. 18, 70). T | onualver d¢ 1) kvioa kal TV €K TV KQEWV
avaBuuiaowy, 6tav Aéyn“kal tote pe xviong duenAvOev 1dug
avtuny” (Od. 12, 369) kat “xvion O ovpavov ikev” (Il. 1, 317).
Inuatver 08¢ kat to Almog, wg €ml Twv yaotéowv &pn “EumAeinv
kviong te xat alpatoc” (Od. 18, 119). EZnuaivel d¢ kat tov EmimAovy,
¢ Otav Aéyn “katd te kvion éxdAvpav dintuxa momoavtes” (II. 1,
460—461)- dimAQ yaQ mMounjoavTeg T KViomn ToUG UNEoLg ExdAviav.
“dintuxa” d¢ avta T kvion “momjoavtec”: émel yap dvO ol uneol,
TOV ETUTAOLV €l VO DLEAOVTEG EKATEQOV TV UNOWV OaTéow péQEL
oL éminmAov ékdAvmtov. B(BE?) T Kat éotv év ) kwpwdia (IV p.
687 M. = fr. Ad. 608 [III p. 517] K.) T0 évikov ovdéTeQOV, “TO KVIOOG
OTTWV 0AAVELS TOLG Yeltovag”. T

5 See BROGGIATO (2001: 43).
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Sch. ex. | Porph. Il. 21, 363c. kvior peAdouevoc: Aristarchus writes
with the v kvionv and means peAdouevog in the sense of tkwv. With
kvionv meaning anything that is greasy. Some interpreted as neuter
ta kvion and [the middle] peAdopevog in place of the active péAdwy,
meaning tkwv; but in Homer in the plural there is no contracted
form among the neutrals in —oc: in fact he uses the forms teixea
(walls) and BéAea (darts)*; why then is there that verse TnAéuayog
tepévn vépetar®™ (Telemachus owns the lands) (Od. 11, 185)? Thus
there could also be kvion peAdopevoc. But in Homer kvioa (the fat) is
always used in the feminine. Hermogenes in On the Five Matters
chooses the varia lectio kvion peAdopévou so that it is ) kvior (sc. da-
tive®®) peAdopévov; some instead kvionv peAdopévov so that it is
‘dissolving the swine in the fat part (acc. of relation)’; dissolving in the
concrete sense [indicates] eating the limbs (T péAn £dewv); it is better
to use the usual lectio xvion peAdopevog in the sense of "anointing"
(Attorvopevog). And  peAdopevog is in the sense of tax péAn
aAdopevog (increase the limbs), as elsewhere péAe” NAdave mopéve
Aawv (Od. 18, 70) (invigorated to the shepherd of nations the limbs); 1
kvioa in fact also means the exhalation [of fumes] from the flesh,
when he says "and then the sweet scent of fat enveloped me" (Od. 12,
369) and "the fragrance reached heaven" (II. 1, 317). | It also means fat,
as [when] it says about the stomach “filled with fat and blood” (Od.
18, 119). And it also means the caul, as when it says “they wrapped
(sc. the thighs) in fat making a double layer” (Il. 1, 460—461); for by
making the fat double they hid the thighs. “Making” the fat itself
“double”; since they are two thighs, cutting the caul in two, they hid
each of the two thighs with one of the two parts of the caul. And one
finds in the play the neuter singular, T0 kvicog Omt@WV 0AAVELS TOVG
veitovag (Adesp. fr. 866 K. — A.)*" (you kill your neighbors with the
fat of grilled things).

54 Instead of forms teixn and [éAn.

5% HEUBECK in his text of the Odyssey (see HEUBECK [1983: 108]) chooses the non-
contracted form ex and reports in apparatus the following: ‘tepévea Ar.: tepévn
codd., testes tépevog Fick'.

5% The clarification serves to emphasize that the dative is meant: the article is unequivo-
cal, unlike the noun alone, depending on whether the iota subscriptum is written or not.

%7 See KASSEL-AUSTIN (1995: 250).



130 Davide Vago

The scholium is of interest to the discussion, first of all, because it proves
the Aristarchean intervention on the Homeric text, which coincides with
the information reported by the Commentary of Ammonius. Also related
to the text on the papyrus is the question of the neuter plural xvion: the
scholium reports in fact that in Homer there are no contracted forms of
the neuter plural of nouns of the athematic declension in —og; it is intro-
duced then, with a rhetorical question, the fact that in Od. 11, 185 a noun
with the contracted plural seems to be attested, but to counter this ar-
gument one says that the point is also that this noun in Homer is always
feminine, so it would not be possible to call in the accusative plural form
kvior), since the feminine form would have been kvioag. We then move
on to a discussion of the text chosen by Hermogenes in his work On the
Five Matters (thanks to this locus it has been possible to heal the exegeti-
cal scholium at Iliad 21, 363e). Here the name of Hermogenes is given, as
we have already explained above, without that of Pisistratus of Ephesus.

Then the scholium dwells upon the meanings of the terms
pneAdouevog (including the Didymean paretymology) and kvioa which
is explained as the exhalation of fumes (see also the text of the papyrus
analyzed above) for which a parallel is reported from the twelfth book
of the Odyssey.

4. Conclusions

The two cases I have analyzed hand us down considerations of philolo-
gists belonging to the Hellenistic and imperial age (conveyed by the
scholiastic material) regarding the possible causes of corruption of the
Homeric text.

The scholia 1 have considered in this contribution focus on paleo-
graphical and writing errors: Aristarchus had already realized the large
number of errors caused by the change of alphabet in the 5% century.

The scholia which I have taken into account allow us to confirm the
accuracy of the Alexandrian diorthotic work,*® since they testify the in-
terest in the research of the text corruption reason and, consequently, of
the genesis of the error. This way of proceeding, formulating hypotheses
on why the text was corrupted and giving possible reasons, indeed finds

58 See e.g. MONTANARI (2015a) and the bibliography cited there.
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many similarities with what is done by modern philologists; a fact that
is also linguistically reflected in the Iliad 14, 241 scholium analyzed
above, which speaks about the text corruption perpetrated by copyists
who made changes to the alphabet.

The fact of having found an answer to a locus vexatus and having
cured it indicates an accurate philological sensitivity towards the Ho-
meric text, which undoubtedly corroborates the interpretative line ac-
cording to which Alexandrian ecdotic practice took place following spe-
cific criteria. To affirm this does not imply, clearly, that Hellenistic phi-
lology made use of scientific methods as modern philology does today,
nor that the texts reflections were always accurate and correct, neverthe-
less, it is appropriate to emphasize their diorthotic effort.

Moreover, these scholia report various doxographies which allow us
to understand — or to guess at least — the large number of philologists
who worked on the Homeric text, of which there probably remained
traces in the library in the form of ekdoseis, hypomnemata, cvyyoappata,
or some other.
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