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My dissertation, Explaining The Poets: Greek Literary Exegesis from The Sixth
to the Fourth Centuries BCE, studies how the Classical audience interpreted Archaic
poetry.

Scholars usually regard literary criticism as a Hellenistic or Aristotelian product.
Earlier exegesis, as a result, has received little and often misguided attention. By
contrast, my project demonstrates that poetry was not merely utilized as a repository of
moral and stylistic norms; rather, it emerged as an autonomous object of study.

Explaining The Poets is organized around two broad and historically productive
modes of approaching literary texts: problems-and-solutions inquiries, (ntuata,
(chapters 1-3) and the practice of interpreting texts allegorically, “allegoresis” (chapters
4-6).

Zetematic texts first appear in the fourth century BCE, yet the origins of this
mode of inquiry are much older. Literary challenges framed as problems and solutions
were widespread, particularly in the archaic symposium, and their productive influences
can be detected in such diverse works as the Contest of Homer and Hesiod (chapter 2)

and Against Homer’s Poetry by Zoilus of Amphipolis (chapter 3).



The practice of interpreting texts allegorically is as old as the sixth century BCE.
After a methodological introduction (chapter 4), in chapter 5 | focus on two forerunners
of allegoresis: Theagenes of Rhegium and Pherekydes of Syrus. Finally, the bulk of
chapter 6 deals with the oldest allegorical treatise preserved to a significant extent: the
Derveni papyrus. In contrast to previous scholarship, | claim that there is strong
continuity between the exegetical attempts of literalist and allegorist readers. Ancient
allegorists, in fact, viewed their efforts as readings from within the text and employed
the same exegetical techniques that will later be sanctioned by literalist critics such as
Aristotle.

Overall, my work provides new insights on well-studied texts (the Contest and
the Derveni Papyrus) and brings attention to neglected but influential grammarians
such as Theagenes and Zoilus. By shifting the focus from the Hellenistic and later
periods to the Classical Period, my dissertation re-imagines the “invention” of
criticism in Greece and contributes to the recent scholarly interest in hermeneutics and

exegetical texts.
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Introduction

According to the majority of contemporary scholars, philology, by which 1
mean here, very broadly, a form of secondary discourse concerning literature, has a
precise place and time of birth: Athens, late fourth century BCE. Scholars, in fact,
credit Aristotle with the “invention” of philology. More precisely, they regard chapter
25 of his Poetics, a text to which I will come back many times throughout this
dissertation, as the first explicit moment when philology emancipates itself from other
“arts.” To paraphrase Aristotle, artistic success does not rest upon a scientifically
accurate representation of objects, but on whether the representation successfully
meets artistic criteria. What these criteria are is the object of a new science: poetics.

Aristotle’s Poetics, chapter 25 in particular, is indubitably the oldest surviving
theoretical discussion of the goals and scope of philology. Yet we should not assume,
as scholars do, that the lack of explicit philological reflection necessarily entails the
absence of a philological practice. My dissertation, in fact, shows that the principles
championed by Aristotle were implicitly held by many previous readers. Still, my
main goal is not merely to provide a better answer to the question of when and where
philology was invented. Despite the natural human inclination to establish the
beginning of things, this question is misconstrued: philology certainly was not born

from the mind of one single individual, but rather developed over a long period of

time. My aim is to cast a new light upon a period of roughly 200 years, from the
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middle of the sixth century to the middle of the fourth century, of ancient engagement
with literature in Greece.

Because of the widespread narrative according to which philology is a
Peripatetic-Hellenistic construct, the study of pre-Hellenistic literary criticism has
suffered from a general lack of interest and many biases. | will start by addressing
some of the biases. Since scholars have long believed that aesthetical analysis for its
own sake is a Peripatetic product, they regard older evidence as either naive or
externally motivated, for instance by moral and ethical considerations. The critiques
that Zoilus of Amphipolis leveled against Homer, which I study in Chapter Three, are
a case in point. Scholars downplay them either as pedantic or as motivated by moral
concerns. As | will show, they are wrong on both accounts. Similar misconceptions
drive scholarly analysis of ancient allegoresis, the practice of interpreting literature
allegorically. While it is true that allegoresis was used to justify ostensibly problematic
narratives, throughout Part Two of this dissertation | show that the practice was also
instrumental in developing techniques of literary analysis as well as the ability to grasp
the complexities of figurative language.

An in-depth scholarly study of pre-Hellenistic exegetical practices is still a
desideratum. G. Lanata, Poetica pre-platonica (1963, reprinted 2021), a collection and
commentary of sources that deal with ancient ideas of poetics, is an excellent place to
start any deeper investigation. The most thorough study of this topic remains part one
of Pfeiffer’s unsurpassed History of Classical Scholarship (1968). This is something

of a paradox given that it is Pfeiffer’s work that consolidated the narrative according
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to which philology is a later (Hellenistic) “invention.”* After Pfeiffer, only a handful
of works have focused on the Archaic and Classical exegesis. Still extremely valuable
is Richardson’s article “Homeric professors in the age of the Sophists” (1975). Finally,
Novokhatko’s long article “Homeric Hermeneutics on the way from Athens to
Alexandria” (2020) is a recent and comprehensive survey of pre-Hellenistic literary
exegesis.? In addition, two other works deserved to be mentioned: Ford’s The Origins
of Criticism (2002) and Halliwell’s Between Ecstasy and Truth (2011). Both of these
monographs deal with the Greek history of poetics (Halliwell) and criticism (Ford).
They differ, however, from the other works I mentioned and my own insofar as they
focus mostly on primary texts (Homer, Xenophanes, Gorgias, Plato, etc.), and
extrapolate from them a theory of “literature” (or lack of a theory).

My work shares with Pfeiffer’s, Richardson’s, and Novokhatko’s a focus on
secondary texts, texts whose aim is to elucidate or comment upon another text.® This is
because what interests me primarily are the concrete exegetical practices of ancient
critics and what they can tell us about ancient engagement with literature. Explicit
theories of literature, such as the ones that we find in Plato and Aristotle, receive
secondary attention. Differently from Pfeiffer and Novokhatko, however, my work has
no ambition at being comprehensive. | prioritize depth over breath, deciding to select

only a few significant texts — the Certamen of Homer and Hesiod, Zoilus’ Against

! pfeiffer saw the roots of classical scholarship in the work of the poet-critics such as Callimachus
(PFEIFFER 1968). Later scholars deemed the work of the Peripatetics philosophers to be a more accurate
beginning (See especially BOUCHARD 2016).

2 Much of the same material can be read also in NOVOKHATKO 2015.

3 While the Certamen, discussed in chapter 2, is not exactly a secondary text, it must be understood in
relationship with secondary texts.
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Homer, and the Derveni papyrus — and to limit my investigation to two exegetical
modalities: zetemata and allegoresis.

These two modalities form the structure of my dissertation: Part One focuses
on zetemata and Part Two on allegoresis. Each part consists of three chapters, one that
serves as an introduction and two that deal with specific texts and sets of fragments. In
Chapter One, | provide an introduction to zetemata. Zetemata are secondary texts
framed as a series of questions and answers: an interlocutor identifies a problematic
aspect of a text (rpoPpAinua) and one or more other interlocutors try to justify it (Abo1g).
| reconstruct the origins of these texts and | show that this mode of exegesis owes
much to the context of the symposium. Moreover, against the scholarly consensus, |
conceive of this modality as a constructive and collaborative one. While zetemata are
often described as a contest between accusers and defenders of poetry, | show that
both sides have a common goal in mind: the correct interpretation of texts.

The Certamen Homeri et Hesiodi, a parallel biography of Homer and Hesiod
whose original nucleus dates to the sixth to fourth century BCE, is the topic of Chapter
Two. A study of the Certamen in the contest of an investigation of zetematic literature
will come as a surprise to many, as the Certamen is often regarded as a rhapsodic
product. | show instead that it is best understood in relationship to the literary games
that were played during the symposium (Chapter 2.2). | argue that one of the games
featured in this text, that of the “ambiguous propositions,” is especially akin to the
zetematic modality (Chapter 2.3). This chapter strengthens the relationship between

zetemata and symposium established in Chapter One, emphasizes the collaborative
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nature of zetematic endeavors, and provide a discussion of an as-yet unappreciated
example of ancient textual exegesis.

Chapter Three deals with Zolius’ Against Homer’s Poetry, a text that only
survives in fragments. Against previous scholars, I show that Zoilus’ treatise was not
an attack on Homer. Rather, it is a zetematic treatise whose goal was to spark thorough
discussion of the Homeric poems (3.1). I further show that Zoilus’ comments are far
from pedantic: they anticipate later trends in scholarship (3.2) and are fully motivated
by aesthetical concerns (3.3).

Chapter Four discusses allegoresis, the practice of reading literature
allegorically. Ancient allegoresis, | show, constantly negotiates between the need to be
faithful to the poetics of a text and the desire to use the text as a basis for philosophical
investigations. Chapter Five explores these two conceptions of allegoresis — as
philology and as philosophy — through the work of Theagenes and Pherekydes
respectively. Theagenes’ discussion of the Theomachy is best understood as an
investigation of Homer’s use of figurative language and divine representation.
Pherekydes’ treatise, by contrast, is the first literary work that uses explicit allegory as
a way of conveying philosophical truths.

Chapter Six, a discussion of Metrodorus and the Derveni author’s allegoresis,
concludes my dissertation. Both of these authors combine their philosophical
interpretations of the text with a minute investigation of its literal meaning. After a
general overview of Metrodorus (6.1), the core of this chapter investigates the Derveni
author’s exegesis of an otherwise unknown Orphic poem. In Chapter 6.2 | make the

case that the Derveni papyrus is not a treatise but rather a precursor to later
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commentaries. In Chapter 6.3 | focus on the exegetical techniques exploited by the
commentator and | show that he already used the same strategies recommended by
Aristotle in chapter 25 of his Poetics — at least 50 years before.

Now that I have briefly summarized the content of my project, | will devote a
few words to what readers might expect to find in my dissertation but will not. As |
already mentioned, | do not deal with theories of literature. So, for instance, | do not
discuss Plato’s conception of poetry as it transpires from the lon, or the Republic, nor
do I focus on Aristotle’s Poetics apart from chapter 25. As for instances of actual
exegesis, my work is selective. Of the many pre-Aristotelian grammarians that 1 could
have discussed, only Theagenes of Rhegium and Zoilus of Amphipolis are granted an
in-depth study.

Another notable absence is that of the sophists, Protagoras in particular.
Protagoras’ discussion of Simonides’ Ode to Scopas in Plato’s Protagoras is rightly
celebrated as one of the most complex and interesting instances of ancient exegetical
endeavor. Still, a number of very good studies on Protagoras’ engagement with
language and literature already exist and only a separate study would have done justice
to this topic.*

That being said, Protagoras is far from absent from this dissertation. | mention
him often in relationship to his contribution to the study of language and grammar,® an
area that closely relates to exegesis and philology. Moreover, it was a paper on

Protagoras, Brittain’s “Deinos (Wicked Good) at Interpretation: Protagoras 334-48,”

4 Among many others, see especially CORRADI 2012 and PELLICCIA forthcoming.
5 On which see now HUITINK-WILLI 2021.
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(2017) that provided one of the main sources of inspiration for my project. In this
article, Brittain demonstrates that the analysis of Simonides’ Ode to Scopas in Plato’s
Protagoras already featured some of the exegetical techniques recommended by
Aristotle in chapter 25 of his Poetics. In the same vein, | show that the Derveni author,
roughly a contemporary of Plato, also utilized the techniques discussed by Aristotle
(Chapter 6.3). I further demonstrate how the types of poetical criticism that Aristotle
catalogues in that same chapter find a practical instantiation in Against Homer by
Zoilus (Chapter 3.2-3).

Another significant omission is Aristophanes’ Frogs, a text that, while studied
in depth, would benefit from a side-by-side investigation with the Certamen. Much
like in the Certamen, in fact, it is not so much the figure of the poet who is put on
stage by Aristophanes but rather that of the literary critic.

Despite the recent attention toward criticism and the tools of criticism in
virtually every field of the humanities, scholars of Greek Literature have hardly ever
taken into account the profound effects that exegesis had in shaping literary
production and consumption in the Classical Period. By shifting the focus from the
Hellenistic and later periods to the Classical Period, my dissertation re-imagines the
“invention” of criticism in Greece and remedies a serious bias of the scholarly

tradition.
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Part One: Zetemata
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Chapter One

Exegesis and Party Games: The Zetemata

1.1 Literary Zetemata: an Overview

With the term zetematic literature (< {ytnpo, inquiry, investigation, question),
scholars designate a mode of investigation framed in the form of a series of questions
and answers:® an interlocutor identifies a problematic aspect of a text (rpofAjuc) and
one or more other interlocutors try to justify it (A\0o1g). Literary zetemata (often also
referred as aporemata, aporiai, or problemata) are a type of this broader “genre.”’

In a methodological section® of his “Homeric questions”, a collection of
zetemata, Porphyry gives us a brief overview of the genre (QHI, K 252):

1 cvvayoyn T®V (nTovpévmv Yéyove pev on Kol Tap’ dAlolg: NUElS O Ta

wpofAnuata AapPavovieg mapd TV ENTNKOT®V TAG AVoELg Emikpivopey 6g

gkelvol VTETAEAY TOTG TPOPAILAGCT, KOl TIVOG HEV TOOTWV £YKpivopey, TIVOC 08

maportovpeda, T 8’ avtoi EEgupickopey, T0c 6¢ TepdpUeda dtopOHodv Kol

€€epydlecbal, domep T0ig Evrvyydvouoty Eotal ONAov.

The collection of questions is already in the work of others also. But we, taking

the problems from those who have made inquiries, evaluate the solutions they

proposed for the problems. Some of them we approve, some we reject, others

we ourselves find out, and others we attempt to correct and perfect, as will be
clear to the reader.®

® This kind of literature is often referred to with the term erotapokriseis (<é¢pwtamoxpicelg, questions
and answers). See DORRIE-DOERRIES 1964. On ancient zetemata see esp. GUDEMAN 1927: 1511-29;
JAcoB 2004; TAuB 2015: 413-436; VERHASSELT 2020. On Homeric zetemata, specifically, see also
HEATH 2009: 251-55.

" The genre as a whole is often referred as erotapokriseis, i.e. Question-and-answer literature, of which
the Homeric questions are a type (see below). On the problems inherent in the use of the word “genre”
to define zetematic literature see e.g. NERI 2004: 72-3.

8 According to VAN DER VALK 1963: 104 n. 75 this was originally the beginning of Porphyry’s work.
Cf. also PONTANI 2019: 48 n. 3. “On a I’impression d’avoir ici I’ouverture d’un livre [...] ou de ’oeuvre
entiére.”

® Unless specified otherwise, all translations are my own.
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When Porphyry wrote his Homeric Questions (2nd half of the 3rd century) he was
well aware that the genre already had a long history (on Porphyry’ s Homeric
Questions see 5.1). The “collection of questions is already in the work of others also,”
says Porphyry, who then describes the genre. The critics that partake in the zetematic
inquiry are called ezetekotes, (sometimes they are referred as lytikoi), that is, the ones
that made inquiries, zetemata. As we would expect, their inquiries consist of two parts.
First comes the problema, when the critic detects, often in the form of a question, a
difficulty with Homeric poetry, second comes the lysis, that is the resolution of/
answer to the problem. By the time of Porphyry a great number of lyseis to Homeric
problemata had already been proposed. It is, therefore, the critic’s job to assemble
them (ta poPAnuata Aappdvovieg), to assess them (tag Avoelg Emkpivopey),
accepting some (Kai Tvag v TouTev £yKkpivopey), rejecting other (Tvag o6&
naportovpeda), and possibly, when necessary, to create better ones (10 &’ avtoi
é€evpiokopev) or improve those already existing (o 8¢ mepdpedo dtopHodv kol
€€epyalectan).

It is worth briefly noting that these and other passages focus on the Adceig side
of the practice over the npopAnuarta. It is as if, at this point in time, all that mattered
was the correct answer to already established problems, the defense of the poet against
his critics. This is understandable given that zetemata are an exegetical tool, and the
goal of exegesis is, mostly, to solve interpretative issues rather than creating ones. Yet,
bringing to the surface interpretative issues and eventually solving them is a necessary
part of an honest (and rigorous) hermeneutical analysis. Moreover, finding solutions to

a problem implies that, at least for a moment, the critic engages seriously with it.
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Sometimes, it is only by reframing the problem or by further specifying it that the
critic can solve it. It should not surprise us, then, that Aristotle and Heraclides of
Pontus, often considered to be Avtikoi, i.e., defenders of Homer, also came up with
critiques of the poet (see below). In short, especially during the early day of the
practice, the role of the attacker and defender of poetry overlapped more than scholars
are willing to grant. This more holistic way of consider the zetematic practice, in
which question and answer are seen as the two stages of a single procedure, has
significant consequences and | will refer to it in more details when | consider the cases
of the Certamen and of Zoilus of Amphipolis in the next two chapters.

Thanks to the passage that immediately follows the one quoted above, we gain
a rough chronological idea about the beginning of this tradition.

o TiKo TV TaAadY (NTNUATOV GULOAGYNTOL EVOL TO TO10DTO, £V 01C PNoLY

“Gotpoa 0 o TpoPEPnke, TapdynKe 6& TAE® VOE/ TV 0VO HOPA®V, TPITATY O’

gt poipa Aéeurtar.” (1. 10.252-53) widg yap, €l ol 600 poipat EERkovoty avtal

€ Kol £T1 TOLTOV TAEOV, 1) TPLTATN poipa Aélewttat, AL’ oyl TH¢ Tpitng

nopov; [...] Mntpddmpog pév odv o mAeiov Vo onpaivery enoi map’ Oufpm-

For example it is agreed that this is the same as those old zetemata, in which he

[sc. the poet] says:

“the stars have proceeded, and more night has gone by
Than two parts, and a third part still remains” (Il. 10. 252-53)

For how if these two parts have passed and even more than this, does the third

part remain, but not a portion of the third? [...] Metrodorus [61.5 DK] says that

“more” means two things in Homer.©

Porphyry is here dealing with a problema that is considered as “old.” By old he

means at least as old as Metrodorus of Lampsacus,!* the pupil of Anaxagoras

10 On this much-debated zetema see now VERHASSELT/MAYHEW 2021.

11 The identification of this Metrodorus with Metrodorus of Lampsacus, already proposed by SCHRADER
1880: 384, is the most logical option (see contra Jacoby, FGH, 1. 522 who attributes the fragment to
Metrodorus of Chios). On the question see RICHARDSON 1975: 68 n. 3, MACPHAIL 2011:171 n. 109, and
VERHASSELT/MAYHEW 2021: 479 n. 64. On Metrodorus see chapter 6 below.
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mentioned as an Homerist in Plato’s lon,'? who in the fifth century devised a lysis for
it. Around the time of Metrodorus, Stesimbrotus of Thasos, likewise mentioned as
well as an Homerist in the lon, also devised solutions to three famously problematic
passages in the Iliad.*® One of these was the problem concerning Nestor’s cup in book
eleven of the Iliad (how could the old Nestor be the only one to be able to lift it?)4 to
which two other fifth-fourth century critics, Glaucon,* another character featured in
the lon, and Antisthenes,® the pupil of Gorgias and Socrates, provided a solution.
Moreover, Aristotle mentions an otherwise unknown critic, Hippias of Thasos, (fifth
century BCE?) who solved two Homeric problems by mean of prosodic
interventions.” Following this tradition, we could go as far back as Theagenes of
Regium in the sixth century who is said to have applied a Aoig mpdc v AéEw to
make sense of the Homeric theomachy (on Theagenes see chapter 5.1).

According to our evidence, full zetematic treatises, that is, collections of
different zetemata, were produced as early as the fourth century. Apart from the case
of Zoilus which I will assess in ch. 3 below, Heraclides Ponticus, a pupil of the
Academy, wrote a treatise in two books titled Avoeig Opunpikai.*® Six long fragments
of this work survive and show Heraclides both critiquing the poet (174 Wehrli=102
Schiutrumpft), and answering difficulties detected by himself or previous critics (171

W=99S;172W =100 S; 173 W =101 S; 103 S; 175 W = 104 S).2 In the latter half

2P|, lon, 530c-d.

13 See RICHARDSON 1975: 72-74.

14 porph. QHI 11. 637.

15 See RICHARDSON 1975: 77.

16 RICHARDSON 1975: 77-81.

17 Arist. Poet. 1461a21-23. On Hippias of Thasos see ERCOLES 2019.
18D, L.5.88.

19 On Heraclides’ Homeric solutions see esp. HEATH 2009: 251-272.
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of the fourth century,?® Megaclides wrote a treatise in at least two books, the mepi
‘Ounpov in which he engaged with difficulties in the Homeric text. As we will see
below, one of his extant solutions was intended as an answer to a difficulty raised by
Zoilus.

From this brief survey, we can conclude that by the time Aristotle analyzed the
zetematic genre in chapter 25 of his Poetics (nepi 8¢ mpofinudtov Kai Avoewv, £k
oGV € Koi Toimv id®v Eottv, S’ av Bempodoty yévorr av gavepdv. Ar. Poet.
1460b6-7)?* and by the time he wrote his own zetematic treatise, Homeric problems,??
the practice of criticizing and defending poetry was already well underway. After
Avristotle, we find much other evidence of such treatises® together with many
references to the cultural milieu of the Museum in Alexandria. It is said, for instance,
that the Alexandrian critics were accustomed to pose questions and providing answers
concerning Homer?* and that even the emperor Hadrian, when he visited Alexandria,
successfully engaged in the practice.?®> Whatever we might think about the validity of
these and similar anecdotes, the zetematic practice had a huge influence on Homeric
exegesis. To mention but one example, Aristarchus, the great second-century BCE

grammarian, in his hypomnemata (commentaries) constantly tackled old zetemata

20 Megacleides is called a Peripatetic by Tatian (Or. Ad. Grae. 31.120 = F 2 Janko) an epithet that
would make him a successor of Aristotle. Nevertheless, it is often argued (GUDEMAN 1934: 410;
DREYER 1969: 1138-1139; RICHARDSON 1993: 129) that he preceded him since Aristotle seems to
reference a point made by Megaclides (F 6 JANKO) at Ar. Poet. 21.1460a14-17.

21 On chapter 25 of Aristotle’s Poetics see esp. chapter 6.

22 The work, which survives in fragment, is variously cited as Aropfuata Opnprcd, Ounpov
amopfpata, Ipofinpate Ounpud or Ounpuca {nmjpata. The extant fragments can be read in HEITZ
1869, RosE3: 1886 (F 142-179), and GIGON 1987 (366-404); BREITENBERGER 2006 provides a German
translation and a commentary. MAYHEW 2019 is the most recent monograph devoted to Aristotle’s
Homeric Problems. See also HINTENLANG 1961; BOUCHARD 2010; VERHASSELT 2020.

23 See GUDEMAN 1927: 2513.

24 porph. QHI 9. 682.

25 Hist. Aug., XX.22.
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which he marked in the margins of the Homeric text alongside the passages where the
difficulties lay through the critical sign of the diple, a sort of “nota bene” sign.?®
Aristarchus’ pupil, Apollodorus of Athens also is ascribed a zetematic work, the
Znmporto ypappotikd eic v Z tic Taddoc.?” In the third century CE, when
Porphyry undertook the writing of his own zetematic treatise, many of the problems he

discussed were, indeed, very “old.”

1.2 Zetemata as Party Games

Through the work of Aristotle and his Alexandrian successors especially, the
genre of the zetemata became inextricably linked with research on old poetry and
influenced the production of hypomnemata and syngrammata, which collected the
prime fruit of ancient erudition and knowledge about poets and poetry. There is,
however, another, at times more “frivolous,” side to the practice. Homeric zetemata
are, in effect, discursive practices that, through their form of questions and answers,
betray an oral and performative character. In this sense, they belong to the more
general scheme of the erotapotakriseis literature, that is, inquiries that are conducted
through a series of questions and answers and that were, of course, not exclusively
directed to poetical texts, but informed, already since the fifth century, philosophical

as well as scientific inquiries.?®

% See An. Rom. 54.11-15 with ScHIRONI 2018: 51 and 536 n. 154. On diple and zetemata in Aristarchus
see also GUDEMAN 1927: 2514-5 with SLATER 1982: 337-38 n. 8. In light of this evidence, PFEIFFER
1968: 263 can be seen to have gone too far in stating that Aristarchus had no interest in zetematic
inquiries.

27 Perplexity about this title, transmitted by a Milan papyrus (PRIMI I [1937] n. 19 ed. Vogliano), is
voiced in PFEIFFER 1968: 263.

20n questions-and-answers in medicine see now MEEUSEN 2020. On philosophical zetemata see esp.
JACOB 2004: 40-48 and TAuUB 2015: 413-436.
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Though sophists and philosophers might have had a prominent role in the
development of the genre, it has often been suggested that the major setting for
zetematic inquiries was the symposium.?® A link between the symposium and the
zetematic practice is attested in many later sources. Plutarch,® for instance, says that it
was customary, during symposia to hand out lots and that those who received them
were tasked with proposing philological zetemata. Elsewhere, (The Banquet of the
Seven Sages) Plutarch has the seven sages congregating at a banquet and discussing a
medley of difficult topics. The conversation is set off by a problema contained in a
letter that King Amasis addressed to Bias. During the table conversation, Periander
(Sept. 10) argues that the custom of challenging each other with difficulties, what the
seven sages are in effect doing in this dialogue, was an old practice among the Greeks,
as the competition between Homer and Hesiod supposedly testifies (on the
relationship between this passage and the Certamen Hesiodi et Homeri see next
chapter). By the time of Plutarch, the link between zetematic practices and the
institution of the symposium is well-established. Not only were actual banquets the
setting of actual zetematic games but they also became a favorite literary setting for
some authors to frame their miscellaneous and erudite treatises.3! In works such as
Gellius’ Noctes Atticae, Athenaeus’ Deipnosophists down to Macrobius’ Saturnalia

erudite information is, in fact, not simply handed down through the impersonal voice

29 See especially GUDEMAN 1927: 2516-29, SLATER 1982 and BETA 2012. Against Slater’s
reconstruction see BLANK-DYCK 1984 who, however, are too quick in dismissing the value of ancient
sources attesting a link between symposia and “serious” scholarship.

30 Plut. Quest. Conv. IX, 2.

31 Note, for instance, that the transmitted title of Plutarch’s treatise often translated in English as Table
talks is Zvprociokdv mpofinudtev Bipiic évvéa, that is, literally, Nine books of Sympotic Questions.
On Plutarch’s Table talks and Homeric problems see SLUITER 2005: 379-396.
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of the author but is presented as the result of semi-fictional dinner-conversations
between learned participants, often in the form of questions and answers.

It is possible that the Hellenistic grammarians and critics who wrote on poetry
and poets came up with the “serious” zetemata that constituted the object of their
treatises and lectures in the seclusion of their libraries, away from lively parties, yet
the two sides of the zetematic practice, both a witty game with which to pass an
evening in company, and a serious method of literary investigation, are less distinct
than one might like.

A scholium by Aristonicus is good evidence in this respect (Sch. A 1l. 20. 269-
72a):

aBetodvTon oTiyYol T€ooapeg, OTL S1ecKEVACTUEVOL EIGTY VTTO TIVOC TV
Bovlouévav mpdPAnua woteiv. [...].

They athetize four lines because they have been introduced by one of the
people who wanted to create a puzzle.

The scholium refers to a notorious ancient zetema which was already recorded by
Aristotle (Poet. 1461a31-35): according to the transmitted text (I1. 20. 267-72),
Aeneas’s spear was not able to completely pierce Achilles’ shield and only passed
through two layers of it. The poet explains that Hephaestus had constructed the shield
with five layers, the outer two made of bronze, two others of tin and an innermost one
made out of gold. There are two main problems with this description of the shield:
first, it does not make sense to have the golden, the most precious of the layers, hidden
underneath the other four. Secondly, the description contradicts other lines of the
poem, such as line 20.266, in which the arms of Hephaestus are said to be

impenetrable (this, according to the rest of the scholium, is the main issue that
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Aristarchus points out). To solve the contradiction, says Aristonicus, ancient critics
decided to athetize (eliminate from the text) the lines. As is mostly the case with
Aristonicus, the ancient(s) critic in question is Aristarchus.®? He justified his choice by
claiming that the disputed lines were added by people who wished to create a
difficulty, a problema.®? Aristarchus’ justification is striking. Usually interpolators add
or change lines because they do not understand the text as it is, and the interpolation
has an exegetical aim.34 It is not the case of the alleged interpolators of this passage
who, according to Aristarchus, knowingly made up their own Homer. We might ask
what were the motivations of these “puzzle-makers.” Schironi reasons that the
interpolation was made by a commentator that wanted to create an exegetical puzzle
for other scholars.® Did this hypothetical “puzzle-maker” relish the thought that
someone, perhaps quite some time later, would notice the contradiction in the text and,
believing the text authentic, would have wasted his time trying to solve it? This option
cannot be ruled out but it does sound quite perverse, even for an Alexandrian critic.
There is a better context in which the interpolators would have immediately enjoyed
the fruit of their fraud: the symposium. This kind of interpolation in fact does not
appear to belong to “serious” zetematic literature where the goal is the investigation of
the literary text; it does, however, make sense in a context where to find/create

problems for the collective amusement is part of the rules of the game. Although in

32 On Aristonicus as a source of Aristarchus see especially VAN DER VALK 1963: 553-592 and SCHIRONI
2018: 14-25.

3 The same justification is given in another Aristonicean scholium to II. 10. 372a.

34 On the reasons why interpolators modified the text according to Aristarchus see SCHIRONI 2018: 485-
86.

35 SCHIRONI 2018: 486.
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“serious” zetematic inquiries what is most important is the solution to a puzzle, to find
enough new problems to keep the conversation going must have been the real
challenge for some symposiasts. To add new puzzles to the text of Homer by altering
his lines was an easy way out.

If I am right about this Aristarchean passage, we can conclude the following.
On the one hand, Gudeman does seem correct in pointing out that Aristarchus frowned
upon the zetematic practice, at least the most frivolous side of it.36 At the same time, it
follows that Aristarchus thought it perfectly plausible that what was happening in
discussion environments like the symposium, where Homer’s text served as a sort of
conversation starter—as a vehicle for puzzle-posing and battles of wits— had major
and pernicious consequences: he believed, according to Aristonicus’ report, that he
could detect its effects in the written copies of Homer he had at his disposal. Zetematic
discussions, in other words, were influential enough to intrude into the vulgate text.3’
From Aristarchus’ comment, hence, it appears that the practice of spending time in
challenging one another with witty zetemata was not the imperial-age degeneration of
a once-upon-a-time serious scholastic endeavor, nor a mere literary frame for
miscellaneous treatises crafted by authors such as Plutarch. Instead, at least since
before Aristarchus’ times, it was a known approach for investigating poetry in which,

to a more “serious” exegetical side (the one that derived from works such as

% GUDEMAN 1927: 2514. See, however, on this question SLATER 1982: 12 n. 8.

87 According to the Sch. 1. 20.269-72b (ovtot kai tpondetodvto mop’ &violg TdY coPLoTdv, &v &violg 68
o00¢ £pEpovto) which, if the tentative attribution to Didymus holds, would go back to Aristarchus, the
expunction of these lines had already been proposed by other unnamed critics and the lines were not
present in some copies. (See SCHIRONI 2018: 293 n. 122). Aristarchus might have, therefore, athetized
them also on the ground that not every copy reported them. Yet, their absence in a part of the tradition
tells very little about the “original” Homeric text. Ultimately, their absence in some copies of the text by
Aristarchus’ time is likely the result rather than the cause of their athetesis by pre-Aristarchean critics.
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Aristotle’s Homeric Problems and other Hellenistic zetematic collections which
heavily featured in the syngrammata and hypomnenmata of the period) corresponded a
more “frivolous,” entertaining one, which was at home in the context of the
symposium.

| argue that the same was true for the Classical period. The symposium, in fact,
seems to have been the natural setting for zetematic games much before the Hellenistic
times. We know that in the symposia of the Classical period poetry was performed,
erudite conversations took place, and participants spend their time playing games,
some of which involved physical dexterity (think of the kottabos) others involved
readiness of mind, like the practice of the eikasmos.*® A passage from Aristophanes’
Wasps, among others, corroborates the idea of a direct relationship between the
institution of the symposium and literary-driven games in the classical period.®® The
comedy opens with an exchange between two servants, Xanthias and Sosias, who
recount and interpret each other’s dreams (Aristoph. Vesp. 13-24).40

Eav0iag: [...] xai dft Svap Oavpactov idov dptiog.

Tociog: kiyny dAn0&C olov 00SendmoTE.

dtap ov Aé€ov mpdTEPOG.

Eavliog: £60Kovv aigTov

KATOTTOUEVOV £C TNV AyOpav HEYOV TAVVY
avapmacovta Toig Svulv aomido

3 On which see PELLICCIA 2002.

39 See also Poll. 107-108 who attests that both riddles’ competitions (griphoi) as well as zetemata were
customary in the symposium. In this passage, the zetemata are called kulikeia that is, literally, “cup-
discussions,” discussions over wine. We also learn from the passage that Theodectes the Sophist
(fourth-century rhetorician and tragedian) was particularly skilled in solving zetemata because of its
mnemonic ability and that he called the zetemata, mnemonia. The precise relationship between zetemata
and memory escapes us, as it is also unclear how much the zetemata mentioned here (kulikeia and
mnemonia) were similar in form and content with the zetemata attested in the literary exegetical
tradition. On Theodectes’ aptitude for riddles see also Ath. X, 451e-f. On griphoi (and symposia) see
Ath. X, 448f-459b. On ainigma and griphos in antiquity see MONDA: 2012.

40 On this passage see MACDOWELL 1973: 130; BETA 2012: 73; MONDA 2012: 106-107and MONDA
2019: 396-397.
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QEPEWV EMIYOAKOV AVEKAS £C TOV OVPAVOV,
kdmeito Tty dmofoaieiv Kisdvouov.

YXooiog: ovdgy dpa ypipov dapépel Kiedvopog.
Eavliog: mdg on;

Y®oliag: TpocepeEl TIC TOT01 CLUTOTOLG, ALYV

‘T TanTOV &V Y} T améPaiev KAV oOpavd

Kav tf] Oardtn Onpiov v donida;’

Xanthias:

Funny dream | had just now.

Sosias:

I have been dreaming too, like anything. But tell me about yours first.
Xanthias:

| dreamt that | saw an enormous eagle swoop down into the Market place, and
it snatched up a coppery sort of snake and flew away with it, right up into the
sky. And then | saw it was Cleonymus throwing it away.

Sosias:

This Cleonymus would make a good riddle.

Xanthias:

How so?

Sosias:

It is just the thing for a drinking party. “What creature is it that sheds its shield,
on land, at sea, and in the sky? (Barrett modified)

Xanthias’ dream is a play on the omen scene recounted by Homer at Il. 12, 2004
where an eagle lets a snake fall in the middle of the Trojans’ lines. In Aristophanes’
rendition the snake will turn out to be a shield, for in Greek, donig, can mean both
snake and shield, and the eagle will manifest itself as Cleonymus, an Athenian general
whose cowardice in battle was the butt of many Aristophanic jokes.*? To Xanthias’
vision, Sosias replies that Cleonymous is a riddle (i.e. the solution to a riddle) of the
kind that people propose in symposia. This passage provides the first attestation of the

word riddle, griphos, in Greek literature, as well as the first attestation of such a

41 Aristophanes parodies the same omen at Knights 196-201.

42 The dream is to an extent self-explanatory. Note the transformation of the eagle into Cleomymous, an
exegetical moment embedded within the vision, that reminds of Penelope’s dream at the end of Od. 19,
where the eagle identifies itself as Odysseus (19.546-50). On Cleonymous see MACDOWELL 1971 ad
loc.
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practice in the symposium. The original form of this riddle is preserved in Athenaeus
10, 453b = Carmina popularia, F 10 Diehl. “What is found in the sky, on land, and in
the sea?” The answer was bear, arktos, snake, ophis, eagle, aietos and dog, kuon, for
all these nouns are names of constellations, as well as names of different species of
marine and land animals. Aristophanes, reworking the riddle, jokes that Cleonymus,
because of its extreme cowardice, is the one that can abandon his shield everywhere,
in the sky, on the land, and in the sea.

What does this Aristophanic reference to griphoi tell us about a potential link
between zetemata and symposia? For one thing, we should notice that Cleonymus’
riddle does not arise in a void. It is instead an interpretation of a dream that, in effect,
parodies a Homeric omen. In Aristophanes, the enactors of the omen become the
vehicles for the riddle. The literary reference works in a similar way as the passage
about the layers of Achilles’ shield analyzed above, in which the allegedly interpolated
Homeric lines were construed as a pretext for a zetema. Moreover, riddles are based
upon the same kind of apparent logical inconsistencies that critics a la Zoilus accused
the poets of. In this case, the problem consists of attributing three seemingly
contradictory statements to the same subject. To one X correspond three predicates (it
exists on land, it exists in the sea, it exists in the air) that are hard to imagine as
ontologically true for the same X.*® The solution, in turn, consists in moving the
interpretation from ontology to semiology and finding words with the requisite triple

ontological references (arktos, ophis, etc.). This is the same kind of solution for

43 We find the same kind of structure is in the famous enigma of the sphynx which despite its variation
amounts to “What is the thing (X) that has (a) two feet, (b) three feet, (¢) four feet?”
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literary inconsistencies that Aristotle advocates in chapter 25 of his Poetics.** Finally,
we should note that ancient sources do not precisely differentiate between ainigma,
griphos, or zetema. Clearchus of Soli’s definition of riddle, which comes from his lost
treatise On Riddles, is a case in point.

Ath. 10.448c = F 86 Wehrli= 89 Dorandi 0 pev oievc KA Eapyog obtmg

opiletar: ypipog TpOPANUA £6TL EMTAGTIKOV, TPOGTAUKTIKOV TOD d1d {ntroemg

€VPEIV 1] Sravoig TO TpoPANOEy Tiufg | Emlnuiov ydpwv gipnuévov.

Clearchus of Soli gives this definition: A riddle is a problem posed in jest,

requiring to figure out the thing referred to by intellectual inquiry, proposed for

the sake of reward or punishment.
The riddle is here defined in terms that betray both the sympotic context (the riddle is
facetious and posed with an eye to reward or punishment*®) as well as the zetematic
terminology and procedure (the riddle is a “question”, problema, which need to be
solved, ebpiokm, (in zetematic contexts we find more often Avw, but note that the verb
was used by Porphyry in connection to Avoeig [See above]) by way of an intellectual
inquiry, zetesis.

In light of this evidence, both Classical and post-Classical, a broad picture
appears. In general terms, there were two sides to the zetematic practice. One aimed
primarily at solving a poetic, philosophical, or scientific problem. When related to
poetry, this kind of zetematic inquiry was carried out by critics such as Heraclides

Ponticus and Aristotle, as well as many Alexandrian critics after them, who produced

their own collection of zetemata, or answered old problems in their commentaries. The

4 Ar. Poet. 1461a 31. The only difference being that in literary analysis, as Aristotle observes, the pool
of different meanings is limited by context.

4 As we learn from Ath. 10, 457¢ and 10, 458 ff. the punishment for failing to answer the riddle was to
chug a bowl of wine mixed with salted water.
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second side to this practice was arguably more frivolous and was undertaken for the
sake of entertainment, as a pastime in the symposium. Literary texts were not
discussed with the goal of understanding poetry, but they were used as the basis for
intellectual games. The ancients themselves recognized the existence of these two
sides of the practice and often frowned upon the more frivolous one (we have seen
above Aristarchus’ attitude toward the makers of zetemata, but see also Plat. Resp.
179c in which the traditional riddle of the eunuch and the bat is dubbed as “childish™).
Yet, the distinction between them is a tenuous one.*® The literary games that were
practiced in the symposia had clearly different aims than the more serious zetematic
investigation of philosophers and literary critics, nevertheless both forms of these
sympotic investigations, framed as problematic questions that necessitate solutions, as
well as the kind of reasonings and solutions that they required are very similar.
Symposia were a significant part of the life of every learned Greek man, and it
is only natural that they influenced the ways in which Greek critics investigated
literature and philosophy. | find it telling that the first thorough investigations of
Homer’s poetry we know of should be phrased as a series of difficulties and solutions,
that they should take, in other words, an agonistic form in which the critic battles with
the poet, or, more often, takes his side and battles with other critics that allegedly
misread him. When Avristotle, for instance, wrote his Homeric Questions he hardly

composed this work to amuse the participants at a symposium, yet, whether

46 See Clearchus F 63 Wehrli = Ath. 10, 457¢ who claims that the examination of riddles is not foreign
to philosophy with BETA 2012: 69-80 who rightly emphasizes the continuity between posing and
solving riddles at symposia and their use in philosophical contexts.
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consciously or unconsciously, he adopted a form that mimicked the kind of learned
game that was at home in ancient symposia.

In the next two chapters, I will focus on two fifth to fourth century texts whose
connection with literary zetemata has hardly been ever emphasized: the Certamen
Homeri et Hesiodi (chapter 2) and Zoilus® Against Homer’s Poetry (chapter 3). The
games featured in the Certamen are ostensibly sympotic in nature, and yet, they
gesture at serious philological inquiries. For Zoilus the opposite is, perhaps, true.
While his attacks of Homer are the jumping off point for serious exegetical inquiries,
their tone and nature imply a playful exegetical relationship with the text of Homer,
one that is often at odds with the more austere comments of later exegetes. Both these
texts will, 1 hope, provide a broader overview into the zetematic genre, as well as into

pre-Hellenistic exegetical practices.
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Chapter Two

The Contest of Homer and Hesiod

2.1 The Certamen: Date and Composition

At Il. 650-9 of his Works and Days, Hesiod tells the audience of his poem
about that time in which he took part in the funeral games of the heroes Amphidamas
in Chalchis and reported the victory with a song (hymnos).*” This episode would serve
as the basis for the later creation of the Certamen of Homer and Hesiod.* On Homer
and Hesiod, their Life, and their Contest,*® better known by its abridged Latin title,
Certamen, is a treatise that relates, in parallel, Homer and Hesiod’s lives as well as the
competition that took place between the two. More precisely, the Certamen starts with

the birth-place, parentage, and relative chronology of the two poets (1-53) and

47 00 yap T Tote Vi Y EmEmhmv eVpéa movTo,/el pny £ EdPorav & AVASog, i mot’ Ayanoi/ usivavteg
YEWAVaA TOAVY oV Aaov dyepav/EXLadog £ iepTic Tpoinv &g kaiAryvvoika./EvBa 8” Eymv én’ debia
daippovog Aupiddpavtog/ (655) Xaikida T €lg Emépnoa: Td O& mpomePpadpévo moAe/GedA” EBecav
ToAdeg peyoAntopog: Evha pé enul/ BV Vikneavto gEpe Tpinod’ dtdevta./ Tov puev €yd Mobdong
‘EAkovidadeos” avébnka,/ EvBa pe 10 tpdtov Ayvpiig énéfnoav dodfc. “For never yet did I sail the
broad sea in a boat, except to Euboea from Aulis, where once the Acheans, wiating through the winter,
gathered together a great host to sail from holy Greece to Troy with its beautiful women. There | myself
crossed over into Calchis for the games of valorous Amphidamas—that great-hearted man’s sons had
announced and established many prizes—and there, | declare, | gained victory with a hymn, and carried
off a tripod with handles. This | dedicated to the Heliconian Muses, where they first set me upon the
path of clear-sounding song.” (West). For Huvoc = “hymn” (1. 657) as a non-specialized term for song,
see WEST 1978: 321.

48 Plutarch, possibly relying on a Hellenistic source, likely believed the opposite to be true. As Proclus
informs us (see Sch. vet. in op. et dies 650-62), he regarded the Hesiodic passage as an interpolation. He
must have thought that the Hesiodic lines were inspired by the later story concerning Hesiod’s poetic
contest. On this matter, see esp. WEST 1978: 319 and BAssINO 2019: 11-13. Although Plutarch cannot
be proven wrong, it is more economical to accept that the lines in the poem inspired the Certamen
rather than vice versa. To derive biographical claims from poetry is, in fact, a well-documented
practice. See esp. FAIRWEATHER 1974, LEFKOwITZ 1981 and 20122 and GRAZI0SI 2002. GALLAVOTTI
1929: 41 also points out that if the line in Hesiod were an interpolation from the story of the contest, the
interpolator would not have left out the name of Homer. On Hesiod’s passage and its relationship with
the Certamen see BASSINO 2019: 5-7 with bibliography.

49 This is the title given by the only manuscript that transmits the text in its entirety, the Florence, Bibl.
Laur. Plut. 56.1. The manuscript contains various, mostly rhetorical, works and was written by different
hands dated to the XII to XIV centuries. On the manuscript see BASSINO 2019: 48-52.
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recounts the oracle concerning Homer’s fatherland and death (54-62). Then, the
central episode of the treatise is narrated: the contest between Hesiod and Homer (63-
214). Next are the events that chronologically followed the contest, that is the oracular
response given to Hesiod about his death (215-223), Hesiod’s actual death (224-253),
and the rest of Homer’s life and his demise (254-338).

In its present form, the Certamen dates to the Antonine period, but, as
already argued by Nietzsche,®! the treatise (or parts of it) goes back to Alcidamas, the
fourth century BCE sophist and student of Gorgias. As we will see, it is possible that
many elements of the Certamen are even earlier and predated Alcidamas. Of the vast
scholarly literature existing on the work,>? the bulk deals with the complex genesis of
the text, its authorship, and tradition. In what follows, I focus instead on the kinds of
games that feature in the section of the contest proper (ll. 63-214), with a view to what
such games can tell us about the avenues and the modes of literary interpretation of the

Classical Period.>® My intervention is two-folded. First, | argue that the majority (4 out

50 Cert. 32-34 8nep 8& dxmrodapey mi tod Belotétov ovtokpdtopog Adplavod eipnuévoy Hmd Tiig
IMvbiag epi Opnpov, ékbnodueda. “We shall now reveal what we have heard about Homer from the
Pythia in the time of the most divine emperor Hadrian.” (Bassino) As West says: “the expression [...]
implies that Hadrian is dead, but of fresh memory.” (WEST 1967: 433 n. 2). Certainly, the terminus post
quem for the last redaction of the text is the reign of Hadrian. On the compilation and its possible links
with the imperial context see UDEN 2010, KIMMEL-CLAUZET 2015 and HELDMANN 1982.

51 NIETZSCHE 1870.

52 The text of the Certamen has been critically edited, translated in English, and commented upon most
recently by Paola Bassino (BAssINO 2019). | follow her text unless noted otherwise. Previous influential
editions include ALLEN 1912; WiLAMOWITZ 1916a; AVEZzU 1982. For a list of other editions of the
Certamen see BASSINO 2019: 83-4. Studies of the Certamen comprise: NIETZSCHE 1870; NIETZSCHE
1873; ROHDE 1881: 556-557; MEYER 1892: 377-80; BusSE 1909; WiLAMOWITZ 1916b: 393-413,;
GALLAVOTTI 1929; ABRAMOWICZ 1938; KIRK 1950; VOGT 1959; HESs 1960; WEST: 1967; Di
BENEDETTO: 1969; WEILER 1974: 118-20; RICHARDSON 1981; HELDMANN 1982; O’SULLIVAN 1992:
63-105; KiviLo 2000; GRAZI0SI 2001: GRAZzIOSI 2002: 168-80; COLLINS 2004: esp. 185-191; NAGY
2009: esp. 297-304; KONING 2010: 239-268; UDEN 2010; DeBIASI 2012; KIMMEL-CLAUZET 2015;
BASSINO 2017; LUCARINI 2018; OsoRIO 2018; PORTER 2021.

53 Two modern works focus upon these aspects especially: GRAzIOsI 2001 and COLLINS 2004: esp. 185-
191. On ancient Greek contests more generally, with insightful references to the Certamen, see also
GRIFFITH 1990.
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of 5) of the games that appear in the Certamen are taken from a sympotic context and
are in no way indicative of what actual rhapsodic contests would have looked like
(2.2). Second, | show that the author of the Certamen projects onto the characters of
Homer and Hesiod concerns proper to a fifth to fourth century literary critic (2.3). The
poets, in fact, are only partly assessed on the merits of their compositions. The main
ability that is put to test is their talent to propose and solve poetic games and riddles.
Though described as poets and rhapsodes, Homer and Hesiod act as literary critics
whose imagined concerns and exegetical solutions offer a privileged window into the
hermeneutical practices of the fifth to fourth centuries BCE. Before making my case, it
IS, however, necessary to start with some preliminary issues concerning the genesis of
the Certamen, which will constitute the bulk of chapter 1.

The story that led to the now widely accepted attribution to Alcidamas of the
Certamen is an exciting one—to the degree, of course, to which philological debates
and discoveries can be exciting. In 1492 Lorenzo De’ Medici acquired the manuscript
bearing the text of the Certamen for the Medicean Library in Florence. Soon
humanists such as Poliziano and Pico de la Mirandola were able to read the story of
the contest between Homer and Hesiod. In 1573 the famous printer Henri Estienne
(Stephanus) published material from the manuscript, including the Certamen. After
that, the text circulated through Stephanus’ and subsequent editions,>* but knowledge
of the manuscript was mostly forgotten until Valentin Rose (the editor of Aristotle’s

fragments) rediscovered it in 1863.% It is likely the rediscovery of the manuscript that

54 See the list in BASSINO 2019: 83.
55 Rose 1864: 1-26.
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inspired new studies of the text and especially Nietzsche’s seminal works.%® A little
later, in 1869, Nietzsche got Rohde to collate the manuscript for him and finally edited
the text in 1871.57 In 1870, however, Nietzsche had already published the first of his
two-part study of the Certamen®® which inaugurated the modern era of scholarship on
the text.

In his 1870 article for the Rheinische Museum fiir Philologie,> Nietzsche
argues against scholars such as Bernhardy® that the Certamen, despite mentioning the
Roman emperor Hadrian, consisted mostly of material from a much earlier date. It was
part of the Museum, a work composed by the fourth century BCE sophist Alcidamas.
For Nietzsche, in fact, the author of our version of the text was a mere “Referent,” (a
later excerptor/interpolator)®! who mostly reproduced and abbreviated one older single
source. Only in the beginning, where the “Referent” tells the birth, parentage,
fatherland, and chronology of the poets, and later, telling the death of Hesiod, does he
use multiple sources. According to Nietzsche, the name of this single source is
revealed at Cert. 239-40, where we read &g onowv AAkiddpog €v Movceiot.
Alcidamas is here evoked as the source for the first of the two accounts of Hesiod’s
death that we find in the Certamen (Cert. 224-240). The second account of his death is
attributed instead to Eratosthenes (see Cert. 240-249). Assuming, as Nietzsche does,

that the “Referent” mostly follows one source throughout, of the two sources

% In 1867, Nietzsche gave a paper entitled “Der Singerkrieg auf Euboea” at the Leipzig “Philologischer
Verein.” See LATACZ 2014: 12-15. Later publications on the Certamen are NIETZSCHE 1870, NIETZSCHE
1871, and NIETZSCHE 1873.

5 NIETZSCHE 1871. For the events that | just recounted see BASSINO 2019: 48-9.

%8 NIETZSCHE 1870-1873. On Nietzsche and the Certamen see LATACZ 2014: 12-19.

% NIETZSCHE 1870: 536-540.

60 Bernhardy considered it a product of the second sophistic. BERNHARDY 1845: 256.

61 NIETZSCHE 1870: 537.
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mentioned for the death of Hesiod one or the other must be the main one. This can be
no other than Alcidamas whose name is revealed in order to differentiate him from the
second source, Eratosthenes.®? Nietzsche, then, backs up his argument by showing that
Stobaeus (1V. 52.22) attributes the lines quoted at Cert. 78-79 to Alcidamas’ Museum.
He then concludes that it would be perfectly plausible for Alcidamas to have written
the Certamen. In fact, in his treatise On Sophists, Alcidamas praises improvisation,
precisely the ability upon which Homer and Hesiod are evaluated in the Certamen.
Although it managed to convince some (for instance, Mahaffy and Adolf
Busse),®® Nietzsche’s Quellenforschung did not impress Wilamowitz. In his 1916
study of the Certamen, Wilamowitz concludes that the attribution of the text to
Alcidamas is a fantasy (“Hirngespinst™) not worth spending any time upon.®* For him,
the mention of Alcidamas in the text of the Certamen only proves that the sophist
related the death of Hesiod somewhere in his Museum. As for the lines which
Stobaeus attributes to Alcidamas, those Alcidamas must have quoted from an older
“poem about the contest.” It is worth pointing out that when Wilamowitz says that
noone anymore regards the Certamen as an imperial product, this was true only thanks

to the unnamed Nietzsche’s seminal studies. Nietzsche’s good friend Rohde had

62 Technically, at this point in the argument, Eratosthenes could have been the primary source and
Alcidamas the secondary one. Nietzsche does not specify why he preferred one over the other. The fact
that Alcidamas is mentioned first and Eratosthenes second in the Certamen could be a reason but it is
hardly a cogent one. It is only thanks to his other pieces of evidence that Nietzsche was able to choose
Alcidamas over Eratosthenes.

63 MAHAFFY 1891: 377-80; BusseE 1909: 108.

64 WiLAMOWITZ 1916b: 401. Although Nietzsche’s name is not mentioned in this context, Wilamowitz
was obviously thinking about him. Latacz is too indulgent, when he claims that “basically only one
philologist of rank expressed himself unfavorably concerning Nietzsche’s work on the Certamen:
Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff” (LATACZz 2014: 19). In fact, e.g. BERG 1883: 63-66 and MEYER
1892: 378 n.1. were much of the same opinion as Wilamowitz. A more nuanced view is expressed by
Allen who thinks that Alcidamas wrote a version of the Certamen expanding it from older materials
(ALLEN 19242: 24 and 27).
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already shown in 1881 that many elements of the Certamen were older than
Alcidamas.®® Meyer, for his part, had already pointed out in 1892 that lines 107-8 of
the Certamen were known to Aristophanes who employed them in the Peace in 421
BCE.%5 But definitive proof of the antiquity of the text came from a papyrus, the P.
Petr. | 25, published for the first time by Mahaffy in 1891.%” The papyrus, which dates
to the second half of the 111 century BCE, preserves a text that is very similar to Cert.
69-102, thus proving that a version of the Certamen was already circulating by the 3
century BCE. What scholars such as Wilamowitz rejected about Nietzsche’s
reconstruction was, therefore, not the relative antiquity of the Certamen but
Alcidamas’ authorship.

Nietzsche’ s hypothesis concerning the authorship of the papyrus was destined
to remain a mere fantasy had not another papyrus been found. This is P. Mich. inv.
2754, a 2" to third century papyrus published in 1925 by Winter with the help of
Hunt.®8 The first part of the papyrus (ll. 1-14), transmits the death of Homer in a
version that is very similar to the end of the text of the Certamen (Il. 327-38). Lines
15-23 of the papyrus contain a section (not found in the Certamen) in which the author
praises Homer and makes some concluding remarks about his own work. There

follows a subscriptio that reads [....]Jauavtog Iepi “Ounpov. The obvious supplement

% ROHDE 1881: 566-67. He draws attention, in particular, to the existence of an archaic wisdom contest,
Hesiod’s Melampodia, (on which I will say more below) and to the fact that Heraclitus already knew
the riddle of the lice mentioned at Cert. 323-338.

% MEYER 1892: 377-380.

57 MAHAFFY 1891. For a description, edition, translation, and commentary of the papyrus see now
BAssINO 2019: 60-67.

8 WINTER 1925. Winter also provides a good summary of the early scholarship on the papyrus. On this
papyrus see BASSINO 2019: 67-75 and PORTER 2021. The latter is the most recent edition, translation,
and discussion of the text of the papyrus.
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for the lacuna is AAxidapavtog Iepi Opnpov, On Homer by Alcidamas. The
(apparent) appearance of the name Alcidamas appended to a portion of a text reporting
the end of the Certamen suddenly brought a powerful proof in favor of Nietzsche’s
argument, or so it seemed at first.

Skepticism about the Alcidamas’ hypothesis resurfaces with Kirk in 1950.%° He
argues that the first part of P. Mich. Inv. 2754 (ll. 1-14), i.e., the narrative of Homer’s
death also appearing at the end of the Certamen, is interpolated from Alcidamas’ On
Homer into the (non-Alcidamantan) Certamen. In short, only Il. 15-23, which do not
occur in the Certamen, stem from Alcidamas. Kirk’s reasons for separating 1. 1-14
from 15-23 are the lack of connection between the two sections, as well as some
stylistic and lexical difficulties in attributing the first portion of the papyrus to the pre-
Hellensitic era. Building on Kirk’s work, Dodds argues as well that 11. 1-14 are not by
Alcidamas and claims that the papyrus is a compilation of different excerpts
concerning Homer.”® Both these hypotheses have been, in my view conclusively,
proven wrong by West in 1967.7! He answers point by point Kirk’s criticisms, and
shows that the Kirk-Dodds’ hypothesis would lead to some unreasonable
consequences: to hold that Alcidamas had no part in the redaction of the Certamen
would entail accepting the following: i) Alcidamas in the Museum narrated the same
version of Hesiod’s death as we have it in the Certamen and quoted two lines that in
the Certamen are put in Homer’s mouth, but the Museum was not (neither did it

contain) the Certamen (these are the elements already pointed out by Nietzsche); ii)

89 KIRK 1950.
" DobDs 1952.
"L \WEST 1967.
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The compiler knew Alcidamas’ work, made use of a narrative already attested in the
Hellenistic era but which was not Alcidamas’ (Nietzsche + P. Petrie); iii) a portion of
the Certamen and a portion securely attributed to Alcidamas appear in the same
papyrus one after the other without any editorial sign of separation but the two
portions do not belong to the same work (P. Mich.). These can hardly be all mere
coincidences, and nowadays scholars generally agree that Alcidamas had a primary
role in the genesis of our Certamen.’

Where West went astray, according to the majority of the interpreters,’® is in
his claim that Alcidamas invented the story of the contest between Homer and
Hesiod.” West’s conclusion is indeed unlikely. Competitions in cogia are an archaic
motif that we find already attested in the story of the context between Mopsus and
Calchas (Hes. Fr. 278 M. W.), as well as in the stories about the Seven Sages,” and
about Oedipus and the sphinx.”® Works and Days Il. 650-9, moreover, confirms that
Hesiod did actually take part to a poetic competition. For an ancient reader to
conjecture that none other than Homer was Hesiod’s opponent was easy and may have

occurred right after the “publication” of Hesiod’s poem.’’

2 KONIARIS 1971 and HELDMANN 1982: 9-14 still maintain that Alcidamas was not the author.

3 See esp. RICHARDSON 1981.

"4 WEST 1967: 438-441.

> The dating of stories of the Seven Sages is difficult to secure. The first explicit mention of them is in
Pl. Prot. 342e-343b.

6 RICHARDSON 1981: 2.

" Philochorus (FGrHist 328 F 212) in the Il century quotes a passage from Hesiod in which the poet
claims that he first (rpédtov) competed with Homer in Delos. West notes that the “mp@tov” implies that
the fragment references a second contest, likely the one we hear about in the Certamen, which took
place in Calchis (WEST 1967: 440). This need not be the case as npdtov in the context of the fragment
could also mean that this was Hesiod’s first contest, not necessarily the first of his contests with Homer
(i.e., “first competed, with Homer” rather than “first competed with Homer”). The fragment is,
however, likely a forgery and it is difficult to say how far back in time it goes. For a discussion of this
text, see BAsSSINO: 8-10 with bibliography, as well as my analysis below. An alternative line of Hes.
Work and Days, 657 (see sch. in Hes. Op. et dies, 657) as well mentions Homer as the opponent of
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Concerning the “invention” of the story of the context, a further element, that
is, the presence of lines 107-108 of the Certamen in Aristophanes’ Peace (ll. 1282-3),
deserves to be discussed at some length. At lines 1265, Trygaeus, the protagonist of
the play, asks a boy, referred to as Lamachus’ son, to give him a preview of the song
he is about to sing at a wedding festivity. When the boy starts singing the first line
from the Epigonoi, a poem the ancient attributed to Homer,”® Trygaeus interrupts him
and asks for another song more apt for peaceful times. The boy ignores the advice and
keeps on singing about war. Again, Trygaeus interrupts him and scolds him. This
basic scheme is repeated four times, with some variations, until Trygaeus loses his
patience and sends the boy inside (II. 1291-1297). Among the hexameters sung by the
boy are Il. 1282-3:

¢ ol p&v daivuvto Podv kpéa, kadyEvag Imawv
EKAvov 10pmovTag, £mel TOAELOV EKOPECOEV.

Thus they dined on beef, and the necks of horses
That were sweaty they unyoked, since they were sated of war.

The same lines occur with small variations at Certamen Il. 107-108. There, they are
split between Hesiod, who sings the first line, and Homer, who sings the second. The
exchange is part of the game of the “ambiguous propositions” (Gu@iporot yvdpot. See
Cert. 102-3) in which Hesiod challenges Homer to solve the problematic meaning of
his lines by capping it with new ones. Taken in isolation, in fact, the first line of the

quoted passage would signify that some people are eating the necks of their horses, a

Hesiod. This time, however, the competition is set in Calchis like in the Certamen. How and when this
alternative line emerged it is difficult to say but it likely postdates the Certamen. On it see BASSINO
2019: 6-7 with bibliography.

8 Hdt. IV, 32.; Cert. 258-60. See also OLSON 1998: 307.
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disturbing practice, at least for a Greek audience (see on 2.3). Through Homer’s
addition, however, the meaning of the lines changes as the necks of the horses
becomes the object of the verb “to unyoke.” Nobody is eating horses, rather warriors
sated with battle are unyoking their horses’ necks before eating beef.

Since the Peace was produced in 421 BCE, Aristophanes could not have taken
these lines from Alcidamas, who wrote later. It follows that lines 107-108 of the
Certamen preceded Alcidamas. Also, Aristophanes did not create them ex nihilo: all
the other lines he puts in the mouth of the boy are quotations of, or are directly
inspired from, Homeric poetry, and the scene itself presupposes that the boy is singing
traditional poetry.” These lines must therefore antedate 421 BCE. There are, then,
three possibilities for the origin of these lines: 1) they were traditional epic lines not
necessarily connected with poetic contests; 2) they featured in a game similar to that
of the “ambiguous propositions” but were not part of a version of the Certamen that
preceded Alcidamas; 3) they belonged to a version of the Certamen that preceded
Alcidamas. Options 1 and 2 would both be compatible with West’s view that
Alcidamas invented the contest between Homer and Hesiod. Option 3, obviously,
would not. We can immediately exclude option number 1. As rightly noted already by
Meyer,® in fact, these lines can only have been conceived as part of the kinds of

games we witness in the Certamen.! Not only is the hysteron proteron (first they

7 See DI BENEDETTO 1969. OLSON 1998: 307-9.

8 MEYER 1892: 378-9.

81 Meyer is not open to the possibility that these lines could stem from a work other than the Certamen,
in which such a game might have featured. He immediately jumps to the conclusion that Aristophanes
must have taken these lines from a version of the Certamen that preceded Alcidamas’.
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dine, then they take care of the horses) difficult to explain otherwise, but so is the
“harsh” enjambment between the two lines.5?

The setup of the exchange between Trygaeus and the boy also points towards
options 2 and 3: not only does Trygaeus interrupt the boy and ask for different songs
but, at least once,®® he completes and changes the meaning of the boy’s line through a
strategy that is reminiscent of the game of the “ambiguous propositions.” This is the
case of 1. 1286-7:

MMoig Aapayov

Bopnocovt’ dp’ €ncita memALUEVOL—

Tpuyatog
dopevot, otpot.

Son of Lamachus
“The meal over, they girded themselves—"
Trygaeus
With good wine, no doubt? (Hall-
Geldart)

As clearly explained by Olson,? here the boy starts a hexameter whose immediate

meaning is “having ceased (from some more pacific activities), they put on their

82 Collins states that “as those who have studied enjambement have well recognized, the runover
position is one of the most characteristic feature of Homeric style.” CoLLINS 2004: 189. Runover
positions are indeed a “characteristic” Homeric feature. Still, as rightly noted by Bassino, not only do
Homeric and Hesiodic hexameters usually “stand on their own grammatically, and express a self-
contained thought” but, and on this point the authorities Collins mentions on Homeric enjambment
agree, enjambment “rarely causes a substantial change in the syntax of the previous line.” BASSINO
2017: 197. Compare with e.g. EDWARDS 1966: 135-7. In other words, it is true that enjambments are
common in Homer, though far from the norm, but, pace Collins, the kind of enjambments (i.e.
enjambments that cause a substantial change of the previous line syntax) we find in these two lines
quoted by Aristophanes as well as in the section of the “ambiguous propositions” of the Certamen are
completely alien to the Homeric (and epic) style.

8 Twice, if we follow Bassino in counting lines 1270-72 as a case in which “Trygaeus completes it [the
hexameter of the boy] and adds a new one, which reverses the word of the previous speaker” BASSINO
2019: 149. Nevertheless, this passage is much different from the game of the ambiguous propositions
(and from II. 1286-7 discussed below) as Trygaeus is not reinterpreting the line of the boy. He is simply
interrupting him and asking him to sing something else.

8 OLsoN 1998: 309.
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breast-plates.” The hexameter is completed by Trygaeus’ appreciative comment
“gladly, I think” which suggests that he takes the line in the opposite sense. Trusting in
the ambiguity of the word 8wprjcoopo,® he interprets the line as “having stopped
(fighting), they fortified themselves (with wine)—hence they must be glad.” Insofar as
one interlocutor continues/comments upon the line of the previous participant and
changes its meaning, the exchange is reminiscent of the game of the “ambiguous
propositions” featured in the Certamen.8®

The quotation of Il. 1282-85, the ones that also feature in the Certamen, is used
to similar effect:

Haic Aapayov

¢ ol p&v daivuvto Bodv kpéa, kavyévag innwv

EKAVoV 10pmOVTAG, £TEl TOAELOV EKOPECOEV.

Tpoyaiog

glev; &kopecOey Tod moAépov kit fioOiov.

10T Ade, Tadd’, Og fobdlov kekopnuévor.

Son of Lamachus

“'Tis thus they feasted on the flesh of oxen and, tired of warfare, unharnessed

their foaming steeds.”

Trygaeus

That's splendid; tired of warfare, they seat themselves at table; [1285] sing sing

to us how they still go on eating after they are satiated. (Hall-Geldart)
As | said above, here Aristophanes quotes the two lines that also appear in the
Certamen, and put them in the mouth of one character, as if he did not pick up the fact

that line 1282 was meant to set up a problem and that line 1283 was supposed to be its

solution. | suspect, however, that Aristophanes was very much aware of the ludic

8 Qwprocopa in the sense of fortifying with drink is attested already in Pindar (F. 72). See LSJ Il and
OLsoN 1998: 3009.

% In the Certamen, however, the two opponents exchange complete lines of hexameter and every
capping line is always a completion and not a comment on the previous line.
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nature of these hexameters and of how they worked in their original context but
wanted to put his original spin on them. He does so by showing that capping the
problematic line 1282 with I. 1283 only seemingly brings the game to a conclusion.
Indeed, a new problem arises: the warriors are sated (of war) and yet they have
dinner!®” Again, Trygaeus, in typical comedic fashion, turns the heroic and military
concerns of the boy’s song into mundane and bodily ones (put on armor > drink; be
tired of war > be filled with food). Again, through Trygaeus’ intervention the meaning
of the boy’s lines is turned onto its head. This time, moreover, Trygaeus’ comment (1.
1284-5) turns into an explicit challenge for the boy who is tasked with singing a
paradox (“sing to us how they still go on eating after they are satiated”), a paradox that
is reminiscent of the insoluble challenge by which Hesiod tests Homer in Cert. Il. 97-
98.88 Far from neglecting the point of these lines, Aristophanes perfectly captures the
spirit of the game and provides us with a new version of it: he turns the line that was
originally meant to be the solution to a problem, into another problem (I. 1283), a new
puzzle for the boy to solve.®

These two instances (Peace Il. 1286-7 and Il. 1282-85) strongly suggest that in
this passage Aristophanes was engaging with the kinds of literary games that are
attested in the Certamen. It remains to see whether he engaged with a version of the

Certamen that preceded Alcidamas or whether he found inspiration in another similar

87 The problem, of course, arises only if we accept the perspective of Trygaeus, who, indisposed as he is
to consider any military theme, blatantly ignore the word moAépov which makes the verb kopévvou
unambiguous.

8 There, Hesiod asks Homer not to sing about the things that are, shall be, and were, to which Homer
brilliantly replied by singing about the funeral games of Zeus, an immortal god.

8 As we will see in 2.3, in the original configuration of the game the line used to cap was often meant
to create a new problem.
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source (perhaps a “gaming” manual for the symposium; on this hypothesis see 2.2
below) upon which Alcidamas as well was dependent. Unfortunately, there is no
definitive proof one way or the other. Still, the former option is more likely. As noted
by Di Benedetto,*° all of the other lines sung by the boy in this section of
Aristophanes’ Peace (Il. 1265-1297) are quotations/elaboration of Homeric or pseudo-
Homeric lines. If we assume that Il. 1282-3 also came from an older version of the
Certamen that would strengthen the Homeric connection. Moreover, the quotation of
the beginning of the Epigonoi by which Aristophanes opens the exchange between the
boy and Trigaeus is also quoted at the end of the Cert. 259.

To sum up, it is clear that Ar. Peace 1282-3 (= Cert. 107-8) existed before
Aristophanes and Alcidamas and that they were meant as part of a literary game
(options 2 and 3). Furthermore, nothing rules out that such a game featured in an old
story of the contest between Homer and Hesiod (option 3). If that were true it would
follow that, pace West, Alcidamas was not the inventor of the story of the Certamen.
Still, even if he did not invent it, Alcidamas may nonetheless have been the one
responsible for most of the version of the Certamen we read today.

The theory of an Ur-Certamen that preceded Alcidamas’ intervention has
found many supporters since Rohde’s time and it remains a plausible hypothesis to
this day.®! It should be noted in this respect that biographical texts such as the

Certamen typically do not arise from the mind of one individual; they are best

% D1 BENEDETTO 1969.

%1 Among the recent scholars who explicitly believe that the story of the contest between Homer and
Hesiod preceded Alcidamas are RICHARDSON 1981; NAGY 2009; DEBIASI 2012; LUCARINI 2018. Others
simply note that much of the material we found in the Certamen preceded Alcidamas (see e.g. GRAZIOSI
2001: 59-60 and BASsINO 2019: 115).
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considered as part of the traditional lore of stories concerning ancient poets. %
Different individuals must have participated in its construction and, although
Alcidamas’ work, as it seems, became at some point the main version against which to
think about the story, it is unlikely that one original and canonical version of Homer
and Hesiod’s contest ever existed. Many elements point in this direction. First, there
survive different versions of the contest. Plutarch, for instance, narrates (see Conv.
sept. sap. 153f-154a) that i) it was Hesiod, and not Homer, who was tasked with
solving the riddles and that ii) the recitation of passages of poetry preceded rather than
followed the riddle’s contexts. Additionally, iii) according to some editors, Plutarch
had the poet Lesches participate in the contest instead of (or together with) Homer.%
Even the text of the papyri that preserve portions of the Certamen are often
different from the text of the Laurentian manuscript and such differences can hardly be
explained as the mere result of the copying process. They should instead be viewed as
part of the process of selection and simplification of later compiler(s).®* But later
readers did not simply abridge an older text. As we have seen above, one imperial
compiler (Nietzsche’s “Referent”) contributed to the narrative at least by adding the
story concerning Hadrian’s oracle. The Certamen, in short, never seems to have been
regarded as a fixed canonical text. It was rather a malleable text, by which | mean, a
kind of text more open than others to transformations resulting from the interventions

of different readers.

92 Already Wilamowitz defined the Certamen as a “Volksbuch.”

% On the Plutarch’s passage, see BASSINO 2019: 13-20 with bibliography.

% On the differences between P. Petr. | 25 and the Laurentian manuscript see BASSINO 2019: 64-66. On
the differences between P. Mich. Inv. 2754 see BASSINO 2019: 70-1.
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Its central portion, the contest proper, is especially likely to have reached its
present form through progressive accumulation of different material. It now consists
of two main portions: the impromptu riddles games (74-175) and the recitation of
poetic passages (176-204). The first section is further divided into 5 different games,
each of which, in turn, consists of different rounds (game number 2 only consists of
one round; see 2.2 for more details). Each game is connected to the other by prose
sections (see Cert. 94-6; 102-104; 138-9; 148-150) which, despite showing some
degree of variation, have all the same basic meaning, i.e. “since Homer responded well
to this challenge, Hesiod turned to this other one.” Theoretically speaking, a reader
can increase the number of games and of rounds endlessly without altering the basic
structure of the text. It suffices to add a prose section like the one above to introduce
an entirely new game. Adding new rounds is even simpler, given that those can be
inserted without the need to modify the context. Some of these games and rounds, as |
have mentioned above and will more amply discuss below, existed before Alcidamas,
but who it was who decided, and when, to attach them to the story of the contest
between Homer and Hesiod is difficult to say. Likely, the first version of the Certamen
did not consist of all of the five surviving games (and all of the rounds that make up
each game). Instead, the process that led to the present configuration continued over a
long stretch of time, between the sixth and fourth centuries BCE.

A similar development can be seen in nuce in the story of the contest between

Calchas and Mopsus which scholars have often offered as a parallel to the Certamen’s
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story.®® According to the myth, Calchas was given an oracle foretelling that he would
die if he met a better diviner than himself.®® This indeed happened when Mopsus
challenged and beat Calchas in a contest in the art of divination. The story is certainly
old. Indeed, a fragment from Hesiod Melampodia (F. 278 M.-W.) already alludes to
the contest between the seers, and Sophocles also recounted the myth in his lost
tragedy Helen claimed (see F 180 RADT = Str. 14.1.27). What is interesting for our
purposes, are the different variants of the story.®” In Hesiod’s version, as Strabo (Str.
14.1.27) informs us, Calchas asks Mopsus how many figs there are on a tree. Mopsus
guesses both the number and their weight. Calchas is defeated and dies. Sometime
later, Pherekydes (FGrHist 3 F 142= Str. 14.1.27) says that the question Calchas asked
Mopsus was how many piglets were in a pregnant sow. Others (see Str. 14.1.27),
combining the two pieces of information, said that the question about the figs was
proposed by Calchas whereas the one about the sow by Mopsus. This is the version
that we find also in Apollodorus (6.2-4). A further version is transmitted by Photios
(Bibl. cod. 186, 132a). In this case, the divinatory games are not enough to establish a
winner, so the king of the Lycians, Amphimachos, resolves the context by having the
two seers predict the outcome of his next war.®® Judging from these three variants, the
context between Calchas and Mopsus originally consisted of only one round (the

riddle of the fig). At some point, however, a second round (the riddle of the sow) was

% For a good summary of the story of the myth of Calchas and Mopsus with relevant sources and
discussion see Yu 2017: 921-25.

% See Apoll. 6.2-4.

9 WEILER 1974: 114-116 and GANTZ 1993: 702-3 collect the variants.

% |t is impossible to say how this variant arose, but the parallelism between the role of Panoides in the
Certamen and that of Amphimachos in settling the context seems to suggest that one story influenced
the other at some point.
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added. Finally, a new ending of the contest was provided: King Antimachos sets the
test which resolves the entirety of the contest. The original nucleus of the story is
always the same (Calchas and Mopsus compete, Mopsus wins, Calchas dies) but
readers expanded upon it by the addition of new trials. | take it that something similar,
but on a much larger scale, happened with the Certamen. Readers did not resist, as it
were, the temptation to participate in the contest themselves and, much like Hesiod,
came up with new riddles or imported them from elsewhere. Without altering the
original nucleus of the story (Homer and Hesiod compete, Hesiod wins) they
progressively added different kinds of games and rounds until the Certamen, probably
already by the time of Alcidamas, acquired a form similar to the one we witness in the
Laurentian manuscript.

It is now time to summarize the results of this initial investigation into the
Certamen by providing a succinct sketch of the history of its origins and genesis.
Sometime after Hesiod produced his Works and Days, readers inspired by Il. 650-9
found in Homer the perfect adversary for Hesiod to have met in the contest mentioned
there, and the story of a contest between the two was based thereon. Although it
cannot be established for sure, | take it that the first version of the contest consisted
only of the recitation of poems. This is, in fact, what Hesiod himself implies, e
silentio, at Il. 656-7 when he claims that he defeated his opponent with a song (8vba ué
onuv/ buve viknoavta). Moreover, what we would expect from a poetic competition is
precisely a song contest, not a series of games of wit. The presence of games of wit as
part of the poetical contest must have struck Plutarch as odd as well, since he provides

an explanation for it: the contestants moved on to the contest of riddles only because a
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winner could not be determined from the recitation of poetry . In Plutarch’s version of
the story, the poetic battle comes first, and the games of wit subsequently (Plut. Conv.
sept. sap., 153f-154a).%° It should be noted, moreover, that when Dio Chrysostom
(Dio. Chr. On Kingship 2.7-12) and Philostratus (Philostr. Her. 43.7-10) mention the
story of the Certamen, they merely refer to the recitation of Homer and Hesiod own
poetry and not to any games of wits.

Around the time in which the story of the contest arose, other elements of the
biographies of the two poets recounted in the Certamen started emerging as well. Most
famously the riddle of the lice, which ends the Certamen and was already known to
Heraclitus (F 56D) in the sixth century BCE.

At some point between the sixth and the fourth centuries, a series of games of
wit were added to the contest story. This is fully compatible with the archaic
conception of the poet as a sophos (cf., e.g. the riddle of the lice), as well as with the
interest in riddles and games of wit attested both in popular culture (cf. Oedipus and
the sphinx) and in actual sympotic practices (on this see below). The section on riddles
may have been modest in origin but ultimately became the main focus of the contest.

By the time Alcidamas compiled the Certamen for his Museon, the story of the
contest between Homer and Hesiod already existed, and already consisted of two
parts: the riddles’ portion and the recitation of the poems. Given his interest in rhetoric
and improvisation, Alcidamas probably expanded the riddles’ section, pulling from

sympotic material, and, perhaps, inventing some games and rounds himself.

% Whether the inversion of the order was Plutarch’s doing or whether Plutarch was following a version
of the story unknown to us, it is impossible to say.
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Alcidamas was also responsible for the fashioning of a parallel biography of Hesiod
and Homer and for the insertion of the contest as the central event of such a
biography.1® Contest and biography, in fact, were certainly not conceived as parts of a
whole, for there is one major contradiction between the two sections. In the contest, in
fact, Homer recites passages from the Odyssey (Cert. 84-9) and the Iliad (Cert. 191-
204). Yet, according to the Certamen, at the time of the contest Homer had only
composed the Margites (see Cert. 55). The Iliad and the Odyssey would be composed
only later (see Cert. 275-6). In combining the two sections, Alcidamas produced a
work that is both a historical investigation of the lives and works of Homer and Hesiod
(biography) and a divertissement for learned readers (contest). These two aspects,
history (ioctopin) and pastime (madid), are precisely the ones that Alcidamas’
emphasizes at the end of his work according to the Michigan papyrus, which, in
Porter’s recent translation, reads: “And so now, in return for this amusement [which
Homer gave us, viz., that of the contest] (ra1diag xéprv), I give him thanks, by
publicly transmitting [the details of ] his birth and his poetry as well to anyone among
the Greeks who wants to study the facts (g1 A [totop]ew!®) with [any] accuracy of
memory.”10?

After Alcidamas, who crystallized the text in a form similar to what we have

today, only minor changes occurred.% That being said, however, the text was

100 See PORTER 2021: 20-22.

101 On the reasons for this supplement and the role of historia in Alcidamas see PORTER 2021: 16-18.
102 PoRTER 2021: 9-10.

103 pelliccia notes per litteram that Alcidamas’s role “would seem to have parallels in the 4%-3 c.
movements to turn “folk” material into “higher” literary genres.” He provides as examples inscribed
epitaphs that become literary epigrams, begging songs that become a mini-genre (Phoenix of
Colophon), as well as creation of the Lives of Aesop.
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certainly simplified and abridged over time, while new pieces of information coming
from different sources were added (see e.g. the alternative story of Hesiod’s death
quoted from Eratosthenes; Cert. 240-7). Moreover, during the 2nd century CE a
compiler added at least one detail, the story of Hadrian’s oracle (Cert. 32-43).

Given the nature of the evidence, many details of the overview I just sketched
are destined to remain speculative. For the sake of my argument, however, it suffices
to have proven that the material found in the Certamen (and in the contest’s section
especially) was as old as Alcidamas, and, most likely, preceded him. Ultimately, the
Certamen is a product of the Classical Period.'% In what follows, | analyze in detail
the games depicted in the contest section. | argue that they come from a sympotic

context (ch. 2) and they reflect the concerns of a literary minded audience (ch. 3).

2.2 The Certamen: a Sympotic “Handbook”

Nobody doubts that the contest narrated in the Certamen is fictional. That is to
say, nobody believes that it is the representation of an actual poetical competition that
happened between Homer and Hesiod. In what follows, | argue that the Certamen is
fictional in a much stronger sense: although it is represented as a competition between
two poets/rhapsodes (Homer is identified as a rhapsode at Cert. 56 and 286),%%° it

hardly is an illustration of an actual archaic/classical rhapsodic competition or even a

104 This is generally the scholarly consensus. See GRAZI0sI 2002: 168, n. 11.

105 Cert. 56 “‘Opmpov nepiépyecon katd moOAMy poyopdodvra [...], [some say that] Homer wandered from
city to city reciting poems. Cert. 286 ékeibev 8¢ mopayevopevog gic Kopvlov éppayddet 6 morpota,
from there when he came to Corinth, he performed his poems.
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manipulation of a rhapsodic framework.% This point is controversial and I will,
therefore, treat it in some detail.

The idea that the Certamen owes a great deal to rhapsodic competitions is old
and well-rooted in the scholarly tradition. Already Meyer in 1892 believed that the
verses of the agon belonged to the rhapsodic repertoire.’%” More recent scholars have
taken the rhapsodic theory even further. Ritook claims that the best basis to assess the
nature of actual rhapsodic competitions is the Certamen.'% Collins adopts a similar
approach both in his article on improvisation in rhapsodic performances® and in his
monograph on “capping” and competitive poetic performances.'*® Nagy, summarizing
Collins, goes as far as to claim that “the formal characteristics of Hesiod’s quoted
poetic challenges and Homer’s quoted poetic responses are in fact typical of what we
find in ancient reportage concerning rhapsodic competitions that actually took place in
the historical period extending from the sixth into the fourth century BCE.”*!! The
implicit strategy adopted by the scholars I just quoted is 1) to assume that the
Certamen is evidence of actual historical rhapsodic competitions on the ground that it
features games based on poetic creativity, collaboration, and improvisation, and 2) to
utilize the Certamen as further basis to argue that ambiguous and much-discussed
ancient sources concerning rhapsodic activity actually support the notion of rhapsodic

creativity, collaboration, and improvisation. As far as | can see, the obvious circularity

106 | am paraphrasing COLLINS 2004: 189.
107 MEYER 1892: 379.

108 R1TOOK 1962: 228.

109 CoLLINS 2001.

110 CoLLINS 2004: 185-191.

11 NAGY 2009: 298.
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of this reasoning has never been explicitly called into question. In what follows, 1 will
briefly point out that | can see no reason why we should take the Certamen as
evidence of actual rhapsodic practices. Subsequently, 1 will discuss the main sources
concerning rhapsodic performances, pointing out that their use as evidence for
rhapsodic creativity, collaboration, and improvisation rests, at best, on speculative
interpretation. In so doing, I will mostly engage with Collins’ work, which makes the
strongest case in favor of reading the Certamen as part of a rhapsodic framework.

The main goal of this section is to prepare the terrain for my two subsequent
arguments: 1) the techniques featured in the Certamen originated in the sympotic
context; 2) Homer and Hesiod act not so much as poets competing against each other
but rather as literary critics assessing the limits of their own compositions (I make this
point in 2.3). My argument, however, has also wider implications as it engages in the
controversial question of the role of improvisation, creativity, and collaboration in
rhapsodic performances.!!?

The use of the Certamen as a quasi-historical document to reconstruct formal
features of rhapsodic competitions is highly problematic. What is worse, scholars who
treat it as such do not provide any explicit argument to support the legitimacy of their
operation. Aside from the similarities that they believe exist between the techniques
featured in the Certamen and actual rhapsodic practices, | can think of three possible

arguments that might have persuaded scholars to use the Certamen as evidence for

112 A useful summary of the wide array of scholarly positions on the question can be found in
PELLICCIA 2003: 97-98. A thorough, recent, and often ingenious (but quite one-sided) account of the
rhapsodic craft is GONZALEZ 2013 which is based on Nagy’s evolutionary model for the gradual
fixation of the Homeric text (first proposed in NAGY 1981. See also NAGY 1995 and NAGY 1996: 26-
63). | found the succinct account of GRAzI0SI 2002: 21-40 to be a much more reliable reconstruction.
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actual rhapsodic performances: 1) much like historical rhapsodes, Homer and Hesiod
are said in the Certamen to engage in a poetical competition; 2) Homer is compared to
a rhapsode twice in the Certamen; 3) Homer and Hesiod recited epic lines, and epic
was a rhapsodic prerogative.

All of these points are far from conclusive. 1) Homer and Hesiod are certainly
represented as engaging in a poetical competition in the Certamen but, with the
exception of the recitation of their own poetry (see Cert. 176-210), the other kinds of
games they play are never explicitly associated with rhapsodic competitions in our
ancient sources (see below). 2) It is true that Homer is defined as a rhapsode twice in
the Certamen (Cert. 56 and 286). Still, as already shown by Graziosi, in these
instances the verb pay@déw “is used in connection with travelling and indicates
recitation, not composition.”*!3 The verb, thus, exclusively refers to those moments in
Homer’s life in which the poet recites the poems which he previously composed and is
never used to characterize the poetical games played by Homer and Hesiod, which
involve improvisation and creativity and not mere recitation. This use of the verb
poydim, as we will see below, is consistent with Alcidamas’ conception of rhapsodic
activity as presented in Alcid. Soph. 14. 3. Although rhapsodes are often associated

with epic poetry,* epic performances were clearly not an exclusive prerogative of

113 GrAzIOSI 2002: 35.

114 1t should be noticed that Plato in the lon has Socrates ask lon, a rhapsode, whether he was an expert
in poets other than the epic ones. Specifically, he mentions Archilochus (a lyric poet) at 531a2 and
532a6. It is difficult, however, to say whether by mentioning Archilochus, Plato was entertaining the
possibility that an actual rhapsode could be an expert in poets other than the epic ones, or whether this
is a typical case of Socratic irony: Socrates is playing dumb in order to ridicule the limitations of
rhapsodic expertise. | found the former to be more likely as Homer and Archilochus are also associated
in a fragment of Heraclitus (f. 42 DK) which likely contains a pun on the word poy®dog. On
Heraclitus’ passage see GRAZIOSI 2002: 29-30 and 31 n. 60. Another example of non-epic rhapsody is
Plat. Tim. 21B on which see FORD 1988: 302. That the term pay®dia. is not limited to epic but can be
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rhapsodes. To mention only one example out of many, consider the passage from
Aristophanes’ Peace discussed above. There (Ar. Pax 1265-1304), two boys rehearse
the songs they are about to sing at a wedding. As we have seen, the repertoire of boy 1
is entirely taken from epic poetry. This is a particularly fitting case as two of the lines
recited by the boy (ll. 1282-3) also occur in the Certamen (ll. 107-108). Although
these very lines may have been originally part of the rhapsodic repertoire,
Aristophanes’ passage is proof of a quite obvious fact: epic lines were commonly
recited also by people other than professional rhapsodes, e.g. random boys, in contexts
other than rhapsodic competitions, like wedding celebrations.*® To this, we shall add
the fact that participants in the symposia were expected to play games involving the
recitation of hexameters, and presupposing knowledge of heroic themes as, for
instance, a passage from Clearchus of Soli which | shall discuss below testifies (see
Ath. X 457e2-458a1).116

Aside from these specific points, two general considerations should be added.
First, as | have argued in section one, our version of the Certamen developed over a
long period of time, and many agents, at different moments contributed to it. Even if
the story of a contest between Homer and Hesiod was originally created in a rhapsodic
context (which seems quite likely), the kind of games performed by the two poets,

which, as | have argued, are plausibly a later contribution to the story of the contest,

defined as the performance of poetry without a péiog as been argued by FORD 1988, see contra
GONzALEZ 2013: 343-356.

115 Another example connected with the Certamen are the elegiac couplets of Theognis 425-427 which,
with the exception of the pentameter at 426, are quoted by Homer at (Cert. 78-9). Theognis may have
quoted the hexametric lines from an earlier source (see CAMPBELL 1983: 233) and turned them into
elegiac couplets by adding the two pentameters Il. 426 and 428. On these lines see also below.

116 Cf. CoLLINS 2004: 129: “The improvisation or recitation of hexameter verses seems to have long
been a mainstay at symposia.”
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need not be in any way representative of actual rhapsodic contests. In fact, as I will
argue later, the techniques showcased in the Certamen are at home in a different
context, that of the symposium. Moreover, Homer and Hesiod as depicted in the
Certamen should in no way be assimilated to rhapsodes. As a matter of fact, they
cannot even be associated with poets tout-court. Despite the creative nature of their
performances they are not singing/composing any songs, they are rather challenging
each other in puzzles and other games of wits. Connected to this, is also the obvious
observation with which | began this section: the Certamen is a work of fiction. Much
as the idylls of Theocritus can hardly cast any significant light on the actual habits of
ancient Greek shepherds, so the Certamen is not a faithful representation of any actual
poetical competition. Such an aprioristic use of the Certamen as evidence for
reconstructing the techniques of ancient rhapsodes is, therefore, flawed.

Now that I have established that the Certamen cannot be utilized a priori as
evidence for the reconstruction of ancient rhapsodic craft, | will assess whether other
sources attribute to rhapsodes similar kinds of techniques and expertise as those
attributed to Homer and Hesiod in the Certamen. Collins has made the case that they
do; I intend to show the opposite. To do so, I will rebut the main points of Collins’
argument, step by step, in the order in which they are presented in his 2001 article
“Improvisation in Rhapsodic Performance.”*’

Collins” ambitious goal is to show against previous scholarship that ancient

rhapsodes were not mere reduplicative reciters of epic but created and improvised

117 Collins makes the same case in two venues, see COLLINS 2001 and its revision in COLLINS 2004:
179-191. The two works are almost identical. | engage primarily with CoLLINS 2001 because it is
slightly more detailed but | will also occasionally refers to CoLLINS 2004: 185-191.
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poetry as well, often in collaborative settings—a now quite fashionable theory. To
achieve his goal, he starts by dismissing the accounts of Plato’s lon (and Xenophon’s
references to rhapsodes as “the stupidest of men” [see Symp. 3.6; Mem. 4.2.10]) as
prejudicial. Obviously, Collins needs to push Plato’s testimony to the side, as there is
little doubt that according to Plato’s dialogue, the rhapsode lon memorized and recited
the fixed text of Homer.18 Yet, refusing to engage with arguably the most
comprehensive ancient source concerning rhapsodic activity in order to focus on later
and ambiguous scraps of evidence is quite a suspicious move.'*®

Next, Collins moves to the ancient sources that discuss the etymological
meaning of the term paymdog. Although this is not the only, nor the most common
etymology offered by ancient sources,*?° the word rhapsode was connected with the
idea of “stitching/sewing” from the time of Pindar.

60ev mep kai Ounpidan

POTTOV EME®V TA TOAL™ dotdol

dpyovtal, A0¢ €K Tpoopiov: kol 68 avnp

Katafolav iep®dv Aydvov vikaeopiog oédektot TpdTov Nepeaiov

&v molvvpvnto Aog dAcet. (Pind. Nem. 2.1-6)

Just as the Homeridae, the singers of woven verses, most often begin with Zeus

as their prelude, so this man has received a first down-payment of victory in

the sacred games by winning in the grove of Nemean Zeus, which is celebrated
in many hymns. (Svarlien)

118 There is no internal reason why one should understand the verb xospém in Plato’s lon 530d6 as a
reference to “any number of different activities, including the addition of verses” (COLLINS 2001).
Given that lon has just said that no one, not even “commentators” of Homer such as Metrodorus of
Lampsachus, Stesimbrotos of Thasus, or Glaucon (on which see chapter 1), has offered so many and
beautiful (kaAd) comments about Homer as he has, the kosmesis of Homer mentioned at 530d6 is very
likely a reference to the exegesis of Homer that must have been part of Ion’s performance. A similar
conclusion is found in RIIKSBARON 2007: 131-2.

119 Along similar lines see PELLICCIA 2003: 113. The evolutionary theory of Nagy and Gonzalez (with
time rhapsodes become more and more bound to a script) is a more sensitive approach to explain the
presence of sources like the lon that emphasize rhapsodic recitation. See above for references to Nagy
and Gonzalez’ model. Skepticism concerning the evolutionary model is voiced by READY 2017: esp.
500-2.

120 The derivation from pé&Bdoc, staff, was more popular. See on this GRAzIOSI 2002: 23.
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There are many difficulties surrounding the interpretation of this passage. For
instance, it is not clear whether the Homeridai, a clan of professional rhapsodes of the
island of Chios claiming descendance from Homer, stitched together individual verses
or bigger thematic nuclei.*?* Nor is it clear what the metaphor of the stitching precisely
entails.*?? Another point is in my view equally unclear. Although scholars take these
lines to mean that the Homeridai stitched individual verses/scenes together into their
song, a different reading is also possible. Pindar, in fact, does not specify that the ones
doing the stitching are the Homeridai. The qualification pant®v énéwv doidoi, singers
of stitched songs, can in fact also mean that the Homeridai recited songs made up of
different thematic units and previously stitched together, we might say composed, by
another poet. In the endless discussion about the meaning of the “stitching” metaphor,
this significant distinction has, to my knowledge, never been brought up. Yet, if we
accept that Pindar’s passage is also ambiguous as to whom is responsible for the
stitching, its use as evidence for the creative nature of rhapsodic performances
becomes even more difficult to establish.

Although Collins does briefly discuss the metaphor of the stitching and the
question of what were the rhapsodes stitching in relationship with this Pindaric
passage, his main contribution to the question of the etymology of the term
“rhapsodos” rests on his analysis of two sections of a scholion to the text of Pindar:

schol. ad Pind. Nem. 2, 1c4-d10 DRACHMANN and schol. ad Pind. Nem. 2, 1d, 16-22

121 Since PATZER 1952, much ink has been spilled over the question of whether rhapsodes stitch
together large segments of narrative or smaller (individual lines) poetic items.
122 A short summary of the different interpretative possibilities can be found in ForD 1988: 300-2.
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DRACHMANN. I follow Collins’ order and I start with schol. ad Pind. Nem. 2, 1d, 16-
22 DRACHMANN:
Ddoyopog (FGrHist 1 417) 6¢ amd 100 cvvtifévor Kol pamtev Ty mOTy obTm
enoiv avTovg TpookekAfcbat. dntoi 8¢ 0 ‘Hoiodog Aéywv (fr. 357 MW)-
&v AMA® 10T TPpATOV €YD Kol ‘Ounpog dowdoi pérmopev,
€V Veapoic DUVOLg PAYavTEG GOV,
DoiBov Anolhmva xpucdopov, OV Téke ANTO.
Philochorus says that they (sc. the rhapsodes) were called thus from the putting
together and stitching of the song. Hesiod shows this by saying:
At that time in Delos for the first time Homer and I, the poets, sang,

Stitching a song in new hymns,
Phoibos Apollos with a golden sword, whom Leto bore'??

Collins makes three points about this passage: 1) Hesiod and Homer “work together to
sing one song about Apollo” (emphasis in the original); ii) “they appeared to do so by
means of new verses or segments;” iii) the expression “stitching a song in new hymns”
could mean improvisation (CoLLINS 2001).

A better sense of the meaning of this text can be gained if we accept with
Else'?* and Martin®?® that Hesiod F 357 MW is a reference to the Homeric hymn to
Apollo. This hymn is often considered to be made out of two discrete sections: the so-
called Delian section (ll. 1-178) and the Pythian one (179-546). Separatist scholars,
with whom | tend to agree on this issue, consider the two sections to be two originally

autonomous poems combined at a later time.*?® They especially point to lines 165-176

123 There are many difficulties concerning the translation of this fragment, e.g. the function of the
participial aorist pdyovteg and whether to punctuate after pékmopiev or after buvoig. A detailed analysis
of the different possibilities is found in GONZALEZ 2013: 420-426. My translation follows the general
consensus (e.g. GRAZz10S1 2002: 33; COLLINS 2001; MosT: 2007: 355; GONZALEZ 2013: 420-426).

124 E| sE 1957: 30-31.

125 MARTIN 2004: 411-15

126 The separatist argument was first formulated by Ruhnken in the second edition of his letter to
Valckenaer. See RUHNKEN 17822, A summary of the scholarly debate over the question of the
composition and unity up to 1975 can be found in FORSTEL 1979: 20-59. A more recent survey of the
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which have a decisively concluding flavor. Unitarians, relying especially on commons
themes and similarities between the two sections, believe that the poem is one single
coherent composition by one author.'?” Whether the poem was originally made up of
two different poems or not, the separation between the two portions is striking and, |
assume, must have perplexed not only modern readers but also ancient ones. F 357
MW can thus be seen as a convenient, albeit fictional, explanation by an ancient
reader!?8 to account for the status of the hymn.?® Two different authors, Homer and
Hesiod, composed a hymn to Apollo on the same occasion, a performance in Delos,
that is why we have one poem made out of two clearly discrete sections. In my
reading, the aowdnv of the fragment is the complete hymn to Apollo, év veapoig
duvorg, are the two sections sung by Homer and Hesiod, respectively, i.e. Il. 1-178 and
1. 179-546,'% the verb pantw refers to the combination of the two sections of the
hymn.13L

Although Collins has no problems accepting the scenario | just described,*? he

fails to draw the proper conclusions from it. If F 357 MW indeed refers to the

bibliography can be found in CHAPPELL 2011. Among the more recent work see esp. BURKERT 1979;
JANKO 1982: 99-132; CLAY 1989: esp. 18-19 and CLAY 1994; RICHARDSON 2010: 9-15; PETROVIC 2013.
127 For the unitarian view see, among others, MILLER 1986, CLAY 1989: 18-19 and CLAY 1994;
RICHARDSON 2010: 9-15.

128 In my view, F 357 is not by Hesiod, but is rather a later, perhaps, rhapsodic composition. Hypotheses
on the origins of this fragment can be found in WEST 1967: 440.

129 T argue elsewhere that fictional accounts of the poet’s lives were often created for the sake of solving
the interpretative problems raised by their poems. For instance, I believe that the story Stesichorus’
blindness and subsequent recovery should be explained on similar grounds. The story is obviously
fictional (the main question is whether it was alluded to by Stesichorus himself in his poem or not. |
believe it was not), which helps justify the bipartite structure of Stesichorus’ Palinode (1 accusation of
Helen; 2 retraction).

130 A possibility entertained as well by GoNzALEZ 2013: 426.

131 Similarly ELSE 1957: 30-31.

132 In a footnote of his 2001 piece he says that “As Ruth Scodel suggests to me viva voce, if Hesiod
F357 MW can be taken to refer to the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, perhaps we can account for the Delian
and Pythian division of that poem as the competitive contributions performed by Homer and Hesiod,
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bipartition of the hymn to Apollo, then to say that Homer and Hesiod i) are “working
together” it is too strong a statement. There is, in fact, little to no collaboration
involved: Homer is responsible for one discrete portion of the poem, the first, Hesiod
for the second. While it is technically true that two poets collaborated insofar as they
came together in one place and both contributed to the finished product, ultimately the
result of their so-called collaboration is two discrete entities camouflaged as a whole.
This hardly suggests any form of real interaction between the poets during the
compositional process. Homer and Hesiod quite literally stitched two different songs
together. ii) That the new song arises through the stitching of new verses or segments,
a meaning that Collins infers from the expression v veapoig buvoig payoveg Godny,
is, as well, unlikely to be an accurate representation of the evidence. The new hymns
that Homer and Hesiod stitch together are the two large (178 lines the first, 368 lines
the second) sections of the poem. These can hardly be characterized as “verses or
segments”, terms which suggest much smaller units. Finally, the expression v veapoig
duvolg payavteg aodnv certainly means that the two sections are original
compositions of Homer and Hesiod**? and iii) could imply that they had been

improvised by the two poets during their performance. At the same time, there is no

respectively.” (COLLINS 2001: n. 16). In his monograph, he repeats the gist of this note and adds that
line 241 of the Homeric Hymn to Apollo is almost identical to Hesiod, Catalogue fr. 70.18 MW.

133 GrRAZI0SI 2002: 33 points out that the emphasis on the novelty of the composition “may have been a
necessary qualification: Homer and Hesiod did not perform in the manner of original rhapsodes, their
songs were new.” | agree with the gist of her argument but see contra GONzALEZ (2013: 339 n. 33). |
should add that the emphasis on “new hymns” might reflect the priamel like (see RICHARDSON 2010:
86) beginning of the two sections of the hymn of Apollo. Both in the first section (see Il. 19-24) and in
the second section (Il. 208-213) the poet wonders how he might sing about Apollo given the abundance
of material existing on the topic. Once the poet moves to the actual subjects of his hymn (at I. 25 in the
first section and at I. 214 in the second), the material he sings is, therefore, implicitly set up as his
original innovation on the preceding tradition. It is possible that the composer of Hesiod F 357 MW
picked up on this claim for originality and specified that the two portions sung by Homer and Hesiod
were “new hymns” because they innovated upon the preceding hymnic tradition.
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reason why it should imply it. Precisely because, as we have seen, there is little to no
interaction between Homer and Hesiod’s performances, it would be perfectly logical
for them to recite, one after the other, a memorized piece previously composed
independently from one another.
I now move on to the second section of Pindar’s scholion: schol. ad Pind.
Nem. 2, 1¢c4-d10 DRACHMANN
EMPavelg 0¢ £yévovto oi teplt Khvabov, oVg oot ToAAd TOV En®V TOMGOVTOG
guPoeiv ic Ty ‘Ounpov moinotv. Nv 8¢ 6 Kouvaibog 1o yévog Xiog, 8¢ koi Tdv
EMLYPOLPO uz—:vow (0] m]pou mom ]JOLT(OV 1OV €l ATOAA VO YEYPOPAS DLVOV
avatédeikey adTd. ovTog oLV O Kdvandog npcoroq &V ZupakoHouls EpoymONcE
0 Opnpov €mn xatd v £0 Olvumiada, g Tnndotpatog onow (FHG IV
433)
Cynaethus'34 became famous, who, they say, having composed many verses,
inserted them into Homer’s poetry. Cynaethus was Chian by descent and of the
poems attributed to Homer he composed the Hymn to Apollo and credited it to
him (sc. Homer). This Cynaethus was the first to perform Homer’s epics in
Syracuse during the sixty-ninth Olympiad (504-501), as Hippostratus says.
Collins believes that this text, especially the section going from v 8¢ to Huvov
avatédecev avtd Is evidence of the fact that Cynaethus produced utterances (moAAa
@V éndv), i.e. individual verses, and inserted them into the poetry of Homer. He then

specifies: “we cannot and should not conclude from this, however, that these

utterances themselves constituted a narrative, for Kynaithos could have been

134 o1 mepi + Tva (acc. nominis proprii) can indicate the person together with his associates or can be
simply a periphrasis for Cynaethus. Analysis of this expression need to be made case by case, author by
author. In this instance, it is difficult to be conclusive on the matter as, even if the passage were to stem
from Hippostratus, it is unlikely to be a verbatim quotation. | follow CoLLINS 2001 in preferring the
periphrastic meaning (1.the fragment seems to be concerned with Cynaethus and not with the activity of
an otherwise unknown rhapsodic circle of Cynaethus; 2. in scholiastic texts the periphrastic meaning is
often to be preferred). GRAzI0sI 2002: 213 translates, instead, “those around Cynaethus.” On oi nepi +
Twva (acc. nominis proprii) see DUBUISSON 1982; SALANITRO 1987; GORMAN 2003; BIANCHI 2016: 40-
41 with reference to previous bibliography and, more recently, SAvio 2019.
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embellishing or adding lines here and there for emphasis, color, even humor.” I
believe that everything about the scholion at hand authorizes us to conclude precisely
the opposite: Kynaethus inserted into the noinowv of Homer, that is into his corpus,
moAla TV €ndv, that is, an entire narrative/autonomous poem. £mog is a notoriously
ambiguous word. It can mean “word,” “individual verses,” the meaning adopted by
Collins, but also more generally “epic poetry” (see LSJ IV). This last meaning is also
attested at the end of this very text, where Cynaethus is said to perform ta Opnpov
gnn an expression that clearly means the epic works of Homer. The same meaning
occurs in Pl. Hipp. 228b-c (discussed below). There, Collins is perfectly happy to
understand the expression & Opfjpov & as the Homeric poems in a written form.**®°
The term noinoig is translated by Collins, rightly, as poetry. Yet, Collin’s
interpretation demands that noinotg signify one single poem into which Cynaethus
interpolated new lines. Ioinoig, however, often indicates something more general than
a single poem. Had our source meant to speak of individual poems it would probably
have used the term moinpa, as it does right after the sentence | am analyzing (see t@v
gnypagpouévav Ounpov mompdatmv). Here moinoig seems to have a meaning more
akin to Homer’s corpus, i.e. the totality of his poems. To these linguistic elements, |
shall add the fact that my interpretation makes better sense of the rest of the fragment.

In the following section of the quoted scholion, we learn, in fact, that Cynaethus

composed the Hymn to Apollo—an entire poem*3¢ and not some individual lines—and

135 CoLLINS 2001.

136 Taken at its letter, the scholion refers to the entirety of the Homeric hymn. WEST 1975: 165 agrees
but also suggests that “If there is anything in what the scholiast says, it must refer to D” (D being the
Delian section of the hymn to Apollo). West does not elaborate further but | take it that what he means is
that the original source from which the scholion ultimately depends stated that Cynaethus composed
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attributed it to Homer. Our source, | take it, specifies with a concrete example what
precedes, i.e. that Cynaethus inserted into the Homeric corpus a new poem. This is the
most natural reading of the fragment. If we follow Collins’ interpretation, we end up,
instead, having, by Collins’ own admission, two competing interpretations of
Cynaethus’ activity: “Kynaithos composed lines, which he then inserted into Homer”
(first part of the passage), “or composed poems such as a Hymn to Apollo, which he
attributed to Homer” (second part of the passage).'3” My reading is preferable as it
harmonizes the two alternatives.

After a brief section in which Collins discusses examples from living poetic
traditions, Collins moves to the Certamen. | have already explained above why its use
as evidence of rhapsodic performances is problematic. | should only add here that
Collins seems especially impressed by the fact that the game of the “ambiguous
propositions” featured in the Certamen (see below) rests on the use of enjambments, a
feature that he sees as typical of the epic style. As | have argued above, the type of
enjambments featured in the Certamen are far from typical of the epic diction: Collins’

claimed analogy does not hold up.

only the first section of the hymn. Later on, however, readers, being unable to recognize the distinction
between the two sections of the poem, mistakenly referred to the whole hymn the story concerning
Cynaethus’ composition. West’s hypothesis is tantalizing. If we accept it, in fact, we would recover
another story, alternative to that of the competition of Hesiod and Homer, that serves as a justification
for the two-part structure of the hymn to Apollo: Cynaethus composed the first section and attributed it
to Homer; as a result, the section entered the Homeric corpus and was stitched to a pre-existing
Homeric hymn to Apollo (the second section of our poem). It does not matter whether this story is a
sensible representation of the actual process by which our Homeric hymn to Apollo emerged (it is likely
not), what is interesting is what the story about Cynaethus achieves: it provides an explanation for an
interpretative difficulty. (on this topic see above).

137 CoLLINS 2001. The presence of two different accounts of Cynaethus’ activity must have ended up
bothering Collins. In CoLLINS 2004: 184, which, overall, reproduces almost verbatim Collins 2001, in
fact, the reference to the second account (the one according to which Cynaethus composed an entire
poem, the Hymn to Apollo) is completely omitted.
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As a last piece of evidence, Collins analyses two sources concerning the so-
called Panathenaic Rule.'3® The story is well-known:3 Hipparchus, the son of
Peisistratus, (Solon or Pericles according to other sources) instituted rhapsodic
contests for the Panathenaea and set the rules for it. The following are the two main
sources for the story.

Pl. Hipp. 228b-c Tnndpyw, d¢ tdv Ietciotpdron naidwv fv tpesfitorog Kai

coPMOTATOG, OC JAAX T€ TOALN KOl KaAd Epya coplag dmedeiEato, Kai Ta

‘Ounpov &€mn TpdTOG KOLUGEV €1G TV YTV TAVTNV, KOl VAYKOGE TOVG

paymdovg IMavadnvaiolg €€ dmoAyewg Epe&iic avta duval, dGomep Vv £t

01d¢ To10vG1Y.

Hipparchus, who was the eldest and wisest of Peisistratus’ sons and who

displayed many other beautiful deeds of wisdom, was also the first to bring to

this land here (sc. Athens) the poems of Homer and compelled the rhapsodes at
the Panathenaea to go through them in sequence, by relay, as they still do
nowadays.

Diog. Laert. 1.57 = FGrHist 458 F 6:

16 1€ “Opnfpov &€ vmoPorfc Yéypage (SCil. Zo6Awv) paywidsicOa, olov dmov O
Tp®dTOG EANEev, ékelbev Apyecbar TOv Exduevov.

Solon wrote down a law that the poems of Homer be recited on cue, that is,
where the first person left off, there the next one would begin.

The meaning of each of the words of these texts has been carefully scrutinized and
many interpretative difficulties remain. Still, the general picture portrayed by the
sources is clear: rhapsodes had to perform the poems of Homer in relays, starting from
where the previous performer left off. These texts are generally taken as evidence that

the Iliad and the Odyssey, or one of the two poems, were recited from the beginning

138 The expression was coined by DAVISON 1955.

139 On the sources concerning this story see DAVISON 1955. SHAPIRO 1993 provides a cautious but
reliable reconstruction of the meaning of the historical context of this rule and of its consequences for
rhapsodic performances. More closely aligned to CoLLINS 2001 are NAGY 2002: 9-36 and GONZALEZ
2013: 382-392.
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till the end in their entirety at the Panathenaea.'*° With reference to the first source,
however, Collins claims that “The Panathenaea may have allowed for the display of
various improvisational techniques, such as embellishing and the sequencing of scenes
in expansion, as well as a clever pick-up through enjambment by one rhapsode from
the previous rhapsode. All of these possibilities are conceivable within Hipparkhos'
rules for performance.”**! This is pure speculation: nothing in the text suggests it.
Moreover, the expression avta duévar seems to entail precisely what Collins wants to
reject, i.e. that rhapsodes “were going through” the ta Ounpov &nn, i.e., by Collins
own admission, the Homeric poems in written form. Moreover, the freedom that
Collins is willing to grant to rhapsodes on the basis of this text does not seems to
square well with the idea that rhapsodes were forced (Mvaykace) into doing
something. The term implies that Hipparchus implemented stricter rules for rhapsodic
competitions. As Sealey once suggested,#? the rule may have prevented rhapsodes
from reciting only the highlights from Homer’s poems and may have guaranteed that
over the course of three days participants would hear the entirety of the Iliad and the
Odyssey in the proper order. Be the question as it may, it is difficult not to agree with
Shapiro that “Hipparchos' Panathenaic rule thus meant both a narrowing of the
repertoire of the rhapsode and more emphasis on rote memorization, with no freedom,

say, to "stitch together" episodes in different ways.”43

140 See the bibliography collected at COLLINS 2004: 193 n.6.
141 CoLLINS 2001.

142 SEALEY 1957.

143 SHAPIRO 1993: 104.
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Even more speculative is Collins’ analysis of Diog. Laert. 1.57. He claims that
“what ex hypoboles ("by cue™) means exactly is not as clear as scholars have
suggested. It could mean, as Shapiro argues, that after a coherent scene one rhapsode
stops and another one begins. It could also mean, however, that two rhapsodes were
both engaged in singing by turns the same "scene"—just as Homer and Hesiod were
engaged on Delos to sing one hymn to Apollo—and they alternated with one another
in producing it.” Collins is right that the precise meaning of ex hypoboles is unclear.'#*
However, Diogenes’ gloss for it, introduced by the term oiov, meaning, “that is,”
makes it quite clear that a performer would start where, i.e. at the point within the text
(assuming as Collin does that the Homeric poems were written down) or simply at the
point in the narrative, in which the previous perform left off. If we follow Collins’
interpretation, the gloss would mean that the second performer starts when the first is
done. Even granting that this meaning is possible in light of the Greek oilov 8mov 6
Tp®dTOG EANcev, ékeilbev Apyecbar Tov xduevov, to say that the second rhapsode must
start when the first one is done would be quite useless a rule, as surely rhapsodes were
never performing their pieces at the same time.

All things considered, Collin’s theory of the collaborative and creative nature
of rhapsodic activity does not hold up to scrutiny. In particular, nothing suggests that
they engaged in the kind of impromptu and capping games that feature in the

Certamen.*® In light of the evidence | have discussed, rhapsodes can, at best, be held

144 Some of the many proposals advanced by scholars are collected in GONZALEZ 2013: 384-392; esp.
384 n. 185.

145 Similarly BURGESS 2006 in reviewing COLLINS 2004 writes: “The characters Homer and Hesiod
compete with epic lines in the Certamen, which Collins repeatedly discusses to good effect, but this
gaming type of competition does not constitute the normal practice of rhapsodes.”
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responsible for the composition of larger and discrete unity of poetry, like the two
sections of the hymn to Apollo.

I conclude this section by bringing attention to a passage that is not very often
utilized in the debate over the nature of the rhapsodic activity and whose connection
with the Certamen has never been emphasized.*® It provides, in my view, positive
evidence of the fact that the kind of games featured in the Certamen were not
conceived as rhapsodic performances by fourth-century readers. | am referring to
chapter 14 of Alcidamas’ work On the Sophists:

Alcid. Soph. 14 avaykn 8’ €otiv, tav Tig T0 pev avtooyedtaln, Td 6& Tumol,

TOV AOYOV AVOLOLOV dVTO YOYOV TM AEYOVTL TAPUCKEVALELY, KOl TO UEV

vrokpicet kol paymdig tapomAnoia Sokelv etvat, T 8& Tameve Koi QodAo

eoaivesBol Tapd TV Ekeivov akpifelay.

Necessarily, whenever someone improvises some parts and conforms others to

models, the speech would attract criticism for the speaker because of its

heterogeneity: some parts would seem to be similar to a stage performance and

a rhapsodic performance, others would appear to be common and cheap when

compared to the precision of the former parts.

In this passage, Alcidamas notes that orators who do not speak off the cuff but, rather,
base their performances upon previously written models are like actors reciting a
drama and rhapsodes reciting a poem. This passage confirms what we knew already

from Plato’s lon, i.e. that by the fourth-century rhapsodes, much like actors,*4’ were

reciting fixed texts from memory. What is more, it portrays rhapsodic performance as

146 Collins knows this text, COLLINS 2004:192 n.2, and COLLINS 2001 but he does not seem to be aware
of its implications for his interpretation of the Certamen.

147 Unless one reads dmoxpicet xoi poydig as an hendiadys meaning “dramatic rhapsody,” “rhapsodic
interpretation,” “rhapsodic performance,” vel similia. This interpretation is defended by GONzALEZ
2013: 316.

2 ¢
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the epitome of slavish replication of a model: rhapsodic activity is presented by
Alcidamas as the exact opposite of improvisation.14

Alcidamas’ view of rhapsodic activity is particularly relevant because, as we have
seen, he played a significant role in the composition of the Certamen. Since Nietzsche,
there have been many attempts to connect the topics discussed in Alcidamas’ On
Sophists to the Certamen.*® Scholars, for instance, insist upon the fact that it is not by
chance that Alcidamas praises and discusses at length the virtues of improvisation in
the On Sophists, and in the Certamen Homer and Hesiod are represented as
participating in games of improvisation.'* Still, to claim with Collins “that Alcidamas
is clearly interested in the extemporaneous choices that a rhapsode must make in
performance” ! is obviously problematic. Alcidamas cannot be interested in the
“extemporaneous choices” of a rhapsode, given that he explicitly negates that
rhapsodic activity involved any “extemporaneous choices™ at all.*® If, as we should,

we grant to Alcidamas a part in the composition of our text of the Certamen, we

148 This is not to say, of course, that historically they were not cases in which a rhapsode could have
gone off-script or modified such a script. In the case of actors, we know indeed that this happened.
Evidence for actors’ “interpolations” is collected and discussed by HAMILTON 1974. The public
expectation, however, at least on the basis of Alcidmas’ testimony, is verbatim adhesion to a model. On
verbatim memorization and reproduction in the classical period see PELLICCIA 2003.

149 NIETZSCHE 539-540. Among the more recent scholars the most thorough discussion between the two
works has been undertaken by O’SULLIVAN 1992.

150 Improvisation provides a strong link between the Certamen and the On Sophists. Still, the
relationship between these two works should not be overstated. The kind of improvisational games
featured in the Certamen, which consist of short and witty hexametric back and forth between two
participants are very different, and require different sets of skills, from the production of long prose
speeches of the type Alcidamas is discussing in the On Sophists.

151 CoLLINS 2004: 188.

152 Consistent with that is the fact that the verb paymdém in the Certamen implies the recitation of a
previously composed model. See above.
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cannot argue that he was “manipulating a rhapsodic framework”*® or had rhapsodes
in mind when writing the improvisational games featured in the Certamen.>

So far, | have argued that the contest narrated in the Certamen should not be
understood in light of rhapsodic competitions. | will now show, that both the types of
games featured in the Certamen as well as the skills, such as improvisation and
capping, that such games presuppose are at home in the context of the symposium. A
closer look at the contest section in the Certamen (62-214) will help make my case.

After an introduction to the contest (Cert. 62-74) follow five main sections (1.
Cert. 74-94; 2. Cert. 94-101; 3. Cert. 102-137; 4.138-148; 5.148-175.) each one
representing a different kind of challenge Hesiod submits Homer to. These sections |
will refer to as “games.” Each game, as we will see, can be further divided into
“rounds.” The section (Cert. 176-204) in which Panoides tasks each poet to recite the
finest passages from their compositions ends the contest section. Although the
audience preferred Homer, Panoides declares Hesiod the winner. The latter, then,
dedicates to the Muses the bronze tripod he received as a prize (Cert. 205-214). As |
have already argued above, the final section of the contest is the only one that can be

directly related to an actual rhapsodic competitions. This section was probably the

153 CoLLINS 2004: 189.

154 An argument could be made that the games featured in the Certamen were i) older than Alcidamas
and ii) that they reflected a different and older phase in the rhapsodic practice characterized by
creativity, collaboration, and improvisation. ii) That rhapsodic practice should be studied diachronically
has been emphasized by GonzALEz 2013. Although I agree that many rhapsodes must have also
composed, and not simply recited, poetry, especially in the archaic period, | can find no evidence for
rhapsodic activity of any time that matches the types of games featured in the Certamen. i) As | have
argued above, although some of the improvisational games featured in the Certamen likely preceded
Alcidamas, this section of the work is one of the more “recent” nuclei of the work and, I suspect,
Alcidamas expanded upon it significantly.
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original nucleus of the story which was progressively expanded by the addition of the
other five challenges.

The five main sections are structured as follow. Game 1, dubbed “the riddle of
the superlative” by Bassino,*® is made up of 2 rounds. First, Hesiod asks Homer what
is the best thing (péptatov) among mortals, then, slightly varying his question, he asks
what is the finest thing (xéAotov) among mortals.'® To the first question Homer
replies with a version of the Greek adage according to which it is best not to be born,
and, once born, to die as soon as possible.'>” To the second, he replies by quoting one
passage from his poem: Od. 9.6-11, the description of the banquet in honor of
Odysseus prepared by the Phaeakians.'>® Game 2, “the insoluble challenge” (1. 95) is

constituted of only one round. Hesiod tasks Homer not to sing of “the things that are,

155 BAssINO 2020: 141.

156 | can see no obvious difference in meaning between the first and the second question, which use two
different superlatives (péptatov and kéAiistov) of the same adjective ayaboc, “good” (at I. 82 the
manuscript reads, dpiotov, which the editor corrected to, kdAotov, according to P. Petr. 1, 25, (1), I.
18). Note that to the first question Homer replies by describing what is dpiotov and not what is
eépratov, which was metrically available and was the term used by Hesiod in his question. Note also
the use of yet another term related to the idea of “goodness” i.e. the comparative dueivav in the fourth
game (Cert. 164). Given that the two questions posed by Hesiod are basically identical, it is possible
that one of the two was added at a later time by a reader who was not satisfied with Homer’s answer
and wanted to give him an opportunity to redeem, as it were, himself. The two answers given by Homer
are indeed opposed to one another and provide two contrasting images of the poet. The first entails a
rather pessimistic view of human life and, as noted by BASSINO 2020: 14, “is not Homeric in form or
sentiment.” The second entails a more positive outlook on life and celebrates the pleasure of
collectively partaking in music, food, and wine. On the process of cumulative addition of rounds and
games over time, of which, | believe, we can see here a concrete example, see above.

157 gipymv pév | edvan émyBoviotsty &piotov,/ povio 8 dpmg drista moiag Aidao mepficor. “Not to be
born at all is the best thing for people on earth, and once born, to pass through the doors of Hades as
soon as possible” (Bassino). These lines are first attested in Theognis 425-8 (with the addition of the
pentameter at 427) and are commonly attested in Greek literature (see WEST 1971: 194 for a list of the
occurrences). They express a traditional motif. See, e.g., Soph. OT 1225-7 or Bacchyl. 5.160-2, or
compare the story of Kleobis and Biton (attested e.g. in Hdt. 1.31). As | have said above, Stobeus
(4.52.22) quotes these lines as coming “from Alcidamas’ Museum,” one of the elements that led
Nietzsche to conclude that Alcidamas was the author of the Certamen.

1% Note that according to the Certamen’s timeline Homer had yet to compose the Odyssey at this point.
This incongruence might suggest that the contest section and the biographical one were originally
autonomous (see above).
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will be and were” to which Homer replies by singing of something that would never
happen, i.e., the funerary games in honor of the immortal Zeus. Game 3, defined as
apeiporovg yvduag, literally “ambiguous propositions,” (11. 102-3), is the one upon
which scholars have mostly focused. I will discuss it in detail in 2.3. For the moment,
suffice it to say that it consists of 14 rounds (if one follows Bassino in interpreting the
double lines Il. 121-2, 124-5, 135-6 as one single riddle by Hesiod and not two
different ones®®°), each of which is made up of a nonsensical line pronounced by
Hesiod which Homer is tasked to restore via capping. | already discussed above the
case of the Greeks eating their horse-necks (ll. 108-9 = round 1). Another example is
round 4, in which Hesiod sings the following line (. 113): “this man is the son of a
good man and a coward.” (Bassino) Taken in isolation this line is problematic, for
how can the same man be both good and coward? Homer caps it with (1. 114) “mother,
since war is hard for all women” thus making the adjective coward (&vdAkidog), which
earlier could only agree with the man’s father (avdp6g), agree now with the man’s
mother (untpdc).18 The man thus becomes the son of a good man and a coward
mother, which is entirely possible.*6* Game 4 is made up of one round as well and
consists of a numerical riddle: how many Achaeans went to Troy? To it Homer replies
with a complex calculation which leads to an absurd result. Finally, game 5 consists of
8 rounds in each of which Hesiod asks Homer different “philosophical” questions. The

first three questions resemble the riddles of the superlative in game 1, the other four

159 On this question see below.

160 Cert. 113-114, Hes. obtoc avip avdpdg T° dryadod kai avaikidog éot/ Hom. untpdc, &nei morepog
YOAETOG Thon ot Yovoi&iv.

161 On these two lines see GRAzI0sI 2001 :67 and below.
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are phrased differently and are mostly concerned with issues of morality such as
human wisdom and happiness.

Although the majority of scholars connect the Certamen to rhapsodic
performances, the sympotic connection has already been proposed. As far as | can see,
it was first advanced by Adolf Busse, in an oft-forgotten article,'®? and does
sometimes resurface in more recent scholarship,*%® most notably in Konrad Hess’
work.!%4 Building on Busse and Hess’ work, I intend to provide further evidence of the
connection between the games featured in the Certamen and the sympotic context. |
shall start with some general observations.

As pointed out by Busse!®® and Hess,'® literary riddles and games of wits of
the kind featured in the Certamen are also found in sympotic settings. They adduce
two main texts from Athenaeus in support of this claim: Ath. X 457¢2-458al = fr. 63
Wehrli and X 448 c-e = fr. 86 Wehrli. In the first, Athenaeus quotes Clearchus of Soli
(4th-3rd century BCE) who describes the kinds of games that ancient participants (ot
naAotot) to the symposium (ropa Tovg mdtovg) used to play.*6” One game consisted of
capping each other epic or iambic line with the one coming next in the poem. Another

consisted of reciting, in turn, versions of the same theme by different authors. Other

162 Bysse 1909: 116-118.

163 See e.g. WEST 1967: 440 “this (sc. the ambiguous propositions) seems to have been recognized as a
type of party game” and KONING 2010: 49: “Moreover, the riddles and poetry-games that make up the
greatest part of the contest in the Certamen in all likelihood find their origin in drinking parties.”

164 HESS 1960: esp.10-12.

165 BussE 1909: 116-177.

166 HEss 1960: 10-11.

167 Given that Clearchus lived at the beginning of the Hellenistic era we can safely assume that when he
refers to the games played by “the ancients” he had in mind, at the very least, a late Classical sympotic
setting. Of course Clearchus’ reconstruction of old symposia was largely idealized (see COLLINS 2004:
131-2) but there is no reason to doubt that the games that he mentions were not actually played in such
contexts from an early time.
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games included the recitation of lines that meet certain requirements, such as a
particular number of syllables. Others were more like trivia questions, in which
participants had to name a specific Achaean or a Trojan commander. In the second
passage, we hear, again from Clearchus, about other types of riddles that were used to
entertain the participants in a symposium. These passages not only prove that literary
riddles and trivia-like questions featured in the symposium of the Classical time,®® but
also that improvisation, creativity, and the ability to cap each other lines, in short, the
abilities that Homer and Hesiod exhibit in the Certamen, were precisely what was
expected of the banqueters.

I shall now analyze each of the five games mentioned above in order to see if
further connections with symposia can be established. Of these five challenges, | argue
that 1 to 4 fit well the context of the symposium, whereas 5 has a more ambiguous
status. The superlative questions, in Konstantakos’ words “questions which ask what
thing or what person possesses a quality to the highest degree”!®® featured in game 1
are commonly found in sympotic settings. Busse!’® points out that Plutarch in the
Dinner of the Seven Sages (152E-153D) has the banqueters discuss precisely this type
of questions. Of course it is possible that it is not only the sympotic context that
motivates the presence of this type of questions in Plutarch’s work but also the type of
characters, the Seven Sages, to which similar modes of discussions are traditionally

attributed.’* Still, overall, superlative questions of the ti 10 kéA\ctov (or pépratov

168 | discuss earlier evidence of griphic literature performed in the symposium in chapter 1. For the
connection between riddles and symposia see also Plut. Quaest. Conv. V 673 A.

169 K ONSTANTAKOS 2005: 20. See also VISCHER 1965: 40-2.

170 BussE 1909: 117 referring both to the questions in game 1 and game 5.

171 On this see KONSTANTAKOS 2005: 14-24.
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vel similia) kind were especially popular sympotic conversation starters.'’2 One of the
most famous examples is Sappho fr. 16 Voigt in which the priamel-like structure
allows us to hear different answers to ti 10 kGAAicTov question (“Some say thronging
cavalry, some say foot soldiers,/ others call a fleet the most beautiful of/ sights the
dark earth offers”) until we hear Sappho’s own answer, in Pelliccia’s words an
“exhilaratingly scandalous assertion of a totally subjective relativism”"® (but | say it's
what-/ever you love best).2’* Finally, the sympotic character of game 1 can be inferred
as well from the content of Homer’s reply. As we have seen above, at 1l. 75-76 Homer
replies to Hesiod’s first question by quoting lines attested as well in the convivial
poetry of Theognis. Lines 84-89, Homer’s reply to Hesiod’s second question,
moreover, describes a sympotic situation, the banquet prepared by the Phaeakeans in
honor of Odysseus. These lines, which were dubbed “golden line,” traditionally
preceded banquet and libations, as the text of the Certamen (Il. 90-94) informs us.
Both from a formal point of view (the ti t0 kdAAotov sympotic motif) and a
thematical one (the reference to sympotic topics: human condition, music, food, and

wine) game 1 gestures toward a sympotic setting.

172 On this see PELLICCIA 2002: 210-211 with bibliography. See also FORD 1997: 92-93.

113 PELLICCIA 2002: 210.

174 Translations of Sappho 16 are from Jim Powell. The ti 10 kGAAotov sympotic motif has a
productive afterlife and appears in some of the least expected places. In the 1982 movie, Conan the
Barbarian, starring Arnold Schwarzenegger in the lead role, a general asks his warlords—over wine, of
course— “what is best in life.” “The open steppe, fleet horse, falcons at your wrist, and the wind in your
hair” suggests someone. Much like in Sappho, the initial answer is, however, rejected in favor of
Conan’s over-the-top alternative: what is best in life is “to crush your enemies, to see them driven
before you, and to hear the lamentations of their women.” Pelliccia has pointed out to me per litteram
that Conan’s reply is likely based upon a quote attributed to Genghis Khan: “The greatest joy for a man
is to defeat his enemies, to drive them before him, to take from them all they possess, to see those they
love in tears, to ride their horses, and to hold their wives and daughters in his arms.” See GIBSON 1973:
3.
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Game 2 consists of an aporetic question: not to sing the present, the future or
the past. To it, Homer replies by singing of an impossible event, something that never
happens nor will ever happen: the death of Zeus. Such impossible challenges are
typical of Greek wisdom contests. Bassino mentions two examples: 1’ the impossible
challenge posed to king Amasis (to drink the sea up to the last drop), which is
discussed and solved over dinner by the seven wise men of Plutarch’s dialogue (Plut.
Dinner Seven Sage, 150F3-151E7); the questions asked by Alexander to the
gymnosophists according to Plutarch’s Life of Alexander 64. Although it is not
explicitly labelled as an amopia, one of the oldest and most famous riddles of
antiquity, the riddle of the sphinx can be seen as well an insoluble challenge: tell me
what is it that, having one voice, has, at the same time, two, three, and four limbs.
Formally the sphinx’s request is presented as a riddle (what is it that matches certain
types of conditions) rather than an impossible task but, like the case of Hesiod’s
challenge (less so the Amasis and Alexander’s questions), it is based on a radical
paradox.t’® How can one be, at the same time, two, three, and four-footed? In other
words, however one decides to conceptualize it, the insoluble challenge of game 2 can
be effectively seen as a type of riddle. As such it is especially at home in the sympotic
context. Moreover, it should be noted that Hesiod’s request constitutes a playful take
on a traditional epic formula 1 T° £6vta ¢ T’ éocopueva Tpo T’ £6vTa, attested with
variations at Il. 1.70, Hes. Th. 38 and 32.17" And so is Homer’s imaginative take on a

classical epic theme: the funerary games for a dead hero. As noted by many

175 BASSINO 2020: 146.
176 On the riddle of the sphynx see also BETA 2013: 200.
177 See BAIER 2013: with bibliography.
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scholars,'’® the playful and parodic repurposing of epic material was a constant of the
symposium. The sympotic games described by Clearchus fr. 63 Wehrli (the fragment
mentioned above), especially those that consist of reciting hexametric lines starting
with a specific letter or having a specific number of syllables, are a case in point.
Interesting is also the mention in the Suda of a certain Pigres (2"9-1% century BCE?)17
who is credited with inserting elegiac lines between the hexameters of the Iliad.'° The
reference to an elegiac Iliad opens the tantalizing possibility embraced, | believe
rightly, by Collins that “Pigres’ example offers a perfect poetry game for the
symposium.”8 In sum, the certainly playful and perhaps slightly irreverent—note that
although Homer negates the possibility that Zeus can die, his lines compel us to
visualize the tomb of a dead god!—deployment of epic formulas and themes by
Homer and Hesiod leads us again toward the symposium.

Game 3, which consists of problematic/nonsensical lines that a participant is
tasked to solve via capping, has no precise parallel. Yet, | argue, there are many points
of contact with the sympotic game known as ckoliov.!8? The term ck6Atov, sympotic
song, can refer to a wide range of poetic compositions and practices. Collins,8
expanding especially on the work of Vetta,'8 identifies as many as 4 types of skolia,

which | briefly summarize. 1) lyric compositions, not better defined, by known

178 See esp. COLLINS 2004: 135-146.

179 On Pigres see AHLY (RE) and BLIQUEZ 1977: esp. 13-16.

180Suda, s.v. Iiypng (1551) d¢ tfj Thédt mapevéBale katd otixov éleysiov, obtm ypdyac:

piviy dede, Bed, IinAniddem Ayiifioc,

podoa, ob yap mhong neipat’ Eyelg coeing.

181 COLLINS 2004: 136.

182 On okoMa see REITZENSTEIN 1893: 3-44, an influential work. More recently see BOWRA 1961: 373-
403; VAN DER VALK 1974; WEST 1974: 16-18; VETTA 1983: 119-30; COLLINS 2004: 84-98.

183 CoLLINS 2004: 91-92.

184 VETTA 1893: 119-120.
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authors; 2) brief compositions in aeolic meters, such as the 25 short songs found in
Athenaeus 694c¢-695f; 3) lyric compositions known by subject (like the song of
Harmodius in Aristophanes, Wasps 1225 on which see below) or excerpts from major
lyric poets performed with or without the lyre; 4) “impromptu, off-the-cuff or adapted,
poetry recited to cap a previous verse(s).” The fourth type is the one that most interests
us here, as it bears significant connections with game 3 in the Certamen. It can be best
exemplified by a passage of Aristophanes: Wasp 1219-1250. There, Bdelycleon
provides his father, Philocleon, with a practical tutorial on the skolion game (see Il.
1219-1222),'% so to prevent him from making a fool of himself at the dinner-party
they are about to attend.'®® Although, as we have seen, skolia can be short individual
songs sung by one single person, in Aristophanes a different procedure is referenced.
One participant starts the song and a second one finishes it.18” One participant starts
the song and a second one finishes it.1® The passage unfolds as follows. First,
Bdelycleon, pretending to be Cleon, the Athenian demagogue often attacked by
Aristophanes,® recites the first line of the song of Harmodius and asks Philocleon to
cap it.

Boghvkrii@y

€yo gloopar- kol on yap eip’ &yn Kiéov,
dow 8¢ mpdTOg Appodiov- 6éEat o€ V.

185 6i 82 cvpmdTaveiciv Oémpoc Aloyivng Pavoc K Ewv,/ Eévog Tic Etepog Tpog KeuAfig AkéoTtopoc./
T0VT015 EUVOV TA 0KOM™ OTtg 6€Eet kaAdg. The guests are Theorus, Aeschines, Phanus, Cleon, Acestor;
and beside this last, | don't know who else. You are with them and will show how to take up the songs
that are started (O’ Neill).

18 The representation of the skolion game in this passage has been the object of many scholarly
analyses. See esp. REITZENSTEIN 1893: 24-29; VETTA 1983: 119-131; COLLINS 2004: 99-110. Among
the more recent commentaries on Aristophanes’ Wasp (MACDOWELL 1971; SOMMERSTEIN 1893; LENZ
2014; BILES -OLSON 2015) BILES-OLSON is especially good in their treatment of these lines.

187 See the use of the verb 8&yopon at 11. 1222 (with BILES-OLSON 2015 ad loc.); 1223; 1225.

188 See the use of the verb §&yopon at 11. 1222 (with BILES-OLSON 2015 ad loc.); 1223; 1225.

189 On Cleon and Aristophanes see MACDOWELL 1971: 1-4.
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‘00d¢ic mdmot’ Avnp Eyevt’ AOvaug’—

DOrriokAE®V

oy, 0Bt ye mavobpyog 00d& P kKAémg.

Bdelycleon

That we shall see. Suppose me to be Cleon. [1225] | am the first to begin the

song of Harmodius, and you take it up: "There never yet was seen in Athens ...

Philocleon

... such a rogue or such a thief." (O'Neill)
Skolia that celebrated the deeds of Harmodius and Aristogeiton, who assassinated the
tyrant Hipparchus in 514, were popular and four examples survive (PMG 893-6), none
of which, however, corresponds to the line quoted by Bdelycleon. As pointed out by
Biles and Olson,*®! the first line looks to a continuation such as “®omnep Apuddioc kai
Aptotoyeitov.” Philocleon, instead, assuming that Cleon was promoting himself
through the story of the tyrannicides, subverts the meaning of the song, and turns
praise into a direct abuse of Cleon: he is a rogue and a thief. When Bdelycleon
comments that attacking such a powerful politician as Cleon might get him Killed,
Philocleon does not change his hostile attitude toward the demagogue and replies by
quoting an adaptation of Alc. Fr. 141-3, most likely an attack on Alcacus’ enemy, the
tyrant Pittacus (ll. 1219-1235). Next, Bdelycleon pretends to be another participant at
the symposium, Theoros, an associate of Cleon. He recites the first line of a well-
known skolion, attributed to the poetess Praxillat®?: “Knowing the tale of Admetus,

my dear, love those who are good (1. 1239).”1% The use of this line implies that

Theoros is presenting his friendship with Cleon as a union between good people.

190 50384 is an addition of all the major editors. COLLINS 2004: 101-2 defends the reading of the
manuscripts.

191 BILES-OLSON 2015: 441.

192 On this skolion see BILES-OLSON 2015: 443.

193 A§pmrov Adyov draipe podiv Todg dyadodc gilet.
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Again, Philocleon subverts the meaning of the line thus: “I know not how to play the
fox, nor call myself the friend of both parties” (11. 1241-2). These two otherwise
unknown lines (improvised on the spot by Philocleon?!®4) turn Theoros in a
duplicitous character who associates himself not only with good people but with
whoever can give him something in return. Finally, Bdelycleon pretends to be
Aeschynes, a character depicted as a boaster in the play. He recites another well-
known song which praised the comfort of two characters: the speaker and Cleitagora
(the poetess?) (Il. 1245-8).1% To that Philocleon replies: "The two of us have boasted a
great deal." 2% (1. 1248) In so doing, he accuses Aeschynes of lying about his actual
resources. After these mock skoliastic performances, Bdelycleon is satisfied with the
ability exhibited by his father and the two are off to the real symposium (ll. 1249-
50).197

Before emphasizing the strong connections between the game of the skolion,
as it is typified by this passage of Aristophanes, and game 3 in the Certamen, it should
be pointed out that the two are not exactly the same game. There are two main

differences. i) In Aristophanes the lines to cap are not, in and on themselves,

194 For this hypothesis see Collins 2004: 106.

195 BILES-OLSON 2915: 444,

196 roALd 67 diedpmacag o Kayd. Alekdpunocag is Tyrwhitt’s correction for the manuscript reading
SEKOGOG.

197 MACDOWELL 1971: 293 is puzzled by the fact that Bdelycleon praises his father’s performance,
TOUTL eV EmeEK®G o0 v’ é€emiotooa (in this you did reasonably well), while after his first capping (l.
1228) he seemed dissatisfied with his performance. BILES-OLSON 2015: 445 suggest taking the praise at
the end of the performance as a reference only to the last capping and not to the whole performance.
This seems far-fetched. In the beginning Bdelycleon does not take issue with his father’s mastery of the
game. He simply suggests that his approach might be dangerous. By pointing that out, Aristophanes is
able to bring yet another accusation against Cleon: he is a resentful and vengeful person. At the end of
the scene, it has become clear that Philocleon abusive approach is no fluke, but part of a precise
strategy. Bdelycleon can thus conclude that his father knows what he is doing and seems to have
mastered the game’s technique.
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problematic/nonsensical. They are perfectly fine bits of poetry that can, however, be
taken in different directions. Connected to this is ii) the fact that in Aristophanes the
capped line never entails a strong syntactical rearrangement of the previous one. As a
result, in Aristophanes the new meaning emerges from the simple juxtaposition of the
two lines, whereas in game 3 a strong enjambment between the two lines is necessary
to obtain the desired result. These considerations aside, however, the two games are
formally very similar and require similar kinds of abilities on the part of the
participants. From the formal point of view, in both cases, the game involves quick
exchanges of smaller units of text (1 to 3 lines) whose meaning is meant to be
subverted by the addition of another segment. Homer, much like Philocleon, brings the
meaning of the line he is offered into new and unexpected directions. In both cases,
participants in the game showcase an ability to quickly think on their feet and
improvise or recollect the perfect line for each situation. In light of the similarities |
just outlined, the fact that game 3 was one of the many games played by participants in
actual symposia is a tantalizing possibility. Certainly, at the very least, we can
conclude that such a game emerged out of a sympotic gaming tradition, a tradition at
which Aristophanes’ text allows us to get a glance.

In Game 4, Hesiod asks Homer how many Achaeans participated in the Trojan
expedition.'®® This line of inquiry is reminiscent of Clearchus’ trivia-like questions

mentioned above (e.g. to give the name of each Achaean or Trojan commander).%°

198 Compare with Thucydides 1.10.3-5.

199 Commentators (see e.g. BASSINO 2020: 157) also point out the parallel with Calchas and Mopsus’
competition which is, however, less relevant. No arithmetical riddle is featured in it and the guessing of
the answer does not entail any logical reasoning.
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Still, in the case of game 4 simple recollection of the poems does not lead the
respondent very far. Homer, in fact, has not specified anywhere the exact number of
the Achaeans who took part in the Trojan expedition. To answer this question,
therefore, inferences from different elements of the text need to be drawn. This is what
Homer does in the Certamen, when he deduces the number of Achaeans present on the
basis of the number of fire-hearths, spits, and pieces of meat allegedly mentioned in
the text:2%° “fifty were the fire-hearths, and in each one fifty spits, around each of
which were fifty pieces of meat; and three times three hundred Acheans were around
one piece of meat.” (Bassino)?°! Homer does not provide a straightforward answer,
rather he cloaks it into an arithmetical problem (50x50x50x(3+300)2%) as the text of
the Certamen makes it clear: (I. 142) “and he [sc. Homer] answered with a numerical
problem (810 Aoyiotikod mpoPAnpotog).” Hesiod and Homer’s exchange in the
Certamen thus emerges as a particular kind of riddle of which numerous examples2®3
are collected, next to other types of riddles and oracles, in book 14 of the Greek
Anthology.?®* The Anthology (see n. 146) even includes Homer’s riddle in a slightly
modified version (7 fire-earths, instead of fifty).2%> Given that as we have seen, our

sources unequivocally connect riddles with the symposium, it is natural to associate

200 The number of fire-hearths, spits, pieces of meat, and men collected around each of them mentioned
here do not correspond with any known passage of Homer.

201 revtikovt’ fooy TupdC Eoydpa, &v 88 Exdotn/ mevikovt’ OPeloi, mepl 88 kpéa mevinkovTo-/ Tpig
8& tpmrdoiot mepi Ev kpéog ooy Ayauoi (11 143-5).

202 Alternatively the problem can be formalized as (50x50x(3+300)) see below.

203 See esp. n. 1; 2; 4; 6; 116; 117; 129; 134; 140 where a general question is answered by an
arithmetical problem.

204 On book 14 of the Greek Anthology see FOSTER 1945. On the formal similarities between oracles
and riddles see BETA 2013.

205 This seems to have escaped BASSINO 2020°s notice. She does not mention this parallel in the pre-
apparatus nor in the commentary.
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with it also this particular kind of riddle. Other contexts of fruition can be envisioned
as well (e.g. school exercises), but the symposium appears to be the perfect venue in
which literary puzzles and basic arithmetical games encountered themselves.

Finally, game 5 consists of 8 “philosophical questions” on different topics:
ethics and morals (#1. what is the best and worst thing for mortals; #6. what is the
mark of wisdom for human beings; #7. in which matters can humans be trusted; #8.
what is happiness for humans), politics (#2. how to best govern cities; #5. what can
justice and courage achieve), religion (#3. what is the best thing to pray for to the
gods), and others (#4. what is the best thing contained in the smallest space). As this
survey shows, half of these questions are formally related to the sympotic ti 10
k@AAiotov module discussed above. In particular, the first part of question 1 is almost
identical to the two questions posed in game 1. Questions 2 to 4 play upon this module
as well. Formally different are questions 5-8. Scholars have often noted that this
section of the Certamen “reek[s] of the late fifth and early fourth century” as West
puts it.2% In terms of language the epic vocabulary is less frequent and the topic
discussed “widely informed fifth- and fourth-century philosophical and political
discourse, and sophistic influences are identifiable throughout the section.”?%” This
section has therefore a more ambiguous origin than the others and might have been
inspired by the teaching and public performances of the sophists. That being said, the
nuggets of wisdom that characterize Homer’s answers (think, for instance, about the

carpe diem motif featured at I. 171) could be also at home in the symposium;

206 \WWEST 1967: 442.
207 BASSINO 2020: 159. On Protagorean influences (in particular the notion of homo mensura) in the
Certamen see OSoORIO 2018.
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ultimately it is very difficult to neatly separate the philosophical questions tackled by
the sophists in their teaching and the ones that were discussed in the symposia, as the
two must have often coincided.

All thing considered, the 5 games featured in the Certamen emphasize Homer (and
Hesiod)’s wit and their ability to come up extempore with satisfactory answers to
riddles and puzzles. At the same time, especially game 1 and 5 presents the two poets
as sophoi, the holder of that practical wisdom that later on sophists will vindicate for
themselves.?® As I have noted above the contest’s section of the Certamen was likely
created by the progressive aggregation of games and rounds. It is, therefore, not
surprising, that some portions of it stem almost directly from sympotic practices while
others (game 5) might have different origins.

The symposium is also present in terms of the themes mentioned in the verses
that Hesiod and Homer exchange. | have already commented upon the fact that
Homer’s answer in game 1 round 2 is the description of a symposium. More generally,
food and drink, are heavily referenced in this section (see Il. 107; 119; 121; 131; 135;
143-5). Perhaps even Panoides’ decision to grant victory to Hesiod, the poet of peace,
instead of Homer, the poet of war, was informed by the sympotic background. In fact,
the idea that strife should be left out of the doors and harmony between the
participants must prevail is a sympotic topos.?%® Ultimately, however, it is better to

suspend our judgment about the ideological reasons of Hesiod’s victory as the theme

208 On the sophists as heirs of the poets’ wisdom see esp. Plat. Prot. 316d and ff.

209 See e.g. Theognis 493-96, and Xenophanes B | DK (apud Athen. 462c) esp. 1. 13-24; | read the
reference to the battles of Centaurs, Giants, and Titans in the latter, so not so much as a rejection of the
epic repertoire but rather as a rejection of tales of strife and violence.
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of peace vs war transcend the symposium and, furthermore, the judgment of Panoides
may have been conceived autonomously from the 5 previous games.

Now that the connection with the symposium has been established, I will
briefly address the question of the aim of the contest portrayed in the Certamen. As we
have seen above, in the conclusion of his work (see P. Mich inv. 2754, 1. 19-23)
Alcidamas gives thanks to Homer for the entertainment (ra1614) he has provided. The
reference is likely to the contest section specifically, which, as | have shown, was
created independently from the life. Although Alcidamas refers to it as a work of
entertainment, which, in part, it certainly was, the material included in the contest
section of the Certamen, if not the contest section itself, was likely created and utilized
to fulfill more practical aims. Meyer,2'° whose hypothesis is defended by
Wilamowitz,?!! argued that this section originated as part of a rhapsodic performance
and was then memorized by young Athenians in school during the fifth century. | have
already shown that the rhapsodic contribution to this section, if there even was one, is
minor for they can only be held responsible for the “invention” and setting of the
story, not its details and games. | found also unconvincing the idea that the work
survived as a school book. What were students supposed to learn from it? How to
enjamb badly formed hexameters? How to answer riddles? Likely none of these skills
were taught in school. Much more attractive is the hypothesis, almost never mentioned
in recent scholarship, briefly advanced by Busse. While assessing the question of the

origins of the lines mentioned both by Aristophanes’ Peace and the Certamen (on

210 MEYER 1892: 379.
2L WiLamowITZ 1916b: 400 n.1.
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which see above), Busse is led to positing the existence of a collection of answers and
questions that, he speculates, was used by those who may have lacked the ability to
improvise verse of their own in the symposium.?'? Busse’ suggestion, which is
obviously difficult to fully prove, is nevertheless based on good grounds. As we have
seen, lines such as the one found in game 3 preceded our version of the Certamen and
could only have been created as part of a capping game. As | have demonstrated, a
version of this capping game was played in the symposium. It is, therefore, plausible
that there existed collections of verses such as the one found in game 3 and that those
functioned as a handbook of sort to impress fellow diners at the symposium. 23
Although the contest section as we read it today need not be directly identified as one
of these sympotic handbooks, much of the material it contains (especially the material
featured in game 2, 3, and, perhaps 4) likely stemmed from such sources.

In conclusion, as I hope to have demonstrated, the main productive force
behind this section of the Certamen is the sympotic institution with its games and
practices, not the rhapsodic milieu as often posited by scholars. Although Homer and
Hesiod do come up with their own lines, they are never represented in their capacity as
poets or rhapsodes (except perhaps when they recite portions from their own poems at
the end of the contest). Instead, they act as a learned consumer of literature of the
Classical era would, i.e. they play recognizable literary games to past their time, show

off their knowledge and skills, and triumph over their opponents.

212 ByssE 1909: 118.
213 That one could (and perhaps should) prep for the symposium is demonstrated by the passage of
Aristophanes’ Wasps commented above. On handbooks for the symposium see also chapter 3 below.
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2.3 The Certamen: Poets as Literary Critics

In his “rather idealized”?'* representation of Classical symposia, Clearchus
states (fr. 63 Wehrli) that the games played by the symposiasts (roidié) gave an
indication of their familiarity with culture (umvopata yivesOou tiic ExdioTov TPOC
noudeiov oikeldtntog). In this section, I make a similar claim. Although the literary
games featured in the Certamen were mainly sympotic pastimes, they nonetheless give
us an indication of the audience’s familiarity with literature and exegesis. They show
us what kind of questions readers asked of their texts and what kind of linguistic,
literary, and philosophical expertise these questions presuppose. More precisely, |
argue that the nonsensical lines of game 3 gesture at a typical modality of literary
inquiry which scholars call zetematic.

As we have seen, literary zetemata are a mode of inquiry in two phases: 1)
formulation of a critique/problem; 2) solution(s). The critique usually rests on a
unilateral reading of the text, whereas in phase 2 the interlocutor shows that a new
reading(s) is possible. By endorsing the new reading the second interlocutor
neutralizes the critique. The main premise of the entire process is that language,
especially poetical language, is by its nature ambiguous and can be interpreted in
different way. Take the following example from Aristotle’s chapter 25 (461b10) of the
Poetics (on this example see further discussion in the next chapter). A straightforward
reading of the beginning of the Iliad implies that Apollo, whose goal was to punish the
Greek soldiers, starts by killing the mules first (1I. 1 50). This bizarre decision was

criticized by ancient readers such as Zoilus. Aristotle, in response to such criticism,

214 CoLLINS 2004: 131.
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tries to explain the logic of the passage by reading Il. 50 in a different ways: the word
ovpfiag does not mean mules but is rather a rare word for “watchmen.”

A similar procedure is at the core of the nonsensical lines game in the
Certamen: Hesiod comes up with a problematic line and Homer is tasked with solving
the problem. For instance at |. 107 Hesiod utters the line | discussed the previous
section: dginvov &neld’ lhovto Podv kpéa, kavyévog inmwv. “Then they dined on beef
and necks of horses.” (Bassino) The thought of eating horses is obviously repugnant
for a Greek and Homer needs to fix the line. He does so by completing it with the
following hexameter: &xAvov idpdovtag, énel moAépoto Ekopeabev. The couplet thus
comes to mean: “Sated with war, they dine on beef and cleansed the sweaty necks of
their horses.” Scholars have emphasized?® that Homer’s solution rest on “capping”
the first line with a new one through enjambment. This is, however, only a partial
interpretation of what is at stake in this game. The crucial element of Homer’s strategy
is the syntactical rearrangement of the words of the sentence. When Hesiod’s line is
uttered in isolation kavyévag innwv goes together with fodv kpéa and defines deinvov.
Once Homer’s line is composed a new configuration of the element of the sentence is
necessary. kavyévog inmwv must be separated from Bodv kpéa and must be taken as
the object of &xAvov.

This procedure, the syntactical re-arrangement of elements of the sentence, is
discussed by Aristotle both in its Poetics (1461a24-26) and in the Sophistici elenchi
(chs. 4; 19-21) under the name of “separation” diaipgoig and “union” cuvbeoig of the

words of the sentence (on which see below 6.3). Take one of the many Aristotelian

215 See esp. COLLINS 2004: 185-191.
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examples: €in 8™ v T1g dyabog dv okvtevg poyxdnpodc: (Soph. El. 177b12). This
sentence has two possible meanings: i) can someone good be a bad cobbler? Or ii) can
a good cobbler be bad? In 1) ®v connects i and dyaboc, i.e. it is “separated” from
oKLTEVG LoyONpog; in ii) BV connects ayaBog and okvteng, i.e. it is “united” with
okvteve. In the Poetics, dwipeoig is explicitly discussed as a solution the critic can
resort to if he encounters a poetical problem. If the poetic line you are reading creates
interpretative issues consider a different re-arrangement of the word order, suggests
Aristotle. Aside from the Certamen and Aristotle, there are at least two pre-Hellenistic
instances in which an ancient interpreter employed diaresis to interpret a difficult
passage of poetry. These are Pl. Pr. 340-1 and Derv. Pap. col. VIII, 4-12 KPT. In the
first case, Socrates is trying to make sense of the first line of Simonides’ Ode to
Scopas and states that it is silly to take the adverb édAdBemg with the second word of
the sentence, i.e. ayafdv. Instead, the adverb is in hyperbaton and should be “united”
with yalenov, word 6 in the sentence.?%® In a similar fashion, the Derveni
commentator notes a hyperbaton in the poem he is commenting upon and moves the
elements of the sentence around in order to prevent the poet from saying that “Zeus
took power against the prophecies,” napa 0éceata (I discuss this exegetical solution
in full below, see 6.3). These examples suggest that diaresis was part of the toolkit of
the Pre-Hellenistic critic.

Game 3 of the Certamen is much more than a standard capping game (think,
e.g., of the rather predictable Anx66i0v andrecev of Aristophanes’ Frogs). Itis a

veritable tour the force for its participants — and also for the audience — who must first

216 On this solution, see BRITTAIN 2017: 40.
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identify the problems involved in the first line and then quickly rearrange its meaning
once the second line is uttered.?*” While this game, as the majority of scholars claim,
may well gesture at the improvisational ability of poets/rhapsodes, it is most of all a
reference to a type of exegetical procedure employed to solve literary difficulties.
While, in fact, there is no other example of actual poetry that makes use of such
convoluted use of enjambments, such daring syntactical rearrangements of the word
order, as we have seen, are a staple of pre-Hellenistic exegesis. Game 3 of the
Certamen is much more of a re-enactment (perhaps even a parody) of literary exegesis
than it is of any poetical compositional process.

So far, | have focused on the second phase of the game, Homer’s solutions to
Hesiod’s difficulties. Still the most interesting phase, for my purpose, is the first, the
one in which Hesiod comes up with the nonsensical lines. In what follows, I will
shortly explain why. As we have seen, both ancient literature and modern scholarship
on zetemata tend to focus on the second phase, the lyseis. This is perfectly
understandable, given that the ultimate outcome of a zetemata is to solve a problem,
i.e. to achieve a “correct” interpretation of a passage. Thus, in his treatment of
zetemata in the Poetics Aristotle, despite mentioning that he will treat both “problems”
and “solutions,” ends up devoting much more time explaining the type of solutions
than it does discussing the type of criticisms. When he recapitulates his discussion at

Poet. 1461b22 he states:

217 As GALLAVOTTI 1929 rightly notices that the complexity of the lines uttered by Hesiod and Homer
in game 3 can be better explained if we assume that they were produced in writing. The game as it is
preserved in the Certamen is, therefore, somewhat artificial and only closely approximates a real game.
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Ar., Poet. 1461b23 o pév ovv EmTippota £k TEVTE SISV pEPOVSIV: | Yap OC

advvata i og ahoya 1j g Prafepa 7| dG drevavtio | dg Topd TV 0pOdTTA

TNV KOTA TEXVNV.

The criticisms they [sc. the zetematic critics]?'® formulate are of five kinds:

that things are either impossible, or illogical, or harmful, or contradictory, or

contrary to artistic correctness.
Of these five kinds, only ddvvarta and vevavtio have been previously discussed. We
are, therefore, left to wonder what the others are.?%® This emphasis on the latter phase
of the process, the lyseis, is what led scholars (as well as the ancient tradition) to focus
mostly on the outcome of the exegetical process and to reduce the critics as evil
“detractors” of poetry.??° As | have argued in the introduction to part 1, “defenders”
and “detractors” of poetry are fluid roles which are ultimately both essential to the
exegetical process. While the ability to critique a literary work (or the scholarly
opinion on a literary work) is nowadays a praised skill, the significance of the first
stage can be appreciated even more when we think of zetemata in terms of sympotic
games. In a game setting the “correct” understanding of a passage is hardly the
ultimate goal and coming up with a difficult riddle or seemingly insoluble problems is
arguably at least as valuable a skill as that of solving a puzzle.

As we have seen above (ch. 1), coming up with good problems must not have

been an easy task. Whatever the context, we should not forget that much like a good

218 The subject of the verb épovoy is left implicit. Given that this section (1461b23-26) summarizes
the main topics discussed throughout the chapter, the reference is to the same unnamed critics who
posed the difficulties (nepi 8¢ mpoPAnudrwv) which are referenced as the object of the inquiry at the
beginning of the chapter (1460b6).

219 T believe that in chapter 25 Aristotle conflates 480vata and éhoya into one category that he refers to
as advvoro. Perhaps a reference to Brafepd can be seen at 1461a5-9 but on this term see BOUCHARD
2010. No mention is made of critiques wapd TV 0pBOTHTA TV KOT® TEXVIV.

220 The case of Zoilus, which I treat in the next chapter is emblematic in this respect.
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punchline requires a good setup, so does a worthwhile literary game or exegetical
inquiry.

A proper appreciation for phase 1 of the game has important consequences for
the evaluation of the Certamen. Scholars often lament the fact that while Homer is the
star of the game, Panoides, in a way not dissimilar from Dionysus in the Frogs,??
gives the prize to the less expected candidate.??? While it is true that the author of the
Certamen has a soft spot for Homer, the text does not only celebrate Homer’s ability
to solve riddles, to answer philosophical questions, and to cap nonsensical lines but
also, indirectly, Hesiod’s aptitude in setting up all of these games. As perceptively
noted by Graziosi,??® the games in the Certamen are not zero-sum games. At the end
of each round, both poets have gained more glory and the success of the entire
endeavor requires mutual collaboration. The collaborative element is particularly
evident in the cases of the double riddles (ll. 121-3; 124-6; 133-7). Consider Cert. Il.
121-123:

dgimvov demvioavteg évi omodd aibaioéoon

oVALEYOV 00TEN AeVKA A10G KaTatedvndTOg

a0 0g VrepBHLLOV ZapmndOVOG AvTiBEO0.

Having dined among the smoky ashes

They gathered up the white bones of the deceased, Zeus’

Son, the proud and godly Sarpedon. (Bassino)

The first line is problematic insofar as it suggests that somebody (likely the heroes)

was eating among ashes. The next line solves the problem: it connects &vi 6Gmod®

221 See ROSEN 2004.

222 |t is important to remember that the outcome of the game is rigged from the beginning. The
inspiration for the Certamen is Works and Days, 650-9, in which Hesiod recounts his victory in a poetic
contest.

223 GrAZI0SI 2001: 57-8; 69.
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aifaroéoon with cuAAeyov dotéa Aevkd Aldg katateBvndtoc. The new meaning thus
becomes: after they dined, they gathered up the white bones among the smoky ashes
of the deceased Zeus. At this point, however, a new problem arises. How can the
immortal Zeus be deceased???* The next line, clarifies that the deceased is not Zeus,
but rather his mortal son Sarpedon. The second line (122) both answers a problem and
sets up a new one. In the context of the Certamen we are compelled to attribute both
lines 120 and 121 to Hesiod since nowhere it is suggested that Homer poses riddles to
Hesiod. However, it is clear that the original context of production of these three lines
demanded a different setup. Either the respondent was allowed/must have answered
with a new problem or there were multiple participants in the game, each of which
would have uttered one line.??® This goes to show that in these kinds of games i)
posing and solving problems are not necessarily two conflicting efforts and ii) the
success of one of the participants does not necessarily implies the defeat of another.
As | have demonstrated in the introduction to part 1, the same is true for literary
zetemata where attacking and defending the poet are parts of a collaborative exegetical
endeavor.

There is another more practical reason why phase one of the game is more
relevant for my study than phase two. While the solutions put forward by Homer can
all be described under the umbrella term of diaresis, the types of problems that Hesiod
tasks Homer to confront are much more varied. Hesiod’s lines thus provide a generous

sample of the potential types of criticism that readers subjected their literary texts to.

224 The implausibility of Zeus’ death was also already exploited by Homer at Cert. 100-101.
225 See BASSINO 2020: 153.
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In what follows, I will discuss each line of Hesiod’s game 3 according to the types of
problem it showcases. The classification | propose does not intend to have any
normative value. For one, it is not based on ancient categorization. The only attempt at
mapping the types of literary criticisms is in fact Aristotle’s discussion in chapter 25
of the Poetics. However, his framework, while it works rather well to account for
Zoilus’ criticism (see chapter 3), only poorly maps onto the Certamen. Moreover, as
we have seen, Aristotle himself does not discuss criticisms in any great detail.
Secondly, many cases could belong to different categories. For instance, I. 117, which
suggests that Artemis was married is, both a contradiction of the mythical story and
also a blasphemous image. While a certain amount of fluidity must be granted when
thinking in terms of categories of critiques, | nonetheless hope to show that the
problems upon which Hesiod’s lines rest capture relevant trends in ancient exegesis,
specifically pre-Hellenistic exegesis.

One type of criticism exemplified by Hesiod’s lines is inappropriate behavior.
Two cases belong to this category: Il. 106-107; Il. 133-137. We already mentioned II.
106-107 in which Hesiod suggests eating horses. The practice is repugnant for a Greek
and was most readily associated with barbarians. Thus, e.g., Herodotus reports that the
Scythians commonly used horses as sacrificial victims (Her. 4.6.2). Discussion of such
cultural taboos is not uncommon in zetematic literature. In the Republic (391 b), for
instance, Plato condemns the story of Achilles’ dragging of Hector around the tomb of
Patroclus (Il. 24.14-18). Herodotus again (9.79) alerts us to the fact that mistreating
the dead is an action more suitable to barbarians than Greek. Ancient critics proposed

different solutions against this criticism of Achilles’ behavior. Aristotle in his Homeric
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Problems (fr. 166 Rose = 389 Gigon), e.g., excuses Homer through historical
relativism: Homer was referring to an old practice, one that was still attested around
Aristotle’s time in Thessaly.?%®

Il. 133-137 offers another case of improper behavior, this time on the part of a
single character, Agamemnon.

Tolov &’ ATpEidng peydd’ ebyeto micty OAEcOa

Unoé mot’ €v TOVI®, Kol @oVNcog £rog nbda:

8c0ieT’ O Eeivor, ko mivete: pndé tig Vpdv (135)

oikade vootioele PiAny &g matpida yaiov

uovOeic, AL avTic dmfpoveg oikad’ TkocOe.

Hes.: For them all the son of Atreus prayed very much, that they might perish

Hom.: Never in the sea, and he uttered this verse:

Hes.: Eat, o foreigners, and drink; may none of you

Hes.: Return home to your dear fatherland

Hom.: harmed, but may you reach home unharmed (Bassino)

The problem with lines 133 and 135-6 is that Agamemnon is wishing
destruction for his guests (Egivol), an obviously reprehensible sentiment. Aristotle
refers to these kinds of problems in Poetics 1461a4-9: “When the question is whether
or not someone has spoken or acted well [...].” As a solution, he suggests paying close
attention to the context and to examining the character’s situation, and motives. “One
should examine not only whether the actual deed or utterance is good or bad, but also
the identity of the agent or speaker, to whom he acted or spoke, when, with what
means, and for what end—namely, whether to occasion greater good, or avert greater

evil.” (Halliwell). Critiques of characters’ behavior are ubiquitous in ancient

exegesis??’ and also inform a number of remarks by Zoilus (on these critiques see the

226 On body mutilation in Homer see Kucewicz 2016.
227 See, e.g., Aristotle F 168 ROSE.
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next chapter). Here | will briefly mention one. Commenting on Il. 18.22-35, Zoilus
found faults with Achilles’ over-the-top reaction to the death of Patroclus (see F 11
FoGAGNoLO with my discussion below). Interestingly, Zoilus seems to be aware of
Aristotle’s previously mentioned caveat, i.e. that when assessing characters’ actions or
speeches context is essential. He in fact starts his critique by saying that &tomov vov
eldévar AythAéa, “Achilles behavior in these circumstances (vov) is problematic.”
Another kind of criticism featured in game 3 of the Certamen is contradictions
of the audience’s beliefs. For instance, consider 1. 109: xai ®pvyeg, ol wdvtmv dvopdv
émi viuoiv dpiotot. “And the Phrygians, who of all men on ships are the best.” The
absurdity of such a line consists of associating the Phrygians, who lived in inland
Anatolia, with naval prowess.??® In short, Hesiod’s line contradicts a commonly held
geographical belief. These types of contradictions as well were discussed by pre-
Hellenistic critics. Consider, e.g., Aristotle F 167 Rose,??° a critique of Homer’s
depiction of Hector’s body, which, despite Achilles’ mutilation, looks miraculously
unscathed when returned to Priam. LI. 117 and 129 of the Certamen similarly defy the

audience’s mythological beliefs. The former, in fact, suggests that the virgin Artemis

228 BASSINO 2020: 150 states that in 1. 2.862-3 the Phrygians “were not a maritime force.” While it is
true that Homer does not present them as a maritime force, his characterization does not exclude this
possibility either. In line 109, the nature of the problem is, therefore, not a contradiction between the
line uttered by Hesiod and Homeric text, but rather a contradiction with commonly held beliefs. On the
Phrygians see the bibliography in BAssINO 2020:150.

229 Ar. F 167 Rose® = Sch. T 11, 24.420 &80vatov vekp@v tpadpate L, (Bg oty ApLeToTéAng
gipnkévar ‘Opnpov “pudoev 8¢ tepiPpotdccca MTEIM”. T00T0 8¢ 1O fuotiyov 00de eépetat. “It is
impossible that the wounds of dead bodies close, as Aristotle says that Homer said: “the bloody wound
closed up”. This hemistich, however, is not attested.”
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was married,?° the second that the Argonauts took with them both Medea and her
father Aietes.?!

Two lines showcase linguistic critiques: 1l. 111 and 124. At Cert. 111 Hesiod
says:

xepoi Parav ioicty SAmV KoTd DA YIYEvVTOV

Shooting arrows at the tribe of all the Giants with his hands (Bassino)
The line as it stands is un-grammatical.?®? BaAlw can only take one dative, either a
dative instrumenti, i.e. to shoot “with hands” (See LSJ I) or a dative of the weapon, i.e.
to shoot “arrows (see LSJ Il). Part of the ridicule of this line is that the reader might
construe its meaning as “throwing hands at the tribe of all the Giants.” It is only when
Homer adds the next line ‘HpoxAéng dnélvcey an’ duov koumdia to&a that the
couplet makes sense grammatically. yepoi goes with dmélvcey an’ GUOV KOUTOAL
16&0 and the meaning becomes “Herakles loosed a bent bow from his shoulder with
his hands.”

The other example is I. 124:

NUelg & ap mediov Zipoévtiov fjuevot adTmg

Sitting thus over the plain of the Simois (Bassino)
As noted by Bassino,?2 éu is usually accompanied by a verb of motion whereas here

it is coupled with a verb implying stasis: fjpevor.

230 gyTap €mel SpMon yapm Aptepig ioxéoipa. As she had yielded to marriage, Artemis shooter of

arrows (Bassino).

2L Koyid’ Ene1®’ fcovro xoi Ainmv Pacidfjo. Then they took away the Colchian girl and king Aietes.
232That is probably why many editors (Wilamowitz, Rzach, Evelyn-White, Avezzu and Nietzsche in
apparatus) suggest emending ioicw in iovc. Yet, if we do so, there is no problem for the line to
showcase.

233 BASSINO 2020: 153-4.
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Attention to the rules of language is, obviously, a central feature of poetical
exegesis. Criticism of poetical use of language goes back at least to Protagoras, who
found two grammatical faults in the first line of the Iliad: (1) the poet used the wrong
mood, imperative instead of optative, to pray to a goddess (cf. Arist., Poet. 1456b 15-
18) and (2) should not have taken ufjvic to be a feminine word (Arist., Soph. EI. 173 b
17-22).2%* Another earlier example of linguistical criticism is Zoilus’ F 5 FOGAGNOLO.
In this passage, Zoilus and Chrysippus state that Homer committed a mistake
(corowiCewv) when he said (I1. 1.129 ) dwict oA Tpoinv. dwiot, they claim, is plural
but the subject of the verb, Zeus, is singular. Since Swiou is a perfectly fine 3’ person
singular of the aorist subjunctive of 6idwp, it is very likely that Zoilus and Chrysippus
were not reading dwiot in 1. 1.129 but rather d@&ot. 23 As shown by Cobet,?% in fact,
the ancient copies of the Iliad often omitted the iota mutum.

I. 127 has an ambiguous status:

on 10T’ dproTiiec Kodpot xeipesot Bardoong

Then the best young men with the hands of the sea
The line seems to suggest that the sea has hands. In principle, there is nothing out of
the ordinary about such a line, especially if we accept that natural entities such as
rivers were personified in Greek thought and literature. As noted by Bassino, the
example of the river Scamander is relevant here. In book 21 of the lliad Achilles
engages in a fight against Scamander. The river talks to the hero and chases him. At I.

21.213 the river is even said to take on the appearance of a man. The anthropomorphic

234 On these passages there is copious bibliography. See now HUITINK-WILLI 2021.
235 For this issue see FOGAGNOLO 2022: 95-97.
236 COBET 1876: 259-263; 339-342.
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representation of bodies of waters seems, therefore, to be perfectly at home in Homer.
Still, the situation is not as straightforward. We know, e.g., that line 21.213 was
missing from some older copies of the text. Two hypotheses can be advanced to
explain its absence: either the line was omitted because the anthropomorphism of a
river was regarded as suspect or the line was introduced in some texts to explain how
the river was able to talk to Achilles.?®” Whatever the answer may be, in general, the
representation of divinities in Homer raises a number of problems. While gods are
most often anthropomorphic there are many instances in which it seems that the poet
is treating them as metonymical stand-ins for physical or moral concepts. Consider,
e.g., Il. 15.410-413 in which the battle between Achaeans and Trojans is compared to
a carpenter’s line; not any carpenter but one that is skilled in all the types of craft
because of the bits of advice he received from Athena (pé t& mdonc/ &b €idf coeing
vrobnuoocvvnow ABnvng). Here it would be ridiculous to imagine that the carpenter
was actually schooled by Athena herself. Simply, the expression “bits of advice of
Athena” is figurative and Athena stands in for the tricks of the art. This and other
examples (some of which I treat in chapter 5), show that divinities in Homer exist on a
“metonymical spectrum:” they can be actual anthropomorphic characters that much
like humans have body parts, speak, get angry etc., or they can be stand-ins for
physical or moral entities, much like Athena is synonymous for craft in Il. 15.412.
While this aspect of Homeric divine representation usually does not raise too
many issues at a narratorial level, it often does when the audience is asked to visualize

the divinity, especially when it interacts with humans. Consider, e.g., Athena’s

237 For this last hypothesis see RICHARDSON 1993: 71.
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apparition to prevent Achilles from killing Agamemnon in book 1 of the Iliad. While
it is explained that the Greeks cannot see Athena, how come they did not notice that
Achilles was hindered by a seemingly invisible force with whom he engaged in
conversation?23 It seems that, as Aristotle points out (Ar. Poet. 1460a13-16), there are
scenes that when visualized (for instance on stage) appear to be ridiculous but do not
appear so when narrated.

| take it that something similar is at play in I. 127 of the Certamen. While the
idea of a personified river is not problematic per se, to concretely visualize the sea as
having body parts is too on the nose for the audience. In conclusion, while the exact
significance of Hesiod’s problem in line 127 escapes us, discussions of the
anthropomorphic status of the Homeric divinities are both ancient and well-attested.
As we will see in chapter 5, the earliest recorded Greek literary criticism revolved
around the status of divinities in Homer.

The four other lines uttered by Hesiod in this section of the Certamen do not
present any recognizable literary criticism but, rather, showcase a variety of logical
fallacies and impossibilities. For instance, line 113 implies that a good man can be a
coward whereas at I. 119 it is said that some people feasted “while having nothing.”
Similarly, at I. 122 the image of a deceased Zeus is evoked while at line 131 the
addressees are invited to drink the whole sea. These kinds of logical impossibilities do
not gesture directly to an exegetical milieu. Instead, they are much more reminiscent

of the sophists and of their passion for formal fallacies such as the ones explored in

238 | owe Pelliccia for much discussion of these and similar scenes. For this and similar scenes see
PELLICCIA 2021:; 78-100.
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works like Plato’s Euthydemus and Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi. Still, one of these
cases, it has been argued, might point toward linguistical concerns. This is Cert. 113-

114:

00Tog vip Gvpdc T’ dryaod Kol dvarkiSoc dott
uNTpaC, Emel TOAEUOG YOAETOG TAOTOL YOVOLELY.

This man is the son of a good man and a coward

Mother, since war is hard for all women. (Bassino)
In 1. 113 we find the following contradiction: how can someone be the son of a good
and cowardly man? A man cannot be both good and coward. Homer solves the
contradiction by connecting dvéAxkidoc With untpdc. When taken together with the
next line 1. 113 reads that “someone is the son of a good father and a coward mother,”
a perfectly plausible scenario. Graziosi claims that “there may be a suggestion here
that the adjective &vaiiig should be feminine.” 2% She then points out that Protagoras,
as we have seen above, “complained that the noun pfjvig is feminine in Homer,
although it should be masculine in view of its meaning.” What strengthens the
connection with Protagoras is the fact that dvaixic is a one-termination adjective, so,
hypothetically, a question about the gender of such an adjective can be raised in a way
that it could not for three-termination adjectives. That this passage of the Certamen
evoked fifth-century linguistical concerns about gender is, therefore, definitively a
possibility. As Aristophanes’ parody suggests (see Aristoph. Clouds, 847-853) such
discussions were, in fact, far from esoteric. Still, it must also be pointed out that

Homer’s solution need not rely on any theoretical understanding of language and

239 GRAZIOSI 2001: 67. On this question see also BASSINO 2020: 150-151.
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gender. The mere ability to speak Greek is a sufficient condition to compose this
couplet.

Yet, these two lines are interesting also for another reason. They provide vivid
confirmation of what | discussed above, i.e. the importance of the setup (Hesiod’s
line) in this kind of game. The solution concocted by Homer rests in fact entirely on
Hesiod’s choice not to end 1. 113 in a three-termination adjective. In other words,
Hesiod’s setup strongly invites Homer’s solution and if indeed these lines suggest
familiarity with fifth-century linguistical theories, that familiarity must have been fully
shared by both participants in the game.

In short, the analysis of nonsensical lines shows that the vast majority of the issues
raised by Hesiod’s lines mapped well onto the exegetical concerns of the time.

To sum up, in analyzing game 3 of the Certamen scholars have mostly focused
on the style of the hexameters as well as its content and have mostly appreciated it as a
document of ancient poetics and/or rhapsodic performances. My analysis, instead,
encourages us to read this game in a completely different fashion, that is, as a
document of ancient literary exegesis. The setup of the game in two phases, one in
which the interlocutor raises a problem, the other in which the problem is solved,
strongly gestures at the zetematic mode of discussions. Moreover, both the Homeric
solutions, based on dwaipeoig, and Hesiod’s nonsensical lines illustrate actual pre-

Hellenistic hermeneutical techniques and literary concerns. In short, the peculiarity of
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the Certamen, one that has gone mostly unnoticed, consists of having Greece’s two

oldest poets anachronistically posing as fifth-century literary critics.?4°

240 There is another obvious example from the Classical period of poets posing as critics: Aristophanes’
Frogs. While parallels between these two works have sometime been suggested, (see, e.g., ROSEN
2004), the role of the poets as critics in the Frogs deserves further study.
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Chapter Three

Zoilus’ Against Homer’s Poetry

3.1 Zoilus’ Agaisnt Homer’s Poetry: a zetematic collection?4!

Of the few traces of the pre-Hellenistic engagement with Homer’s poetry,
many lead to the activity of Zoilus of Amphipolis. Known as the Homeromastix, “the
Scourge of Homer,”?*? Zoilus was a rhetorician, historian, and literary critic. A
slightly older contemporary of Aristotle, he was active in Athens in the middle of the
fourth century (410/400-330/320 B.C.E. ca.). He wrote epideictic speeches (e.g. the
Encomium of Polyphemus), possibly also a Techne Rhetorike, a historical treatise, an
essay on his hometown (On Amphipolis), as well as works against Plato and
Isocrates.?*® As his nickname indicates, however, he was most closely identified with
his work on Homer’s poetry. Entitled Against Homer’s Poetry, (Koatd thg "‘Ounpov
mowmoemg),?* this work in 9 books collected mistakes committed by the poet of the
Iliad and Odyssey. Of it, 16 indirect fragments survive, mostly from ancient scholia to
Homer’s text.?*® Zoilus, for instance, reproached Homer for having Apollo shoot

arrows at the dogs and mules first (1l. 1.50), in order to send the plague among the

241 A much curtailed version of this section is in REAL forthcoming (a).

242 On the epithet see now FOGAGNOLO 2021.

243 On Zoilus’ life and works see now FOGAGNOLO 2022: 1-11. Other recent overviews are GOULET-
CAzE 2018: 421-436, WILLIAMS 2016, and REGALI 2015. GARTNER 1978 provides a thorough and
methodical investigation. The fragments of Zoilus were first collected and critically edited by
FRIEDLAENDER 1895. The most recent complete collection is that of Williams for the Brill’s New
Jacoby. See also FGrHist, 71, A, 109-112 and RADERMACHER 1951: 198-200. FOGAGNOLO 2022
collects all the testimony and fragments pertaining to Zoilus’ exegetical and grammatical activity.
24 gyda ¢ 130, s.v. Zwihog = T 1la FOGAGNOLO. Ancient sources often quote the work in a shortened
version, Against Homer. See T 9; T 3; F 9a.

245 Fr, 4-19 FOGAGNOLO. F 20 FOGAGNOLO might stem as well from this work, but it is sometimes
considered as part of a distinct work, the ¥6yog ‘Opnpov, mentioned by the Suda (See LEHRS 18883:
202). On the question of the existence of a work, distinct from the Against Homer’s Poetry, called
Yoyog Ounpov see GOULET-CAZE 2018: 427 and FOGAGNOLO 2022: 26.
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Greeks (F 4 FOGAGNOLO). Similarly, he found it ludicrous to have the Trojan hero
Idaios abandoning his chariot in the midst of the battle and deciding to flee from the
enemy on foot (Il. 5.20: F 7 FOGAGNOLO).

Ancient sources were not kind to Zoilus: his “attacks” against Homer provoked
many disdainful reactions. Overall, the tradition offers an extremely negative
judgment of his work and character, a judgment which is echoed in the different
anecdotes concerning the violent circumstances of his death. Some ancient
biographers, as Vitruvius informs us, for instance, fantasized that he was crucified,
stoned to death, or thrown alive upon a funeral pyre for his literary crimes.?* It is
worth, however, emphasizing that the sources that record Zoilus’ bad fame date at the
earliest to the end of the first century BCE, and that by that time ancients had hardly
any firm grasp of Zoilus’ context of production and motives.?*” Despite this evident
bias of the tradition, many modern scholars have accepted the ancient portrayal of
Zoilus and speculated, in turn, that the author of the Against Homer’s poetry must
have been an “annoying misanthrope [...] without genius nor taste.”?*® Yet, as Lehrs
already noted,?*® Zoilus’ criticisms of Homer are clearly best explained as part of a

specific cultural context and genre rather than as evidence of a sick soul.

246 On the ancient sources’ judgment about Zoilus see FRIEDLAENDER 1895: 42-45. On the stories
concerning his death see Vitr. VIl Praefatio, 8-9 = T3 BNJ = F 1 Friedlaender with FRASER 1970.

247 Doubts about the validity of the ancient tradition concerning Zoilus were already expressed by
WULFERT: 1882. see also CESAREO 1903 and, more recently, NOvOKHATKO 2020:113. On the ancient
reception of Zoilus see esp. GARTNER 1978: 1551-4. On the ancient and modern reception of Zoilus see
FOGAGNOLO 2022: 16-19.

248 This is the judgement of This is the judgement of HARDION 1773: 185. Similarly harsh judgments on
the personality of Zoilus can be found, among others, in Boileau and Wolf (see FRIEDLAENDER 1895:
43) up until the end of the nineteenth century (SPINDLER 1888).

249 | EHRS 18823: 204-5, whose opinion is followed in many respects by Friedlaender (FRIEDLAENDER
1895: 42-46).
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Attacking Homer’s poetry is a practice we can trace from as early as the sixth
century BCE, when Greek intellectuals such as Xenophanes, Heraclitus, and
Pythagoras (see 4.2) criticized Homer, mainly over his treatment of the Gods and his
unsound representation of moral issues. Plato famously showed a similar discontent
especially in his Republic. The sophists too, often critiqued the traditional poets.
Critics of Homer, however, were not all created equal. Plato, for instance, viewed
Homer’s poems as responsible for corrupting the youth; his main complaint against it
was, therefore, its dangerous pedagogical effects. The sophists had arguably other
preoccupations. As succinctly noted already by Lehrs,?° their critiques were not
aimed at the content or at ethical values conveyed by the poems but rather at the ways
these poems were crafted. Protagoras, as noted earlier, attacked Homer twice on the
proem of the Iliad.?* In both cases the issue was Homer’s diction (the improper use of
the imperative mood and erroneous agreement between noun and adjective) and not
whether Homer was dangerous to listen to because of his views on religion, moral or
science. For the sophists, then, the critique of poetry was more a matter of rhetoric
than morality. Through the critique of Homer’s grammar, for instance, they sought to
publicize their own innovative theories about language.?®? It is not by accident that
Protagoras, in faulting Homer’s use of verbal moods and gender, was also the first to
come out with a classification of moods and genders in Greek. In other words, for the

sophists the Homeric material, because of its authority and widespread circulation,

250 Hj enim non impie eum [sc. Homerum] cecinisse iactabant sed inepte: versum versui repugnare,
sententiam sententiae, non distingui vocabula similiter significantia, horrere stribligine. LEHRS 18823;
199.

251 On Protagoras engagement with Homer see esp. CORRADI 2012; PELLICCIA forthcoming.

252 On which see now HUITINK-WILLI 2021.
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was the perfect playground in which to test their own theories, and the perfect medium
through which to communicate them.

Recent scholars have proposed three possible motives for Zoilus’ activity.

1) Zoilus’ attack on Homer should be viewed as a “parody” of contemporary
Homeric exegesis, a thesis first championed by Lehrs,?% and for the support of which
the entertaining and satirical character of some of Zoilus’ critiques can be adduced
(see, in particular, F 15 FOGAGNOLO). Still, as shown by Friedlaender,?%* it is
problematic for this hypothesis that Zoilus’ criticisms served as the basis for the work
of the same kind of critic as Zoilus was supposedly making fun of (e.g., Aristotle and
Megaclides). While the satirical character of Zoilus’ criticisms is undeniable, I think
that it is best explained as a feature of the zetematic mode of discourse, which, as we
have seen in chapter 1, owes much to the symposium.

2) Scholars such as Felix Buffiere?® understand his work as part of a
rhetorical exercise conducted in proper sophistic fashion.?*® Yet Zoilus’ work, a 9-
book long endeavor offering countless minute exegetical critiques of the Homeric
texts, was hardly a rhetorical stunt or a polemical pamphlet. Genuine interest in
exegesis—not mere rhetorical display—Iies at its core.

3) Finally, scholars like Caroline Bishop?®’ argue that Zoilus’ work aimed at

freeing the readers from Homer’s harmful ethical influence. The problem with this

253 |_EHRS 18823: 204-205, n. 126.

25 FRIEDLAENDER 1895: 44,

25 BUFFIERE 1956: 24.

2% The idea that Zoilus’ treatise was a rhetorical exercise goes back to Porphyry (see F 9a
FOGAGNOLO). On Zoilus’ work as a “declamatio oratoria ante litteram” see SODANO 1964 6.
257 BisHop 2015: 392.
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interpretation is that, as | will show in section 3, none of of Zoilus’ surviving
fragments actually deal with ethical questions. While Bishop realizes the profound
influence that Zoilus’ work had on the subsequent exegetical tradition, equating his
criticisms with Plato in many cases leads to profound misunderstandings.
Verhasselt,?% for instance, notes how in chapter 25 of his Poetics Aristotle suggests
that we should judge poetry “first of all by poetic standards.” He then continues by
saying: “This is perhaps Aristotle’s strongest argument against most of the objections
made by Plato and Zoilus.” Verhasselt represents the communis opinio when it comes
to the history of ancient literary criticism: before Aristotle critics did not considered
poetry to be an autonomous object of study and approached poetry through the lenses
of other téyvau, ethics, biology, and religion. As I will demonstrate in section 2 and 3
of this chapter the seeds of Aristotle’s game-changing exegetical presuppositions were
already planted at least by Zoilus who approached poetry from an eminently
aesthetical point of view. In the remainder of this section, | will argue that when
Zoilus framed his attacks of Homer he had a zetematic agenda in mind: as
counterintuitive as this may seem, Zoilus’ goal was not to discredit Homer but rather
to create the conditions for a deeper investigation of his text—a radical departure from
the biased image of the spiteful critic that much ancient tradition promoted.

Before | present my argument, a couple of specifications are in order. Scholars
have often argued that Zoilus’ work should be understood in light of zetematic

literature.?>® Yet none has ever specified what exactly they mean by it. By and large,

258 \JERHASSELT 2020: 224.
259 See, e.g., GARTNER 1978: 1454, PONTANI 2005 : 35, FOGAGNOLO 2022: 10; 18-19.
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they limit themselves to note that Zoilus’ attacks provided the material against which
later zetematic critics framed their solutions. This position is taken to be self-evident
and not in need of further discussion. The point I am making is different and has
broader consequences. | argue that Zoilus himself framed his attacks of Homer so as to
solicit a response from contemporary and future critics.?®® His interest was not in
taking down Homer but in challenging readers to come up with solutions to his
criticism. Obviously, discussing the intentions of an author that never speaks about
himself in his work is problematic. | do not think that the evidence that we possess
will ever allow us to say the final word about the motives behind Zoilus’ work, but the
question is worth entertaining, especially since none of the solutions proposed so far
by scholars is completely satisfactory.

Readers of my dissertation are by now familiar with zetemata (see chapter 1
and chapter 2 passim). Here | will recall and expand upon two points: i) the way in
which the first part of zetemata, the mpopAfua, is phrased; ii) the fact that even, so
called defenders, Avtucoi, of Homer mounted attacks against him. First, in the
fragments that survives from the Homeric zetematic treatises, the exegetical inquiry is

usually framed as a competition between two interlocutors, who play, as it were, the

260 Fogagnolo comes closer to this position when she states (FOGAGNOLO 2022: 19) [...] la sua critica di
marca iperrazionalistica appare inspirata da intenti seri e pienamente inserita nel panorama pre-
aristotelico dell’esegesi antica strutturata per zetemata e lyseis.” “The hyper-rational criticisms [of
Zoilus] seemed to be inspired by serious intents and to be fully at home into the pre-Aristotelian
exegesis structured by way of zetemata and lyseis.” Yet, she clearly nearly confronts the incoherence of
her own position when on p. 10 she suggests that the Against Homer’s Poetry belongs to both the
zetematic genre and the kata/pros literature, i.e., ad hominem polemical treatises. The two options are
incompatible as they lead to two opposite views concerning the nature of Zoilus’ work. If the Against
Homer’s Poetry were to belong to the kata literature, then his author meant it as a genuine critique of
Homer and, only later, ancient scholars would have used it as a starting point for their zetematic
investigation. If instead, as I argue, Zoilus conceived of his work in a zetematic fashion, then the
critiques he raised were not meant as final, rather they served to jump-start a hermeneutical discussion.
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roles of the prosecution and the defense. On the stand is Homer—his poems, that is.
The goal of the prosecution is to mount the best possible case against the poet, while
the goal of the defense is to invalidate the attacks of the prosecution. The voice of the
interlocutor A, the prosecution, as it were, is sometimes presented in a neutral form
with expressions such as, {ntet, he inquires, but often such a voice is introduced in
terms of an actual accusation or critique against the poet (see expressions such as,
aitidopat, a term that has clear judiciary undertones and means, to censure, to accuse;
dromov, it is awkward; o0 mpémov, it is not proper that, etc.). These and similar
expressions of blame are found all over the scholia, as well as in the fragments that
stem from our first zetematic treatises, such as those of Aristotle and Heraclides. The
voice of the interlocutor(s) B, on the other hand, is often introduced either with a
negation of the premises of the “prosecution” (ovk dtomov, it is not illogical that, etc.),
or with expressions such as “Adw”, i.e. to solve a difficulty, an expression that
emphasizes that the hermeneutical game has come to a conclusion; the correct
interpretation of the passage has been achieved and the poet can go free of blame. This
is no small point as it shows that within the zetematic context the attacks raise against
the poet are constructive and serve as starting point for a thorough exegetical
examination.

Secondly, even if Aristotle and Heraclides are often considered to be lytikoi,

that is, “defenders” of Homer,?®! they did not refrain from “attacking” Homer, often

261 The apologetic character of Heraclides of Pontus’ collection must have been already emphasized

in antiquity, given its transmitted title: Homeric Solutions. Modern scholars too, often, consider
Aristotle and Heraclides of Pontus’ treatises to be apologetic works. See e.g. PFEIFFER 1968: 70. On the
alleged apologetic aim of Aristotle’s treatise see, e.g., BREITENBERGER 2006: 371.
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lending their voices to the “prosecution” as well. Not only do they collect and answer
the attacks of previous, generally unnamed critics, but they also formulate criticisms
of their own. In two of the six surviving fragments of his zetematic treatise (F 99-104
SCHUTRUMPF), Heraclides entertains critiques of Homer (F 100 and F 102
SCHUTRUMPF), seemingly without providing solutions to them. In Aristotle’s case, of
the 39 fragments (F 366- 404 GIGON) that stem from his Homeric Questions, five
fragments attribute to him a critique of Homer. At least three of these report both his
critiques and ensuing solutions (F 384; 394; 395 GIGON), whereas two of them (F 390-
391 GIGON) report Aristotle’s own critique alone.?%? The end goal of Heraclides’ and
Aristotle’s works was, ultimately, to solve as many interpretative difficulties as they
could; solutions, consequently, had a prominent role in their work. Still, they
considered providing exegetical solutions to be only one step of the whole exegetical
process.?®3 By lending their voice to the prosecution, they show that proper zetematic
investigation should start with a critical diagnosis of poetry, that is, with hunting for
potential problems in it. The solution, in turn, is the natural continuation of the
exegetical difficulty; it is informed by it and makes sense only in light of the ways in
which the critique is framed. To speak of “defenders” versus “detractors” of poetry, as

if these were two different kinds of critics who had consistently different exegetical

262 The presence of a number of critiques seemingly left unanswered in works such as those of
Heraclides and Aristotle raises the question whether the zetematic critics intended to leave some
exegetical problems unsolved, or whether the lack of solutions is to be explained as the mere result of
the complex textual transmission of such works. On this point see HEATH 2009: 259-61.

263 The importance of identifying difficulties as a means for proper philosophical inquiry is explicitly
stressed by Aristotle in his Metaphysics. See Ar. Met. B.1.995a27-36 with TAUB 2015: 418.
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aims, is, therefore, often arbitrary. As a matter of fact, Aristotle and Heraclides are
perfectly happy alternating roles within the same work.

In light of this evidence, | argue that when it comes to zetematic literature, to
“accuse” and to “defend” the poet should be considered two aspects of the same
hermeneutical procedure. Both sides, defense and prosecution, as it were, ultimately
seek the same result: a better understanding of the poem investigated. The agonistic
setting is ultimately a fiction, one that probably originated as part of the sympotic
context and that was preserved even in the “more serious” collections of zetemata. The
detractors and the defenders of poetry are merely playing a part which is dictated by
the nature of the genre. In what follows, I make the case that Zoilus’ attacks are best
understood as in keeping with this zetematic fiction. With his criticisms of poetry,
Zoilus did not intend to pass judgment on Homer’s poetry or his worldview, instead,
he prompted exegetical discussions and deeper investigations of his poetry. Of course,
not every ancient critique regarding the poet can be explained in light of a zetematic
agenda. The famous attacks of a Xenophanes or a Plato against Homer must certainly
be handled in quite a different way, but consistent features of Zoilus’ critiques militate
in favor of understanding them as part of a zetematic project.

For one thing, consider the sheer length of Zoilus” work. According to the
Suda, the Against Homer’s Poetry consisted of as many as 9 books.?%* A project of
such an extent suggests that Zoilus went through the text of Homer methodically,
scene by scene, line by line, and likely covered with his critiques a considerable

portion, if not the entirety, of the text of the Iliad and the Odyssey. Had Zoilus aimed

264 See above.
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at ridiculing Homer or at alerting readers to his harmful influence, a few well-chosen
remarks, carefully arranged, would have sufficed, and made more sense rhetorically.
For such a lengthy and labor-intensive work, I can conceive only of two avenues that
are not necessarily mutually exclusive. 1) Zoilus’ collection of critiques of Homer was
intended as a “conversation starter” in a Sympotic context, a repertoire of puzzles to
entertain and challenge the fellow-diners.?% This seems to be how Plutarch used
Zoilus in Table’s talks 4.5.1-2, which | analyze in full below. There, Plutarch selects a
problem that actually stemmed from Zoilus’ treatise (F 8 FOGAGNOLO) and puts it in
the mouth of some of the diners featured in his work. The problem provides an
occasion for the diners to solve the issue and entertain each other while showing off
their knowledge. i1) Zoilus’ treatise was intended as an exegetical guide for learned
readers of Homeric poetry and aimed at promoting a critical discussion of the text.
Both these possibilities, ultimately, suggest that Zoilus” work ought to be considered
in close relationship with other zetematic treatises of the time.

A second point of convergence between Zoilus’ work and zetematic treatises is
the way in which later sources framed Zoilus’ criticisms. Exactly like in any other
zetematic exchanges, Zoilus’ critiques are either introduced in a neutral form, with
expressions such as, (ntel ndg, “he inquires how”, (see F 14 FOGAGNOLO) or in
agonistic terms with expressions such as, for instance, yehoimg menoinkev 0 Tomtng,
[the poet] composed it ludicrously (see F7; cf. also F 6a, F 15, and F 18 FOGAGNOLO),

aitidopa, to accuse, (F 12 FOGAGNOLO) or dtomov, it is awkward (F 11; F 18; F19a

265 Similarly, Zoilus’ treatise could also be understood as a prep-book for the symposium. On written
anthologies intended for a sympotic consumption, see PELLICCIA 2002: 224 and chapter 2 above.
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FOGAGNOLO).2% These similarities suggest that the majority of the tradition which
engaged with Zoilus’ work regarded his attacks as part of a zetematic mode of
discourse. The roots of such a tradition go as far back as the time of Zoilus’ activity,
given that already Aristotle and Megaclides, who are almost contemporary with
Zoilus, incorporated his critiques within their own zetematic works.

Lastly, the faults that Zoilus imputed to Homer, | argue, correspond with the
types of criticisms that Aristotle, in the already mentioned chapter 25 of his Poetics,
considers as typical of zetematic inquiries. | will expand on this point below in 3.2

Ar., Poet. 14610b23 ta pév odv dmripqpate £k TEVIE £V PEPoVsV: | Yap MG

dvvara 1| ®g dAoya fj ¢ Prafepd 1} ¢ DrevavTia §j O¢ Tapd TV OPOBOTNTA TV

KOTOL TEYVNV.

The criticisms they [sc. the zetematic critics]?®” formulate are of five kinds:

that things are_ei;her impossible, or illogical, or harmful, or contradictory, or

contrary to artistic correctness.

The five criticisms that Aristotle listed here have been the object of much
scholarly debate and my interpretation relies especially on the insightful analysis of
Elsa Bouchard.?®® The term dvvazo, impossibilities, especially refers to scenes that
give a fantastic impression. This is the case in Zoilus’ criticism (F 6a-b FOGAGNOLO)

of Homer’s description of Diomedes, in which the hero is said to have a fire literally

burning on his head and shoulders (Il. 5.7). "Aloya, irrationalities, refers to scenes in

266 1t is always risky to make inference about a fragmentary author’s style especially when his thought is
embedded in scholia, i.e. texts that were reworked on multiple occasions over time. Still, as noted by
Fogagnolo, despite the many manipulations of the original material, the sources seems to reproduce
pretty faithfully Zoilus’ critical terminology. See FOGAGNOLO 2022: 14.

267 The subject of the verb @épovcty is left implicit. Given that this section (1461b23-26) summarizes
the main topics discussed throughout the chapter, the reference is to the same unnamed critics who
posed the difficulties (nepi 8¢ mpoPfAnudrwv) which are referenced as the object of the inquiry at the
beginning of the chapter (1460b6).

268 BOUCHARD 2010.
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which the natural expectations of the reader are deceived. One such case is Zoilus’
point (F 19a-b FOGAGNOLO) about Odyssey 9.60, in which the poet says that exactly
six of Odysseus’ companions perished from each ship—a symmetry that is rather
suspect. BAaPepd refers to actions which a character in the poem performs against his
own interest or without a clear motivation.?° An example from Zoilus (F 8
FOGAGNOLO) is the already mentioned critique of Idaios’ decision to abandon his
horses and to flee from Diomedes (Il. 5.20). No surviving fragments by Zoilus belong
to the vmevavrtia, a category which includes factual contradiction internal to the
poem(s). An example of vevavrtia is the contradiction concerning the number of
cities in Crete. In the Iliad (1l. 2.649) it is said that they were 100, while in the
Odyssey (Od. 19.172-4) we learn, instead, that Crete had 90 cities.?’? The last
category, mopd v 0pBdTTO TV KT TEYVN YV, deals with all the other poetic mistakes,
and includes formal and stylistic failures.?’* Two fragments of Zoilus (F 9a and F 16
FOGAGNOLO), which I will analyze below, belong to this category.

I end this section by considering a potential objection to conceiving Against
Homer’s Poetry in close relationship with other contemporaries’ zetematic treatises.
As we have seen, the zetematic works of Aristotle and Heraclides feature both
problems and solutions concerning Homer’s poetry. It seems that Zoilus, on the
contrary, did not answer any of the difficulties that he raised concerning Homer’s

work. We should, however, be cautious in drawing such general conclusions on the

269 This interpretation has especially been argued for by BoUCHARD 2010 against the traditional view,
according to which BAafepd refers to morally harmful elements.

270 This was a much-discussed zetema in antiquity, for which both Heraclides (F 99 SCHUTRUMPF) and
Aristotle (F 370 GIGON) devised solutions.

271 On this last criticism see BoUCHARD 2010: 310 and BisHop 2015: 386.
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basis of the few surviving fragments of Zoilus’ lengthy treatise. For all we know,
Zoilus could have very well provided exegetical solutions along with the problems he
raised. There is, in fact, a least one fragment of Zoilus’ treatise, hardly ever
emphasized by scholars, that works better as a defense, rather than an attack, of
Homer. | am referring to F 13 FOGAGNOLO, a note to Il. 21.447. The line Zoilus is
commenting upon comes from Poseidon’s speech to Apollo, where the former is
trying to convince the latter to enter battle. Poseidon reminds Apollo of their service to
the former king of Troy, Laomedon, and mentions his own deed, the building of a
“wide and very beautiful wall” (1. 447). Zoilus proposes to read, instead, “wide and
very high wall (naxp6v).”?’? We are told nothing of the motivation(s) behind Zoilus’
emendation, but there is no discernable polemical intent here. Possibly, as already
alluded to by Friedlaender,?”® Zoilus, or other critics, took issue with the rhetoric of
Poseidon’s speech, who is depicted as bragging about the construction of the wall (“I
made a very beautiful wall”).?’* By reading paxpdv instead of koAdv, Zoilus comes to
Homer’s rescue, and proposes a solution against a potential criticism of the passage.?’®

In light of this passage we should be open to the possibility that Zoilus” work, much

272 5chol. 11. 21.447 (Ge) Zwilog ypapel “e0p¥ te kai pdio poxpdv.” Note that the presence of the verb
vypaoet does not imply that Zoilus edited Homer’s text. On this see FOGAGNOLO 2022: 160-161. Instead,
the “emendation” was part of his zetematic work. Aristotle as well proposes an emendation of the
Homeric text in F 394 GIGON as part of a Mo to a mpdpinua.

213 FRIEDLAENDER 1895: 22,

214 Alternatively, Zoilus might have found the presence of the adjective koAdv inconsistent with what
comes next in the line, iv’ dppnrrog oA €in. How does a beautiful wall contribute to making the city
impregnable?

275 The solution | am arguing for is the one preferred by Fogagnolo. See FOGAGNOLO 2022: 159-161. An
anonymous reader of a unpublished paper of mine appears to be troubled by the fact that, according to
my reading, Zoilus might have defended Homer. He suggests, therefore, to read the scholion as an
abridged account of a criticism by Zoilus. The text we read in the scholion must have originally meant,
says the anonymous reader, something like “the poet should have said ‘wide and very high wall.””
While this cannot be excluded, | prefer to make inferences based on what the sources actually say rather
that what we would like them to say.
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like Aristotle and Heraclides’ treatises, featured both criticisms and solutions.
Ultimately, we are left to wonder whether the fact that the majority of the fragments of
Zoilus’ work that are preserved to us feature a criticism of Homer is an accident of the
tradition or a faithful representation of the content of his work.

Whatever we might think about the presence of Avceig within the Against
Homer’s Poetry,?’® the evidence | discussed invites us to understand Zoilus’ criticisms
as a hermeneutical posture. Far from being a categorical attack against Homer, Zoilus’
criticisms were meant to promote a more searching understanding of his poetical text.
His treatise compelled readers to engage with the minute details of Homer’s epics, and
prompted them to address the difficulties he identified with their own solutions. In
conclusion, with his treatise, Zoilus entered the zetematic arena and, much like a
symposiast who poses puzzles for his fellow-diners, he challenged his readers to
engage with the issues raised by the Homeric poems. Very soon after the publication
of his treatise, critics, including Megaclides and Aristotle, rose to the challenge, and
did come up with solutions against the critiques devised by the famous

Homeromastix.2’’

276 Note that such a title is unlikely to go back to Zoilus, and is rather the result of the later reception of
his work. As such, it gives us little information about the actual content of the work. As we have seen
above, Heraclides Ponticus’ work is transmitted as Homeric Solutions, and yet his work definitively
featured attacks on the poet, some of which he may have even left unanswered.

217 After my presentation of some of this material at a conference in January 2022, Matteo Milesi drew
my attention to an interesting parallel to Zoilus’ work: Tatian’s tpoPAnudtov pipriov. We know very
little about this work, but, based on what Eusebius says in his Historia Ecclesiatica 5.13.8, it seems that
it collected a series of difficulties concerning the scriptures. To this work, Rhodion, a pupil of Tatian,
responded with a work containing ém\boeig to the mpopArpora raised by his teacher. Clearly, Tatian, a
Christian, did not mean to find faults with the text of the scriptures. Rather he must have wanted to
draw attention to some difficult passages so as to spark an exegetical debate. As far as | can tell,
however, it is difficult to say whether Tatian only collected difficulties or answered some of them. The
first hypothesis, entertained by CRAWFORD 2016: 543, seems to me more plausible.
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3.2 Zoilus: Interpreting Omens and “Criticizing Homer from Homer”

Zoilus’ critiques of Homer belonged to a wide-spread and traditional mode of literary
inquiry, but constitute, nonetheless, a highly original and often unappreciated moment
in the development of Greek sensibility toward poetics. Traditionally, what Greeks
imputed to Homer was a morally reprehensible portrayal of gods and heroes, together
with a general ignorance of many of the topics featured in the poems (military
techniques, biology, geography, history, etc.). The Poetics of Aristotle constitutes in
this respect an epoch-making change in perspective. A poet should be judged in terms
of standards of poetic correctness and not upon external criteria (cf. chapter 25 of the
Poetics especially). Before Aristotle, however, already the sophists, Protagoras in
primis, started analyzing poetry not in terms of what the poets said or which views
they held, but rather on how what was said corresponded to criteria of “good” poetry.
Similarly, Zoilus’ fragments testify an interest in Homer’s poetical failures and show
an early appreciation for notions, such as use of symbolic devices, internal consistency
and, to an extent, characters’ development, that will later become staples of the literary
discourse. In what follows, I will provide a brief overview of the types of attacks that
Zoilus mounted against Homer, focusing on fragments 9a, 16, 12, and 14 FOGAGNOLO.
In the final section (3.3), | will deal with those fragments that scholars have wrongly
interpreted as dealing with moral issues, and I will show how Zoilus’ seemingly moral
comments were actually aesthetically driven.

Scholars have divided the 16 fragments (F 4- 19 FOGAGNOLO) likely belonging

to the Against Homer's poetry into different categories according to the kind of
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criticism featured in them.2’® Although there is little agreement among them, three
main categories of criticism are typically postulated. The first is the less problematic
one and includes linguistic flaws. To this category belongs F 5 FOGAGNOLO, where
Zoilus reproaches Homer for making a singular subject (Zeus) agree with a plural verb
(0®c1). Note that since d@ot is actually the regular Homer third person singular of the
aorist subjunctive, not plural, of the verb didmpu, either we claim that Zoilus made an
elementary mistake, or, as pointed out by many scholars (and above), we must infer
that he had a copy of the text where the iota mutum was not marked (6®ot is indeed a
plural).?”® Although it does not immediately read as a critique of Homer’s language, F
10 FOGAGNOLO also deals with questions pertaining to words’ usage and meaning.?8°
To a second and wider category belong the majority of Zoilus’ fragments (F5; F6; F7;
F9; F12; F13; F14; F15; F16; F17; F19 FOGAGNOLO). These, broadly speaking, deal
with different kinds of artistic implausibility. Scholars also unanimously argue for a
third category that includes those fragments (F8; F4; F11; F18 FOGAGNOLO) that they
regard as touching upon moral issues but which, as I will argue at the end of this
chapter, are better understood as artistic failures and, therefore, fall into the second
category.

Borrowing from the list of poetic flaws provided by Aristotle in Poetics

chapter 25, 1461b22-24, | provide a further distinction among the fragments of the

278 See LEHRS 18823: 203; SPINDLER 1888: 12; APFEL 1938: 250-252; WILLIAMS 2016 who all
postulate a “moral” category. GARTNER 1978: 1545-6 divides Zoilus’ interventions into three categories:
1) failure to represent what is npémov, that is fitting, especially for a character to do, and 2)
contradictions of human experience, natural laws, common sense and 3) linguistic and textual matters.
279 See Fogagnolo 2022: 95

280 On this enigmatic fragment see now FOGAGNOLO 2022: ad loc.
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second category. In this chapter of the Poetics, Aristotle looks back at the tradition of
zetematic literature and examines different kinds of poetic problems and their
solutions. At the end of this chapter, he provides the following list of types of literary
problems, which | mentioned already above (émtiufpata): advvara, droya, ProaPepd,
vrevavtio, and mopd TV 0pOOTNTA TV Kotd Tévnv. 28t Although arguably Avristotle
did not come up with such a list to specifically classify the kinds of attacks Zoilus
mounted against Homer, and although these labels were not used, as far as we can tell,
by Zoilus himself, the zetemtatic context in which the list is found allows us to
conclude that Aristotle devised it having in mind contemporary zetematic works such
as Zoilus’. The five categories mentioned by Aristotle provide, therefore, a useful
hermeneutical tool, to be taken flexibly, for better framing Zoilus’ poetical critiques.
AdbOvara, impossibilities, and dAoya, irrationalities, are two categories that
overlap in many respects. Nevertheless, I follow Bouchard in referring dd0vata to
“scenes in a poem that give a somewhat fantastic impression” and dAoya to scenes
where the reader’s natural expectations are deceived.?® To the 4dOvara belong such
fragments of Zoilus as F 6 FOGAGNOLO, where the critic takes issue with the depiction
of Diomedes, who is said (ll. 5.7) to have fire burning from his head and shoulders.?3
To the same category, belongs F 15 FOGAGNOLO, where Zoilus ridicules the scene (Il
22.209-13) in which Zeus weighs the “fates” of Achilles and Hector on a scale. An

example of dhoya is F 19 FOGAGNOLO. There Zoilus takes issues with a scene of the

281 As it will become clear throughout, my understanding of this Aristotelian list is particularly indebted
to BOUCHARD 2010.

282 BOUCHARD 2010: 329-30.

283 This Homeric passage is explicitly labelled as a 4d9vatov in Porphyry (QHI E 7 MACPHAIL).
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Odyssey (Od. 9.60) where it is said that six companions perished from each ship.
Zoilus funded implausible that the same number of men, six, not one more not one
less, perished from each ship. F 17 and F 18 FOGAGNOLO, allegedly moralistic
fragments that will be discussed below, also belong among the dAoya.

The category of BAafepd, and its debated meaning within Aristotle, will be
treated below in relationship with Zoilus’ allegedly moralistic fragments. No surviving
fragments by Zoilus belong to the bmevavria, a category that includes factual
contradiction internal to the poem.?®* The meaning of the last category, mapd THv
dpBdTTOL TV KT TéYVN Y, has been much debated by scholars.?8> One could take it as
meaning flaws against some “art” (such as medicine, biology, politics), as when an
artist, to follow Aristotle’s example (Poetics 1460b17-21), represents a horse running
with both his right legs thrust forward at the same time. In this case, the artist is acting
against standards of biological correctness, that is, against the standards of an art that
is not mimetic. However, it is also possible to take the expression to mean flaws
against standards of poetic correctness. According to this second interpretation, “likely
candidates for this group are elements that betray some sort of poetic inconsistency but
cannot be qualified as downright factual “contradictions” (Omevavtia).”?® There are

no unambiguous surviving examples of flaws against some other “art” that stem from

284 An example of vmevavtia is the contradiction concerning the number of cities in Crete mentioned
above. In the catalogue of the ships (ll. 2.649) it is said that they were 100 while in the Odyssey (Od.
19.172-4) we learn, instead, that Crete had 90 cities. This was a much-discussed mpopAinuo in antiquity
for which both Heraclides (F 99 SCHUTRUMPF) and Aristotle (F 370 GIGON) devised solutions.

285 See BOUCHARD 2010: 310-311 for discussion and bibliography.

286 BOUCHARD 2010: 332.
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Zoilus’ treatise Against Homer.2” In what follows, it is to this second meaning that |
will refer when I use the expression wapd v 0pOdTNTA TNV KOTA TEYVNV.

A particular kind of mistake wapda v dpBoTHTO TV KOTA TEYVNV 1S
represented by F 9, F 12, F 14, and F 16 FOGAGNOLO which deserve a separate and
thorough investigation. | have already dealt at length with F 9 and F 16 elsewhere.?8
Here 1 will, therefore limit myself to provide a summary of my discussion of these two
fragments.

In book 10 of the Iliad, the poet narrates how Odysseus and Diomedes, under
cover of night, cross the battlefield, killing Dolon, a Trojan scout, along the way, and
sneak into the enemies’ camp, killing 13 Thracians, including their king, Rhesus.
When Odysseus and Diomedes are starting out, Athena sends a heron on their right:

10 & &nel ovv Smhoioty Evi Sevoicty &80Ty,

Bav p” iévar, Mmétnv 6€ kat avTodL TdvTag ApicToug.

10101 82 Se£10v fiKev £pmd1ov &yydg 68010

[MoAhag ABnvain- ol &° ovk 1dov dpBaipoiot

vkt 01 0pevainy, dAAL KAGyEavtog dkovoay.

xaipe 8¢ Td 6pvif’ ‘Vdvoeng, Npdto & Abnvn (Hom. Il. 10.272-77)

When these two had armed themselves in their weapons of terror

they went on their way, and left behind there all the princes,

and on the right near the way they were taking Pallas Athene

sent down a heron to them; indeed, their eyes could not see it

through the darkness of night, but they could hear it crying.
And Odysseus was glad at the bird-sign, and prayed to Athene (Lattimore)

27 The only case that qualifies is F 1 FOGAGNOLO, a fragment that does not belong to the Agaisnt
Homer’s Poetry but to Zoilus’ epidictic speech “On the people of Tenedos”, (See contra LEHRS 18823
202). In it Homer is accused of a geographical mistake.

28 ReAL forthcoming(a)
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Porphyry, the Neoplatonic philosopher who wrote a zetematic treatise on Homer,
analyzes these few lines at great length (2 full pages in Macphail’s edition). Near the
beginning of his account he states:
0010g [SC. Zoikog 6 kKAndeig Ounpopdotié] Al te ToAld Opfpov KoTnyopel
Kol T Tepl 10D £pmdto, Ov &v T vukteyepoia Enepye Toig Tepl TOv Odvocéa
1 AOnva, Ov, enoiv, odk eidov d@OuApoioty, ALY KAGYEXVTOC BKovsay. TG
Yap, enoi, xaipe 8& 1@ SpvidL Odvccenc; eikdc yap Nv doraPsiv tepiPorirovg
g€oecbar: v yop onUeldV £0TL TOIC AavOAVELY TPOUPOVUEVOLS DTTEVAVTIOV.
(Porph., QHI ad K 276, 1-4 MACPHAIL = F9a FOGAGNOLO)
Zoilus, known as the scourge of Homer, condemned Homer for many things,
including the passage about the heron, which Athena sent to Odysseus and
Diomedes?® in the Walking by Night and which [the poet] says, “they did not
see [...] but heard it scream” (11.10. 275-6). How come, says [Zoilus],
Odysseus “rejoiced in the omen” (11.10.277)? For it would have been likely to
assume that they [Odysseus and Diomedes] would be the center of an outcry,
for sound is a sign that is contrary to those that prefer to go unnoticed.
Scholars have only cursorily hinted at the reasons why Zoilus was condemning
Homer for “the passage about the heron,” as Porphyry puts it. But they generally
assume that Zoilus was criticizing Homer on account of Odysseus’ unrealistic reaction
to a noisy bird.?*° Since Odysseus and Diomedes are on a secret mission, silence is of
paramount importance. Yet, a loud bird starts screaming. Odysseus should not have
rejoiced, as Homer says; rather, he should have been annoyed at the bird’s appearance

because its screeches would have awakened the enemies. A closer investigation of

Porphyry’s passage shows that this interpretation is unsupported.

289 For oi mepi + acc. nominis see MACPHAIL 2011: 179 n. 14.

290 See WULFERT 1882: 7; APFEL 1938: 250; BUFFIERE 1956: 23; SODANO 1964: 5-10; GARTNER 1978:
1546; BOUCHARD 2016: 56; FOGAGNOLO 2022: 133-35. LEHRS 18823: 204 appears to be the only
scholar who saw that Zoilus’ point of contention is not so much the noise of the bird, but rather its
symbolic meaning. “[...] Latere volentibus alitis clangorem sinistrum omen esse.” NOVOKHATKO
2020a: 114 emphasizes, instead, Zoilus’ interest in the affects of Homer’s characters.
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Porphyry claims, instead, that Zoilus took issues with Odysseus’ poor
interpretation of an omen (yaipe 6& 1@ 6pvidr Odvooevg, “Odysseus rejoiced at the
bird omen” 1. 277). Note, in fact, the passage “it would have been likely to assume
(giog yap v DroroBeilv mepiPoritovg EcecOan) that they [Odysseus and Diomedes]
would be the center of an outcry.” The verb vmoAapfdve which means, among other
things, “to understand,” “to interpret” or “to assume,” and which I translate here with
the less-committal of the three, i.e. “to assume,” suggests that Zoilus took issues with
Odysseus’ decoding of the meaning of the omen, rather than with his instinctual
reaction to a loud bird.?®* Nobody would “assume” much about a bird flying by, unless
he had reason to think it had a symbolic value, unless he took the bird presence to be
an omen. Zoilus’ quotation of 11. 275-6, where it is said that the heron is not seen but
heard, further supports the point. There is no reason why Zoilus should have stressed
the opposition between sight and hearing mentioned in these lines if his target was
Odysseus’ unexpected reaction to a noisy bird. Yet, contrary to previous scholarship,
if we take Zoilus’ criticism to be Odysseus’ incorrect interpretation of the omen, the
presence of such lines makes perfect sense. A modern reader would easily interpret Il.
275-6 as a mere narratorial intervention. Homer wants the heroes (and the readers) to
realize that Athena supports the expedition. He, therefore, has the goddess send a
propitious sign, a bird, flying on their right. Still, the poet also feels compelled to
explain how Odysseus and Diomedes could take notice of the flight of a bird in pitch

dark night. LI. 275-6 address the difficulty: the heroes did not see the heron, but

291 The same expression is used in the context of the interpretation of an omen in Aristotle F 369
GIGON. See below.
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recognized it through its sound. For Zoilus, however, this poetical intervention comes
at a high cost. In his view, in fact, it completely shifts the meaning of the omen.
Glossing over the fact that the bird flies from the right, a fact that unequivocally
suggests to us that the bird was a good omen,??? he assumes that Il. 275-6 must be part
of the semantics of the omen. For Zoilus, the relevant message to be interpreted is not,
as we would expect, there is a bird flying on the right. It is, rather, there is a bird that
cannot be seen, but can be heard because of its sound. From this, it follows that the
logical inference for Odysseus would have been to realize that he was bound to be
discovered by the enemies. For it would be fair for Odysseus to presume that a bird
which is not seen signifies, by analogy, that they as well will not be seen. Yet, since
the bird can be recognized by its sounds, Odysseus should have realized that they too
would be perceived (“they will be the center of an outcry”), not because of the loud
noise the bird makes, as previous scholars believe, but because of what the bird noise
portends, i. e., the enemy-awakening noise the two Greeks will make on their mission.
Sound (ewvn), concludes Zoilus, is a contrary sign (onueiov) for people that are
scouting. Under these assumptions, it is clear that Odysseus should not have rejoiced.
The omen, in fact, signifies that Diomedes and he, despite operating under the cover of
the night, would be heard, and, therefore caught.

In short, Zoilus assesses the unsupplied analogy between the literal meaning of
the omen, the interpretandum, (i.e. the bird is not seen but heard) and its symbolic

interpretation, the interpretamentum, (i.e. Odysseus’ deduction that he and Diomedes

292 In Homer, as well as in later ornithomancy, a bird appearing on the right side of the observer
anticipates a favorable event (cf. . 13.821-3; 1l. 24.319-20). Conversely, a bird flying on the left is an
unfavorable sign. On the right and left opposition in bird omens see e.g. COLLINS 2002: 27-29.
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will be successful).?%® He critiques Homer because of the inherent contradiction
between the “letter” of the omen and its symbolic meaning.

Zoilus’ critique is answered by Megaclides,?°* whose interpretation of the
heron passage is quite clearly construed as a response to Zoilus’ criticism.?*® The
fragment runs as follows:

Porph., QHI ad K 276, 5-7 MACPHAIL = F 11 JANKO MeyakAgiong, 6t

LovTIKOS TadTa £moince: oniol yap 6Tt vy fikovsav Ldvov. ovkodv oDTmg

AméPN 0 PEALOV: a0TOl HEV YAP VIO TAV ToAeUi®V 0VK dPONcay, iKovcav

0 BovAedpata kai Tdg ThEelg, AOGAwvoc EEayyeilavTog. THGS &V oV 01VOg

GOPESTEPOC PavELN;

Megaclides [says] that [the poet] composed these lines [sc. Il. 275-6] in an

oracular manner; for [the poet] makes it clear that they heard the voice only

[i.e. they did not see the bird]. Certainly, what follows plays out like this. On

the one hand, they were not seen by the enemies but, on the other, they heard

their plans and layout thanks to Dolon’s betrayal. How could then an omen
appear more clearly?

In formulating his interpretation of the passage, Megaclides strictly follows
Zoilus’ interpretative framework: i) he does not comment upon the fact that the bird
appeared on the right and ii) he takes Il. 275-6 to be part of the semantics of the omen
and not, as we would expect, a narratorial intervention. Though certainty in these
matters cannot be attained, the similarity in the approach suggests that Megaclides’

reading was prompted by Zoilus’ interpretation of the passage and was meant as a

solution to his criticism. Where Megaclides differs from Zoilus is in his analogical

293 | use the terms interpretandum and interpretamentum in their literal meaning. By interpretandum |
mean the sign that needs to be interpreted, by interpretamentum any interpretation of said sign.

2% Megaclides wrote a treatise in at least two books, the ITepi “Oprpov, in which he addressed
anomalies in the Homeric text. He is called peripatetic by Tatian (Or. Ad. Grae. 31.120 = F 2 JANKO),
an epithet that would make him a successor of Aristotle. Nevertheless, it is often argued (GUDEMAN
1934: 410; RICHARDSON 1993: 129) that his work preceded him, since Aristotle seems to reference a
point made by Megaclides (F 6 JANKO) at Ar. Poet. 21.1460a14-17. On Megaclides see JANKO 2000:
138-143 and BOUCHARD 2016: 59-60; 284-9; 299-300.

2% Thus already ERBSE 1960: 45. On the question see now FOGAGNOLO 2022: 135.
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interpretation of the interpretandum. He maintains with Zoilus that the first part of the
omen is an indication that the heroes would not be seen. However, he interprets the
fact that the bird is heard in light of a subsequent episode, i.e. the one in which
Diomedes and Odysseus capture Dolon, and extort information from him about the
“plans and the layout” of the enemies (see 11. 382-445). Hearing the sound of the bird
is, for Megaclides, an analogical reference to the fact that Odysseus and Diomedes
would hear the voice of Dolon, the enemy.

While Megaclides’ solution is not without problems,?% his perspective is
strikingly innovative. Similarly to how some scholars today look at omens, that is, as
pieces of a narratological design (see especially De Jong’s analysis of omens in
Homer),?®” Megaclides analyzes the scene from a structural perspective. What comes
first is designed to make sense in light of what comes next, and the poet is in perfect
control of how different scenes are organized. Like a prophet that can foretell what
comes next, Homer uses omens to give his audience a preview of what is about to
narrate next. For Megaclides Il. 275-6, are not merely a description of the scene but
rather an instance of what we would call prolepsis. | take it that this is the meaning of
the ambiguous expression, “Megaclides says that the poet composed these lines (275-
6) in an oracular manner” (MeyakAgidng, 6t pavtikdg tadta €noinoe). Like a diviner
who discloses to his audience what will happen in the future in an enigmatic way, thus
the poet, in composing lines 275-6, hid clues for the audience about what will come

next into the text. In Megaclides’ view, Homer is no improviser, rather he is a poet in

2% | discuss them at lenght in REAL forthcoming (a)
297 DE JONG 2001: 51-53.
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full control of the structure of his poem, of the implications that each scene has on the
next.?%

Going back to Zoilus now, it is worth notice that, while Zoilus frames his
critique as a critique of Odysseus’ behavior, nothing in this fragment suggests that he
critiqued Odysseus qua character in the poem (we will analyze a critique of character’s
representation below).?*® Odysseus does not act inconsistently or consistently with his
own dramatic persona, indeed it does not even matter that it is Odysseus who rejoices,
for had any other characters acted like Odysseus it would have been exactly the same
issue. Odysseus’ reaction has nothing to do with who Odysseus is or its psychology; it
is instead the quality of the reasoning per se that is Zoilus’ concern (gikog yop v
vrolafelv mepiforitoug Eoecbar). The critique is aimed more at Homer, for foisting an
illogical decision on a character—any character—to suit his poetical design. Zoilus
zeroes in on not the depiction of character but on the inconsistency between the
message of the omen and the way it gets interpreted; he saw the “question of the
heron” as a flaw in Homer’s deployment of symbolic devices. According to Zoilus, the
actual significance of the omen is, in fact, inconsistent with the poet’s intended effects.

Megaclides, in turn, accepting Zoilus’ presuppositions and responding to them, shows,

2% Megaclides’ eye for poetical design can be best appreciated from F 5 JANKO. Commenting upon the
fact that Patroclus in book 16.140-145 takes all of Achilles’ gear but not his spear, Megaclides contends
that the poet adds the detail of the spear in view of the episode of Hephaestus’ fabrication of Achilles’
armor in book 18. Megalides’ reasoning can be reconstructed as follows: the armor that Achilles lends
to Patroclus will eventually be taken by Hektor. Achilles will therefore be in need of a new one which
Hephaestus will fabricate. Hephaestus, reasons Megaclides, works only with celestial material, such as
gold and silver, and could therefore not have produced a wooden spear for Achilles. The poet must
therefore prevent Patroclus from taking Achilles’ spear into battle. L1. 141-145, in which the poet
specifies that only Achilles can lift his spear are not a random narrative detail that the poet inserted
without reasons but rather a calculated addition that looks forward to a scene that will happen two
books later. For a fuller discussion of the fragment see BOUCHARD 2016: 190-196.

299 This is one of the reason why I prefer to regard this fragment as a case of critique mopd v dpBdTNTQL
v Kot téxvnv and not as a case of BraPepdv.
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through a different configuration of the relationship between interpretandum and
interpretamentum, that the omen can be understood in a manner consistent with the
poet’s intentions for it.

As Rebecca Bushnell and others have shown, insofar as the interpretation of
omens relies on “drawing analogies between the configuration of the sign—the bird
action and appearance— and the configurations of its context— the human affairs to
which the sign is related,” omens can be compared to simile.3® A simile is based on a
similar analogy between “tenor” and “vehicle,”*% and its quality is often assessed as
such in antiquity. This is true also for Zoilus, who approaches similes in Homer in the
same way he approaches omens. For example, in F 16 FOGAGNOLO, on the simile in II.
23.100 in which Patroclus’ spirit is said to disappear under the earth like smoke,
Zoilus protests that smoke moves upward and not downward:

yoym 0 Katd yBovog NOTe Kamvog] ... Zmihog 6 ooty 8Tt «8AL” O Kamvog
dvo pépeTay.

“The spirit went underground like smoke” (Il. 23.100) [...] Zoilus says: “but
smoke goes upward.” (Sch. T 1l. 23.100 = F 16 FOGAGNOLO)
Zoilus must have been aware that in this simile the tenor matches the vehicle in as
much as spirits and smoke are both intangible;3%? what he notes, however, is that the
relationship is not a perfect one, since smoke, the vehicle, tends to go upward, whereas

Patroclus’s spirit, the tenor, goes down. As in the case of the heron omen, where only

300 BUSHNELL 1982: 3.

301 Modern critics often use the terms “tenor” and “vehicle” to discuss the components of metaphors and
similes. The “tenor” is what is being described, the “vehicle” is the image used to described it.

302 Thin (kemt6v) and breathlike (mvevpatddeg) according to the bT scholion to this passage.

133



a part of the interpretandum matches the interpretamentum, here too the vehicle is not
fully consistent with the tenor.

This kind of criticism may appear captious to us, but it conforms to the
interpretative practices observed in the interpretation of similes throughout antiquity.
Ancient (and, to an extent, modern) critics’ analysis of Homeric similes is, in fact,
often synonymous with an explanation of the relationship between the “vehicle” and
the “tenor.”3% As Nunlist points out, the identification of the Vergleichspunkt(e), point
of comparison(s), between “vehicle” and “tenor” is the type of comment which is most
often found in the scholia.®** When Zoilus protests that smoke goes upward and spirits
downward he is looking at a Homeric simile in the same way as most later ancient
critics will. He is thinking in terms of Vergleichspunkt(e), or, rather, lack of
Vergleichspunkt(e), and challenges the notion that smoke is an adequate image for the
spirit of Patroclus reaching the underworld.

In conclusion, the cases of the heron omen allows us to better appreciate how
fourth century critics (Zoilus and Megaclides) studied Homeric divination.3% Their
approach was eminently poetical. They did not use the Homeric text as a pretext to
investigate the realia of mantic practice, nor did they concern themselves with the
zoological questions that interested other later critics, like the ones mentioned by

Porphyry in relationship to the heron passage.® Instead, they approached the omens

303 On the interpretation of similes in the Homeric scholia, see especially RICHARDSON 1980: 279-80
and NUNLIST 2009: 282-298. On Aristarchus and similes see SCHIRONI 2018: 133-38.

304 NUNLIST 2009: 294.

305 Note this is true also of Aristotle (F369 GIGON). As | argue in REAL forthcoming (a), Aristotle’s may
tacitly respond to a criticism of Zoilus’.

306 See Porph. QHI ad K 276, 8-34 MACPHAIL. Readers took issue with the fact that Athena sent a heron
instead of an owl, her animal par excellence. An analysis of the habits and habitat of the bird is used to
make sense of the choice. Porphyry’s note, then, connects the significance of the omen with a
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as onuoto, symbolic devices, and focused on the details concerning the analogical
relationship between interpretandum and the interpretamentum, which the poet often
left unexplained.

F 9 has given me the occasion to touch upon the question of design. As we
have seen, the solution that Megaclides provides to Zoilus’ critique, is innovative
insofar as it attempts to solve the problem by looking past the immediate textual
context in which the contradiction is found. Even more striking is his analysis of the
problem posed by Achilles’ spear in book 16. To solve it, he, in fact, looks two books
ahead and finds in book 18 clues to explain what does not seems to make sense in
book 16.3%7 This tendency to move beyond localized spots in the text has wider
implications for the question of Homer’s reception that I shall discuss below. I will
first demonstrate that such a critical attitude preceded Megaclides and is already at
work in Zoilus’ F 12, and 14 FOGAGNOLO as well as F 11, which | will, however,
discuss at further length in 3.3.

In F 12 we read as the following:

Schol. 11. 21.256 (Ge) @edy’ (sc. Achilles) , 0 8* 6micbe péwv <Emeto>- Zwilog
aitidrot, 41t ABavATOLG ITImoVg EY@V €V TML AVTIKEEVML KOp®DL 0V YpaTaL.

Zoilus attacks this line because although Achilles has immortal horses, he does
not use them at the present moment

Zoilus’ comment is preserved as a note to book 21.156 where Achilles is said to flee

the river Scamander that is overtaking him. Zoilus’s criticism, however, must be read

traditional story about the heron, i.e. that it “weeps blood for the sake of love.” A poetic quotation about
the heron from Hermo of Delo follows, as well as an attempt at emending the lliadic passage on the
basis of the existence of a type of heron called “dusky” (méAAov). The note ends with a “zoological”
distinction of three types (yévn) of herons.

307 F 5 JANKO see n. 58 above.
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especially in light of lines 263-4 (®¢ aiel Ao Kiyooto Koo POO1o/ Koi Aatynpov
govta- Beoi 0¢ 1e péptepot avopdv). There, in fact, the poet makes it clear that
Achilles is counting upon his own swiftness, but, more importantly, he makes it
explicit that a mortal cannot outrun an immortal. Zoilus found this passage
problematic in light of the fact that Achilles could have easily counted upon the
immortal help of his horses, Xanthus and Balios, and, therefore, could have escaped
Scamander without turning to Zeus’s help. This criticism qualifies as an example of
the BAafepd, insofar as Achilles is acting against his self-interest. What it is, however,
interesting to note here is that Zoilus’ remark implies the knowledge of an episode that
happened two books prior, at 1. 19.404-417. The horses of Achilles are first
introduced at Il. 16 148-154.3% In this passage, they are provided a genealogy, and
their swiftness is emphasized, as well as their immortality. Their immortality is again
mentioned at 17.443-44. Given that Zoilus’ criticism touches upon the immortality of
the horses, knowledge of these two passages is implied. Nevertheless, the passage that
Zoilus is more directly recalling is found at the end of book 19 (1I. 19. 392-423) where
we witness Achilles leaving the encampment driven by his horses. On the basis of this
passage, it is unequivocal that Achilles enters the battle that will lead him to the fight
with Scamander accompanied by Xanthus and Balios. Strikingly, however, the
immortal horses do not play any role whatsoever in the ensuing fight. We see

Achilles’ horses again only at the end of book 22 (1. 400)3% when his chariot

308 7y 8& kai Avtopédwv Braye {uydv mkéag inmovg/ EdvOov kol Bodov, té épo mvorfjol tetéciny,/
ToVG Eteke ZePOpw aveépm Apmota [Toddpyn/ Bookopévn Aepu@vi mapd poov Qkeavoio./ v 8
napnopinow apdpova IMdacov ier,/ tov pé mot’ "Hetiovog EAmv oA fyay’ Axthiede,/ 6¢ kol 6vntog
€av €ned’ Tnmolg dBavdatolot.

309 pdoTiEdy P’ EMdav, T & ovK dékovie TETEGONV.
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conveniently reappears so that Achilles can carry the body of the dead Hector around
the wall of Troy. In light of this, Zoilus found it contradictory that Achilles does not
make use of Xanthus and Balios when he would have most needed them. Against
Zoilus’ criticism, one could protest that horses in the Iliad play only a minor role in
battle and they are mostly employed to bring the warriors in and out the front-line.
Achilles is not necessarily expected to use them. Or, as the ancient critic Ammonius
claims (see P.Oxy. 2.221 with FOGAGNOLO 2022: 157-8), Achilles chose not to use
them as they would have been an impediment in those circumstances. That being said,
what is worth emphasizing here is that Zoilus took notice of a contradiction in
Homer’s design, drawing the reader’s attention to what we might call a ‘plot-hole.” He
thus shows not to be only concerned with textually localized problems but rather with
the incongruity between two loci in the text that belong to two different scenes and
that could be as far apart as two books. From this fragment, we can conclude that
Zoilus’ critical eye was perfectly capable of embracing the totality of the poem.

A similar conclusion is warranted by F 14 Fogagnolo.®*? In Il. 21.435-460,
Poseidon tries to convince Apollo to change sides and reminds him of the abuse they
suffered when they were working for the Trojan king Laomedon. Laomedon, in fact,
refused to pay them and even threatened to put them into chains and sell them as
slaves on far-away islands (Il. 21.441-455). A scholion to the Iliad reports Zoilus’
comment about Laomedon’s threat to sell the gods into slavery:

Schol. 1. 21.454 (Ge) Zoihog {ntel nddg 0 [oced®dv tov Aiveiav petodeig €
6Aov 10D GTPATELLOTOC OVTOG KIvOLVELEL TpadTivaL.

810 | discuss this passage also in REAL forthcoming (a).
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Recent scholars such as Williams,3!* followed by Novokhatko,3'? miss the point of
Zoilus’ intervention when they translate: “Zoilos wonders why Poseidon, after he
removed Aeneas from the entire army (lliad 20.325-9), risked destroying him [my
emphasis].” Nowhere in the Iliad, and certainly not at 21.454, does Poseidon “risked
destroying” Aeneas. Here avtog refers to Poseidon and works as the subject of
Kwdvvedet. [Ipabijvai, moreover, the same verb that we find in 1l. 21.454 (nepdav),
does not mean “to destroy” in this context but “to be exported to foreign parts for sale
as a slave” (see LSJ sub voc. népvnui 1.A).312 The fragment should, therefore, be
translated as: “Zoilus inquires how Poseidon himself [a0t0c] is in danger of being sold
as a slave given that he transposed Aeneas out of the whole battle.”

In general terms, Zoilus is taking issue with the fact that Poseidon (and
Apollo), although gods, endured Laomedon’s harsh treatment. More specifically, he
does not understand how the threat of being enslaved and sent off to “far-away
islands” could have endangered Poseidon. His criticism is fair, and similar concerns
were expressed by other ancient readers as well. Aristarchus, for instance, notes that
Homer does not give any clue to the audience as to why Poseidon and Apollo had to
serve a mortal (see Sch. A 1l. 21.444b1 [Ariston.]); others speculated that either
Poseidon and Apollo were testing Laomedon (a solution offered by the fifth century
Hellanicus of Lesbos, see FGrHist 4 F 26a), or they were being punished for
attempting to revolt against Zeus, a revolt referenced in 11 1.399-400 (see Sch. D II.

21.444d).

311 WiLLIAMS 2016: on BNJ 71 F 14.
312 NOVOKHATKO 2020a: 118.
313 Similarly also FOGAGNOLO 2022: 165 n. 253.
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The way in which Zoilus frames his criticism is particularly interesting. Zoilus
could have easily claimed that it was theologically untenable for a god to be at the
mercy of a human, or at the very least, that gods in myth are represented as too
powerful to be victims of human abuse. In other words, he could have assessed the
text in light of external references. Instead, he chose to point out a contradiction which
is internal to Homer alone, a contradiction internal to the poem. Poseidon could not
have been seriously worried about being enslaved and sent off to a far-away island
when he was working for Laomedon (book 21), given that Homer shows (in book 20),
that that same Poseidon (only older) can now transport himself and others from one
place to another in a matter of seconds. The reference is to the episode in which
Poseidon saves Aeneas from Achilles by literally catapulting him out of the battlefield
(1. 20.319-329). There, Poseidon approaches Aeneas, clouds Achilles’ vision with a
mist, raises the Trojan in the air, and hurls him to the outer limits of the battlefield
where he joins him soon after. In an instant, the two characters are far away from the
battle.314 On the basis of this passage, Zoilus must have concluded that it was
internally inconsistent for Poseidon to be threatened by Laomedon, given that Homer
shows that Poseidon would have been perfectly capable of escaping his punishment.
Again, the internal investigation of the text of the kind shown in F 14, presupposes
Zoilus’ intimate knowledge of the whole poem. It also presupposes a propensity for
interpreting lines and scenes in the poem beyond their immediate context, and for

drawing analogies between different parts of the same work.

314 On this and other similar rescue scenes see PELLICCIA 2021.
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Another fragment, which | will discuss at more length below, as it belongs to
the allegedly moral ones, illustrates Zoilus’ concern for internal consistency: F 11
FOGAGNOLO.%!® There Zoilus’ critique of Achilles’ reaction to the death of Patroclus
rests upon a comparison with another passage of the poem. On receiving the news of
Patroclus’ death, Achilles is inconsolable (1. 18.22-35). He covers himself in dirt, lays
himself on the ground, and tears his hair out. He is in such a desperate state that his
friend Antilochus fears he might commit suicide. According to Zoilus, there is an
internal reason, among others, why Achilles’ display of grief is inappropriate: such
behavior is not exhibited by other heroic characters represented by Homer. To make
his point, Zoilus compares Achilles’ behavior here with that of Hecuba at 1l. 22.405-7.
Though not just hearing about, but witnessing Achilles defiling the body of her dead
son, Hector, the queen reacts, according to Zoilus, in a more dignified manner than
Achilles does in 18.22-35.

In conclusion, these three fragments show that Zoilus did not content himself
with analyzing problematic lines of Homer in isolation but assessed them in light of
other relevant passages within the same poem. In short, he criticized Homer from
Homer. This disposition to browse the text, as it were, in search of similarities and
differences between passages of the same work, will later reach the status of the

fundamental “rule” of proper philological investigation. Almost two centuries after

315 porph. QHI ad Il. = 22, 2-4 MACPHAIL = F 11 FOGAGNOLO Zoikog 84 gnotv dtomov viv idévar tov
"Ayéa [...] xai ol "Exafng éml tdn cuppidt "Extopog 008&v 1010010V E0TLV.

Zoilus says that it is absurd that Achilles only realizes now; [...] and Hecuba at the dragging of Hector
is not at all like this.
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Zoilus’ work, Aristarchus, the “best of grammarians,”®!6 made it a point to combine
careful attention to a single textual locus and its context, with a knowledge of the full
scope of the poem and its linguistical and poetical peculiarities.®*’ In this sense, his
work best illuminates the meaning of the ancient hermeneutical maxim to elucidate
Homer from Homer.3!8 The development of a consistent method of reading the poem
from an internal perspective, a game-changer in the history of philology, attained full
maturity in the Hellenistic period, thanks to philologists such as Aristarchus, who
followed especially in the footsteps of Aristotle.3® The roots of such a hermeneutical
practice, however, extend further back then Aristotle, and can be appreciated already
in Zoilus’ work.

Another implication of Zoilus’ concern with internal consistency is worth
pointing out:3?° he regarded the Homeric text as fixed and he assumed it was the
product of a single poetic mind. This fact may seem unsurprising in light of modern
hermeneutical assumptions but when it comes to the Classical period it does suggest a
broader change in the conditions of poetry’s composition. As it is well known, poetry
was handed down orally for a long time. This, especially for Homer, meant that an
audience might have rarely had the chance to hear a poem of the length of the Iliad

performed on one occasion from the beginning to the end. To apprehend a poem the

318 As per the formulation of Sch. AT 1l. 2.316b, which inspired the title of the recent SCHIRONI 2018 on
Aristarchus.

817 On Aristarchus’ methodology see now SCHIRONI 2018: esp. 738-741.

318 This maxim is found in Porphyry (Porph. QHI, 56.3-6 SODANO). For an overview of the scholarship
on the origin and meaning of this formula see SCHIRONI 2018: 75 n. 47. See also NUNLIST 2015 and
MONTANA 2020.

319 On the relationship between Aristotle’s work and later Hellenistic exegesis see esp. BOUCHARD
2016. On Avristotle and Aristarchus see SCHIRONI 2009.

320 1t is especially worth pointing out in light of some of the absurd conclusions to which the oralist
dogma has led to.
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length of the Iliad in its totality down to the details of its every scene in such a
scenario must have been, at the very least, a challenging task. Furthermore, oral
performance necessarily implies a higher degree of variability within the text. A
fundamental credo of scholars that emphasize these factors is, therefore, that to every
performance of Homer corresponded a new Homer. On such a scenario it would make
no sense at all to claim that what happens at one point A in the poem is inconsistent
with what happens at a point B in the same poem, since A and B could have been
produced independently from each other, or belong to a different “new Homer”.
Strictly speaking, under these conditions, there is no such thing as one poem by
Homer. To expect internal consistency from a literary work makes, therefore, only
sense in a very different hermeneutical situation, one in which the Homeric text,
through the help of the written medium, has reached a greater form of stability and can
be enjoyed in all its parts from the beginning till the end. It is a matter of great debate
when this new mode of enjoying poetry took over, but it was obviously already a

reality by the time Zoilus produced his treatise Against Homer’s Poetry.

3.3 Zoilus: a Literary Approach to Poetry

I now turn to the four fragments (F4; F8; F11; F18 FOGAGNOLO) which
scholars believe are evidence for Zoilus’ moral readings of Homer, but rather, | argue,
touch upon questions of poetics and thus belong together with the previously analyzed
fragments. To distinguish clearly between ethical and poetical judgments within
Zoilus’ fragments is not a question of mere labels; what is at stake is the very purpose

of the Against Homer's poetry. To say that Zoilus found the moral representation of
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the gods and heroes faulty, goes, in fact, hand in hand with claiming that Zoilus took
issue with Homer’s worldviews. His critique would then not aim at poetical failures
but at the didactic and ethical role that Homeric poems played in their society. His
work, much like Plato’s, should thus be seen as having a pedagogical and moral intent.
I have already shown that Zoilus’ critiques of Homer do not necessarily imply a
rebuttal of his moral and pedagogical authority but should rather be taken as a
scholarly practice informed by lighthearted sympotic games. | have furthermore
shown that the majority of Zoilus’ fragments are concerned with Homer’s poetics
rather than Homer’s mores. It remains to make the case that even the fragments of the
Against Homer'’s poetry that seemingly have a moral focus hide poetical questions of
the kind discussed above.3?!

In one of this group of fragments, F4 FOGAGNOLO, Zoilus takes issue with the
fact that Apollo, at the beginning of the Iliad, killed the dogs and the mules first (I1.
1.50), in order to send the plague among the Greeks.

F4 FOGAGNOLO Heracl. (14.1-3)~of)pﬁag LEV TTPATOV EXMYETO KO KOVOG

Gpyovc». oV yap oVtwg dxpitov v mapavdiopo the  AToAlwovog OpyTig Ta

dAoya TdV {O1V 003" av 0 BupOg AEpPOVMG EviKUalEY MLOVOLG TE Kol Koy,

®¢ 10 Opakikov avopdmodov ‘Ounpov kateEavictatol, AEym 68 TOV

"AppumoAitnyv Zoilov, dve Kol KATm To100ToVG TIVOS AjPOovS GANVAQODVTA.

The irrational animals were not such an indiscriminate waste of Apollo’s anger
nor would his temper have foolishly raged against mules and dogs, as the

321 FOGAGNOLO 2022: 12-13 correctly separates Zoilus’ critiques of Homer from that of Plato and
Xenophanes but she is unwilling to go as far as to say that Zoilus was judging poetry from a poetic
perspective. According to Fogagnolo, some fragments (FF 6a-b, 17, 19) were meant to highlight the
poet’s failure to abide by the law of physics and nature, others (FF 7, 9a-b) his failure to abide by the
practices and costumes of the time. In other words, Homer’s failure in this cases was not an artistic one.
I have already shown that this is not the case for FF 7, and 19, which | have re-categorize as a case of
Brapepov and Gloya, respectively, and I have discuss at length the case of F 9 as a type of mopd v
opBoTTa TV Korta TNV criticism. A full rebuke of her argument, however, will be undertaken
elsewhere.
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Thracian slave, Zoilus of Amphipolis, contends against Homer, constantly
uttering such nonsense.

Although they hardly make their line of reasoning explicit, scholars®?? have often
seemed to take Zoilus’ comment primarily as a critique of Apollo’s impious conduct,
killing innocent beasts.3> Very little in this passage, however, suggests such a reading.
The pericope 10 dAoya tdv (duwv does certainly introduce a distinction between
human beings and animals on the basis of their intellectual capacities, thus suggesting
that animals have no part to play in god’s punishment: they are, we might say,
innocent. Yet, the way innocent animals are treated is not the point of the fragment;
Zoilus’ does not contend that Apollo was morally contemptible for killing innocent
beings, but rather that to start by killing animals in order to kill men is narratively
gratuitous. Apollo’s anger is literally a waste, mapavaimpa, because it does not go
straight to its target, and it is indiscriminate, dxpirov,3?* because it strikes both its
target and non-targets. The remainder of the passage points in the same direction:
Apollo acts foolishly, dppovme,3? that is, there is no clear rationality behind his
actions. Nothing in this passage suggests a moral interest, as if Zoilus reproached
Homer for depicting a flaw in the divine system of retributive justice. Zoilus’ point is
a literary one, inherent in the portrait of a character: Apollo’s actions are incongruous

with his intended goal. This kind of criticism thus belongs to a specific type which, in

322 | EHRS 18823; 203; SPINDLER 1888: 12; APFEL 1938: 250. More nuanced is Buffiére’s analysis which
mentions Apollo’s inconsistency (BUFFIERE 1956: 23). Novokhatko takes the fragment as an indication
of Zoilus’ interests in Homer’s affects (NOVOKHATKO 2020: 114-115). FOGAGNOLO 2022: 81-82,
correctly notes the non-moral nature of the critique.

323 See especially BUFFIERE 1956: 23.

324 On which see FOGAGNOLO 2022: 82.

325 On which see, again, FOGAGNOLO 2022: 82.
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keeping with the Aristotelian kinds of émtipmpa studied above, can be labeled as
BAaBepd.

Scholars dealing with the meaning of Aafepd in Aristotle’s Poetics (Ar. Poet.
1461b22-24) have long contended that Aristotle by this word means “morally harmful
(for the public) representations.” Instead, Bouchard argues, in my view compellingly,
that no ethical value is involved in Aristotle’s use of PAapepdv and that this kind of
critique is best understood as a ““‘character-focalized”” judgment made by a reader,
whose expectations about the aims pursued by a character are at odds with a narrated
action (or speech), which is, consequently, criticized as ““harmful.”’%?¢ She then
points out that no fewer than 10 out of the 39 fragments listed by Gigon as stemming
from the Aristotelian treatise Amopfipota ‘Ounpiké belong to this category.3?” Indeed
these fragments point out “the apparently harmful—or at the very least useless [my
emphasis]—nature of a character’s specific action with regard to his own interest or
that of his near and dear”.3?8 Aside from the meaning of BraBepov in the context of
Aristotle’s Poetics, this notion of “counterproductiveness,” of “inexpediency,” is
particularly well illuminates some of Zoilus’ criticisms among which the fragment just
mentioned is an example. In terms of its intended goal (killing the Greeks), Apollo’s
action of killing mules and dogs first is useless. As mentioned above, F 12
FOGAGNOLO, in which Zoilus contends that Achilles does not make good use of his
immortal horses, is another case in point. The same could be true also of F 14

FOGAGNOLO (discussed above), where part of the problem is why Poseidon, an all-

326 BOUCHARD 2010: 312. On BAofepé see also BOUCHARD 2016: 296-301.
327 BOUCHARD 2010: 319-20.
328 BOUCHARD 2010: 321.
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powerful god, endures the treatment of Laomedon, a mortal. Certainly belonging to
the BraPepa is F 7 FOGAGNOLO, where Zoilus takes issue with the fact that the Trojan
Idaios leaves his chariot behind in order to flee from Diomedes (I1 5. 20).

F 8 FOGAGNOLO raises issues similar to F 4. It reads:

Quest. Conv. 677c-f IPOBAHMA A. Tlepi tod “Copdtepov 6& képate.”
I'ehoiog £€00keL TIoL TV GUVIEITVOOHVTOV O AYIAAEDS AKPATOTEPOV EYYETV TOV
[Tatpokhov kerevwv, it aitioy TowdTny Emhéymv- (1. 9.204) “oi yap
piktator Evopec du@ vméact pelddpm.” Nikfpatog H&v ovv [...] GAld
LEPAKLDON TV QLAOTIOY OOTAV ATEQPUVOV, 0£O10T®V OLOAOYETY
axpatotepov gipficbar to Lwpdtepov, d¢ &v ATOT®L TIVi TOD “AYIAAémg
goopévou Kabamep 6 “Apeuroritng Zoilog vmeAdpupovey, dyvodv ot tpdToV
pev 0 Ayiddevg tov doivika kai tov Odvocéa mpesPuTépoug dvtag 100 OvY,
VOUPET YOUPOVTEG, AAL’ AKPATOTEP®, KaBATEP 01 GALOL YEPOVEG, EmITEIVAL
KeheveL TV kpdow [...]

Fourth Question. About the expression to “mix [the wine] stronger.” It seemed
ridiculous to some of the banqueters that Achilles orders Patroclus to pour
stronger wine and then adds this as a reason: “for my deareast friends are under
my roof.” [...]. But | indicated that they [i.e. the other guests] demonstrated a
schoolboysh rivalry, since they feared to admit that (opdtepov was said in the
sense of “more pure,” as if Achilles would then be in a paradoxical situation,
as Zoilus of Amphipolis believed, ignoring first that Achilles orders [Patroclus]
to intensify the mixture, knowing that Phoenix and Odysseus being older,
enjoyed it not watered down but purer, like the old men generally.

The fragment stems from Plutarch’s Table’s talks and is part of a discussion of the
[liadic line 9.204 where Achilles bids Patroclus to “mix the wine stronger” (opdtepov
0¢ képaue for his guests, Odysseus, Phoenix, and Ajax.

Scholars have paid little attention to it but when they did, they ranked it, as

well, among the moralistic fragments of Zoilus.3?° Their line of thought, which

329 |LEHRS 18823: 203; SPINDLER 1888: 12. Novokhatko discusses it among the linguistic fragments
(NovoKHATKO 2020: 115-16). Surely enough the fragment is about the word {wpdtepov, but this is
beyond the point. Zoilus is not analyzing the meaning of {wpdtepov. Instead, he assumes that it means
“stronger” and then he focuses on the inconsistency arising from the use of such a meaning. Much
different is the case of F 6 which, as we have seen above, actually deals with a linguistic problem.
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Spindler makes explicit, is that Achilles surrender to drunkenness.33 I argue that
nothing of the sort can be derived from Plutarch’s text.

First, we should look at the way Plutarch begins his discussion, a section of
text that, with the exception of Fogagnolo, is usually not included by the editors of
Zoilus’ fragment. There, Plutarch mentions that “some of the diners” find the Homeric
line in question problematic on the basis of what comes next in the text, that is, I.
9.205 where Achilles gives the reasons why Patroclus should make the wine stronger,
i.e. Achilles is hosting some of his dearest friends. The mention of line 205 is an
important point in order to understand Zoilus’ criticism, as we will see below. To the
problem thus posed follows in Plutarch a lengthy philological discussion (not included
here) about the meaning of the word {wpov, in which different Aoeic (solutions) to
the problematic lines feature. To avoid the problem, the characters of Plutarch’s work
claim that mp6v does not necessarily means “strong.”

The narrator, however, is not convinced by this line of inquiry, which, to use
Aristotle’s words, consists of a series of Tpog v AéEwv solutions (see chapter 2.3
above).33! He proposes instead i) to accept the meaning of {wp6v as “strong” and ii) he
refutes Zoilus’ idea that such a meaning constitutes a problem. Three possible
solutions against Zoilus’ criticism follow (see below).

It is clear from the fragment that Zoilus took (mpdv as meaning “strong” and

that he found such a meaning to be problematic. What Plutarch, however, does not

330 Eundem (sc. Achillem), cum Patroclum minore aqua vinum diluere iubebat, vinolentiae deditum
inducit. SPINDLER 1888: 12.

331 Note that Aristotle (Ar. Poet. 1461a14-16) tried to solve the same problem by claiming that the
meaning of {opdtepov is “quicker” and not “stronger”, a solution actually mentioned by Plutarch and
attributed to some unnamed critic.
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make immediately clear is why Zoilus found it problematic. | see, however, no good
reason to assume, with previous scholars, that Zoilus was worried about the moral
effects of such a scene. Nowhere in Plutarch’s discussion, in fact, is Achilles’ behavior
deemed problematic as condoning excessive drinking. | can think, instead, of four
poetical reasons why Zoilus might have thought Achilles’ order to Patroclus awkward.
The first is that to drink excessively strong wine does not square well with what Zoilus
might have assumed to be the warriors’ customary behavior. The problem would
therefore be one of these cases in which the poetic representation does not match what
was the case at the time in which Homer composed the scene or what was the case at
the time in which the critic wrote.33? A second objection would be that Homer
represents an action that goes against the assumed social status of the character.
Heroes do not drink excessively. Although this objection might seem to be a moral
one, it is rather internal to the poem, insofar as it assumes a concern for poetical
representation, rather than a critique of the pedagogical role of the poem.33 In light of
our previous discussion we could, therefore, rank this critique among the wapd v
opBo™Ta TV Kata téxvny. Thirdly, Zoilus might have found it problematic that
Achilles served stronger wine than usual to his guest, given that they are not really
there on a friendly visit, but rather to discuss very important business.3** If that were

the case we should rank this critique as a case of fAafepd.

332 For this kind of criticism compare Ar. Poet. 14600b7-10.

333 On this subtle yet essential distinction see BOUCHARD 2010: 332-332.

334 Achilles does not know yet what the order of business is but he must have guessed it. At any rate, it
is hard to believe that he could have assumed that the group was there to leisurely spend the evening
drinking wine.
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There is, however, a final and more plausible way of reading Zoilus’ critique
which would count as well among the BAafepd. As | mentioned above, Plutarch
engages in the discussion of the meaning of {wpo6v by stating that it is “ridiculous” to
have Achilles ordering Patroclus to mix the wine stronger (11 9.204) and then offering
as a reason for it Achilles’ desire to entertain the dearest among his friends (1l. 9.205).
Clearly, for Plutarch’s narrator, the contradiction is between Achilles’ action (to serve
a stronger drink) and his goal (to entertain his dearest friends). Such a contradiction
presupposes, in turn, that one wants what is best for his friends and that excessive
drink is harmful. Achilles’ order to Patroclus is, therefore, absurd since it would show
Achilles trying to harm his friends. Plutarch’s solution is conceived as an answer to
this very contradiction. Achilles does not want to harm his friends, but he knows that
his wine is exceptionally watered down and that his (older) friends prefer wine that is
stronger.

| suspect that this way of setting up the contradiction that Plutarch attributes to
some of the diners actually stemmed from Zoilus. As we have seen above, the
presence of the word yeloioc was a favorite of Zoilus” and could indicate that Plutarch
was pulling this problem as well as the way it is set up from Zoilus’ treatise (whether
directly or, more likely, through an intermediate source). Moreover, this set-up is
consistent with what comes later, when Zoilus is mentioned by name. Plutarch’s
narrator argues that Zoilus was wrong in claiming that the meaning “stronger” puts

Achilles in a “paradoxical position” (&v dromamt tivi):3° first, Zoilus did not realize that

335 The word 8romog/ -wg in the context of literary discussions indicates different kinds of anomalies
both at the stylistic and compositional level; it is usually glossed with the English “absurd” (See e.g.
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old men such as Phoenix and Odysseus liked strong wine. Second, Zoilus did not
understand that Achilles knew that weak wine is good for people who are not fighting,
like himself at that moment in the story, but that, instead, is not suitable for people that
have spent the day fighting, as his guests have.33 Third, Achilles, compared to other
warriors, was an especially light drinker, and what is stronger for him is not
necessarily so for others.3¥” Plutarch narrator’s rebuke of Zoilus consists of pointing
out that Achilles’ action is consistent with his aim, that is, to make his dear friends feel
welcomed. There is nothing wrong with giving them stronger wine because some of
them are old, they have fought a lot, and Achilles’ mix is already weaker than the
norm. If Zoilus’ point in critiquing Achilles’ behavior were one of the first three
mentioned above (1. improper representation of actual social norms, 2. improper
characterization of the heroes’ social status, 3. counterproductive action, given the
situation), then Plutarch’s arguments would not aim at the core of Zoilus’ critique but
would simply provide mitigating circumstances. Instead, if we take Zoilus’ criticism to

be that Achilles is harming his friends, that is, a contradiction between Achilles’ action

NUNLIST 2009: 371). It can, in some rare cases, indicate morally compromising situations (see e.g. Sch.
in. Od. ad 8.267).
336 Plut Quest. Conv. 677f-678a &neito Xeipmvog dv podntic kol Thc mepi 1o odpa Staitng odk dmeipog
€loyileto dNmovbev, 611 T0ic dpyodot kal oxoAGlovat Tapd TO elOOG COUOCY AVELUEVT Kol
pohokotépa kpdotg apuolet. Kol yap toig inmolg EUPAALEL LETO TV GAL®V XOPTAGUAT®V TO GEAVOV
00K GAOY®S, GAL’ 6T PAGrTOVTOL PEV 01 6YoAdlovTeg AouvnBme; ot Tovg modag: £0Tt & TOVTOL
paiot’ {opo 10 célvov. BAAOLS YoV 0OK v ebpoig mapaforidpevoy inmolg &v TAddt cédvov 1 Tva.
TOLOVTOV YIAOV. GAL 10TpOg MV 0 AYIAAELG TAV 0’ TV TPOG TOV KAPOV oikelwg Enepéleto Kol T®
oOUATL TNV EAAPPOTATNV dlottav, Ag VYIEWVOTATNV &V T® oYoAdlew, mapeokevalev: avopag d v uayn
Kol Aydvi 0U” NUEPOG YeYEVNLEVOLG 0VY Opoimg &MV dtaitdy Toig dpyodoty EmTeivol TV Kpaoty
gxélevoe.

337 Plut. Quaest. Conv. 678b kai pnv 008E Vel aiveton eilotvog GAL dmnviig O AyiAkevg

1. 20.467 0 yép Tt yAvKOOLpHOG Bvi)p TV 008 dyavoQpoV,

GAAQ HAA EppEODS:
Kai mov mappnolalopevog HEP aTod ‘TOAAAG PNoiv ‘dvmvovg voktag ladoat:” Bpoyde & Hmvog ovk
€EapKET TOIC YPOUEVOLS AKPAT®. AO130POVUEVOG 08 TA AYOUEUVOVL TPOTOV QOTOV ‘oivoPopii’
TPOGEIPNKEV, OG LAMOTO TAV VOST|UATOV TV 0lvoeAvyiav TpoPfariduevoc.
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(1. 204) and intended goal (1. 205), Plutarch’s argument would be extremely effective
in showing Zoilus’ contradiction void: Achilles’ mixture is perfectly consistent with
the intent of honoring his guests.

Of course, given the state of the evidence, it remains very difficult to prove
what the substance of Zoilus’ critique actually was and the real motives behind Zoilus’
intervention will remain a matter of conjecture. It must, however, be emphasized that
against the moralist reading of this fragment at least four alternative readings, all
pertaining to issues of poetics, and all making good sense in light of Zoilus’ surviving
production, can be defended.

The next allegedly moral fragment is F 11 FOGAGNOLO, which deals with
Achilles’ reaction to the news of Patroclus’ death (lII. 18. 22-35).

Porph. QHI ad X, 22-35, 1-4 MACPHAIL (¢ ¢dto, TOV 8 dye0g vepérn <ékdlvye

--duwéev > IAdtov &v tpitmt [ToAtelag katnyopel TV ddvpouévev, Aéywv

VIEP TOV TEBvEOTOV U OV T0UTO TOLETV MG devOV TL TeEmMovOOTOV. Zmihog €

enow dtomov viv gidéval OV “AyAléa: mpogdévarl Te yap €xpiv 0Tt Kotvoi ol

TOAEHIKOL KIVOVUVOL TOV T€ Bdvatov ovK EpTv dEVOV DTTOAAUPAVELY TO TE OVTMOC

VIePEVOEY Yuvauk®oes. obtwg ovt av BapPopoc Ti<t>0On €moincev: kai tot

"Exdfng ént tdr cuppudt "Extopog 00dEV T0100TOV E0TLV.

¢ @aro, TOV & dyeog vepédn <ékdhvye --duoev > Plato in the third book of

the Republic (338 b1l) criticizes those that wail, stating that one should not do

that about the dead as if they were suffering something terrible. Zoilus says that
it is awkward that Achilles gains knowledge now. For he was supposed to know
already that the risks of war befall to everybody and that he was not supposed to

deem death extraordinary, and to over grieve like that is womanly. Not even a

barbarian nurse would have acted like that. And there is no such behavior by

Hecuba when Hector is dragged.

As the scholion says, already Plato took issue with Achilles’ behavior in this passage

of the Iliad. There, we witness Achilles in such a desperate state (he covers himself in

dirt, lays into the ground, and tears his hair) that his friend Antilochus fears he might
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actually kill himself. Plato’s criticism of this scene is part of a larger discussion in
which the pedagogical role of poetry is at stake. The portrayal of a character such as
Achilles that excessively mourns over the loss of his friend is dangerous for the
guardians of Plato’s ideal city (see Plat. Rep. 388a-b). Plato’s focus is exquisitely
moral: Achilles’ bad behavior sets a bad example for the youth. The same should not
be necessarily postulated for Zoilus, despite many scholars ranking this fragment
among Zoilus’ moral interventions.>*

Zoilus presents us with two main reasons why this scene is problematic. First,
Achilles, given his wide experience of military life, should have known better. He
should not have regarded death as such a terrible evil and he should not have acted in
such a womanly manner. Secondly, Achilles’ behavior is exceptional even when
compared to that of a barbarian nurse and of Hecuba, who on the occasion of the death
and mutilation of the body of his son, Hector, acts in a more dignified manner (see Il.
22.405-7).

| start with the second point. Admitting that this portion of the scholion
actually stems from Zoilus and is not the thought of a later compiler who was
expanding upon the word yvvaik®deg in the previous sentence, Zoilus compares
Achilles’ behavior to that of an unspecified non-Greek nurse, and to Hecuba, likewise
a barbarian, which, however, has a real presence in the poem. Both these non-Greek

characters, argues Zoilus, even when faced with a similar situation, would have/did

behaved better than Achilles. Achilles’ behavior is therefore exceptional because it

338 SpINDLER 1888: 12; APFEL 1938: 250; BisHop 2015: 391-2; MAYHEW 2019: 78. Again, FOGAGNOLO
2022: 149-151 is the only one that underscores the literary character of this critique.
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does not suit what the audience expects for such a character. To be a hero in an epic
poem, especially if a man and a Greek, comes with certain behavioral responsibilities.
Zoilus is working here from the presupposition, widely shared by his time, that moral
is contingent upon gender, social status, and race.®*® Homer’s mistake thus consists of
disregarding the moral assumptions of the audience which expects a certain conduct
from a hero like Achilles. When seen in this way, Zoilus’ criticism is similar to
Plato’s: a person supposed to be good is represented as behaving badly. Nevertheless,
Zoilus is looking at the problem from a literary perspective ( i.e. from the point of
view of the contradiction between the readerly assumptions about a character and his
actions)4® whereas Plato is worried about the moral effects of such a representation
upon the audience. This literary concern is evident in Zoilus’ comparison between
Achilles and Hecuba. Achilles’ behavior, in fact, does not only offend fourth-century
standards of moral conduct but is also inconsistent with the poet’s usual representation
of characters’ behavior. By mentioning the conduct of Hecuba, who, although she is
confronting the death and the mutilation of her son, acts in a more dignified manner
than Achilles, Zoilus is pointing toward an extreme case. Both the situation (death of a
son) and the character (a non-Greek women) would have excuse violent
manifestations of mourning. And yet, even when compared with Hecuba, Achilles’
response to Patroclus’ death remains exceptional. Through this comparison between
two characters of the same poem, Zoilus shows that Achilles’ conduct is not

inappropriate tout-court but that it is especially so insofar as it consists of a deviation

339 A thought shared for instance also by Aristotle, see Ar. Poet. 1454a17-23.
340 | already mention this kind of contradiction in my discussion of F 8 above.
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from the typical mode of representing characters’ behavior within the poem. Again,
Zoilus approaches a Homeric problem with an eye to the whole and “criticizes Homer
with Homer. ” On this see 3.2.

The second reason why Zoilus criticized Achilles’ behavior is also eminently
poetical. Zoilus claims that it is awkward to have Achilles behaving in such a way
now, that is, at this point in the story. Given his previous military experience, Achilles
should have already been accustomed to losing a friend in the war. Zoilus, so it seems,
would have had little problems if Achilles’ extreme manifestation of distress would
have occurred, say, at the beginning of the Greek expedition, or when the character
was younger. Instead, what makes the passage troubling is the timing of Achilles’
reaction which is not consistent with the story-line. The condemnation of Achilles’
behavior is, therefore, not without appeal but conditional on artistic circumstances.
Zoilus is pointing toward what we might call a flaw in the “development of the
character.” In order for artistic representation to be believable, a character is supposed
to learn from previous experiences and act accordingly.

Zoilus’ perspective, in this respect, is strikingly innovative. Before Aristotle, 3
in fact, the tendency was to consider epic characters as the monolithic instantiation of
virtues or vices. Thus for Hippias, according to the representation that Plato gives of
him in the homonymous dialogue, Achilles is “the best”, Nestor “the wisest” and

Odysseus “the most double” (moAvtpondtotov).3*? Zoilus’ comment suggests instead

341 See especially chapter 15 of Aristotle’s Poetics that deals with proper characters’ representation in
poetry (Ar. Poet. 1454a16-1454b17).

342p|,, Hipp. min 363b-365h. See also BOUCHARD 2016: 139-147 for a discussion of this and similar
sources.
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a more complex attitude toward ethos’ representation, one that aims towards a higher
degree of naturalism. Characters in poems should not only be consistent with what is
expected of them based on their mythical role, their status, gender, and race but, just
like humans in real life, they should evolve and change based on what they experience
in the stories told about them.

To summarize, although Zoilus’ critique of Achilles’ behavior moves from
very precise standards of moral conduct, his focus is upon the way in which such
behavior is inconsistent with standards of artistic correctness. Zoilus’ critique is not a
moral one but instead belongs among the wopd v 6pOdTTA TNV KATA TEXVNV.

F 18 FOGAGNOLO, the last of the allegedly moral fragments, tackles a scene,
Od. 8.266-370, that was often the source of moral concerns in antiquity.3*® The scene
in question is the story of Ares and Aphrodite’s adulterous love sung by Demodocus
in the presence of the Phaeaceans. Zoilus’ comment reads as follows:

gmrpdn 8¢ avtoic O Zwoilog, dromov eivan AEymv YEAGV PEV GKOAUGTMG TOVG

BeoV¢ €mi 101g To0vTo1C, TOV O 'Epufjv ebyechan évavtiov tod matpog Kol tdv

dA @V Bedv OpdVTOV 0edécbat oV Tt “A@poditnt.

Zoilus objects to these lines saying that is awkward that the gods laugh without

restraint in these circumstances and that Hermes wishes to be bound with

Aphrodite in the presence of his father and the other gods watching.

The criticism of gods’ laugh had already been censured by Plato (P1. Res. 388-e89a) in
reference to another Homeric passage (1. 1.599-60).3** According to Plato, gods

cannot be overpowered by laughter, and Homer, by depicting them thus overpowered,

Is spreading falsehood. According to Heraclitus, who summarizes a long tradition of

343 Heracl. 69, 1-6; Sch. vet. in Od., 8. 267.
344 See also Xenophanes (21 B 11 DK).
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moral anxiety regarding the love of Ares and Aphrodite, readers thought that such a
story was impious. In fact, Homer allows for licentiousness (axolacia) to abide
among the gods and attributes to them a terrible act, adultery, which among men is
punished with death.®*> Did Zoilus share similar views? This is probably what the
author (or its source) of the scholion preserving Zoilus’ criticism believed, given that
right after mentioning Zoilus he says: o0k &ici 6¢ oi Tomntikol Oeol PIAOGOPOL, GAAG
nailovron (“Nevertheless, the gods in poetry are no philosophers, but they joke™).346
With this sentence he defends Homer against moralizing views, pointing out that
poetry and philosophy handle gods differently.3*” There are, however, reasons to
believe that the scholiast, and modern scholars after him,3*® were too quick to attribute
these moral concerns to Zoilus.

Zoilus does take notice, like Plato, of the god’s laughing, modified with
axkoldotmg, a cognate of the word dxoAacia, found in Heraclitus, but he does not take
issue with the main reason why this scene was considered licentious, that is, that he
shows the gods in the act of committing adultery. Instead, Zoilus’ attention is captured
by the scene depicted at Il. 333-342 where Apollo jokingly asks Hermes if he would
enjoy being bound on a bed with the beautiful Aphrodite, to which Hermes replies: Il.

339-342 “Lord who strikes from afar, Apollo, I wish it could only/ be, and there could

345 Heracl. 69.2-3 "Avo yap odv kai kéto Tpaymdodot T mepi Apeog kai Appoditng doepic
dramemAdcoOon

Aéyovteg: (3) dxoraciav yap gumemolitevkey ovpav® Kol T0 map’ avBpomols, dtav yévnrtat, Bavatov
TIHOPOVUEVOV OVK £0vor O Topd 001 ioTopfioat, Aéym 0& poyeiav.

346 Pace APFEL 1938: 250, this sentence is unlikely to be a continuation of Zoilus’ argument.

347 On this sentence, which references two poles (docere and delectare) of the debate concerning the
aim of poetry, see BOUCHARD 2016; 108-9.

348 See especially SPINDLER 1888: 12; APFEL 1938: 250; BUFFIERE 1956: 28. GARTNER: 1978: 1545-6
and NOVOKHATKO 2020: 119 speaks instead of “inappropriateness.” FOGAGNOLO 2022: 193-4 is the
only scholar that emphasizes the aesthetic character of Zoilus’ critique.
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be thrice this number of endless fastenings,/ and all you gods could be looking on and

all the goddess,/ and still I would sleep by the side of Aphrodite the golden”

(Lattimore). If Zoilus was simply criticizing Homer for his immoral depiction of the

gods why did he focused on the details of this wish in particular? A scholion to line

333-342 suggests that Zoilus was not the only one that had trouble with the scene:
Schol. in Od. 8.333-342 (H) év évioig avtypaeotg ol déka otiyol o QEpovtat
Ol TO AmpEmELOY EUPAIVELY. VEOTEPIKOV VAP TO GPOVILLAL.

In some copies these 10 lines are omitted because they represent something
inappropriate. The spirit of the remark is “neoteric.”

From the scholion, which stems from Didymus, we can reconstruct that an unnamed
critic, possibly Aristarchus,3# athetized these lines because he believed that a more
modern author, a neoteros, added the scenes concerning Apollo and Hermes. The critic
found proof of his reasoning in the manuscript tradition where allegedly the lines
were, sometimes, missing. It is unlikely that such a critic would have athetized the
lines on moral grounds, for if morality was his concern this athetesis alone would not
have removed the moral problems raised by Demodocus’ song.3*° Instead, as explicitly
said, the reason for the athetesis here is dnpénetlo, inappropriateness.

The word mpénov in ancient literary criticism indicates primarily consistency
with the character or the situation and does not necessarily suggest a moral judgment.

Insofar as it means what is appropriate for a character to say or to do in a certain

349 |LubwicH 1884: 571.
350 ScHIRONI 2018: 687, moreover, argues that Aristarchus, when it comes to the gods, was not
interested in moral and ethical concerns.
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situation it can have moral implications.®! The scholiast does not elaborate on the
reasons why the scene from the Odyssey is inappropriate.

It could be that he did not think a sexual joke to be fitting for a god; but,
following Zoilus, we might suggest at least two better reasons. Zoilus’s passage, in
fact, admits at least two interpretations: 1) Zoilus is taking issue with the fact that the
sexual joke is uttered in the presence of his father3>? and the other gods watching Ares
and Aphrodite, i.e. the problem is with the context in which Il. 339-342 are uttered ; 2)
Zoilus is taking issue with Hermes’ desire to be watched by Zeus and the other gods
while he mingles in love with Aphrodite, i.e. the problem is with the content of Il. 339-
342.353 | will analyze the implications of both readings in turn.

If interpretation number 1 is the case, Zoilus specifies that the problem is not
the mere content of the joke but rather that such a joke does not fit the company. 3>
Zoilus, so it seems, would have had no problems with this scene, if it were a quiet joke
between two young pals. Instead, to have Hermes and Apollo make an overt sexual
joke in the presence of their own father and all the other gods must have struck him as
something of an implausibility. Aristarchus reasoned along similar lines when he
athetized the passage from the Iliad (1l. 24.130-2) in which Thetis invites Achilles to

have sex with a woman. He argues that it is inappropriate (dnpenég) for a mother to

351 See POHLENZ 1933 and BOUCHARD 2010: 322-33. On the notion of mpémov and its use in Aristarchus
see esp. SCHELENKEVELD 1970: 167-9 and SCHIRONI 2018: 429-30 esp. 429 n. 49. On the multiples
meaning of npénov see also HUNTER 2018: 157-158.

32 As Pelliccia rightly notes per litteram, the presence of Zeus in this scene cannot be taken for granted.
358 Thus GARTNER 1978: 1545.

354 Compare Aristotle’s point (Ar. Poet. 1461a4-9) according to which good and bad behavior in poetry
should be judged also according to the identity of the agent or speaker and to whom he acted or spoke.
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urge his son to have sex.%*® As Schironi rightly says, “these words are inappropriate in
terms of the situation and the character who utters them (a mother to her own son!)
more than of “morality” per se.” 3¢ Although the word dnpenéc does not feature in
Zoilus’ fragment, the main issue is the inappropriateness of the joke based on the
relationship between speaker and internal audience. This inappropriateness makes the
scene implausible. The presupposition behind Zoilus’ criticism is not necessarily what
one ought to do in such and such a situation but what it is logical to expect that one
does. Zoilus’ focus is on the actions of the characters within the context of the scene.
Thus interpreted, his critique reads as a case of dAoya, that is, a scene or an action
deemed implausible for it contradicts the logical expectations of the reader (given the
internal audience, no one would expect such a joke), and not as a case of moral
indecency.

In light of Hermes’ reply to Apollo (1. 339-342), however, the second
interpretation of the fragment can be defended as well: Zoilus took issue with the
content of Hermes’ desire, that is, the wish of being watched by all the gods and
goddess. Yet, even thus formulated, the point of Zoilus’ critique does not necessarily
express the prudery of a critic uncomfortable with voyeurism. By pointing out the
filial relationship, Zoilus, stresses the paradoxical implication of Hermes’ wish: given
that Hermes wishes to be seen by all the gods, strictly speaking, Hermes does not mind
being seen even by his own father, Zeus, in the act of having sex. The content of

Hermes’ wish is not simply indecent, it is, instead, utterly absurd. No one, seems to

35 5ch. in Il. 24. 130-2a d0stodvion otixol Tpeic, 811 dmpensg untépa vVid Aéyewy ‘dyadov éott yovoiki
pioyecOar’.
3% ScHIRONI 2018: 488 n. 191. Against this reading, see SCHENKEVELD 1970: 169-70.
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contend Zoilus, could have plausibly wished to be seen in such a situation by his
father. What is inappropriate about Hermes’ wish is not that it suggests a licentious
and immoral behavior but rather that it indicates a sudden obliviousness for what the
actual relationship among the characters in the poems are.>” Given the filial
relationship between Hermes and Zeus, it is inappropriate for Hermes to say that he
does not mind being seen by “all the gods.” As was the case with the first reading,
Zoilus is pointing out how implausible it is for Hermes, insofar as he is a specific
character in the poem, with a specific relationship with the other gods, to wish for
what he does. Again the critique is a case of dAoya, because the wish is utterly
illogical.

According to both these readings, the central issue that Zoilus’ emphasized
with his critique is characters’ appropriateness, particularly the specifics of their
relationship with other characters in the poem. Following this line of reasoning, it is
possible that the reason why Zoilus found the laugh of the gods problematic was that
he thought it inappropriate for the situation and the characters involved in it. For how
could a father, Zeus, laugh at his own daughter, Aphrodite? This would be consistent
with the second part of the critique where the point is the implausibility of a situation
in which a son involves his own father in his sexual fantasy. Alternatively, as

Fogagnolo as recently pointed out,3® the critique could be that the gods, generally,3%°

357 This remains a rather curious remark by Zoilus, given that there is generally very little concern in
Greek myth to maintain a distinction between familial links and love when it comes to the Olympians.
It does, however, works well in light of Aristotle’s principle mentioned above (Ar. Poet. 1461a4-9)
according to which good and bad behavior in poetry should be judged also according to the identity of
the agent or speaker.

3% FOGAGNOLO 2022: 193-4.

39 Fogagnolo is silent about other cases of unquenchable laugh arising among the gods in the poems.
See 1l. 1.580 ff.
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do not abandoned themselves to laugh in the poem. We will see below that Zoilus was
perfectly capable of noticing cases of contradiction in the representation of characters
within the poem. Of course, an interpretation of the fragment in terms of moral
preoccupations could not be altogether dismissed, but my reading has the advantage of
providing a better explanation of the reason why Zoilus chose to focus specifically on
Hermes’ wish, out of the entirety of Demodocus’ story, as well as the reason why he
pointed out what in Hermes’ wish was left implicit, that is, Hermes filial relationship
with Zeus. If my reading holds, we can stress, again, that in reading Homer Zoilus was
moved by artistic preoccupations and we can add that by focusing on character’s
appropriateness, he tackled Homeric problems in a way that is reminiscent of the
procedures of some of his later colleagues, such as Aristarchus.

In general, my analysis of F4; F8; F11; F18 FOGAGNOLO, proves that Zoilus
did not approach Homer with a moral mindset. Instead, he was very much capable of
making insightful literary comments, along the same lines that Aristotle recommends

in his Poetics and that many Hellenistic critics after him will follow.
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Chapter Four

Allegoresis and Allegory: The Origins of Textual Criticism and Philosophy

4.1. Allegoresis: an Elusive Concept

Allegoresis is notoriously complex concept, and many scholars have examined
these topics in depth.® In this introductory section (4.1) | will start with some
remarks about modern day usage of the term and | will then turn to the ancient
sources. The word “allegoresis” itself is a modern coinage®* which defines the
interpretation of any artistic productions,®? though primarily poetical texts, beyond
their mere literal and immediate meaning. The term was introduced into scholarship
for the sake of avoiding the confusion with the polysemic word “allegory.” On a

general level, “allegory” can, in fact, indicate a) the rhetorical trope akin to metaphor,

360 General monographs and collections of studies concerning ancient allegorical interpretation and its
historical development are WEHRLI 1927; BUFFIERE 1956; PEPIN 1976; LAMBERTON 1986; WHITMAN
1987; BLONNIGEN 1992; DAWSON 1992; BRISSON 1996; CUCCHIARELLI 1997; BOYS-STONES 2003;
STRUCK 2004; RAMELLI 2004; ed. DAHAN-GOULET 2005; ed. COPELAND-STRUCK 2010. Recent remarks
concerning ancient allegory and allegorical interpretations can be found also in FORD 2002: 67-89;
LAMBERTON 2002: 185-205; PONTANI 2005b: 26-32; PRIMAVESI: 2005; NADDAF 2009: 99-131;
BOUCHARD 2016: 29-83; DOMARADZKI 2011; DOMARADZKI 2015; DOMARADZKI 2017; HERREN 2017:
73-82; 109-164; SAVIO 2018: 9-71; NOVOKHATKO 2018: 39:30; KoTwick 2020; BERGAMO 2022. For a
brief overview of the concept and its ancient development see PONTANI 2013.

3! The coinage is based upon the compound Greek root a/lég- at the basis of words such as allégoria,
meaning “allegory”, “veiled language” (LSJ) and allégored “interpret allegorically” or “speak
figuratively” (LSJ).

362 The vast majority of our sources concerning allegoresis deals with texts, mostly poetical.
Nevertheless, the practice of interpreting allegorically is not exclusively textual and extends to any
vehicle of narrative, be it textual or visual. For instance, in the context of allegorical interpretations of
the mythical theomachies, Celsus (Orig. Contra Celsum VI, 42) mentions the embroidered robe of
Athena depicting the goddess’s fight against the giants carried in procession at the Panathenaea as an
example of allegorical narrative. On the robe of Athena see also Porph. HQ Y 67-75,8. Similarly, a
notorious allegorical reading by Chrysippus (SVF, B 1071-74) does not concern a text, but rather a wall
painting representing Hera fellating Zeus in the temple of the goddess at Samos (see STRUCK 2004:
279-282). Mysteries, dreams, and oracles can also be the object of allegoresis. On mysteries and
allegoresis see Or. Contr. Cel., VI, 42; Porph. HQ Y 67-75, 8; On dreams and allegoresis see esp.
Artem. 1.2 with STRUCK 2004: 183-4. Kotwick recently argued that the interpretation of Penelopes’
dream in Od. XIX is a case of allegoresis (KoTwick 2020). On the interpretations of oracles see esp.
Plut. De Pyth. 407a-b with STRUCK 2004: 180-82.
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b) the compositional practice that aims at hiding a message under a covert expression,
and c) the exegetical practice that aims at decoding such an expression to retrieve a
hidden message.32 These three meanings are clearly distinct yet they refer to similar
practices. When someone composes allegorically they employ a specific trope, that is,
allegory. Likewise, when someone interprets a text allegorically, they try to explain a
trope. When allegory is considered as a trope, the focus is on the means by which the
allegorical practice is carried out. When, however, we focus on the agent of the
practice, the distinction between composition and interpretation, that is to say,
between compositional allegory and allegoresis, emerges. Compositional allegory
refers to the author’s intent, whereas allegoresis has to do with the reception of the
work. Of course, these two poles of the practice — intention and reception—are strictly
interdependent. A reader that interprets a text allegorically presumes, for the most part,
that the writer composed his narrative using enigmatic language in order to hide
further meaning below the letter of a text. On the other hand, when a writer uses
enigmatic language, he expects that at least some of his readers will be able to decode

his riddles.364

363 For the use of the term allegoresis in modern scholarship see DOMARADZKI 2015: 247; Ip. 2017: 300-
303.

364 On “compositional allegory” and “interpretative allegory” see especially WHITMAN 1987: 3-13.
Further discussion also in DOMARADZzKI 2017: 300-303 and HERREN 2017: 73-74. For ancient authors
that composed works explicitly intended to be read allegorically see, for instance, Theognis, who
regards his verses as riddles that the reader should decode (Theog. 679-682): poptnyoi 8’ dpyovat,
Kakol &’ ayafdv kaddmephev./deipaive, un Tog vadv Kotd KOpo mint./ TadTd pot nvixdo kexpuppéva
10i6” dyaboicty-/yvdokol 8 &v Tig kai kaxog, av coeog fu. “The cargo-carriers are in charge, and the
base are above the good; | am afraid that a wave will swallow up the ship. Let these be my veiled
riddles for the good; even a base man, if he is wise, would know the meaning” (Hunter). Much in the
same vein, see also Pind. Ol. 2, 82-89. On both of these passages, see HUNTER 2009; Id. 2014. As | will
show below, Pherekydes of Syros too composed a work that requires to be interpreted allegorically.
Although related, these old instances of compositional allegory should not be equated with what
scholars of later allegoresis such as Lamberton call, “deliberately allegorical literature”, that is, works
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In a commendable effort to attain clarity, scholars have often posited strict
boundaries between these three meanings of allegory. In so doing, however, they have
often lost track of their close similarities. Particularly notable is the scholarly stress
laid upon the differences between the rhetorical analysis of allegory and allegoresis,
which are regarded as almost two completely different endeavors. As I will show
throughout my examination of early allegorical tradition, there are especially good
reasons to regard rhetorical analysis and allegoresis as two facets of the same
exegetical practice.

The usage of the term in antiquity does not allow us to see a precise pattern of
distinction between the three meanings; context is usually the only guide to more
precise semantic distinctions. The compound root dAAnyop - (from dAlog “other” and
dyopedm “to say”, that is, “to say something other than what one means”%%) from
which the word allegory derives, is not attested in our ancient sources before the first
century BCE.3%® The term first appears in the context of classifications of rhetorical
tropes and usually defines “a metaphor sustained for the length of a whole sentence
(and beyond)”.3¢” An example of allegory is, thus, the famous poetical image of the
ship of the state in Horace’s Ode 1.14, in which the ship described in the poem refers

to the Roman state, the waves and tempests stand for the civil wars, and the harbor for

that are consistently structured to be read on one or more levels beyond the superficial. (LAMBERTON
1986: 145).

365 This etymological explanation was already suggested in antiquity. See Heraclit., Quaestiones
Homericae, 5.2 with PONTANI 2005b: 184, n.11.

366 Among the first occurrences of the term are Philodemus Rhet. 4.3; Cic. Orat. 94; Demetr. eloc. 99-
102.

367 _AUSBERG 1998 [1%t ed. 1960]: 399. On allegory in the ancient rhetorical tradition see HAHN 1967
and INNES 2003. Note that extended metaphors, which the ancients defined as allegories, are usually not
categorized as such by moderns critics. See LAMBERTON 1986: 145 n. 3.
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peace and harmony (see Quint. Hist. Orat. 8.6.44).3% Although the precise definition
of allegory as a rhetorical trope varies according to authors and contexts, and although
the term may be also used to indicate enigmas, gnomic sayings, riddles etc.,3° on a
general level, ancient readers viewed allegory as a form of deliberate obscurity on the
part of the writer or speaker who uses figurative language to hide his message.3"

By extension, when someone employs the trope of allegory, they can be said to
“speak/compose allegorically”, i.e. to use compositional allegory, whereas when
someone decodes an allegory, they can be said to “interpret/read allegorically”, i.e. to
practice allegoresis. Ancient Greek, like modern languages, did not necessarily
distinguish between allegory qua mode of composition and allegory qua mode of
interpretation, but indicates both operations by the term d\Anyopia or its cognates,
such as alAnyopéwm, “to say/to interpret allegorically”. The use of the word daAAnyopia.
to indicate allegoresis is clearly manifest in the following passage of Plutarch’s essay
On How to Listen to Poets 19e-f:

Plut. De audiendis poetis 19e-f mapd 6° ‘Oufpe cloTd®UEVOV £6TL TO TOLOVTO

vévog TG ddackariog, Exov &° avabedpnoty dEEMpOV Eml TV Safefinuévav

péAioto pobwv, odg Toig mhdot pev vtovoiatg AAANYopialg 6 viv Aeyopévaig
napoPralopevol Kol S1aoTPEPOVTEG EVIOL LOLYELOUEVTV PaclY A@poditny vTT’

"Apeog unvoey "Hiov, 611 1@ thHg Agpoditng dotépt cuvehbav 0 Tod Apeog

HOLYIKAG AmoTeAET yevéoelg, HAlov & émavagepopévou kal Katalapupdvovtog

o0 AovOavouvcty.

In Homer this form of instruction is given silently, but it leaves room for a

reconsideration, which is helpful in the case of those stories which have been
most discredited. By forcibly distorting these stories through what used to be

368 Alcaeus Z2 lobel-Page, Horace’s source for the ode, is quoted as an example of allegory by Heraclit.
Quaestiones Homericae, 5.6. and by the rhetorician Cocondrius, On tropes, 9. On the image and its
interpretations see PONTANI 2005h: 185.

369 See LAUSBERG: 398-401; INNES 2003: 19-20.

370 Using an image that will become commonplace in modern discussions, Demetrius defines allegory
as a ovykdioppo, a “veil”. See Demetr. eloc. 99-102.
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termed ‘deeper meanings,’ but are nowadays called ‘allegorical interpretations,’
[Toig méAan pev Hrovoioig aAAnyopiaig 6€ vov Aeyouévaig] some persons say that
the Sun is represented as giving information about Aphrodite in the arms of Ares,
because the conjunction of the planet Mars with Venus portends births
conceived in adultery, and when the sun returns in his course and discovers
these, they cannot be kept secret. (Goodwin)
According to Plutarch’s report, to interpret the love scene between Aphrodite and Ares
narrated in book eight of the Odyssey as a tale hinting at astral phenomena is a case of
anyopia, that is, allegoresis.3’! Around the same time as Plutarch,’2 the author of
the so-called Homeric Problems, Heraclitus, makes a very significative move. He
directly connects the rhetorical meaning of the term aAAnyopia with allegoresis. He
reasons (see HQ, 5-6) that given that all ancient poets, including Homer, have used the
trope of allegory, it is a legitimate endeavor to interpret inconvenient passages
allegorically, to practice allegoresis (I discuss this passage also in 6.2 below).37
Although the word éAAnyopia does not appear before the first century CE,37
the idea that artistic production can convey hidden truths is much older.3”® Our earlier
sources refer to the phenomenon through different terms. As noted by Plutarch in the
passage from the On how to Listen to Poets quoted above, dAinyopia is a more recent

synonym of the older term Vmdvoa, literally, “under-meaning”.3’® The term is

famously used by Socrates in a passage of Xenophon’s Symposium where rhapsodes

371 See also Plutarch De Isid. 363d where the verb éAAnyopéw is used to indicate the interpretation of
the mythical gods as cosmological concepts. [...] Gonep "EAAnveg Kpdvov dAinyopodot Tov xpovov,
“Hpav 8¢ 1oV dépa, yéveotv 8¢ Heaiotov Vv gic nhp dépog petafoiny.

372 Heraclitus’ date is impossible to ascertain with any confidence. Scholars generally oscillate between
a dating around the first century CE (RUSSELL-KONSTAN 2005: XI-XI1I) and the beginning of the second
century CE (PONTANI 2005b: 9-17). For a brief summary of the question see now SAvio 2019.

373 Heracl., Quaest. Homer. 6.

374 See, however CUCCHIARELLI 1997: 224 and SCHIRONI 2018: 139 for the possibility that Aristarchus
used the term égAAnyopia.

375 Ancient authors themselves, and not only interpreters, were aware of it. See n. 5 above.

376 On vr6volo see esp. PEPIN 1976: 85-7.
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are ridiculed for not knowing the hidden meanings [vr6votat] of Homer’s texts.3"”

Plato too uses it to refer to allegoresis in his discussion about the educational value of
the traditional stories concerning the gods in book two of the Republic.

Pl. Res., 378d2-378el "Hpag 6¢ decpovg 1o véog Kai Heaiotov piyelg Hro
TaTPOC, LEALOVTOC T UNTPL TUTTOUEVT AUVVETY, Kal Beopayiag dooc ‘Ounpog
TEMOINKEV 0V TAPOOEKTEOV €1G TNV TOAY, 0UT €V Vmovoiaig menompévag ovte
dvev DIovoldv. 6 Yap vEog ovy 010G Te Kpivety 8Tt Te Vdvora kai O uy, GAL" a
av TNAKodTog Vv AAPT €V Taic d0ENIG SVGEKVITTTA TE Kol AUETAGTOTO PLAET
yiyveoOau.

We won’t admit stories into our city—whether allegorical [év Vmovoioig
nemomuévog] or not—about Hera being chained by her son, nor about
Hephaestus being hurled from heaven by his father when he tried to help his
mother, who was being beaten, nor about the battle of the gods in Homer. The
young can’t distinguish what is allegorical from what isn’t [&11 te dmOVoLQ KOl O
un], and the opinions they absorb at that age are hard to erase and apt to become
unalterable. (Grube-Reeve)3®
Nevertheless, as Peter Struck has shown in depth, the “real conceptual engines
of allegorism” are the word aiviyua, riddle, and its cognates such as aivicoopau, “to
speak in riddles, to hint at”.3"® The term aiviypa is used, for instance, by the
anonymous author of the Derveni Papyrus (fifth to fourth centuries BCE), the first

allegorist whose work we possess to a significant extent (see chapter 6 below).

According to the Derveni papyrus (col. VI, 6-7), Orpheus said, “great things in

377 Xen. Symp. 3.6 8keivo &, £pn 6 AvticBévng, AEAN0E og, 8T1 Koi ol paymdol mévieg énicTavtol TadTa
o E1n; kol TS &v, E@), AeMBot dcpoduEVOV YE ATV OAYoL dv’ EKAoTNV NUéPav; 01606 TL 0DV
£€0voc, £om, NMABidTEPOV PaymddV; 00 L TovV Al’, Epn 0 Numpatog, obkovv Elotye Sok®. dijAov yap,
£€pn 0 Zakparng, 6Tt Tag Hovoig 0VK EmioTavial. oV 6 ZoPpote te kol Avagidvdpm Kol GALo1G
TOAAOTG TOAD dEdmKaG Apyvplov, dote oVdEV oe TV ToAlod a&imv AéAnBe. On this passage, and on
hyponoia and allegoresis in general, see especially Richardson’s valuable study (RICHARDSON 1975).
On hyponoia see also CALIFF 2003: 26.

378 P|, Res., 378d2-378e1 "Hpag 62 Secpodg Hmd véog kai ‘Heoictov plyelc vnd motpdc, péAhovtog i
unTpl TUITOUEVY GpVVETY, kai Bgopayiag 6cag ‘Ounpog nemoinkev 0 mTopadektéoV €ig TV TOALY, 00T’
&v Hrovoioig memomuévac obTe dvev HIOVOLBV. 6 Yip vEog 0dy, 010¢ Te kpivety dTi Te Ddvola Kai & pn,
AL’ 6 av AkodTog MV AAPT £V Taig 00&aig dvucEkvITTd Te Kol apetdotata eIAEl yiyveoOat.

379 STRUCK 2004: 39. On aiviypa see esp. STRUCK 2004: 39-51; 170-179.
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riddles” (v aiviypoow 0& peydia), a consideration that legitimizes the anonymous
interpreter in reading Orpheus’ poem allegorically. Oftentimes the word aiviypo and
its cognates are used in prophetic contexts—an element, among others, that suggests a
close relationship between allegoresis and divinatory practices.®® Finally, another
word that may indicate allegorism is copupoAov, “symbol”, which, however, is almost
never used in a literary sense until Chrysippus’ time (mid-third century BCE).38!

To recapitulate, from a lexical point of view, Greek has a variety of terms,
often used interchangeably, with which to engage the concept of obscurity and
allegorism. As in modern languages, in all of these terms the two sides of the
allegorical process, the compositional and the interpretative one, coexist. Even when
the emphasis is on the interpretative part of the process, the compositional aspect
remains present. This is particularly clear with the term aivicoopot, which means “to
speak in riddles/hinting at”, but not “to interpret allegorically.” In these cases, to
express that X should be interpreted allegorically as Y, Ancient Greek says that the
poet composes X in order to hint at Y. From a lexical point of view, to interpret

allegorically is to assume that the poet composed allegorically.3? At a later period in

380 ForDp 2002: 80-85; STRUCK 2004: 162-203; KoTwick 2020: 4.

381 See STRUCK 2004: 111-141. Note. Moreover, that Heraclitus the allegorist also uses iyposémainé as
a synonym for allegoreo. See STRUCK 2004: 152.

382 Conceptually, the question is much more complex. The fact that a reader interpreted a text
allegorically is not necessarily a guarantee that he regarded the author of the text in question as the
designer of a deliberate allegory. In an influential paper on the Stoics and allegoresis that addresses this
question, Long proposes to distinguish between allegory in a “weak” and “strong” sense. When an
interpreter reads a text as a case of strong allegory, he takes the allegorical interpretation to be what the
writer intended to signify. Nevertheless, when an interpreter reads a text as a case of weak allegory, he
does so regardless of the intention of the author. According to Long (LONG 1992: 41-66; esp. 41-43),
Stoics read Homer and traditional poets in a weak allegorical sense. While Stoics might be said to have
interpreted the poems allegorically, they did not necessarily believe that the poets deliberatively hid
philosophical truths under the cover of poetry. Rather, they looked at poetry because of the
mythological stories contained within it. Myth, which transcends poetic design, is what the Stoics were
interested in interpreting and understanding. For a more nuanced picture of the Stoics’ interpretation of
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time, looking at the phenomenon from the point of view of the composition,
rhetoricians and textual critics dealt with the precise classification of the means by
which a poet or a speaker could accomplish obscurity. They came up with the term
arAnyopia to indicate a specific type of figure. Quite naturally, this meaning was then

expanded to cover both the processes of allegorical composition and allegoresis.

4.2. Allegoresis: The Beginnings of the Practice

With a succinct overview of the terminology in mind, we can now turn to our
main question, the origins of allegoresis. When dealing with the beginnings of
allegoresis, scholars have often argued that allegory originated as a “defensive”
practice.33 According to such a picture, allegoresis emerged in the sixth century BCE
as a way of defending the poetic text against the attacks of intellectuals such as
Xenophanes (c. 570- c. 478), Pythagoras (c. 570- c. 490), and Heraclitus (fl. 500).
Each of these three authors, in fact, has given scholars reasons to believe that they
were somewhat critical of Homer and Hesiod’s poetry, particularly their way of
depicting the gods.3#* Xenophanes, for instance, says in one of his poems (Fr. B 11

DK):

poetry see BOoYs-STONES 2003: 189-216 and GOURINAT 2005: 9-34. Other attempts have been made at
analyzing allegoresis on the basis of poetical intentionality. See e.g. Tate’s division in historic, intrinsic,
and artificial allegoresis (TATE 1934: 109-12).

383 The common claim that allegoresis originated as a response to early critiques of poetry is found
already in SENGEBUSCH 1855: 133. “Ea quae Pythagoras, Xenophanes, Heraclitus in Homero
vituperaverunt, alii philosophi poétae admiratores allegorice explicando et physice maxime excusare
studuerunt”. A more recent version of this claim can be found, among others, in MosT 1999: 336-342.
384 paraphrasing an expression of Plato (Rep. 607b), scholars often analyzed these critiques in the
context of an “ancient quarrel between poetry and philosophy”. Yet, the evidence for the actual
existence of such a quarrel is rather scanty. See esp. MosT 2011. On Xenophanes and his critique of
Homer see esp. FORD 2002: 46-66. The question of Pythagoras and Pythagoreans’ approach to poetry
and, more precisely, of whether there existed an early Pythagorean exegetical tradition of reading
Homer and Hesiod’s texts has been discussed many times and has led to contradictory results. The
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navta Beoic’ avébnkay "Ounpdc 6° "Holodog te,

6cca map’ avOpmmolcty dveidea kal yoyog EoTiv,

KAETTEWY POXEVEY TE KOl AAANAOVG AmaTedELY.

Everything Homer and Hesiod attributed to the gods,

Everything is a matter of disgrace and reproach:

Stealing, cheating, and deceiving.

In a similar vein, Heraclitus (see 22 B 42 DK = F 30 Marcovich) used to say that
Homer “deserved to be thrown out of the contests and thrashed”, whereas according to
a story preserved in Diogenes Laertius (see Diog. Laert. 8.21), when Pythagoras
descended into the underworld, he saw Hesiod and Homer suffering great punishments
for what they said about the gods.3%

Given that Porphyry (Porph. QHI ad Il. 20. 67-75) mentions Theagenes of
Rhegium, a rough contemporary of Xenophanes and Pythagoras, & as the first to have
defended Homer through allegoresis, it seemed economical to many scholars to relate
the emergence of allegoresis with the earlier attacks against the traditional poets. Seen

in this light, allegoresis is an exegetical technique that originated around the sixth

century BCE and was meant to exculpate the poets from the charge of narrating

evidence was first collected by DELATTE 1915: esp. 109-136 and subsequently reconsidered by
DETIENNE 1962: esp. 61-81. About the existence of such an early tradition Buffiere is mostly skeptical
(BUFFIERE 1962: XXIX). Reservations also in BURKERT 1972: 291 n. 67. For a nuanced overview and
bibliography see esp. LAMBERTON 1986: 31-46. Further bibliography also in FORD 2002: 70 n. 11.
Concerning Heraclitus it should be emphasized that he did not only critique traditional poets, or poetry
itself, but also other thinkers such as Pythagoras, Xenophanes, and Hekataieos (see DK 22B40).
Especially since Havelock’s seminal studies (HAVELOCK 1982; Id. 1983), Heraclitus’ attitude towards
poetry has been analyzed often as a critique of the limits of traditional language. See, for instance,
MORGAN 2000: 53-59 and POSTER 2006.

385 Diog. Laert. 8.21 “Hieronymus, however, says that, when he had descended into Hades, he saw the
soul of Hesiod bound fast to a brazen pillar and gibbering, and the soul of Homer hung on a tree with
serpents writhing about it, this being their punishment for what they had said about the gods” (Hicks).
386 Theagenes was active around 529-522. See Tatian 31, p. 56 Whittaker = DK 8A1 = T1 BIONDI with
BionDI 2015: 31-32.
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morally questionable stories. From the point of view of the allegorists, in fact, poets
used such stories as a mere veil to hide greater philosophical truths.

Jonathan Tate’s seminal intervention of 1927, which he subsequently expanded
upon with a series of articles in 1929-1930 and 1934,% influentially complicated the
question of the origins of allegoresis. In Tate’s view, allegory was not a defensive, but
rather a “positive” practice, that is, a way of appropriating traditional and authoritative
poetry for the needs of one’s own worldviews. Indeed, from the sixth through the fifth
centuries BCE, Presocratic thinkers such as Pherekydes of Syros, Heraclitus,
Parmenides, and Empedokles repurposed mythology and its traditional language in
their own works for the sake of communicating their philosophical doctrines. This new
approach that transforms myth from a simple tale to a philosophical vehicle is what,
for Tate, abides at the root of allegoresis. It was only after this new conception of the
function of myth had been established that readers could investigate Homer and
Hesiod in search of hidden philosophical meanings. Thus, from Tate’s point of view,
allegoresis in its origins was “positive,” and not “defensive,” for it aimed at integrating
older poetry and its language with new ways of thinking. Such practice is largely
indebted to Presocratic philosophers such as Pherekydes of Syros, who lived in the
sixth century, a generation earlier than Theagenes of Regium (see ch. 5).

Today, the mere question of whether allegoresis started as a form of defense or

appropriation of poetry has somewhat fallen out of fashion.388 Struck and others have

387 TATE 1927: 214-15; TATE 1929: 142-154; TATE 1930: 1-10; TATE 1934: 105-14.

388 This is not to say, however, that the question is not worth considering or that scholars have ceased to
take sides in the old debate. See, for instance, Herren for which it is likely that “allegorical
interpretation arose out of the need to defend the ancient poets.” HERREN 2017: 79.
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rightly shown that “defensive” versus “positive” are not mutually exclusive
concepts.®® Furthermore, Struck argues, given that under these two models external
motivation (be it the defense of poetry or its reformulation according to one’s needs)
becomes the central aspect of allegorical practices, one fails to appreciate that ancient
readers might have also read poetry allegorically for the mere fact that such poetry
demanded to be read allegorically.3%° Yet, although the discussion about the meaning
of the terms “positive” and “defensive” allegoresis is rather futile, more is at stake in
this debate, for two competing conceptions of allegoresis are often hidden under these
two labels and are worth discussing further.

When Tate first argued that allegoresis is not defensive, but positive, he
completely redefined the issues at stake. In his view, the defining feature of allegoresis
is the appropriation of myths by early thinkers, i.e.,their efforts to rationalize and

recover meaning from old tales. Allegoresis thus emerges as the product of the

389 sTRUCK 2004: 13-16; NADDAF 2009: 114; DOMARADZKI 2017: 307-8.

3% The definition of allegory as an externally, that is, extra-textually, motivated practice is
commonplace in scholarship, but is a deceptive category. To say that an allegorist was externally
motivated in his reading of a text often means very little, for, a priori, every reading is necessarily
externally motivated. In the famous words of Northrop Frye “all commentary is allegorical
interpretation, an attaching of ideas to the structure of poetic imagery” (FRYE 1957: 89). Thus Struck is
right in pointing out that allegorists might have interpreted the text allegorically simply because they
believed that the text required an allegorical interpretation. Nevertheless, he is a little too charitable
when he says that “no reader (ancient or modern) understands himself or herself as foisting ideas onto a
text that do not belong there” (STRUCK 2004: 16). Many modern and ancient examples come to mind
that contradict Struck’s statement. Leaving aside the more parodic cases, such as the many passages in
Plato where Socrates deliberately misinterprets sayings and poetic texts in order to foster his own views
(see e.g. Pl. Alc. 2, 147b-d and Socrates’ analysis of Simonides’ poem in the Protagoras, Pl. Prot. 342a-
347a), it is hardly the case that allegorists always interpreted a text allegorically solely in order to
understand it, or because they believed that the text was allegorically composed. They certainly also
manipulated the authority of traditional texts as a better way of conveying their own ideas, for they
lived in a society in which familiarity with traditional poets formed the basis of any intellectual
endeavor. Such an appropriation of the traditional text does not necessarily rest upon any sincere beliefs
about what a text is meant to mean.
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complex and well-studied dialectic between logos and mythos.3%* Under these
assumptions, the interpretation of poetry inevitably becomes a subordinate task: what
constitutes allegoresis is primarily the engagement with the myth preserved in the
poetic texts rather than the engagement with the poetics of such mythological texts. In
keeping with his definition, Tate showed that allegoresis was practiced by
philosophically inclined authors such as Pherekydes of Syros and other Pre-Socratics
rather than grammarians a la Theagenes.

Tate’s influence, whether explicitly acknowledged or not, thus went far beyond
the mere debate over “positive” and “defensive” allegoresis. Both Felix Buffiére and
Jean Pépin, who produced among the two most influential and comprehensive
treatments of ancient allegoresis in the last century, made myth and religion, rather
than poetry, the central core of their investigation.3%? More recently, George Boys-
Stones begins his edited volume about metaphor and allegory in the classical tradition
by stating that, “if theoretical reflection on allegory began with the philosophers, it
always remained, not exclusively, but characteristically a philosopher’s tool.”*% This
focus on philosophers as the main exponents of the practice owes much to Tate’s

conception. On the other hand, a year after Boys-Stones, Struck published his already

391 The relationship between mythos and logos has for a long time been characterized in terms of the
historical shift from mythical and irrational forms of thought to more scientific and rational approaches,
an alleged revolution that Greek civilization underwent between the sixth and fourth centuries. Since
Nestle’ book Von Mythos zum Logos (NESTLE: 1940) the expression from mythos to logos has
dominated the ways scholars have understood the interaction between these two modes of approaching
the world. More recently, many attempts have been made to circumvent the positivistic view inherent in
the expression from mythos to logos, and to move past the polarization of these two concepts. An
overview of the scholarship on mythos and logos can be found in BuxToN 1999: 1-13. Recent remarks
also in Wi1ANs 2009: 1-6 and ID. 2019: 1-15.

392 BUFFIERE 1956. PEPIN 1958. This tendency is particularly evident in Pépin, who, in the foreword of
his monograph, describes his work as “non pas comme une étude littéraire, mais comme une
contribution a I’histoire de la philosophie religieuse” (PEPIN 1958: 6).

3% Boys-STONES 20003: 3.
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mentioned influential monograph, Birth of the Symbol: Ancient Readers at the Limits
of their Texts. Taking cues especially from Lamberton®** and Coulter,3% and
responding to the aforementioned scholarly tendency to view allegoresis primarily as
the philosophical appropriation of mythological discourse, he instead placed
allegorists within “a rather broad context of ancient literary criticism.”3%

In light of these diverse scholarly approaches, the task of defining ancient
allegoresis is often a controversial one. In the remainder of this section, | will work

toward a definition of allegoresis that tries to capture the hybrid nature of the

technique, including both its philosophical and literary elements.

4.3 Allegoresis: Beyond Literalism and Allegorism

Many scholarly attempts have been made to describe ancient allegoresis.
Focusing especially on the hermeneutical techniques employed by ancient allegorists,
Mirjam Kotwick’s recent study provides one of the most comprehensive analyses.3%’
In starting from her work, | seek to demonstrate that the exegetical practices that are
usually associated with allegorists were also deployed by “literalist” interpreters. In
my view, allegorists contributed much more than previously admitted to the

development of textual criticism and ancient grammar.

394 | AMBERTON 1986.
3% COULTER 1976.
3% STRUCK: 2004: 8.
397 KoTwick 2020.
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Paying special attention to the techniques that were employed by old
allegorists and especially the author of the Derveni papyrus, Kotwick provides a list of
four conditions that are equally met in ancient allegoresis:3%

1. Allegoresis operates on two levels: the literal meaning of words and

narratives (which I call here the interpretandum, i.e. what ought to be

interpreted), and the level of the allegorical meaning of words and narratives

(which 1 call here the interpretamentum, i.e. the interpretative solution).

2. Allegoresis operates on a narrative. The interpretandum is not a single

element, but rather includes a series of events and characters; likewise, the

interpretamentum;3%°

3. Words and phrases of the interpretandum are interpreted out of their original

narrative context;

4. The relationship between the elements of the interpretandum and those of

the interpretamentum is of similarity and/or analogy. Such similarity can be

both linguistic or functional/qualitative.*%

3% KoTwick 2020: 12.

3%9 On this point see esp. DAWSON 1992: 3-6. In my understanding, narrative function coincides with the
notion of allegory as an extended metaphor (see above). When a metaphor extends and includes
multiple single metaphors, personifications, and other tropes it generally tells a story. When the goddess
Athena is interpreted as wisdom this is a simple case of personification. But once Athena (wisdom)
fight Ares (folly), as in 1. 21, the scene develops over time and acquires a narrative character.

400 In other words, allegoresis is “substitutive” because allegorists substitute an element of the
interpretandum, A, with a new element, B, on the basis of a series of etymological, metaphoric, and/or
analogical relationship between A and B. In Homer, the goddess Athena (A) can be interpreted as
wisdom (B) because the goddess is often represented as giving good advice to her favorite heroes. Hera
(A) can be interpreted as air on the basis of the pseudo-etymological link between her name, “Hpa, and
its anagram, anp (air). The term “substitutive” was first introduced by Wolfang Bernard in order to
capture the difference between old “substitutive” allegoresis and neo-platonic “dieretic” allegoresis
(BERNARD 1990: 11-94). Virtually every case of old allegoresis that we know of is in its essence
substitutive. On substitutive allegoresis see also RUSSELL-KONSTAN 2005: xxiii-xxiv; PONTANI 2005b:
31n.77; SAvIO 2018: 18-20.
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Let us briefly line Kotwick’s list up against a standard example of allegoresis,
the interpretation of the theomachy of books 20 and 21 of the Iliad. In book 20, lines
67-75, the poet gives his audience a preview of the battles among the gods:

Il. 20, 67-75 fjtot pev yap &vavto [oocedamvog dvaktog
fotat’ Amorlwv @oifog Eywv i TrepdevTa,

dvta 0” 'Evvaiioto Oed yAavkdmig AGMvn:

“Hpn 8" dvtéotn ypuoniakatog KeEAAdEVN

Aptepg ioy€apo Kaostyvinn EKGTOL0:

ANTol §” dvtéotn odKog Eprovviog ‘Eppiic,

dvta 0" dp’ Hopaiotoo péyag motapog Pabudivng,

ov EdvBov kaléovat Bgol, dvopeg & Zrapovopo

For now over against the lord Poseidon

Phoibos Apollo took his stand with his feathered arrows,

and against Enyalios the goddess gray-eyed Athene.

Against Hera stood the lady of clamor, of the golden distaff,

of the showering arrows, Artemis, sister of the far striker.

Opposite Leto stood the strong one, generous Hermes,

and against Hephaistos stood the great deep-eddying river

who is called Xanthos by the gods, but by mortals Skamandros. (Lattimore)*°
Later on in book 21, the poet will describe in details five individual duels (i) between
the river Scamander, on the one hand, and Hephaestus and Hera on the other, (ii)
between Athena and Ares, (iii) between Athena and Aphrodite, (iv) between Hera and
Artemis, as well as the verbal confrontation (v) between Poseidon and Apollo that
ends in a truce. Commenting on the theomachy, Porphyry (QHI ad Il. 19.67-75)
provides us with an example of a standard allegorical interpretation. The battle among

the gods signifies the cosmic opposition between elements, and each god is a stand-in

for a physical element: Scamander stands for wetness/water, Hephaestus stands for

401 1. 20, 67-75 fror piv yap Evavia IHoceddmvog &voxtoc/ iotor” Atdrlov PoiPog Exov id
ntepdevta,/ dvta 6 Evoaiiowo Oea yhavkdmig ABnvn:/ “Hpn 8™ dvtéot ypuonhdkotog kehadewr)/
Aptepug oyxéorpo kKaotyvitn ékdroto:/ Antoi 8’ dvtéotn odkog éprovviog Eppufic,/ Gvta 8™ dp’
‘Hoaioctoo péyog motapudg abvdivng,/ v Zdavlov karéovot Beol, vdpeg 88 Zxapuavopov.
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heat/fire, Apollo for the sun, Poseidon for the water, Hera for the air, and so on. Such
an allegorical interpretation meets all the conditions set out by Kotwick. There is a
literal level, i.e. the actual battle among the gods, and an allegorical one, i.e., the
cosmic opposition between elements. The theomachy is a narrative and its elements
are interpreted out of the narrative context.*% Finally, there is an evident relationship
between the literal meaning of the single elements and their allegorical meaning. This
relationship is linguistical (like in the case of Hera, "Hpa, whose name is the anagram
of amp, air), functional (the gods oppose each other like opposite elements of the
kosmos), and qualitative (Poseidon stands for water because he traditionally maintains
sovereignty over the sea).

Overall, Kotwick’s list seems to provide a good representation of the
significant features of ancient allegoresis. At the same time, we should note that her
four points could also be applied to other exegetical readings, not necessarily
allegorical in their intentions, that treat a poetically ambivalent narrative. We can see
this by evaluating her list against another passage from Homer, whose ancient and
modern interpretations can hardly be defined as a standard case of allegoresis. In Iliad
19.215-237, Odysseus tries to convince Achilles that it is best to wait before returning
to battle. The Greek army needs to eat and drink, and to pay tribute to its dead. To
make his point, near the beginning of his speech, Odysseus says the following (1l. 19.
221-224):

oy d e QUAATISOC TELETOU KOPOC BVOPDOTOIGLY,
Nc € mAeioTnV PV Kohdunv x0ovi yaAkog Exevev,

402 This is generally true, although, as | will show below, there are also contextual reasons that explain
why Scamander is interpreted as water and Hephaestus as fire.
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duntog 6° OAiyloTOC, £MNV KAIvN ol TdAAVTO
Z&0¢, 66 T avOpOT®V TOUinG TOAEUO10 TETVKTOL

When there is battle men have suddenly their fill of it

when the bronze scatters on the ground the straw in most numbers

and the harvest is most thin, when Zeus has poised his balance,

Zeus, who is administrator to men in their fighting. (Lattimore)
The precise meaning of the extended metaphor“® has puzzled many ancient*%* and
modern readers.*% The passage is, indeed, in Edward’s words,*® “imaginative and
highly allusive, with several examples of words used with more than one concurrent
significance.” Overall, Odysseus is comparing a battle scene to an agricultural scene,
but the precise details of the description require some analysis. Since a full
examination of the poetics of this metaphor exceeds the scope of my argument, | will
limit myself to a concise analysis of its main elements.

The words yaAkog is straightforward enough. Its literal meaning, “bronze”,
both applies, by metonymy, to the sickle and to weapons. More problematic is the
term &untog, which Homer uses only here. Literally, the word could mean the process

of harvesting, the time of the harvest, and the harvested crop. Following the majority

of commentators, I believe that “harvested crop” gives us a good literal meaning in

408 In modern terminology, this is an instance of metaphor. Yet, it is a complex one that is extended for
four lines. As we saw above, Quintilian and other rhetoricians would certainly consider it a case of
allegory. Porphyry indeed first says that Odysseus speaks in riddles (ta &xn tadta fviypuéva vmo Tod
‘Odvocimg HQ, T 221-224, 1) and then says that the poet made an allegory (nemointat 8¢ i
aAAnyopiav 6 momtiig HQ, T 221-224, 14). The image is defined as an allegory both in the scholia (Sch.
vet., ad loc.) and in Eustathius (Eust. 4, 318, 10).

404 See Porphyry (HQ T 221-224 Macphail), Eustathius (ad Hom. il., 4, 318-320), and the scholia
vetera.

405 MOULTON 1979; COMBELLACK 1984; EDWARDS 1991; GRETHLEIN 2005; CORAY 2016.

408 EDwARDS 1991: 260.
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context.*®” As for its allusive meaning, the question is rather complex.4%® The term
must represent some sort of gain for the soldiers and is sometimes interpreted as
booty. Following Combellack’s analysis, the temporal clause in 11.223-4 alludes to
Zeus’ decision to change the course of the war. More precisely, I argue, given that
Achilles has now decided to come back to war and has already, by his sole appearance
in front of the tents, terrified the Trojans, the scale’s image suggests that the Greeks
will now overcome their enemies. It remains to note that, although with the temporal
clause the imagery of the battle is reintroduced over that of the harvesting,**® the poet
brilliantly keeps his metaphor alive. This can be seen especially in the use of the word
taping, “steward”, which, as suggested by Edwards,*'° recalls the stewards of 1.44 who
dispense food to the army. It should be noticed also, that taping is the word by which
Euriklea (see Od. 2.337-347) is introduced to her audience in her capacity as keeper of
Odysseus’ storeroom. Thus Zeus’ epithet aptly retains the agricultural connection by

reinforcing the imagery of food consumption and adding that of the storage of

407 Nevertheless, some convincing arguments in favor of “the time of the harvest” have been put
forward by Combellack (COMBELLACK 1984: 247-50).

408 See CORAY 2016: 103-104 for an overview of the possibilities. Moulton argues that amétos refers to
the surviving heroes, an interpretation favored by Eustathius, but that is inconsistent with the overall
image (MouLTON 1979: 286). Combellack provides convincing arguments for interpreting it as booty
(COMBELLACK 1984: 247-50). | believe it is also possible to take amétos as the retrieval and burial of
the dead bodies. This seems to make good sense in context given what Odysseus says at 11.228-229:
“No but we must harden our hearts and bury the man who/ dies, when we have wept over him on the
day” (Lattimore). If that were to be the meaning, the harvested crop, that is, the farmer’s gain for his
labor, would be analogical to the proper celebration of the heroes’ kleos. It would follow that what
makes the soldiers sated of war is the realization that, in case they die, they would not be properly
honored for their sacrifices. That being said, we should not completely dismiss Edward’s point that crop
also suggests the meal after the battle which is referenced too by Odysseus in Il. 231.

409 The scholiast (see sch. vet. ad 221-4a1) comments that if the poet wanted to keep the image alive he
should have called Zeus, “administrator of the harvest of men”, instead of “administrator of the war of
men”. For this reason he calls the overall image a mixed allegory instead of a complete one. alyd &
QLAOTIOOC<—TETVKTOL>: O TPO-

TOG KT GAMyopia- &l yap sine ‘“Toping kapmoio tétukton’ (cf.224), Tekeio v dAnyopio.

410 EpwARDS 1991: 261-62.
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harvested goods. The metaphor of the scale operates in the same way. In context, it
clearly refers to Zeus’ decision to change the course of the war; however, the scale, as
the object upon which one weighs produce for selling, reinforces the idea of the
economical profit that follows the harvest. This is particularly evident in light of the
following simile, in which battle and agricultural imagery are again married through
the image of the scale:

11.12.432-43 &AL 008" (g £d0vavio pdPov motficar Axaidv,

AL Eyov @O¢ Te TAAAVTA YOV XEPVTITIC AANONC,

1} 1€ otabuov Egovoa Kai iprov AuEig dvérKet

iodlova’, tva motciv dewkéa piobov dpntot:

& P&V TMV €Ml 1oa péym TéTaTo TTOAENOC T8,

wpiv y° &te N Zevg kddog véptepov “Extopt ddke

[propidn, 6¢ TpdTOg éonAato TETY0G AYodV.

But even so they could not drive panic among the Achaians,

but held evenly as the scales which a careful widow

holds, taking it by the balance beam, and weighs her wool evenly

at their end, working to win pitiful wage for her children:

so the battles fought by both sides were pulled fast and even

until that time when Zeus gave the greater glory to Hektor,

Priam’s son, who was first to break into the wall of the Achaians. (Lattimore)
From a cursory examination of Odysseus’ speech, it is clear that Homer has
constructed a metaphorically rich image that he intends for his audience to decode.
Although there is probably not one univocal interpretation of Odysseus’ metaphor that
does not lose some of its density of allusions, based on the above interpretation, the
overall meaning goes like this: When, (or maybe, “even when’’) Zeus, who is in
control of the war of men, decides to favor one party over the other, the soldiers
immediately lose their appetite for war, seeing that, although they will kill many men

(or, alternatively, “seeing that many will die”), they will not get their due recompense,

(i.e. booty, following Combellack’s hypothesis, or, proper mourning, following my
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proposal in n. 49). The condition of such warriors is analogous to that of farmers who,
despite their hard work in the fields, end up with very little crop.

Having provided a general reading of the passage, let us analyze the
hermeneutical process against Kotwick’s features of allegoresis. Certainly, the most
common interpretations of Odysseus’ image meet condition number one. There is a
first level of meaning, the agricultural scene, and a second one, the military imagery.
Condition number two and three are also met. Although the passage does not present a
very extended narrative, it depicts a scene that involves different temporal stages.
First, there is the moment of the reaping (. 216), next comes the moment of the
gathering of the crop (&untog 6 d6Aiyiotog 1.223); finally, the use of the words
tdAavtov, “scale” (1. 223) and Taping, “steward” (1. 224) suggest the moment of the
storage, consumption, and selling of the product. The use of the temporal adverb oiya,
“right away” (1. 215) and the temporal clause in 11.217-218 point in the same direction.
The decontextualization of the elements of the narrative (condition number 3) is clear
from all attempts at interpreting the passage. A couple of examples will suffice. The
term yaAxog at line 216 means “sickle”, but, out of its immediate context, it can
designate a weapon. The word &untog is equally decontextualized. Because the literal
meaning of the word is not self-evident, both ancient and modern readers first discuss
the range of its possible literal meanings and then interpret it outside the agricultural
imagery. Finally, condition number four is equally met. Every element of the
interpretandum is analogical to that of the interpretamentum. Sickle and weapons are
qualitatively analogical, for they are both made of bronze. The stalk is analogical to

the dead warrior because of its falling on earth. Harvested crop and booty, (or burial,
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or food, according to the different interpretations) are related because they all
represent the gain that follows hard work.

Despite that, it would be certainly odd to define Combellack, Edwards, and the
other modern and ancient scholars that have interpreted this passage as allegorists.
Although these interpreters used the same kind of techniques as allegorists, to our
modern sensitivity there is an apparent difference between the interpretation of the
theomachy and the interpretation of Odysseus’ speech. But what are, au juste, these
differences? From our modern perspective, one key difference is that, in the
theomachy, the poet does not use an identifiable tropos, whereas Odysseus in his
speech does. The theomachy, therefore, should be taken literally, whereas Odysseus’
speech should not. Seeing it from this lens, allegoresis would be a form of over-
interpretation of the text. The allegorist interprets the text on the basis of premises that
are extraneous to the text. There is no doubt that many of our ancient examples of
allegoresis are evident overinterpretations of texts, yet the line that separates
interpretation from overinterpretation, figurative from literal meaning, is a fine and
often arbitrary one. This is especially the case when it comes to status of the gods in
epic. Sometimes, in fact, they are treated strictly as characters that partake into the
dramatic action. They are subjected to the laws of time and space, and act and think
like human beings. In this respect, there is no difference between Achilles and Zeus. In
other instances, however, they are clear personifications of natural elements, like in
the passage of the Iliad (2.426) were the Greeks are said to cook their meat on
Hephaestus, the god of fire. To suppose that Homer composed his theomachy as an

enigma, using the trope of personification, to hide natural phenomena below the name
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of the gods, can be regarded, hence, as a legitimate exegetical inclination, one that is
granted by the treatment of the gods in other passages of the poem.

Strictly connected to the first, the second macroscopic difference between the
two interpretations consists of the philosophical reach of the interpretamentum. The
interpretation of the theomachy as a system of opposition between physical elements
has a philosophical, whether lonian or Stoic, background.*!! It is thus legitimate to
assume that these kinds of interpretations were means for interpreters to appropriate
traditional poetry, and to reveal its alleged philosophical content to readers. Nothing of
the sort can be said of the interpretations of Odysseus’ speech. Nevertheless, again, it
would be arbitrary to characterize allegoresis as always externally motivated and
appropriative. Although the majority of our examples fit this characterization, there
are clear ancient cases, albeit late, in which allegoresis is regarded as a literary,
internally-motivated technique, that is motivated within the text.

As an example of these cases, consider the following interpretation of a
passage from Euripides’ Hippolytus 73-87, recently studied by Richard Hunter.*?

601 TOVOE TAEKTOV GTEQAVOV €€ dKknpdtov

Ael@voc, @ S£6mova, KOGUNAGOG PEP®,

&v0’ ovte mounv Aol pépPetv Pota

obT’ NOE o 6idnpog, GAL’ dkfpoTov

pEAMOOO AEU®Y’ NPV O1épyeTaL,

aidag 6& motapioct KnmedeL dpdcols,

0601 S100KTOV UNOEV AAL’ v T POGEL

T0 COEPOVELV elAnyev &g T mhvt’ del,

TOVTO1G dpémeaba, TOiC KaKoiol 8’ ov BEuC.

GAL, @ @Ik déomotva, YPLGENS KOUNG

avadmpa dEat xepdg evaefoig émo.
uovot yap éott todT’ gpol yépag Ppotdv:

411 On the philosophical elements of ancient allegorical interpretations of the theomachy see especially
BUFFIERE 1956: 101-105; SVENBRO 1984: 115-119; DOMARADZKI 2011: 212-219; BIONDI 2015: 61-63.
412 HUNTER 2009; ID 2014.
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ool kai &uveyu kai Adyotg apeifopat,
KMV PEV andiic, Opa &° ovy 0pdV TO GOV.
TéA0G 08 KApyoy’ domep NpEdunv Plov.

Mistress, | bring you this woven garland which | have fashioned from an
unravaged meadow, where no herdsman chooses to graze his animals nor has
iron ever passed there, but in the springtime the bee traverses the unravaged
meadow and Aidds [shame] nurtures it with river waters; those who have no
share in the taught, but in whose natures sophrosyné [self-control] has its place
in all things for all time—these may pluck [from the meadow], but for the
wicked it is not permitted. Mistress of mine, receive from a pious hand a wreath
to bind your golden hair. Alone of men do | enjoy this privilege, for | keep
company with you and converse with you, hearing your voice, though I do not
see your face. May | end my life as | have begun it.*** (Hunter)

The question of whether such a passage should be read allegorically or literally
features prominently in ancient commentaries of the play found in the scholia.
Consider, for instance, the scholion at 1.78:

This cannot be understood if one wants to understand it literally [xvpimg] as
being about gardens. Therefore there is an allegory here. Poets reasonably liken
their own natures to bees and rivers and meadows, and poetry itself to garlands;
the flowers indicate the variety and beauty of poetry, the rivers its mass and the
impetus to creation, the bees the labor [10 émpeAéc] and concentrated effort
involved, as well as the sweetness of the poems, and the garlands indicate that
those who are praised win glory through them. Euripides has combined all of
these things and thus made more brilliant the allegory through which he wished
to describe his hymn to Artemis; other poets use these devices [tpdmo] in a
scattered fashion. Plucking from unravaged meadows indicates that a poetic soul
must be pure and unravaged, and unstained by any evil. Those who are going to
practice poiétikeé must most of all partake of aidos. For this reason some call the
Muses too virgins.”*'* (Hunter)

4B3Eur. Hipp. 73-87 601 TOvSe TAeKTOV GTEQOVOV &€ AKTPATOV/ AEIU@VOC, B SEGTTOVE, KOGINGAC PEP®,/
&v0’ otyte moymy a&101 pépPety Potd/ oBT’ MAOE o oidnpog, AL dxpatov/ péMcca AEludy’ fpvi
diépyetal, / aidmdg 0& TOTOUIoNoL KNTEVEL dpOGOLG,/ BG01G SBaKTOV UNdEV GAA’ v TiiL PVGEY TO
cwPPOVELY eilnyev &¢ Td vt del,/ TovTolc Spénecdar, Toig kokoiot & ov &/ GAL’, & @il
déomowva, ypucéag KOUNG/ avadnuo dEEat xe1pog evoefodg Gmo./ povmt yap €ott TodT’ Euol yépag
Bpot@v:/ ool kai EHveyn kai Adyoig apeifopar,/ KM@V HEV oddfic, dppa 6 ody 0pdV TO 6OV./ TENOG O
kapyo’ domep NpEaunv Piov

44 gog: TadTa ok Eotv émvotican, i kupimg Tig PovAeton &mi TdV KnmevudTOVY £xdéyecOm TOV
AOyov. GAANYOpETTaL 0DV TOL TPOKEIUEVDL. Of Yip TomTal EMEK®E TAC 18i0c PVoEIS neGGoIC Ko
TOTAMOIG Kol AEUDGL TPOGOOLoDo Y, ATV 0€ TNV TOINGLY 6TEPAVOLS, S0 HEV TAV AvOE®V TO TOKIAOV
Kot TO KOALOG avTiig TOPLoTAVTES, S0 08 TMV TOTOUAY TO TAT00C Kol TNV &l TO TTotElv Opunv, O1d O
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Reasons why a commentator should not take Euripides’ description of the garden
literally are given at the scholion to line 73, which says: “it would be remarkably
strange to imagine that there was a flowery meadow where flowers were picked and it
was of such a kind that those who entered were examined as to whether their
sophrosuné [self-control] was taught or naturally acquired and the meadow was
irrigated by aidos [shame]”*'® (Hunter). Although crudely put, the scholion rightly
notes that Euripides’ “unravaged meadow” cannot be a mere garden, but is rather an
image of “transparent symbolism.”*!® Euripides, we might say, is allegorizing, i.e.
composing allegorically.

The necessity to read beyond the letter, here, as in the case of the interpretation
of Odysseus’ speech, emerges from the text itself, from its internal poetics. Surely
enough, this internally motivated kind of allegoresis**” can easily turn into
philosophical appropriation of the text when one tries to show, as another interpreter

mentioned by the scholiast does,*® that in Euripides’ passage the meadow is pure

TOV HEMOG®DV TO EMUEAEG KOl TO GUVTETOYUEVOV, dpa Kol TO TV TOMUATOV LEAYPOV, TOVG GTEPAVOLG
gveka tod AapmphvesOor 81" avTdv ToVG EmavovpEVOLC. TadTa 8¢ Tavto cvAlaPav 6 Evpiridng
gpaidpuve TV dAAnyopiav, SURC TOV gic TV Aptepv Spvov HBovAidn mapactiicar, TV SAAMY
TOMT®Y GTOPASNV TOIG TPOTOLS YPTCAUEV®V. TO 0 £€ AKNPaTOV Asludvev dpénesbot did TO delv TV
TOMTIKTY WoyTv KoBopdy Te Kai GKNpaToV slvot Kol TovTdg Kokod dypaviov. S&i yop Toic momTikny
petiodoy aidode peporpdicOo mévime: S10 kai téc Movsog Tapfévoug eimov Eviot.

415 kai yop 81 mopdAoyov etvot kol ToAARV dromioy Exov TO Soksiv dvOivov Astudva ivar, 50sv £5pépon
Ta GvOn, Kai ToodTov, gig OV ol giolovteg €€etalovtal TOTEPOV SIBAUKTIV EXOVGL THV GOPPOcHVNY 1| £k
@VoEMG, Kol <VOTO TH|g 0idoVG> KoTapdesOat anTov.

416 BARRETT 1964: 172.

417 This kind of allegory is what Eustatius would deem as “rhetorical allegory.” On this concept see
CUCCHIARELLI 1997, an excellent article too often neglected.

418 < He calls the hymn a woven garland because they compose hymns by putting together words as
in weaving. The unravaged meadow from where the flowers are woven into the garland and where not
even a shepherd thinks it proper to graze his animals is an allegory for a virginal and undeceitful
intention [ennoia]. The flowers of this meadow are the results of wisdom and virtue. No iron has come
to cut this meadow and crop its flowers; by ‘iron’ he means either evil meddlesomeness
[philopragmonia] and wrongdoing or the corruption of shameful pleasures, and in this way he makes
clear Hippolytus’ virginal and guileless character. The bee, however, is an allegory of the soul itself, for
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intention, “ennoia”, the flowers are wisdom and virtue, the iron represents the
corruption of pleasures, and the bee is the soul itself. Clearly, such an interpretation of
Euripides’ passages is based on Platonizing concepts.

Working through Kotwick’s conditions for allegoresis, I have shown that her
descriptors of ancient allegoresis also work, somewhat problematically, as descriptors
of literalists’ interpretations. Although useful categories to think with, literalism and
allegoresis in the Classical period fail to provide a clear-cut distinction between
different exegetical practices. In contrast to later critics, ancient readers did not
subscribe to one or the other methodology; they, instead, constantly negotiated
between the need to do justice to the poetics of a fixed text and the need to make its
content relevant for later audiences.

In defining the concept of allegoresis we should accept both its literary and
textually motivated sides, and the more philosophical and appropriative purposes to
which it is subjected. As | have shown, this ambiguity is ingrained in the vocabulary
itself in which the same root, be it awv-or dAAnyop-, is employed to indicate both the
idea that the poet spoke enigmatically as well as the conceit that the reader
interpreted/appropriated poetry in light of hidden truths. The same can be said about
the long scholarly dispute about the origins of allegoresis. Scholars who follow Tate
consider allegoresis mostly as a philosophical practice inclined to appropriate myth.
Against this tendency, as we have seen, other scholars have tried to emphasize the

critical role of the practice. Finally, the analysis of Kotwick’s four features of

the bee is the purest of creatures (whence poets call priestesses ‘bees’). He calls it ‘of the springtime’
either because bees rejoice in the spring because of the flowers or because pure souls are always
blooming, and spring is when flowers are produced.” (Hunter)
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allegoresis demonstrates that, in terms of exegetical practices, there is very little
difference between interpreting a difficult passage and allegorically appropriating an
apparently unproblematic one.

In my view, therefore, allegoresis can and should be evaluated in light of this
unstable and variable balance between the necessity of adapting traditional poetry to
the needs of different audiences and the inherent linguistical and poetical constraints
that every interpretation of a fixed text must take into account. Under the various
interpretamenta of poetic passages that tradition has left us, it is possible not only to
observe the work of specific philosophical schools, but also to examine on which
linguistical and textual grounds allegorists operated. Certainly, especially when it
comes to older cases of allegoresis, the traces of a philosophical appropriative system
are easily detectable, whereas the exegetical side of the practice requires further
investigation. Yet, there is little doubt that ancient allegorists were assuming that their
interpretations were part of a poetic design—that their interpretations were, in other
words, supported by texts. As a result, it is not surprising that they took an interest in
poetics and tried to ground their interpretations upon legitimate linguistic and textual
bases. This is precisely what can be seen, in a nutshell, from a significant example of
pre-Hellenistic allegoresis, the Derveni Papyrus, in which the explicit allegorical
intent of the commentator to bend the text to his own needs coexists with a minute
analysis of its poetics. | devote a study of this work to the last chapter (see 6.2 and 6.3
below). In the next part of my dissertation, | demonstrate how allegoresis, since its
origins, was indebted to the two modes of considering texts discussed in this

introduction, the philological and internal one, and the philosophical and appropriative
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one. In order to do so, | reconsider the sources concerning two sixth century

forerunners of allegoresis, Theagenes of Regium and Pherekydes of Syros.
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Chapter Five

The Beginnings of Allegoresis: Theagenes of Rhegium and Pherekydes of
Syros

5.1 Theagenes of Rhegium: The First Homerist

Often granted the title of “the first allegorist” is Theagenes of Rhegium, a
little-known figure active in Magna Graecia at the end of the sixth century.*'® The few
details concerning Theagenes’ life and activity mostly stem from the speech Address
to the Greeks by the Christian apologist Tatian (second century CE) who in chapter
31.2 provides us with a precious list of ancient Greek “Homerists:”4%

ad Graec. 31.2=T1 Biondi nepi yap tiic Opunpov motoems yEvous e antod Kol
xpévov k0B’ Ov fKuacev mponpedbvnoov mpecPitator peEv Ogayévng 1€ O
Pnyivog kata Kappoonv yeyovag kai Xtnoipfpotog 6 Odotog kol Avtipoyog 6
Kologpmvioc Hpddotdg e 6 AMkapvacsceng kol Atovociog 6 OMVO0g, peta o
éxeivoug "Epopog 6 Kvpaiog koi @hoyopog 6 Abnvaioc MeyokAeidng e Kai
Xoporéwv ot Iepumatntikoi: &neita ypoppoatikol Znvodootog Apioto@davng
Kolriotpatog Kpdtne ‘Epoatoctévng Apictapyog AToALOSI®POG.

Now the poetry of Homer, his parentage, and the time in which he flourished
have been investigated by the most ancient writers, by Theagenes of Rhegium,
who lived in the time of Cambyses, Stesimbrotus of Thasos and Antimachus of
Colophon, Herodotus of Halicarnassus, and Dionysius the Olynthian; after them,
by Ephorus of Cumae, and Philochorus the Athenian, Megaclides and
Chamaeleon the Peripatetics; afterwards by the grammarians, Zenodotus,
Aristophanes, Callimachus, Crates, Eratosthenes, Aristarchus, and Apollodorus.

419 Despite the fact that very little of Theagenes’s production survives, the five fragments that reached
us have received a great deal of scholarly attention. Biondi provides the most recent collection, edition,
and extensive commentary of the testimonies (BloNDI 2015), and also furnishes a selective
bibliographical overview conveniently organized by themes (BioNDI 2015: 11-13). For a recent
overview of Theagenes’ activity with ample bibliographical discussion see FUENTES GONZALEZ 2016.
Concerning especially Theagenes and allegory see: WEHRLI 1928: 89-91; BUFFIERE 1958: 101-105;
DETIENNE 1962: 65-67; LANATA 1963: 106-111; PFEIFFER 1968; PRESTA 1969; PEPIN 1976: 97-98;
RispoLI 1980: 243-257; SVENBRO 1984: 108-131; BERNARD 1990: 76-98; ROCCA-SERRA 1990: 77-82;
RICHARDSON 1992; BERNABE 1998; RAMOS JURADO 1999: 45-59; FORD 1999; ID. 2002: 68-72;
LAMBERTON 2002: 187-89; ZumB0 2002: 324-327; RAMELLI 2004: 53-55; PRIMAVESI 2005: 59-63;
STRUCK 2004: 27-28; MARTINHO DOS SANTOS 2007; DOMARADZKI 2011: 205-228; BOUCHARD 2016:
30-37; POozDNEV 2016; DOMARADZKI 2017: 299-321.

420 On this testimony see especially ZumBo 2002.
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From this testimony, we can safely assume that Theagenes was from Rhegium,*?* the
Greek colony situated on the east side of the Sicilian Strait, and that he flourished*??
around the time of Cambyses’ reign, that is, between 529-522 BCE. We can also
presume that Theagenes studied and wrote about Homer, yet the precise extent of his
research and the form of his work/s are matters of conjectures.*?

When it comes to the question of his alleged allegorical interpretation of
Homer the relevant text is a scholion (p. 240 Macphail = T 4 Biondi) to Il. 20.67-75,
the passage where the gods are preparing to fight each other, discussed earlier [ref.].#?*
The scholion is preserved for us in the Homeric Questions*?® of Porphyry, a work
whose textual history is complex and enigmatic, to say the least.#?6 Out of the original
three or more books that composed the Homeric Questions, we directly possess only
part of book one, thanks to a single thirteenth century manuscript (Vat. gr. 305).4%

The manuscript transmits 32 zetemata (sets of questions and answers, see chapter 1

421 Theagenes is called 6 Pnyivog also in Porph. QH 240 MACPHAIL = T 4 BIONDI.

422 The term yeyovag in this context refers to the akme, i.e. the flourishing, of Theagenes’ life and not
his birth. See e.g. PFEIFFER 1968: 9-12.

423 As we will see below, Theagenes can, in many ways, be considered as a forerunner of the later
peripatetic and Hellenistic critical-grammatical activity. Although | do not entirely agree with
Cantarella’s bold conclusions, his article is a fundamental study on the critical activity of Theagenes.
See CANTARELLA 1967. On Theagenes as a textual critic see also MosINO 1961 and ID. 2002. For a
more cautious assessment see ZUMBO 2002. On the biographical elements of Theagenes’ work see
PFEIFFER 1968: 9-12; GALLO 1995: 7-22. Because of his studies on Homer and his early date the
majority of scholars since the time of Wilamowitz (WiLAMOWITZ 1932: 129. n.2), argue, in my view
inconclusively, that Theagenes was a rhapsode (see recently FORD 1999; ID. 2002: 68-72; BIONDI 113-
114). Against this argument see RispoLI 1980: 249-50 and ZumBo 2002: 322-23.

424 Hror piv yop Evavra Iocewddmvoc dvaxtog/ otat” Amdriwv DoiPog Exwv id mtepdevta,/ dvia §°
"Evvaioto Ogd yhavkdmig ABvn:/ "Hpn 8™ dvtéotn ypvonidkartog keradewv)/ Aptepug ioyéapa
Kaotyvnn ékdroto:/ Antol & dvtéotn odkog éprovviog Epuiig,/ dvta & dp’ Heaiotolo péyag motopog
Babvdivng,/ dv Zdvbov karéovot Ogoi, Gvopeg 68 Zkapovopov.

425 Although some scholars have questioned the attribution of this scholion to Porphyry (see e.g.
RoccA-SERRA 1990: 78) its paternity is secured by the fact that the scholiast who copied it onto the
margin of the manuscript Escurialensis 509 explicitly attributes it to Porphyry. See MACPHAIL 2011: 9,
and the apparatus at Y 67-75, p. 240. See also n. 15 below.

426 A useful overview in SLATER 2012: 325-6. See also ERBSE 1960: 72-77.

427 On this manuscript see PONTANI 2005a: 201-2.
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above) concerning passages within the Iliad and the Odyssey in no particular order.*?
They are detailed and wide-ranging investigations that touch upon the meaning of
Homeric words and his style, discuss the opinions of previous critics, and make ample
use of parallel passages both in Homer and outside Homer in order to illuminate the
meaning of difficult sections of the text. A prefatory letter addressed to an
acquaintance of Porphyry, Anatolius,*?® gives us a precious insight into this work.
Both the exegetical method employed by Porphyry and its aim are exposed. As for the
method, Porphyry claims that Homer is his own interpreter,*3° from which it follows
that despite one’s tendency to read into the text of Homer, attention should be paid to
what Homer actually says in his text. (¢ adtO¢ p&v £anTOV Ta TOAAA “Ounpog
EEnyetton, NUETC ¢ €K TNHG TOLSIKT|G KOTNYNOEWS TEPIVOOVUEY LAALOV €V TOIC TAEIGTOLG
7| vooDuev & Aéyet [...]).43L As for the aim, Porphyry regards his collection of zetemata
as preparatory exercises (mpoyvuvdacuata) in view of more serious exegetical
endeavors on Homer, such as the one carried on in his On the cave of the nymphs.432

TEPACOOL TG TE PNOEVTA TOTE AVEVEYKETV TA TE TAALY VTTOTEGOVTO TPOGHETVAL, TOGC

428 This book has been edited but not personally collated by Schrader (SCHRADER 1880: 280-335).
Sodano has re-edited it together with the excerpts of those same problems that are found in the b-scholia
(Sopano 1970). The work has been translated into Italian by Sodano and in English by Schlunk
(SoDANO 1973; SCHLUNK 1993).

429 On Anatolius see Eunapius, Lives of the Sophists, 475-8.

430 porphyry famously expresses this concept by the formula “Opnpov & Opnpov capnviCew in Zet.
11, “to elucidate Homer from Homer”. The origin of such a formulation, often attributed to Aristarchus,
has been the object of a long scholarly debate. According to Pfeiffer the maxim cannot be Aristarchus’
but see contra PORTER 1992: 71-80. On this maxim see also MACHPHAIL 2011: 3-4 and NUNLIST 2015.
431 «Since often Homer explains himself, and we, in most cases would touch upon, following our boyish
training rather really know what he says.”

432 On the relationship between de zetemata and later exegetical works such as the De antro see now
FOTINI VILTANIOTI 2019: 21-39 and PONTANI 2019: 41-58.
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pev peiCovg eig Ounpov mpaypoteiog VIEPTIOEUEVOC EIC KAPOV GKEYEMG TOV
TPOGNKOVTA, TOVTL 8& 010V TPOYDUVAGLLY TV Elg aDTOV dydvav.*3

The other books of the Homeric Questions can only be reconstructed indirectly
from those scholia to Homer that had Porphyry’s work as their source.*** Porphyry’s
work was in fact excerpted and then copied onto the margins of manuscripts of the
Iliad and the Odyssey in Byzantine times. The scholia that stemmed from Porphyry are
often referred to as extracts because they were extracted from Porphyry Homeric
questions and adapted to specific lines of the Iliad and the Odyssey. This is the case of
the passage that mentions Theagenes which runs as follows:*3%

QHI ad Il. 20.67-75, 1-7 MacPhail 100 dcvpeodpov pev 6 mepl Bedv Eyeton
KkaBOA0V AOYOC, OLOIMG ¢ Kal TOD ATPETODS: OV YOP TPEMOVTAG TOVG VIEP TAV
Oedv pobove enoiv. Tpog 6 TV OOV Katnyopiov ol pev amo thg AéEemg
gmidovoty, aAAnyopia mavta eipficBor vopilovteg vmeEp THG TAOV oTOLKElV
PVGEMG, 010V 8V TG EVavTIDGESL TV OEdV. Kail Yap Poact T Enpdv 16 Vypd Kai
10 Oepprov T Yyoyxp®d pdyecHor kol 0 Kodeov t@® Papel. €11 0& 10 pev HLOwp
oPeotikov eivar tod mopde, O 88 mp Enpovtikdv Tod Hdatog. opoimg 82 Kai
TiG1 6TOYEOIG, £€ OV TO TV GVVEGTNKEY, DITAPYEL 1) EVAVTIMGIC KO Kot PHEPOG
pev émdéyesbon Bopav dmal, Ta mavta 0€ pEvey aimvime. payog 6¢ dratibechat
avTtov, dtovopdalovta O pEv mp AmoAlmva kol "Hiwov kai “Heaictov, 10 68
Bomp TMocelddva koi Tkapavdpov, TV & ad cedjvny Apteuty, OV dépa 68

433 «T will try to report what was once said and to add what happened later, leaving off the bigger
investigation concerning Homer to a time that is more fitting for investigation, in this respect my work
is similar to preliminary exercises for the [real] contests concerning Homer.”

434 To establish which scholia are actually excerpted from Porphyry’s work is often a desperate task.
Schrader who provides the first edition of Porphyry’s extracts to the lliad and to the Odyssey
(SCHRADER 1880; SCHRADER 1890), included much dubious material. Macphail (MACPHAIL 2011)
recently edited the extracts to the lliad from four manuscripts, (Venetus Graecus 453=B, Escurialensis
509=F, Leidensis Graecus 64=Le, and Lipsiensis Graecus 32=Li) whose attribution can be secured by
an explicit reference to Porphyry’s name (i.e. when the scholiasts introduce the scholion with a symbol
that refers to Porphyry or an abbreviation of his name). For a description of the manuscripts and their
relationship see MACPHAIL 2011: 8-10. As a result, the extracts edited by Macphail are almost certainly
Porphyrian yet much of the scholiastic material that possibly stemmed from Porphyry’s work has not
been included. The bases for a more comprehensive edition of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions that can
overcome the limits of Schrader’s edition have been discussed by Erbse. See ERBSE 1960: 17-77 esp.
72-77 with SLATER 2012: 325-6. Nevertheless, such an edition still remains a desideratum. Apart from
Schrader, the Porphyrian material relating to the Odyssey can now be read in Pontani’s ongoing edition
of the scholia to the Odyssey (PONTANI 2007-), which has now reached book 10.

435 The passage is transmitted in the margins of two manuscripts the Escurialensis 509, f. 170r and the
Leidensis Graecus 64, f, 423r. See MACPHAIL 2011: 240 and SCHRADER 1880: 240.
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“Hpoav kai ta Aoutd. opoiong €60’ Ote kol taig dtbéoeot dvopato Oedv TiBEvaL,
T Hev epovhoel v Anvav, T 6 depocdvny Tov Apea, T 6 Embopig v
A(ppo&mv o} Xoyw 0¢ 1ov Epuijv, [Th Knen 0¢ TV ANT®], Kol TpocotkelodGL
100T01¢" 00TOG eV 0DV TpéTog dmoloyiag dpyoiog MV mavy Kkoi md Oeayévoug
10D Pryyivov, 6¢ mpdtog Eypaye meplt Opnpov, 10100T0¢ £0Tv Amod THg AEEEmG.

The discourse about the gods belongs in general to what is unseemly as well as
inappropriate. For he [sc. the poet]**® says stories about the gods that are not
appropriate. Against this accusation, some propose a solution from lexis
believing that everything has been said allegorically with reference to the
physical elements, e.g., in the opposition between the gods. For indeed they say
that the dry fights with the wet, the warm with the cold, the light with the heavy.
Moreover, that the water extinguishes the fire and that the fire dries the water.
Similarly for all the elements of which the whole consists of a contrary exists
and sometimes there can be a partial destruction but the whole remains eternally.
[They also say that] the poet composes battles calling the fire Apollo, Helios,
and Hephaestus; the water Poseidon and Scamander. The moon Artemis, the air
Hera and so on and so forth. Sometimes he also gives names of gods to
psychological dispositions: to wisdom, Athena, to folly, Ares, to desire,
Aphrodite, to rational discourse, Hermes, [and they do the same] to the things
that are associated with these.

Hence, this way of defending, being very old and from Theagenes of Rhegium,
who was the first to write about Homer, is such, i.e. is a solution from “lexis.”

The text has been the object of much scholarly discussion*¥’. Focusing especially on

the first part of the last sentence (oVtog pév ovv Tpémog dmoroyiag apyaiog dv TavL

Kol and Oeayévoug tod Pnyivov, 6¢ mpdtag Eypaye mepi Ounpov) scholars almost

unanimously presume that Theagenes was an allegorist that defended Homer from the

accusation of his contemporaries. Both these claims deserve to be better defined if not

altogether abandoned.

As | have shown in the previous section, the general question of whether

allegoresis arose as a “defensive” or “positive” practice is, in and on itself, a

misconceived question. Attempts at showing that Theagenes’ allegoresis was both

436 See contra BOUCHARD 2016: 32-33.
437 See n. 1 above
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positive as well as defensive are certainly possible and have been explicitly made.*%®
As for the text at stake here, the scholiast does indeed use the term aroloyio which
would prima facie suggest that Theagenes intended to defend Homer through
allegoresis. Nevertheless, a more cautious analysis of the material suggests otherwise.
The organization of older exegesis according to zetematic principles, that is by stating
a difficulty (in this case the fact that the battle of the gods of the gods are
inappropriate) followed by possible solutions (here the fact that gods are not actually
gods but natural elements or psychological dispositions), speaks to the ways by which
Porphyry, or his excerptor/s, organized the material.*3® What works for Porphyry as an
apologetic solution to Homer’s mishandling of the divine might have been conceived
by Theagenes in a much different context. In short, the mere use of the word apologia
does not allow us to recuperate Theagenes’ voice and intention behind his
interpretation of Homer. 44

As for the question of Theagenes’ allegoresis scholars usually argue that
Theagenes’ interpreted the Homeric gods as stand-in for forces of nature, or
psychological tendencies, and that therefore he read Homer allegorically, that is, as a

work that beyond its letter hints at a philosophical system, be it cosmological or

438 DOMARADZKI 2011.

439 Whether the use of the formal language of the zetemata that we find especially in the extracts
originally belonged to Porphyry or it is the excerptor/s’ doing is a question that requires further
investigation. See, however, Slater’s suggestion. SLATER 2012: 329.

440 See also SAVIO 2018: 24 and esp. 28-29 who s rightly skeptical about the fact that Theagenes used
allegoresis as a way of defending Homer.
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psychological.**! In so doing, scholars gloss over a fundamental difference.**? For it is
one thing to say that Theagenes argued that Homer occasionally represented his gods
metonymically as forces of natures, and another to say that he presumed that Homer
composed some passages hinting at further philosophical truths.**3 In the remainder of
this section | will argue that, as far as our very little piece of evidence goes, Theagenes
did no more than point out that in Homer gods are occasionally represented
metonymically,** and that, consequently, despite contributing to the development of
allegoresis, he can hardly be considered an allegorist.

First, we shall consider what elements of Porphyry’s passage actually stem
from Theagenes. Scholars have often argued that this passage comes from a Stoic
source.**> Nevertheless, the main elements of the interpretation can go far beyond the
Stoics. Taken individually, each exegetical solution could have been available to every
reader of Homer at every time. It does not take a particularly philosophically inclined

mind to see that in Homer Poseidon is related to water or Athena to wisdom, for such

441 One version of such a model has been recently argued for by DOMARADZKI 2011 who stresses the
appropriative character of Theagenes’ allegoresis, i.€., he does not acknowledge the possibility that
Theagenes’ inspiration for his interpretation was not Ionian philosophy but Homer’s poetics.

442 Only a few scholars observe a distinction between Theagenes’ exegetical activity and allegoresis
proper. See DETIENNE 1962: 65-66; and ROCCA-SERRA 1990. More cautious PONTANI 2005a: 26.

43 The consideration that Theagenes was an allegorist has led to a great number of speculations about
the “philosophy” of Theagenes, who was allegedly influenced by lonian philosophers (see esp.
DomARADZKI 2011) or Pythagorian communities (see already DELATTE 1915: 115; and more recently
BionDI 2015: 98-104; a thorough bibliographical overview of the question in FUENTES GONZALEZ
2016: 809-810), as well as speculations about the socio-political meaning of his allegoresis (RISPOLI:
1980; SVENBRO 1984: 108-110; FORD 199; ID. 2002: 68-89).

444 Consider, among others, the striking expression of 1l. 2. 426 according to which the Greeks
“barbecue over Hephaestus”, omldyyvo 8 Gp° dumneipavieg vneipeyov ‘Hoaiotolo. On the gods in
Homer as metonyms of physical elements see also PRIMAVESI 2005: 70-74.

445 See already SCHRADER 1880: 401-402 who believed that Porphyry’s Homeric Questions, the
Homeric allegories of Heraclitus the Grammarian and the De vita et poesi Homeri by ps. Plutarch
stemmed from a common stoic source. WEHRLI 1928: 90 thought that the scholion transmits elements
that predate the Stoics, but that its final form is Stoic. More recently PONTANI 2005a: 26 thinks that the
opinions related by Porphyry are Stoics.

196



relationships are immediately available within the text itself.446 Thus, some of these
solutions could have certainly been argued for by Theagenes. It is only when taken
together that these readings, especially the set of solutions based on the opposition
between the elements, can be construed to imply a more complex cosmological system
for which a Stoic milieu or, as it has often been argued recently, a Pre-Socratic one**’
is possible.*48

It must be noted, moreover, that the scholium is likely the receptacle of a long
and composite tradition of allegorical readings that need not be attributed to the mind
of a single individual. At least two different sets of solutions, and, therefore, two likely
different sources, are detectable. In the first part (oi pév [...]Jta Aowrd), the battle
between gods is read as a battle between elements (the dry against the wet, the hot
against the cold, and the heavy against the light). This reading references a
cosmological system of opposition between primeval elements. Consistently with such
a scheme, the scholium concludes that Homer composed his theomachies by
attributing to the elements of the cosmos the names of the gods. The second part of the
scholium (opoimg [...] tovroig) introduces another way according to which Homer
named the gods in the poem: gods can be name-bearers for psychological dispositions.
This second system, however, is not explicitly tied to the ways Homer composed the

battle-scenes but is as a more general device that can be used sometimes (opoimg £60°

46 This fact, too often ignored, was already noted by BUFFIERE 1956: 104.

447 Among the presocratic elements of the interpretation scholars have often emphasized the influence
of Milesian philosophy especially for the theory of the opposition between elements. See esp. BUFFIERE
1956: 101-105; SVENBRO 1984: 115-119; DOMARADZKI 2011: 212-219; BIONDI 2015: 61-63. Orphic
and Pythagoric influences have been detected too, see BIONDI 2015: 94-105 and n. 443 above.

448 As Brittain and Pellicia note per verba the system of oppositions between elements is not so
complex as to necessarily require a philosophical mind behind it.
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0te kol toig dwbéoeot ovopata Oedv Ti0évan). Indeed we could imagine many other
more compelling contexts than the theomachy in which an interpretation of the gods
qua psychological dispositions could have arisen.*4°

In light of this, it is not economical to argue that the same interpreter claimed
that Homer composed his battles according to a principle of opposition between
cosmological elements and, at the same time, on the basis of moral opposition. More
likely, the physical and the moral interpretations originally arose in two intellectually
different exegetical modes applied to different loci in the text.%

They then both became standard ways of reading Homer’s treatment of the
gods and as such they were available to Porphyry.*5! It should be noted, in fact, that
Porphyry’s note, although it might have been prompted by the analysis of passage
20.67-75, was very unlikely conceived as a mere commentary on the lines. As we can
observe from the zetemata of the Codex Vaticanus, Porphyry usually starts with a
textual difficulty but then moves into more general considerations, extending to many
parallel passages from both the Iliad and the Odyssey. This was likely the case for our
note also, which was then adapted, we cannot say to what extent, by a later excerptor

to fit lines 20.67-75. Yet the more expansive character of Porphyry’s procedure can

449 One can think, for instance, of the scene in which Athena appears to Achilles and restrains him from
killing Agamemnon in book 1 of the Iliad (Il. 1, 194-200). The sudden descent of the goddess and her
concrete intervention, which nobody but Achilles seems to notice, raises questions about the nature and
the representation of the gods in Homer. Did Athena really appeared to Achilles in physical form or is
she only a personification of wisdom? Heraclitus the grammarian (17-20) has no doubts that the second
solution is the right one. Moral allegoresis was especially used to explain gods’ appearance to mortals.
See Heracl. 28-30; 59; 61-63; 72-73; 75, 9-11.

450 The presence of two different and somewhat conflicting explanations of the same passage side-by-
side is often the rule in later and derivative works.

451 Moral and physical allegories, together with the historical ones, are the basis of Heraclitus’
allegoresis of Homer. See esp. PONTANI 2005b: 29-30. The theomachy’s scene is interpreted following a
similar moral and physical sets of solutions also in Ps. Plut. 102 and Heracl. 54-58. On ancient
interpretations of the theomachy and their relationship to our scholion see RAMOS JURADO 1999: 50-56.
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still be detected.*>? For instance, Aphrodite and Ares are mentioned in the scholium
but not in the text commented upon. The fact that Aphrodite is mentioned is not
surprising since she features in a later divine duel against Athena (11. 21.423-433).
Much more interesting is the mention of Helios who is absent from the theomachy of
books 20 and 21. It has been argued*® that the presence of Helios in Porphyry’s
passage can be explained on the basis of a passage from Ps. Plutarch** treating the
theomachy side-by-side with the love-scene between Ares and Aphrodite from
Odyssey 8 as two examples of the poet's tendency to speak allegorically. The
intrusion of Helios, who plays a part in the story of Ares and Aphrodites, into the text
of this excerpt could be explained assuming that Porphyry, or his source,**® originally
treated the question of Homer’s representation of the gods in general terms, without
necessarily tying it to one specific passage. This, again, suggests that the end result of
Porphyry’s compilation is the synthesis of a composite and long exegetical tradition
that arose from different textual loci, from different times and milieus, and was not the
product of a single interpreter.

Once the paternity of the whole content of the scholium to Theagenes has been
called into serious question, it is rather arbitrary to attribute to him some solutions
over others, the physical system of interpretation over the moral one. Was Theagenes

solely responsible for interpreting Hephaestus as fire and Scamander as water? Or did

452 The beginning of the scholium refers very generally to passages about the gods that are
inconvenient. 00 yap TPETOVTAG TOVG VIEP TAOV BedV pvbovg enoiv. Note also the plural payag, battles,
and the representation of the exegetical solution as a broad device that works for other passages too
implied in the phrasing opoing £€60° 61€ Kai Toig dubéceot dvopata Oedv TIOEvaL.

453 BloNDI 2015: 74-78.

44 ps, Plu. Vit. Hom. 101-102.

455 Tikely the same source of Ps. Plutarch’s passage.
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he introduced the entire system of opposition between physical elements?%® Those
questions cannot be satisfactorily answered.*>” Yet, if it is impossible to recuperate the
content of Theagenes’ exegesis, Porphyry’s source allows us to recuperate his
exegetical method.

To show this point we should come back to the last portion of the scholion.
00TOg &V 0OV TPOTOg dmoAoyiog dpyoiog AV Tavy Kai amd Ocayévovg Tod Pryivov, O
Tp®TOG Eypaye meplt Ounpov T0100ToG 6TV Ao ThHG AEEEMC.
Literally, the passage means: “Hence, this way of defending, being very old and from
Theagenes of Rhegium, who was the first to write about Homer, is such, i.e. is a

solution from “lexis”.*>® The logical referent of oOtog u&v ovv tpdmog dmoroyiog is the

4% Against Theagenes’ paternity of a physical system of reading speak the ancient sources that attribute
the “invention” of this mode of interpretation to Metrodorus of Lampsacus, who was active at least half
a century after Theagenes (see 6.1). According to Diogenes Laertius, who follows Favorinus,
Metrodorus of Lampsachus was likely the first to study Homer’s treatment of nature. (Diog. Laert. I,
11). Although Diogenes’ testimony alone does not allow us to presume that Metrodorus read Homer on
the basis of physical allegory, Tatian’s testimony is clear about it. kai Mntpdd®pog 8¢ 6 Aapyaknvog
&v 1@ Tepi Opnpov Aav e0n0wg dieilextar, Tavta gig aAAnyopiav petdymv. obte yop "Hpav obte
AOnvav obte Al todt’ glvai pnow dmep oi Tovg mepiPdrovg ovToig koi Tepévn kahdpvoavteg
vopiovotv, puoewg 8¢ HTooTaoELS Kol oTotyeinv dtakoopnoels. (Tat. Ad Graec. 21.3). Thus, if we
connect Diogenes and Tatian’s sources it follows that the first to have interpreted Homer on the basis of
physical allegories was Metrodorus and not Theagenes. It should also be noted that Tatian, as we saw
above, knew of Theagenes’ activity, but when he wanted to ridicule allegoresis he chose as a
representative of this technique not Theagenes but rather Metrodorus. Tatian’s information about
Metrodorus and Theagenes is likely indirect and therefore his testimony is not as conclusive as we wish,
yet, at least for the sources from which Tatian is pulling from, Theagenes’s was primarily an
“homerist”, whereas Metrodorus an allegorists. On Theagenes and Metrodorus see also ROCCA-SERRA
1990.

47 A brief summary of the scholarly opinion on the question can be found in FUENTES-GONZALEZ 2016:
809.

48 The syntax is somewhat clumsy and one wonders if the final 4no Tfig AéEgwg is not an explanatory
glossa that entered the text when Porphyry’s zetema was turned into a scholion. MACPHAIL 2011: 6-8
lists a series of differences between the Vatican text and the text of the extracts. Among these is the use
of the formal language of zetematic literature: expressions such as Avetot dmo tijg Aé€gwg; Gmd Tod
£0ovg, vel similia do not occur in the Vatican but only in the extracts. It would be, however, too hasty to
conclude that every time we find such a phraseology this is the formulation of the scholiast rather than
Porphyry’s original phrasing. Indeed, as noted by SLATER 2012: 329, the extracts from the Vatican
Manuscript are not altered in this way, a fact that suggests that it was Porphyry himself that changed its
phraseology in the later books of his work. Be the final dno tiic Aé€ewc an intruded glossa or not the
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sentence PG 6& TNV TOW TNV KoTnyopiov ot PEV amo Thg AéEemg EmAdovay
dAANyopig mévta gipfiodat vopiloviec Vmep Tiig TV oToYEIMV PVGEWMS, 010V &V TOIC
Evavtunoeot Tdv Bedv. “Against this accusation, some propose a solution from lexis
believing that everything has been said allegorically about the natural elements, like in
the opposition between the gods.” In this sentence two main thoughts are contained: 1)
allegoresis is an exegetical solution a6 tiic Aé&ewg 2) everything that refers to the
gods (mavta goes back to “the stories about the gods”) is said allegorically and
actually refers to the physical elements. In order to understand in what ways
Theagenes is a forerunner of such a method (obtog pév odv tpémoc) we thus first need
to clarify the meaning of and tfic AéEemg and then explain its relationship with
allegoresis, i.e. with the thought that everything that refers to the gods is said
allegorically.

Let us start with the meaning of ano tiig Aé€ewc. Our scholion follows a clear
zetematic structure. The theomachy is approached as an interpretative crux, it is
anpemnéc and acvppopov, and, therefore, in need of a solution (Avoig). The solution
ano tig Aé&emg IS one among many available to the interpreter to solve the problem.
After mentioning Theagenes, the text of the scholium, in fact, continues, still
following Porphyry, with other two types of solutions: aro £€6ov, and ano tod

xopod.*® The organization of the material in such a way, by problem and solution, is

expression o0to¢ pév odv tpdmog still refers back to the dmd Tfig AéEewg at the beginning of the
scholium. By “this method of reading” Porphyry unequivocally means a method dmo tijg Aé€gwg,.

459 Porph. HQ Y 67-75, 8-11, p. 242 MACPHAIL viot 82 amd £00vg dmoloyodvar: GuykeydpNvIaL Yo
V70 T®V TOAE®V Kol TMV vopoletdv toladta TEpl Be®dv un Hovov Jdewv &v TONGEGLY, GALY KOl TOIG
poatnpiolg mapadidoval, £v te iEpoig avabnpact kai £tepa cOUE®VA To1g pHoolg KaTaoKeLALEY Kol TOV
TETAOV AVAYELVY EVOQPAGUEVOV TG YryavTopoyias. ol 0’ 4md Tod korpod tod tote katda v EAALGSo
noapapvfodvral: Baocthevopévng yap tote Tiig EALGS0G Kol kowij Kol kotd mOAELS, TO TOV PaciAémv
yévoc adEovrag Totelv amd Tod Mg fv N ToVTATact TOppm ivon ok 1] avepwrivi evoic Tig Osiog,

201



so peculiarly Porphyrian that Schrader thought that every scholium with such a
structure was from Porphyry’s Homeric questions. Although Schrader went
indubitably too far in its evaluation of what counts as porphyrian material, it is evident
that when Porphyry claims that the kind of defense that goes back to Theagenes of
Rhegium is amo g AéEewc he refers to a technical expression with a precise meaning
and a precise range of applications.

Combellack?*® has devoted to the meaning of £k tfig Aé&ewg a thorough article
in which he analyzes every instance of the expression, and its variants, such as ano tfjg
MEemc, used by our scholion, AéEgt etc.?6?, in the Homeric scholia. From his analysis
of the more than 50 explicit occurrences of this type of solution, Combellack rightly
argues that the expression “Avoig €k tiic Aé&ewc” encompasses a variety of solutions
that are based on language and style. More precisely, in the majority of the cases,
when a scholion glosses an exegetical solution as éx tiic Aé€ewg it refers to the correct
understanding of a word, whereas in few others cases what is meant is either the
proper understanding of a poetical tropos, or the proper understanding of an
expression on the basis of the immediate context.

The following passage from Porphyry’s Homeric Question condenses three
possible applications of the solution £k tiic Aé&emg, two are based on language and one
on style.

QHI in 5.576 10 “&vBo TIvdaupévea ExéTnv” (Il. 5.576) udyetor t@ &v T mopa
vnuot pudym {dvtt kol Emouéve 1@ modi Aprtolove “mapd 0€ oel TaTnp Kie

vmomAdTTeY 88 Kai mepi Oedv 6moia mEP AvOpOTMY OpBUEY PAcKOVTAC. TO UEV 0OV Aav &V T& ¢
ACVUPOP® TAPATTOV KOl TA ATPETET TOLOVTOV £0TL. TA 8 £ml PHEPOLG SillEV, MG LEV AoOUPOpa TaDTO
Ko yopETTOL.

460 COMBELLACK 1987: 202-19.

461 COMBELLACK 1987: 204 n.5
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dakpua Aeipaov” (1. 13.658). 1 6& Ao1g ano Tiic AéEemc: kol yop 0 TTvdaipévng
OUdVLHOC €lval dvvartol, kol TO HETO 06 oL matnp Kie ddkpva AgiPov
UETOVOUIKDG: £KOEYETOL 1| TOD TATPOG LviUN. Kol TO “EvBa [Tudaipévea EAETNV”
(1. 5.576) ov maviwg €otiv aveilov, aAAA Kotélafov, Mg £mi Tod “Cmov Ehov-
inmw yap ot arvlouéve medioo” (11 6.38). 000E Yap ay®dva ovTod gipnkKev, ola
elwbe Aéyev 101¢ AmoBavodot: Tdya OVV aVTOG LOVOV TETPOTAL.
The problem referred by the scholion is that Pylaimenes is Killed in book 5 but in
13.658 he is still alive and follows the body of his dead son. This is a classic case of
internal contradiction within the poem. The first solution to be deemed éx ti|g Aé&emg
consists in taking the proper noun “Pylaimenes” as a case of homonymy: the
Pylaimenes of book 5 is not the Pylaimenes of book 13.462 If one were to find this
solution unsatisfactory, the scholion proposes another one: at 13.658, where Homer
says peta 0 ot matnp kie dakpva Aeifwv, the poet is speaking by metonymy. It is
not the father himself that follows the body but the father’s memory. Alternatively,
there is a third solution. Pylaimenes does not actually die in book five but is only
wounded. This solution is based on the examination of the word aipéw (cf. Erév I
576) which does not necessarily imply that Pylaimenes was Killed but could merely
mean that he was impaired. To back up this last interpretation, the scholiast further
adds the quotation from book 6. 38 where the verb aipéo is used of Menelaus “taking”
Adrastus alive, and reasons that if Pylaimenes were to be dead the poet would have
talked about his funeral. Hence, in this passage, by éx tiic AéEemg the scholiast means

the analysis of the precise meaning of single words (Pylameines, and aipéw) and the

analysis of the poetic tropoi used by the poet (metonymy).

462 The same solution from homonymy is applied to Helen’s servant Aethra in Il. 3.144. See sch. vet., ad
loc.
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As mentioned above, occasionally, the solution éx tijg Aé&emg does not consist
in the analysis of the meaning of a word or a trope but consists in the analysis of the
passage in its immediate context, as the following example shows. In book 5 of the
Odyssey, Odysseus leaves Calypsos’ island on a raft. He has almost reached land when
Poseidon provokes a great storm that throws Odysseus out of his boat. To his rescue
comes Ino, the daughter of Cadmus, 1. 333. A scholion to this passage asks why Ino is
the only one—we should understand the only one among the gods—who saves
Odysseus.

Schol. in Od. 5.333a Pontani tov 6¢ idev Kadpov Bvydtmp: o ti adtn puovn

OjKTSipSI tov Odvocéa; Aetar 08 ék Mg Ae&ewg: enot yap avTV avipwmov

glval 10 mPATEPOV: MG Opolomadng ovv AvOp®OTOLG €ikOTMG oikTelpel TOV

‘Odvocia.

The solution is as follows: Ino used to be a human being, as noted in the following line
(Od. 5. 334), and as such she is more empathic towards Odysseus’ sufferings than the
other divinities. Attention to the immediate context (I. 334) is, in this case, the key to
solve the issue.

The analysis of the scholiastic corpus conducted by Combellack, thus
unmistakably shows that Aoig ék ti|g AéEewc means every attempt at investigating the
minute details of a passage and its immediate context both from a linguistical and
stylistic point of view.

Combellack has conducted his examination only on the basis of the scholia, some of

which actually stem from Porphyry’s Homeric question. However, the practice of

interpreting the text &k tig Aé€ewc is much older.
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The passage from chapter 25 of Aristotle’s poetics (1461a9-31) devoted to the
Moig Tpog v Aé€wv, another variant of the expression ék ti|g Aé&ewc, attests that this
type of solution was practiced already by Aristotle’s time, and while confirming what
we infer from the scholiastic literature, it provides a more detailed categorization of
the exegetical practices that fall under the heading of &k tf|g AéEewg. According to
Aristotle, the solutions based on lexis involve an examination of the following
linguistical and poetical aspects (for a thorough description of the following items see
below at 6.3):

I'A@tta: non ordinary words;

Metagopd: a broad category that includes what we call “metaphor” as well as cases of
metonymy;

[Mpocwidia: accents and breathings;

Diaipeoig: words’ order;

Apnoeipoiio: grammatical and syntactical ambiguities;

"Efog: idiomatic language.

Now that the full range of application of the Avoeig £k ti|g AéEemg has been
examined | come back to my main question, i.e. what does it means that Theagenes of
Rhegium practiced a kind of defense that could be labeled as éx g Aé&ewc/ amo Tiig
Mé€emc? Clearly, the above examples show that, although Theagenes might have not
necessarily operated within the genre of zetemata, he must have read Homer paying
particular attention to the Homeric text, its language and style, in other words, to his

literal meaning.
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This conclusion can be further proved in light of two scholia to the Téyvn

ypaupatiky of Dionysius Thrax*63,

(Sch. Vat. Dionys. Thrac. p. 164, 23-30 HILGARD = T2 BIONDI) dtttr| 8¢ é6Tv 1)
YPOLUUOTIKNY* 1) LEV YAP TTEPTL TOVG YAPOUKTHPOG KoL TOG TV GTOLXEI®MV EKQMVNGELS
KaTaytvetal, §Tic kol ypappati<ioti>kn*% Aéystar mokaid oboa Kol Tpd TV
Tpoik®dv, oyedov 0¢ kol dpa tht @boel Tpochbodoa: 1) 8€ Tepl TOV EAANVICUOV,
AT1g Kol vewtépa €otiv, ApEapévn pev amo Osayévous, tehecbeicn <0&> mapa
v Ilepummamtikdv IIpa&ipdvovug te Kol AplototéAovg. kol p&v TG
YPOUUOTIKTC TEMOG TO €D dvaytyvdokety, Thig 8¢ ypoupati<oti>kic*®® 10 &)
YPOQELV.

There are two kinds of grammar. One focuses on the characters and the
pronunciations of the letters and it is also called “grammatistich.” It is old and
precedes the Trojan war since it arose almost together with nature. The other
concerns the “Hellenism,” and it is more recent having being started by
Theagenes and brought to full capacity by the Peripatetics Praxiphanes and
Aristotle. The aim of the latter is to read well, the aim of the former to write
well.

(Sch. Lond. Dionys. Thrac. p. 448, 12-16 HILGARD = T2a BIONDI) diapépet 68
YPOLUUOTIKT] YPOUUOTICTIKNG: 1 YOP YPOUUOTIKY] VEOTEPL GO ®Ogayévoug,
tetédeotal 6& amo TV [epmattikdv [pa&updvoug te Kol ApiototéAovg: 1) 0&
YPOUUOATIGTIKY] TOAOLY, To0mG 0& oYedOV dpa Tf evoel Tpogrbodoa. kol Thg pev
TEAOG TO YPAPELY, THG 0€ TO AVAYIVOOKELV.

Grammar is different from “grammatistich.” For grammar is more recent. It
starts with Theagenes and was brought to full capacity by the Peripatetics
Praxiphanes and Aristotle. The “grammatistich™ is old arising perhaps almost
together with nature. The aim of the latter is writing, the aim of the former
reading.

463 Dionysius was active in the second half of the second century BCE. A pupil of Aristarchus, he
worked especially on Homer’s texts. Chapters 1 to 4 of the Téyvn ypappatikr can be securely attributed

to him whereas the subsequent part of the treatise’s paternity is a matter of great debate. For an

overview of Dionysius Thrax’s activity see PAGANI 2006. On the question of the treatise’s attribution

see MATTHAIOS 2009; PAGANI 2011: 30-37; CALLIPO 2011: 28-34. CALLIPO 2011 provides the most
recent critical edition of the Téyvn ypapportiky, with an Italian translation, and commentary.
464 The correction is in CLARKE 1968.

465 The correction is necessary. Here I follow one of Biondi’s hypothesis (BIONDI 2013: 144).
Alternatively, one could read with CLARKE 1968 «ai P&V Tfic YpappoTi<oTI>KT¢ TEA0C TO €0
BVOIYIYVOOKELY, THiC 88 YpappoTIKTC TO €D Ypageiv. On the question see BIONDI 2013.
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The precise meaning of these two notes has been the subject of much scholarly
discussion which will not be fully investigated here.*% The two scholia provide a
commentary upon Dionysius’ definition of grammar: T'pappotikny éctv éumepia tdV
TP TOMNTAIC TE KOl cuyypapedCcty dc &ml O ToAD Aeyopévev (Dionys. Thrax 1
UHLIG). (Grammar is the empirical knowledge of the things commonly said by poets
and prose writers).*6” They introduce a distinction between a form of less
accomplished grammar, the “grammatistike,” whose object is the shape and
pronunciation of the letters,*8 and grammar proper of which Dionysus’ definition is
about.*6% At least since Eratosthenes’ time, grammar proper indicates a “a field of
specialization related to the study of (literary) text”4’® closely associated with what we
might nowadays call philology. The mentioning of Praxiphanes and Aristotle as
“grammarians” proves this point. Based on the extant fragments, we can reconstruct
that Praxiphanes*’* devoted much of his work to the study of literature and language.

He commented passages of Homer, Hesiod, Sophocles, and Plato, and was the first,

468 For an overview of the main interpretations and questions see FUENTES GONZALEZ 2016: 804-05.
Central to the interpretation of the scholia is the precise understanding of the term éAAnvioudg “the
correct use of the Greek language” which, if we follow Dionysius’ definition of grammar derives from
the experience with the texts of ancient authors. In reference to Theagenes the term éAAnviopog, proper
Greek, might be coextensive with Homer’s Greek. In all likelihood, Theagenes interpreted Homer on
the basis of Homer’s usus i.e. evaluating difficult terms and expressions on the basis of parallel
passages and context. If that is correct, Theagenes already operated according to the principle which
will be formalized much later of “elucidating Homer from Homer”. See above. On éAAnvicuog see now
PAGANI 2015.

467 This is one common translation of the passage. For different interpretations and bibliography see
now WOUTERS-SWIGGER 2015: 522-528.

468 See also Sex. Emp. Ad. Math. 1.44; Philo, de congressu er. gratia, 1, 148, 3 with BioNDI 2013.

469 On the different definitions of ancient grammar see now WOUTERS-SWIGGERS 2015.

470 WOUTERS-SWIGGERS 2015: 518.

471 For an overview of Praxiphanes see now CORRADI 2020. For an edition of the fragments, and
translation with notes of see MATELLI 2012: 1-156.
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according to Clement. (Str. 1, 16,79, 3),4"? to receive the title of ypappatiucog. As for
Aristotle’s mention, the commentator was probably thinking of works such as the
Poetics and the Rhetoric but, possibly, more precisely, of his Homeric questions.
Sextus’ distinction between grammatistike and grammatike*”® goes in the same
direction. As representatives of grammatike, he, in fact, mentions Hellenistic critics
such as Crates of Mallus, Aristophanes, and Aristarchus.

The mentioning of Theagenes as the forerunner of Praxiphanes and Aristotle, whose
activity will be continued, according to Sextus, by the Hellenistic textual critics,
suggests that Theagenes’ grammatical work consisted in the exegesis of literary texts
such as Homer. Theagenes, was thus a protos ypappatucog not necessarily because
working from Homer, he formalized rules concerning the correct use of language, (an
activity that will be developed much later) but rather because in his attempt at
explaining the poems, he studied their lexis, that is the precise meaning of words and
the poet’s use of tropoi, a type of endeavor that will continue to be a consistent part of
later grammatike, as attested by Dionysus Thrax himself. Mépn 6¢& avtiic éctwv &
TPOTOV AvAyvmeie EVIPIPRC Kot Tpocdiav, devtepov EERyNCIc KaTd ToVC
EVOTTAPYOVTUC TOMTIKOVC TPOTOVC, TPITOV YAMCCAY TE Kol ICTOPIAV TPOYELPOC
dmodoctic, T€TapTov ETvpoloyiac ebpecie, TEUTTOV Avaroyioc kKAoyicpdc, EKTov Kpicic

TOMUATOV, O 01 KAAMCTOV £CTL TAVTOV TAOV £V T TEXVY.

472 AodLodmpog 82 6 Kvpaiog mpdtog (tod ypoupaticod évii) tod kpitikod eionymoato tobvopo kai
YPOLLOTIKOC TTPOGTYOpeHO, Eviot 82 Epatocivn tov Kupnvaidv eacty, éneidn é£édmkev odtoc PifMa
SV0 YPOUUOTIKA ETLYpAYaS. DVOUAGHN € YpoppaTiKos, Mg viv ovoudlopeyv, tpdtog [pa&ipdvng
Aovvsoeavoug Mitvinvaiog. (fr. 10 WEHRLI = 9A MATELLI). with MATELLI 2012: 55 n. 5.

473 See above.
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To the critical activity of Theagenes also points the following scholion which
stems from the grammarian Seleukos (first century CE).

Schol. Hom. 11. 1.381 = T3 BIONDI énei pdha oi gidog Rev: Télevkoc (fr. 8 M. =

10 D.) pnow &v tij Kurpia xoi Kpnrikd ,,énei pé vi oi gihog Reve, kol Osayévng

3¢ oBtwg mpopépetar: dmibavov yap o 6 8¢ vu AMav eilog fv. 474

“Since he liked him a lot:” Seleukos says that in the Cyprian and Cretan editions

we read “since he truly loved him,” and thus Theagenes proposes; “he was too

much in love” is improbable.
The scholion provides us with a variant reading, énei pé v oi gikog fiev, of the vulgate
text émei pédo ol pidog fev. According to Seleukos such a reading was found in the
Cretan and Cypriot editions of Homer and was handed down*”> by Theagenes. It is
difficult to say what were the exact motives that lead Theagenes to advocate his
reading.*’® Possibly he attempted to provide an easier explanation of the passage; he

may have found it difficult to admit that Apollo loved Chryses “too much” pdia and,

therefore, choose (or offered) a less problematic reading. Yet, whatever his motives,

474 The end of the scholion is difficult to reconstruct. Some scholars think that it contained another
variant reading, 6 8¢ vv Ainv pikog Rev that did not make it in our Vulgata, against which Theagenes
suggests émei pé vO oi pilog fiev. See BIONDI 2015: 49. | found it more likely that the end of the
scholion offers the reason why the reading énei péda oi piog fjev was deemed problematic, i.e. that
such a reading implied that Apollo loved Crises “excessively”. In this case, the scholion could be
reconstructed as anifavov yap 10 6 Seiva AMav ikog Tv, as suggested dubitanter by Erbse, or similia.
475 It is difficult to be more precise about the meaning of mpopépetar. Many recent scholars translate it
as “prefer” thus implying that Theagenes was making a choice between at least two already existing
variant readings. This is the more plausible solution, but it is not impossible that Theagenes emended
the text ope ingenii, as we would say today and that, after that, its emendation found its way in the xazta
nmoLelg editions. In this second case, a better translation would be “propose.” For different attempts at
capturing the meaning of mpogépetat in context see BIoNDI 2015: 51 n. 5.

476 Biondi emphasizes, in my view excessively, the “moralizing” character of Theagenes’ intervention
(see BIONDI 2015: 49-50). If Theagenes actually interpreted the adverb pdla as “excessively”, the mere
expression “such and such is excessively dear” is enough to strike the interpreter as un unwarranted
paradox.
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again, the scholium makes it clear that the center of Theagenes’ activity was the letter
of Homer text, down to its more minute details.*"’

There is, as we have seen, great consistency between Porphyry’s attribution of
a way of reading the text ano tiic AéEemg to Theagenes and the other sources
concerning his activity, but what about Porphyry’s conception that the a0 tiig Aé&ewc
method is comprehensive of allegoresis? Scholars that have analyzed the scholion on
the theomachy have often glossed over the expression ano tijg AéEemg and its
significance.*’® Lamberton, on the other hand, clearly emphasizes that by using the
expression ano tig Aé€ewc Porphyry does not view allegory as a practice that brings
into the text something from outside but conceives of it as a mode of defense from
within the text. Allegoresis “is a matter, finally, of sensitivity to the rhetoric of
Homer.”*® Much like Heraclitus the grammarian (see above), Porphyry can argue
that, from a textual point of view, Homer organized his battles with cosmological
principles in mind because Homer himself throughout the poem often refers to the
gods, metonymically,* as natural elements. Allegoresis thus is understood as the
natural result of faithfulness to Homer’s poetics. The byzantine critic Eustathius

reasons in a similar way when he refers to this type of “internal” allegoresis as

477 We do not necessarily have to accept CANTARELLA 1967: 22-24’s conclusions according to whom
this scholion proves that Theagenes produced an edition of the lliad. Compare for instance Zoilus who,
as we have seen above (F 13 FOGAGNOLO), it is said to have advocated for a different reading of the
text. He did so, however, in his treatise on Homer not in as part of an editorial work. That said, it is
likely that Theagenes’ work, undertaken in a period in which different versions of the Iliad were
circulating, might have already been concerned with the desire of establishing a “better” text. On the
question see also ZumBo0 2002: 323. On the importance of this source for the issue of Homer’s
textualization in antiquity see especially CAssI0 2002: 118-19 and PELLICCIA 2003: 116.

478 MAYHEW 2019: 23 n. 84 states: “I believe that this [sc. the fact that Porphyry considers allegory a
Mo amo thig AéEemg] is an attempt to make allegorical interpretation fit into Aristotle’s scheme”

479 | AMBERTON 2002: 189.

480 See above.
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aAAnyopia pntopikr) and claims that it was already practiced by Aristarchus.** As
already anticipated, this emphasis on the necessity of an exegesis based on the text’s
poetics is as old as the Derveni author and is a significant part of how allegorists
themselves conceived and justified their exegetical practices.

If from an allegorist perspective textual poetics naturally turns into a
philosophical system, it is obviously not the case that every attempt at analyzing
Homer’s difficulties and obscurity necessarily ended in allegoresis. The following
example from Aristotle is particularly interesting in this sense, for, like the scholion on
Theagenes, it deals with the problem of gods’ representation in Homer and it has
wrongly been deemed as a case of allegoresis.*®? In Odyssey 12. 374-375 Lampetia
informs Helios about the killing of his cows. This passage stirs some internal
exegetical problems because it seems to contradict the fact, stated at Il. 5.277, that the
Sun sees everything. If the sun sees everything why does he needs Lampetia to inform
him of what has happened to his cattle?

To answer the problem Avristotle proposes the following solution: (Porph. QHO p. 113
Schrader = Fr. 149 ROSE)

M@V 8¢ AploToTEANC ENGiV, TTol OTL TAVTO PEV Opd HA10G, AAL’ oYL Gpa: 1) 6T
@ HAo v 10 é€ayyeilav 1 Aauretio, domep T@ AvOpOT® 1 dYIg.

Aristotle solving the problem says that surely the sun sees everything but not
everything at once; or that Lampetia was what transmit the information to Helios
in the same way as sight is what transmit the information to men.

481 See CUCCHIARELLI 1997.
482 | AMBERTON 1992: xii-xv. Against his view see now BOUCHARD 2016: 47-78 and MAYHEwW 2019:
169-194.

211



Here, Aristotle claims that the relationship between Lampetia, in her capacity of
messenger, and Helios is similar to the relationship between sight and men. As rightly
shown by Bouchard,*® although this is a case that verges toward allegoresis, it is not
conceived as such by Aristotle. Coherently with the principles laid down in chapter 25
of his Poetics, Aristotle is here using a solution from lexis. More precisely, he is
interpreting Homer’s word “Lampetia” metaphorically. The metaphor is of the kind
discussed in Poetic 21. 147b20-22, whereby in an analogy of the kind A:B=C: D, A
can stand for C and B for D. An example given by Aristotle is the expression “schield
of Dionisus” to indicate a wine cup, which can be explained by the following analogy
schield: Ares = cup: Dionysus. In this passage, Lampetia can stand for sight because
Lampetia : Sun = sight : men. Thus Aristotle claims that when homer says
“Lampetia”, he is referring figuratively to “the sun’s sight.” To help Aristotle in his
analogy there was probably also the consideration that the name Lampetia is
etymologically related to the root Aaun- of words such as Aapmdg (torch). Although
the scholion does not explicitly says so, it is clear that Aristotle is solving the
difficulty éx tig Aé€emg and even if he is claiming that under the name Lampetia, a
goddess, a human faculty can be hidden, this is hardly a case of allegoresis. “8* First,
Avristotle does not claim that the Homeric passage can be read in light of a theory of
perception. His solution is punctual and merely touches upon a question of Homeric
style. The assumption is that Homer used the word Lampetia figuratively, and

Lampetia is thus what we might call a case of personification (or metonymy).

483 BOUCHARD 2016: 63-65. In the same vein, see also MAYHEW 2019: 191-94.
484 At best, this could be considered a case of dAAnyopio pntopiy, according to the definition given by
the byzantine critic Eusthatius. See CUCCHIARELLI 1997.
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Moreover, Aristotle does not generalize its punctual solution to all the divine
apparatus. Finally, Aristotle does not suggest that Homer is aiming at providing his
audience with any insights about a theory of perception, hiding it under the literal
meaning.

The interpretations of the theomachy that Porphyry deemed as a Abo1g éx tijg
AéEemc Is in these respects totally different. First of all, although Porphyry agrees that
Homer spoke figuratively, much like Aristotle agrees that Homer might have hidden
under the name of Lampetia a faculty of perception, he extends the consequences of
his presupposition much further, presenting Homer as the designer of a hidden
cosmological system. The allegorists that Porphyry quotes are not simply interpreting
Homer’s theomachy figuratively but are reading the passage as if it contained a
cosmological theory, whether Stoics’ or Presocratics’, about the organization of
kosmos. This is particularly evident in the terminology used to represent the
opposition between elements. It is the abstract quality of the element (humid, dry, hot,
and cold) that it is taken as the oppositional principle and not the elements per se.
From a poetical point of view, in Homer Poseidon can stand for water, Hephaestus for
fire etc. but that Poseidon is the humid and Hephaestus the hot is an extra
interpretative step that is not immediately granted by the text. The use of these
abstracts words works well to describe the oppositional cosmological system but less
well as an exegesis of the text. Take the case of the fight between the river Scamander
and Hephaestus. Fire would logically be the warm element but according to the theory
warm fights cold and not humid. The quoted theory thus fails to properly explain the

scene. Probably for this reason, the scholiast feels compelled to abandon the abstract
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terminology and adds that water, extinguished fire and fire dries water. The
impression is that someone has adapted an already-made theory, with its philosophical
jargon, to fit the Homeric scene. Such an impression is corroborated by the fact that,
as already shown above, the cosmological interpretation alone is not explanatory of
the whole battle, but a psychological interpretation is also necessary.*® Finally, also
note the passage that runs from opoimg ¢ kai ndot to Té whvta 6& pévely aiwvimg,
which, again, has little bearing on the question of the theomachy. The opposition
between elements explains the battle between the gods but to say that the elements are
corruptible, in their singularity, but eternal, in their totality, is evidently more in
service of the philosophical theory than it is of the exegesis of the text.

A second difference with Aristotle is that Porphyry generalizes the allegorical
solution and presents it as applicable to the whole divine apparatus. For the allegorists
in Homer “everything has been said allegorically with reference to the physical
elements” aAAnyopia mavta gipfioBar vouifovieg Viep ThHC TOV otorKeimv PHoemc. (AS
said above, the wavta here can only refer to the preceding tovg vmep tdv Bedv
uovbovg). Porphyry is thus claiming that everything concerning the stories of the gods
in Homer is said allegorically and refers in reality to the physical elements.*3

Thirdly, Porphyry implicitly claims that Homer has hidden under his divine
apparatus a further philosophical meaning. This conclusion derives directly from the

first point. If Homer’s scene can be read in terms of cosmology it follows that the poet

485 At the very least, it is fair to say that even if the system of opposition between the elements arose
from the Homeric text, it emancipated itself from it very quickly.
488 As we will see in the next chapter the same kind of generalization is operative in the Derveni

papyrus.
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composed the episode having a cosmological theory in mind. Homer is thus seen as a
proto-philosopher, a title that Porphyry does explicitly attribute to Homer in another
passage where an allegorical interpretation in cosmological terms is at stake (cf. QHI
15.13 pntéov 8¢ 81t prhocoel ‘Ounpog).

All these elements together illustrate what we already saw in chapter 4, that is,
that allegorical interpretation is a technique that by necessity negotiates between the
interpreter’s efforts to read the text in light of his philosophy and the effort of tying his
views onto the letter of the text. Although Porphyry in the scholion emphasizes the
textually oriented side of the practice it is no surprise to also found in it traces of an
autonomous, and extra-textual philosophical system.

As we have seen, it is impossible to relate with any confidence to Theagenes
any of the philosophical systems of interpretation mentioned by Porphyry. Yet, if
Theagenes was not responsible for them, why mention him at all? It is probably no
coincidence that Theagenes is mentioned right at the end of the passage when
Porphyry is stressing that allegoresis is a technique ano tfjg Aé&ewc. This suggests that
Theagenes wrote upon the Homeric gods, likely commenting upon the theomachy,
from the perspective of Homer’s lexis. Given that his work is deemed significant by
Porphyry for the development of allegoresis, Theagenes must have commented upon
the fact that gods in Homer could be related to the elements of nature, or to
psychological dispositions. The text of the theomachy, and not the influence of lonian
philosophy, lead him in this direction. For, if it is true that many of the duels between
the Olympians are hardly depicted differently than the duels between mortals, the

staging of the battle between Scamander, a god but also a river, and Hephaestus
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required a different visual solution and the poet chose to represent it as an actual fight
between water and fire. Metonymical representation of the gods is already part of
Homer’s universe. Coherently with his activity as a ypoupatikog Theagenes likely
commented upon Homer’s poetics strategy of representing the gods and noticed that
although gods are mostly anthropomorphic they are also metonymical stand-in for
physical or even moral concepts. Much like Aristotle commenting on Lampetia, this is
probably the extent to which Theagenes’ “allegorized” Homer.

The allegorical readings described by Porphyry come instead from a
philosophical milieu and presuppose a philosophical system, do not necessarily arise
from the analysis of the text, and rest upon the presupposition that Homer hid
philosophical truths under in his poetry. It was Porphyry, I claim, that linked them
with Theagenes likely to prove a difficult point, i.e. that philosophical allegoresis and
philological exegesis were all along the same enterprise. This was an especially
significant point for Porphyry. The compatibility between philological exegesis and
philosophical allegoresis, in fact, is what unifies his whole exegetical production, that
ideally begins with the Homeric Questions, in which the analysis of the exegetical
difficulties of Homer’s text is the core, and ends in the On the cave of the nymphs
where the philological dimension of Homer’s poetry is absorbed in the symbolic and
philosophical one. Therefore, we should be careful to take Porphyry’s view on the
question as an apt description of the origins of allegoresis, or a satisfactory account of
the actual work of Theagenes. With his study of the lexis of the Homeric poems, and
more precisely Homer’s metonymic use of divine names, Theagenes must have been

an important point of reference for later allegorists. Nevertheless, our evidence hardly
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suggests that Theagenes’ study of the poetical text was carried out with the intent of
demonstrating that Homer hinted at a philosophical-scientific system of knowledge in

his verses. For this reason, Theagenes cannot be fully characterized as an allegorist.

5.2 Pherekydes of Syros: The First Allegorical Writer

Pherekydes of Syros has often been considered a contender with Theagenes for
the title of the first allegorist.*®” A native of the island of Syros, in the Cyclades,
Pherekydes’ activity took place in the middle of the sixth century BCE.*® His theo-
cosmological work, titled “Entauvyog (Seven-Nook), Oeoxpacio (Divine mingling),
or, simply, soyovia, according to the Suda,*®® was possibly the first Greek prose
book,*%° and survives in fragments. In it, Pherekydes narrates the beginning of the
universe starting from its eternal divine principles, Zas, Chronos, and Chthonie. The
production of three elements, air, fire, and water, their distribution in five nooks, and
the appearance of a second generation of gods comes next in the narrative. Other
notable episodes are Zas’ wedding with Chthonie, and the battle between Kronos’

army against the one lead by the snake-god Ophioneus. A discussion of the nature of

487 See especially TATE 1927; 1d. 1934; PFEIFFER 1968: 10-12, and, more recently, STRUCK 2004: 26-7;
BoucHARD 2016: 31. The question of whether Theagenes or Pherekydes was the first allegorist has
been properly addressed by DOMARADZKI 2017. On Pherekydes’ work and activity see especially KIRK-
RAVEN 1958: 48-72; WEST 1963: 157-172; GRANGER 2007: 135-163. ScHIBLI 1990 provides the
standard edition of Pherekydes’ fragments, a translation, and a fundamental reconstruction of his life
and work. Pherekydes’ text can now be read also in the Loeb volume Early Greek philosophy, Il (LAKS-
MosT 2016: 158-205). Pherekydes of Syros should not be confused with Pherekydes of Athens.
Although some (most recently ToYe 1997) have argued that they were the same person, FOWLER 1999
has convincingly demonstrated that the two authors should be kept distinct.

488 Although the sources are slightly controversial Pherekydes’ floruit can be established between the
544 and 541 BCE. See ScHiBLI 1990: 2.

489 F2 SCHIBLI.

490 F 1; 2;9; 10 SCHIBLI. See SCHIBLI 1990: 2-4. On Pherekydes’ use of prose see LAKS 2001 and KAHN
2003: 143-5.
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souls, frequently referenced in our ancient sources, must have taken place too.4%
Overall, in his work Pherekydes both appropriates traditional mythological narratives
as well as opens the door for the speculations of the subsequent pre-Socratic
philosophers. A key document concerning the dialectic between mythos and logos,*%
Pherekydes’ work has an ambiguous status and does not fall easily in any ancient or
modern categories of literature and philosophy. It is precisely this difficulty in
categorizing the work that led Aristotle to label Pherekydes as a “mixed” author.*%

Although Pherekydes’ work is sometimes studied for his contribution to the
beginning of Greek philosophical inquiry,*®* for the historians of literature
Pherekydes’ name is mostly associated with his alleged allegoresis of Homer.
According to a passage of Celsus quoted by Origenes in his Contra Celsum,
Pherekydes interpreted allegorically a passage of the Iliad. Given Pherekydes’ early
date,*% Origen’s account would make Pherekydes the first Greek to have interpreted a
poem allegorically. I will show, however, that there are many reasons to question
Origines’ testimony.

In chapter 42 of his sixth book against the second century pagan apologist
Celsus, Origines reports Celsus’ critique of the Christian notion of the devil.*%

According to Celsus, Christians, misinterpreting Greek references to divine conflicts,

posited the existence of a being opposed to God. As examples of these Greek divine

491 A summary of Pherekydes’ narrative can be found in SCHIBLI 1990: 128-9.

492 See above.

493 Ar, Met. 1091b4-12. See below.

494 See recently GRANGER 2007: 135-163.

4% Both Pherekydes and Theagenes were active in the second half of the VI century. However,
Pherekydes was active around 544-541 (see above) whereas Theagenes a little later, between 529 and
522 (see above).

4% On this passage see PEPIN, 448-453.
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conflicts, Celsus quotes Heraclitus’ passage on the universal strife (F 80 Diels),
Pherekydes’ theomachy (F 78 Schibli), and alludes both to the mystery cults’ stories
of the battles between Titans and Giants against the gods, as well as to the Egyptian
mysteries about Typhon, Horus, and Osiris.*®” Although Celsus does not provide a
precise interpretation of these narratives, it is evident that he regarded them as “divine
enigmas,” that is, narratives that hide theological-philosophical truths under their
literal meaning. For reasons that are not entirely clear, Celsus deems the truth lying
beneath the surface of these stories incompatible with Christian dualistic
representations of the divine.*%® Later on in chapter 42, Celsus goes a step further in
his analysis, and argues that already Homer hinted at the same truths contained in
Heracklitus, Pherekydes, and the mysteries, in at least two passages of the Iliad (1.590-
91; 15.18-24).

Orig. Contr. Celsum VI. 42, 419, 2-16 Marcovich Obto &’ dkovet kai Opnpov,

¢ ta mapomAnotla @ Hpaxieito kol @epexvdon kol toig ta mept Tirdvag Kol

[yavtag pootipla gicdyovotv aivicoopévou &v tovtolg <toic> tod ‘Heaiotov

pog v “Hpav Adyorg, pdokovtog:

"Hom yap <pe> kol GAlot’ dhelépevar pepadta

Plye T0d0G TETAYDV Ao fnAod Becmesioto,

Kai Toig 100 A10g Tpog v "Hpav odtoc:

"H o0 péuvne’ 8te T’ dkpéum Dydbey, &k & modoity

dicpovog o SV, Tept yepoi 8& deopdv o

xpOoEOV dppnkTov; XV &’ &v aifépt kol vepéAnoy

EKpELm - NAAoTEOV 08 Beol Kot poakpov "Olvumov,

Aol 0’ 00K &€d0VOVTIO TapaoTodOV: OV 08 Adforut
b
pintackov tetay®v anod Pniod, dep’ dv lkotto

497 The myth of Typhon, Osiris, and Horus is interpreted allegorically by Plutarch in de Is. et Os. 371a-
b.

4% As noted by Origen (VI, 42, XX) Celsus does not exactly explain how the Christians misunderstood
Greek and Egyptian myths. He vehemently criticizes the Christian notion of the devil for it challenges
god’s will, yet the mythical stories that he mentions feature arrogant beings that oppose the heavenly
power as well. Celsius’ emphasis was probably on the fact that the Christian devil can keep on
operating in the world against god’s will, whereas in pagan mythology the disobedience to god has been
dealt with once and for all.
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YRV OMynmerémv-

He also understands Homer in this sense, saying that he hints at the same truth
as Heraclitus and Pherekydes and as those who teach the mysteries of the Titans
and Giants, in these works which Hephaestus addresses to Hera:

“For once already, when I intended to defend you, he took me by the foot and
hurled me from the divine threshold.”

An similarly the words of Zeus to Hera:

“Dost thou not remember when thou wert hanging from on high, and I let two
anvils hang from his two legs and threw golden and unbroken chains around
thine arms? And thou was hanging in the aether and the clouds. And the gods
struck from far Olympus, but they could not set him free though standing by;
but I took him and seizing him threw him from the threshold until he came
powerless to earth.” (Chadwick)

In the context of Celsus’ analysis of lliad 15.18-24 we find the reference to
Pherekydes as an allegorist.

Orig. Contr. Celsum VI. 41, 419, 17- 420, 5 xoi d1yobuevog ye o Ounpika Emn
eNGi Adyovg etvar Tod 0£0d Tpdg THYV HANV T0dG Adyoug tod Atdc Tpdg v “Hpav,
TOVG 0¢ TTPOG TNV VANV Adyovg aivittesBar g dpa €& dpyng VTNV TANUUEADS
gyovoav dtlafav avoroyiong Tiol cuvédnoe kal Ekoouncey 6 0edc, kol 8Tt Tovg
nepl avtnVv daipovag, 6cot VPploTai, TOVTOVE AmopPPITTEl KOAAL®V ADTOVG TH|
debpo 00@. Tadta 8¢ ta Opnpov &nn obtew vonocavta tov Pepexdonv enoiv
eipnkévor 16 «Keivng 8¢ thc poipag &vepbév €otv M taptopin poipa
@VAAccovat 8’ avtnv Buyatépec Bopéov Apmuiai 1 kai OOedia, EvOa Zevg
gxPdrdrer Oedv Otav T1g €EuPpion.» TV ToovLTEV 3¢ Pnowv Execbat vonudtwv
Kol TOV TePKOAAT g ABnvag mémlov év Tf) mount) t@v IHavadnvaiov Hmod
nhvtov Bewpovpevov. Anlodton yap, enoiv, ax’ avtod 6Tl QURTOP TIC Kol
dypavtog daipmv Emkpatel OpacVVOUEVOV TV Y1 YEVDV.

Commenting on the words of Homer he says that the words of Zeus to Hera are
the words of God to matter, and that the words to matter vaguely hint that at the
beginning it was in chaos and God divided it in certain proportions, bound it
together, and ordered it, and that he cast out all the daemons round it which were
arrogant, infliction on them the punishment of being sent down here to the earth.
He maintains that Pherekydes understood these words of Homer in this way,
when he said: “Beneath that land is the land of Tartarus, and it is guarded by the
daughters of Boreas, the Harpies and Thyella; there Zeus casts out any of the
gods if ever one become arrogant. And he says that such ideas are expressed by
the robe of Athena which is seen by every spectator at the oprcession of the
Panathenaea. For, he says, it indicates that a goddess, who has no mother and is
undefiled, overcome those born of earth who are overbold. (Chadwick)
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This passage clearly attests that Celsus, but not Pherekydes, read Homer allegorically,
that is, he interpreted the mythical narrative, step by step, philosophically. The speech
between Zeus and Hera is interpreted as the speech between god and matter.%®® Hera’s
punishment is god ordering the matter, and Zeus’ menace against the other Olympians
becomes god’s punishment of the arrogant demons. Appropriately, Origenes labels
Celsus’ reading by the verb dieyéopar which signifies here an accurate explanation of
the passage. Pherekydes’ alleged allegorical reading, on the other hand, is much
different and, as recently demonstrated by Domaradzki,>® does not qualify as
allegoresis.

Although Celsus explicitly claims that Pherekydes’ interpreted Iliad 15.18-24
in the same way as he did, Pherekydes’ account is far from being an interpretation of
the Iliad. The only element that Pherekydes’ alleged interpretation and the passage
from the lliad share is the punishment of rebellious gods by Zeus, a rather common
mythological motif.5%! This suggests that Pherekydes actually did not have any precise
text in mind when composing his own passage.°%? But, even admitting the unlikely
possibility that Pherekydes had precisely Iliad 15.18-24 in mind when he composed
his passage, Pherekydes’ account of Tartarus would still not count as an interpretation
of Homer. Instead, it would rather be a simple allusion to a Homeric image deprived

of his original meaning and deployed in a different context for different purposes.

4% The interpretation of the couple Zeus-Hera as god-matter goes probably back to Chrysippus. See
PEPIN, 1976: 451.

500 DOMARADZKI 2017, 314-317.

501 Add a footnote.

502 ScHIBLI 1990: 100 n. 54 notes that Iliad 8.13 ff. or Hesiod Th. 729 ff., two passages where Tartarus
is described, would be much better sources of inspiration for Pherekydes’ passage.

221



Indeed, in the extant fragments of his work, Pherekydes never mentions other poets,
nor shows any interest in interpreting their text. As I will show below, Pherekydes’
use of mythological images must be understood as a case of subversive appropriation,
and not exegesis.

Unless, therefore, we take Celsus’ wording tadta ¢ 10 Ounpov &nn odtm
vonoavto tov Oepexdony in a loose sense, i.e. as the mere indication that Pherekydes
was inspired in his conception of Tartarus by Homer’s passage, we must admit that the
reference to Pherekydes as an interpreter of Homer’s words/lines (&nm)) is Celsus’ own
assumption. First, the pagan apologist claims, rightly, that both Heraklitus and
Pherekydes reference images of divine struggles to convey theological concepts
(Contra Celsum V1. 42,418, 8ff). Then, he posits that similar images in Homer can be
read theologically too (Contra Celsum VI. 42, 419, 2ff) and shows this point through
his own interpretation of a passage from Homer. Finally, on the basis of tenuous
similarities between Pherekydes’ account and Homer’ passage, Celsus claims that
Pherekydes’ account is an interpretation of Homer, when it actually is an originally
inspired composition (Contra Celsum V1. 42, 419, 17ff). Thus Pherekydes, not
differently than Celsus, becomes an interpreter of Homer. Celsus’ conclusion is
obviously unwarranted. The mere fact that Pherekydes intended his theomachy to be
read allegorically does not mean that he casted it as an interpretation of Homer’s
passage, nor, even, that he believed that Zeus’ speech to Hera was meant to be read

allegorically.>%3

503 Of course Pre-Socratic philosophers such as Pherekydes who, according to Celsus, conceived of
their gods allegorically, could have been prompted to do so because in Homer the gods are often stand-
in’s for physical or moral concepts. Yet, this would be a case of appropriation/imitation of an Homeric
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The precise reasons why Celsus tries to cast Pherekydes’ passage as an
interpretation of Homer can only be guessed. On the one hand, by referencing
Pherekydes, Celsus is able to sanction his own allegorical interpretation. On the other,
by representing Pherekydes as an interpreter of the divine enigmas of Homer, he can
claim that Pherekydes’ conception of evil is not a later and original development
within Greek thought but, instead, that this conception ultimately goes far back, to the
early beginnings of Greek “theology.” For the pagan apologist, which is trying to
show against the Christians that the Greek “theological” tradition is old and consistent,
the history of Greek thought is conveniently casted as the history of the interpretation
of the Greeks’ first “divine” book.

A separate but relevant question concerning Pherekydes’ role in the
development of Greek allegoresis is whether he intended his own work to be read
allegorically.>®* The majority of scholars has very few doubts about this question.
They argue that Pherekydes’ work is allusive and symbolic and, although Pherekydes
largely uses the same imageries of traditional mythology, his stories are meant to

convey a further philosophical message.5% Thus interpreted, Pherekydes’ work is

technique and not of exegesis of a specific passage. Already Heraclitus the grammarian in commenting
upon Empedokles’ choice to give to his four elements the names of traditional divinities guessed that
Empedokles was “imitating” Homeric allegory. See Heracl. 24.6. On Empedokles, allegoresis, and
Homer PRIMAVESI 2005 provides a convincing treatment of the evidence.

504 Recently, scholars have been more careful in distinguishing between allegoresis, that is the strategy
of interpreting a text allegorically, and “compositional allegory”, that is, a mode of composition by
which an author hides an ulterior meaning beneath the literal one. See above, chapter 4.2.

505 Already DIELS 1888: 15 suggested it when he claimed that Pherekydes’ image of the winged tree (on
which see below) was an intentional allegory based on Anaximander’s conception of a cylindrical earth.
SCHIBLI is more cautious than others in qualifying Pherekydes’ work as “allegorical” (SCHIBLI 1990:
99-100 n. 54). Pherekydes did not compose a work that was structurally meant to be consistently read
on multiple levels. Such works, in fact, were hardly composed before the 1V century CE. Nevertheless,
I argue that he did use mythological narrative and figurative language to convey ulterior meanings. In
this broader sense, Pherekydes did compose an “allegorical” work. On this distinction and
compositional allegory in general, see above above.
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definitively allegorical in a “strong sense”, to use Long’s words, because its author
composed it “with the intention of being interpreted allegorically.”®% Yet, it is not
always easy to precisely ascertain what makes Pherekydes’ mythological work an
intentionally “philosophical” one, one which should be read allegorically. After all,
Pherekydes’ work treats the generation of the gods, their marriage, and conflicts, and
is, in this respect, very similar to fictional mythological accounts, such as the ones
preserved, for instance, in Hesiod’s poems. Given that many modern (and possibly
many ancient) readers do not usually approach traditional mythology allegorically,
Pherekydes is a striking exception in the context of old mythology. In the remainder of
this chapter, I will focus on the major elements that define Pherekydes’ project as
intentionally allegorical. The analysis of such elements will capture Pherekydes’ new
way of approaching myth, one that is intrinsically linked with the beginning of Greek
allegoresis.

There is little doubt that ancient sources regarded Pherekydes’ work as distinct
from previous traditional mythological accounts. The most important source in this
regard is the passage from Aristotle’s Metaphysics 1091a29-b12 (=F 81 Schibli).>’
There, Aristotle contends that mythologists and early poets distinguished between the
first principles and the Good.>% Aristotle must have had in mind figures such as

Hesiod, Musaios, Epimenides and the authors of old Orphic theogonies for which

505 On Long’s terminology see above.

507 On this passage see ScHIBLI 1990: 89-91 and LAKS 2009.

508 «It would seem that there is an agreement between the mythologists and some present-day thinkers,
who deny that there is such an element, and say that it was only after some evolution in the natural
order of things that both the Good and the Beautiful appeared” (Ar. Met. 1091a32-35) [...] “The early
poets agree with this view in so far as they assert that it was not the original forces—such as Night,
Heaven, Chaos or Ocean—but Zeus who was king and ruler.” (Ar. Met. 1091b4-6)
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Zeus, i.e. the Good, is not the original cosmological principle. On the other hand—
Avristotle claims—Pherekydes, the Magi, and later philosophers such as Empedokles
and Anaxagoras do posit the first principle as the best. Particularly interesting for our
inquiry is the reference to Pherekydes which is introduced among “those that [are]
mixed among them (i.e. the old poets®®®) also by not speaking everything mythically”
(of ye peprypévor odT®v Koi @ un oK@ Thvta Aéysty, olov Peperiong kai Etepol
Twveg). Aristotle, though admitting that Pherekydes’ work is similar to that of old
poets, explicitly introduces him in a separate and special category.

There are at least two reasons why Pherekydes holds a “mixed” place among
the poets in Aristotle’s account. The first and more obvious one is that Pherekydes’
theology departs from traditional mythology for the first time. According to the old
poets, Zeus’ reign, that is, in Aristotle’s view, the establishment of the “good,”
appeared later on in the cosmological process as the result of the violent deposition of
his father. Against these accounts, Pherekydes makes Zeus, i.e. Zas, the first and best
principle.>*® Nevertheless, this is not the only reason why Aristotle explicitly considers
Pherekydes as a mixed poet. Aristotle states that Pherekydes is mixed “because he did
not speak everything mythically” (1@ urn pobwdg mévta Aéyewv) thus offering
Pherekydes’ mode of composition rather than the content of his work as an element of
distinction. For Aristotle, Pherekydes is a poet, but a peculiar one; for, contrarily to

other poets, he does not always speak mythically, that is, fictionally. According to

509 T accept here Laks’ interpretation according to which Aristotle considered Pherekydes on par with
the poets, despite the fact that he wrote in prose. LAKS 2009: p. 637-9.

510 Strictly speaking, there are three eternal principles in Pherekydes’ cosmology, Zas, Chronos, and,
Chthonie. F 14; F 60; F 65; F 66 SCHIBLI.
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Laks, this means that Pherekydes abandons, at times, the language of the traditional
theological texts and speaks as a philosopher.5! Shall we imagine then, that
Pherekydes’ mythological images, with their traditional language, alternate with more
philosophically sound sections? Though that might be possible, a better option is
available. I contend that what Aristotle means by “not speaking everything
mythologically” is that Pherekydes’ language, though mythological, is meant to hint at
philosophical concepts. In other words, though Aristotle does not explicitly use the
technical vocabulary of allegoresis, he suggests that Pherekydes designed his work to
be read allegorically. As I will show, this impression is not only confirmed by ancient
testimonies but also can be proven through some of Pherekydes’ extant fragments.
About 800 years after Aristotle, Proclus, commenting on Atlantis’ story which
Critias narrates at the beginning of Plato’s Timaeus (Proclus In Plat. Comm. I, 129,
off. Diehl), reminds his readers that such story is neither fictional nor simply
“historical”®*? (6t pite pdOoc Aeyduevog pnte iotopia yidn). Before arguing his case,
he proceeds to enumerate the arguments of those who read the story as a pure myth
without further meaning. First,--those people argue-- Plato is generally skeptical of
overinterpreting myth, as he shows in Phaedrus 229d.513 Secondly, Plato’s accounts
are not as enigmatic as those of Pherekydes; in fact, Plato’s most important teachings

are clear and unambiguous. devtepov 8¢, 611 koi 1 [TAdTmvog Tapadooig ovk 6Tl

511 “[] arrive aussi a Phérécyde de délaisser la langue des théologémes traditionels pour parler en
veritable «philosophe»”. LAKS 2009: 641.

512 According to Proclus, Origines and Numenius took the story fictionally. See Procl. In Timaeum |,
83.25. Instead, Crantor, Plato’s first exegete, was among those who claimed that Atlantis’ story actually
happened. See Procl. In Timaeum I, 75.30-76.10. On the meaning of hystoria in Proclus see TARRANT
2007: 63-5.

513 The reference is to Socrates’ dismissive attitude toward the attempts at rationalizing myth in the
context of the discussion of the story of Boreas and Orithyia.

226



TOLOOTI OVIYHOT®OONG, oia 1) DepekdOOV, AALL TTEPL TAEICTMV OYHATOV J1OACKEL
cae®g = F 89 Schibli). Third, they say, Critias’ story is there for the mere enjoyment
of the readers. Finally, people that read such a narrative looking for further meanings
are no different than those interpreters that waste their time in minute interpretations
of Homer.

Although it is difficult to attribute each of these arguments to any specific
thinker, it is clear that Proclus is voicing traditional opinions against an allegorical
interpretation of Plato’s myths.5!# Interestingly, even literal readers of Plato are ready
to concede that there exist some texts that need to be read allegorically. One such case
is Pherekydes’ book. In their mind, Pherekydes’ use of myth is not only different than
Plato’s but also Homer’s. Again, Pherekydes is considered in a separate category than
older poets, and again the specificity of Pherekydes’ position in the tradition is based
on the ways his mythological narratives are designed. Differently than Homer’s (and
Plato’s) texts, Pherekydes’ work more obviously demands an allegorical
interpretation.

Finally, a third ancient author addresses Pherekydes’ mode of composition and
connects it with allegorical design, that is Isidorus, son of Basilides the gnostic (Il
century CE).%1 While discussing a puzzling image used by Pherekydes, i.e. the

winged oak and the robe upon it, he explicitly claims that Pherekydes wrote an

514 The third of these points should be attributed to Longinus in light of Procl. In Timaeum 1, 83, 21-25
(thus TARRANT 2007: 225 n. 555). Nevertheless, Tarrant’s conclusion that all these four points go back
to Longinus is rather speculative. See TARRANT 2007: 75. At any rate, whether they all featured in
Longinus or not, it seems unlikely that he was the one to first devise all of them.

515 On Basilides and Isidoros see TARDIEU 1994: 84-89.
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allegorizing theology (aAAnyopnoag £0cordynoev F 76 Schibli).56 Nevertheless,
given that Isidorus does not compare Pherekydes with other mythological texts, we
cannot be sure that he considered Pherekydes’ allegorical design to be as peculiar as
Aristotle and the authors referenced by Proclus did. Yet, it is clear that for Isidorus,
Pherkeydes’ work needed to be read allegorically.

Overall, the passages analyzed above concur in attributing to Pherekydes’
work a separate and special position among the traditional mythologists. The reasons
why his work is so peculiar are not merely to be found in its content but mostly in his
mode of composition. Pherekydes designed a work that demanded allegoresis.

Although recent scholars®'” have not failed to notice Pherekydes’ exceptional
position between mythology and philosophy, they have mostly devoted their attention
to the innovative content of his cosmology rather than to its mode of composition. It
has been pointed out, for instance, that Pherekydes starts his theo-cosmology with an
eternal triad, Zas, Chronos, and Chthonie, in stark contrast with traditional myth: Zag
ugv koi Xpovog foav el koi XOovin: X0ovint 8¢ dvopa &yévero I'fj, nedn odtijt Zag
v vépag dwot. (F14 Schibli). “Zas, Chrono, and Chthonie always were; but
Chthonie’s name became Earth after Zas gave her earth as a gift.” In so doing,
Pherekydes avoids the contradiction of positing non-eternal principles as originators of
the kosmos, while maintaining, via the similarities of their names, a connection to the

divinities of the traditional myth. Moreover, Pherekydes’ work seems to provide a

516 On this fragment see ScHIBLI 1990: 69-77 and SAUDELLI 2011.

517 Although FRAENKEL 1951 argued that Pherekydes was “a step backwards” from Hesiod, many
subsequent scholars (see esp. SCHIBLI 1990: esp. 133-4 ; KAHN 2003: 143-5; GRANGER 2007) rightly
positioned him as an innovator of traditional mythology who anticipated important philosophical
notions.
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more morally acceptable depiction of the divine apparatus than traditional mythology.
If, according to Xenocrates, Homer and Hesiod depicted wicked gods, Pherekydes
made “Good” the first principle, as Aristotle points out.>'® Granger has also pointed
out,>1 that by positing a demiurgic God (F 68) Pherekydes “opens the way towards a
distinction between divinity and nature and ultimately towards a transcendent divinity
outside the cosmos.” These are some of the main innovations that explain why
Pherekydes, despite the mythological framework of its work, is often considered a
revolutionary thinker.

I will now focus on Pherekydes’ stylistic innovations, by which I mean, quite
broadly, Pherekydes’ innovative mode of composition. The most striking stylistic
innovation of Pherekydes is undoubtedly his decision to write a theogonical work in
prose.5?° The ancient sources were likely right in making Pherekydes the first prose
writer, as long as we understand, with Kahn, prose as “a discourse that is not only
written but aspires to be literary.”%?! The obvious reason why Pherekydes chose to
write a mythological narrative in prose is to distance himself from traditional
mythology a la Hesiod, written in hexameter.?? A prose cosmology, in its opposition

to cosmology in verse, that is, in its opposition to fictional narrative, has an implicit

%18 See GRANGER 2007: 149-50.

519 GRANGER 2007: 160-61.

520 On Pherekydes and prose writing see esp. SCHIBLI 1990: 2-4; LAKS 2001; KAHN 2003: 142-45;
GRANGER 2007: 137-39, GHEERBRANDT 2018.

521 KAHN 2003: 142. Anaximander’s prose work is sometimes considered to be anterior to Pherekydes’
one (see e.g. JAEGER 1947: 67-71). Nevertheless, according to Kahn, regardless of the relative dates,
Anaximander “does not fit into any established literary genre and hence does not aspire to represent
prose ‘as a division of literature’”. On the other hand, Pherekydes’ theogony in prose is set out to rival
Hesiod’s poetical one and as such it introduces prose as “a division of literature”. (KAHN 2003: 142)
522 KAHN 2003, 143-145. See also GHEERBRANDT 2018: esp. 380-81 for whom Pherekydes’ use of
dactylic prose is another way of signaling the author’s distancing from traditional hexametric poetry.
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claim to greater truth.53 The same is true for Hecateus who, a few years after
Pherekydes, wrote a historical account in prose and explicitly distanced himself, at the
beginning of his work (F 1 Jacoby), from the ridiculous stories of the Greek. Overall, |
regard Pherekydes’ use of prose as a way to signal to his readers that his mythological
narrative must be read differently than traditional ones.

Another element that calls for comment is Pherekydes’ striking use of proper
names.5?* Consider the aforementioned beginning of his work. Zag pév kei Xpovog
noov dei koi X0ovin: X0ovint 8¢ dvopa &yévero I'f, nedn ot Zag yiv yépag S1301.
The names of the three eternal divinities are certainly Pherekydes’ invention. Zas,
recalls, evidently, Zeus, yet the new name bestowed upon him by Pherekydes is likely
a play on Zao, “to live.”®® Chronos is obviously reminiscent of Kronos, father of Zeus
in traditional mythology, but through the different spelling the proper name comes to
mean “time.”%?® The name Chthonie, that is, “in” or “under the earth,” is Pherekydes’
play on the Hesiodic divinity Gaia. These and other plays upon divine names show
that Pherekydes is appropriating traditional myth while significantly innovating upon
it. To the traditional anthropomorphic divinities, Zeus, Kronos, and Gaia, he
substitutes eternal concepts, life, time and, possibly, death, respectively. The change in

names thus results from and signals Pherekydes new theological approach.%?’

523 KAHN 2003: 142.

524 ScHIBLI 1990: 135-139; KAHN 2003: 144; GRANGER 2007: 144-147.

525 For alternative views see KIRK-RAVEN: 57 and WEST 1963: 50-52.

526 The interpretation of Kronos as Chronos is commonplace in allegorical contexts. Cicero attributes it
to the Stoic Balbus (Cic. De nat. deorum 11, 64). Cornutus (Corn. 6-7) and Plutarch (Plut. de isid. 363D)
uses it as well. A different interpretative solution of the name Kronos is provided by the Derveni
papyrus (col. X1V, 6-10).

527 pyns on proper names are hardly uncommon in Greek literature and the oldest examples are already
in Homer (see e.g. Od. 19. 407-9). Etymological explanations of names feature prominently also in
Hesiod Theogony. Thus, for instance, at lines 195-200 Hesiod explains that Aphrodite was called with
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The attention to such pseudo-etymological puns on proper names will become
a significant way of investigating myth and language as famously testified by Plato’s
Cratylus.5® More precisely, pseudo-etymology is especially significant in the
development of allegoresis, as allegorical readers will investigate the sound and the
etymology of words to find hidden layers of meaning under the text of a poem. As we
will see in the next chapter, the Derveni author is, in this respect, a chief example,
since countless of his allegorical readings are based on etymological puns on the
names of traditional divinities.

Finally, there are some images of Pherekydes’ work whose obscurity cannot
but be intentional. Consider in this respect F 76.

va pabmot ti éotiv 1 VITOTTEPOG OPVC Kol TO £ AT TEMOIKIAUEVOV PAPOG,

névta doo @. dAAnyopnoag €0coroyncev AaPav dmo Thc tod Xap tpoepnteiog

v vedOeowv (F 76 Schibli)

They do so in order that they may learn what is the winged oak and the

embroidered robe upon it, all things that Pherekydes theologized about in

veiled language taking his starting-point from the prophecy of Cham.
In this passage, Isidorus the gnostic references Pherekydes’ enigmatic image of the

“winged oak and the embroidered robe upon it”. Aside from its possible

interpretations,>?° Pherekydes’ oak has an undeniably symbolic function, for there is

this name because she was born from the foam (dpdg) of the sea, and on the basis of etymology he
also explains her epithets Kv0épeia, Kvmpoyevig, and @loppedng. On Homer and Hesiod etymologies
See GAMBARARA 1984: 118-121 and ARRIGHETTI 1987: 13-36. Especially when compared to Hesiod’s,
Pherekydes’ uses of etymologies is original and subversive of the tradition. Hesiod, in fact, uses
etymology to explain the reasons for traditional divine names and in so doing he legitimizes them. On
the contrary, Pherekydes refuses right-away traditional divine names and devises new ones that, while
recalling the old ones, are better suited to their referents. Note, however, that it is not clear if
Pherekydes did also use traditional divine names such as “Zeus” and “Kronos” in the later part of his
work, as some of the indirect fragments would suggest. On the question see ScHiBLI 1990: 135-39.

528 On etymology and Plato’s Cratylus see esp. BAXTER 1992. On the ancient practices of etymology see
SLUITER: 2015. On etymology in the Cratylus and the Derveni Papyrus see below 6.3.

529 For which see esp. KIRK: (CHECK PAGES IN FIRST EDITION); WEST 1963: 167-72; SCHIBLI 1990: 69-
77; SAUDELLI 2011.
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no immediate way of interpreting it literally. Although having more fragments of
Pherekydes’” work might help us in better understanding this and other similar images,
the fact remains that these images were meant to be puzzling and spark philosophical
discussion. Although quite late, Isidorus’ source points precisely in this direction when
it claims that people philosophize in order to understand the meaning of Pherekydes’
tree. Clearly the winged oak is no tree at all, but rather a complex cosmological
symbol. The inherent obscurity of this and similar images is another way by which
Pherekydes invites his readers not to take everything literally, but rather to decode his
obscure images. Obscurity, what the ancients often described by the term ainigma, %
as we saw, goes hand in hand with allegoresis. Indeed, especially when the immediate
meaning of a text is doubtful does the reader need to look for deeper and hidden
meanings.

That Pherekydes conceived his work to be interpreted allegorically can be
further proven by analyzing the longest fragment of Pherekydes’ work (F 68 Schibli)
in its relationship with the proem. The fortunate discovery of a papyrus’ fragments (P.
Grenf. II, I I = F 68 Schibli) provides us with a significant section of Pherekydes’
work describing Zas’ wedding with Chthonie.

T TO10VCY T OlKic TOAAG TE Kol LEYAAQL. énf,‘t 0¢ tadta éEetéhecav mavta Kol

yprata kol Oepdmovtag kol Oepamaivag kol TaAla 6ca O&l mhvTa, £mel 61 TavTa

groipa ylyvetat, TOV YOUOV TOEDGY. KATEWN Tpitn NUéEPN Yiyvetow TdL yaumt,
1o1E ZAG TOLET pAPOG HEYA TE KOl KOAOV KOd £V a0TMdL TCOIK”\.Z\.SI v koi Qynvov

Kol T0 Qynvod ddpoto BoLAOUEVOS> YOp GE0 TOVS YALOVS EIVOL TOVTML GE TIU®D.

oL 8¢ pot xaipé 1€ Kol oHvieOt. TadTd PUoY AVOKAALTTAPLO TPADTOV YeEVESHL:

€K T00TOV 0¢ O VOpOG €yéveto Kai Beoiot kail AvOpdOmTOoIcY. 1 8¢ LI<v dpeife>Ton
de&ap<évn € 10 eA>pog

530 See above and STRUCK 2004: 19-51; 170-79.
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[...] For him [Zas] they fashion the palaces both many and great; and when they
had accomplished all these things, also the necessities and manservants and
maidservants and as many other things as are necessary, they perform the
wedding. And when it is the third day of wedding, then Zeus fashions a robe
both big and beautiful, and on it he embroiders Earth and Ogenos and the abodes
of Ogenos. [...] “Since I wish marriages to be yours, I honour you with this.
Receive my salutation and be my consort”. These they say were the first
anakalypteria, and hence arose the custom for both gods and men. And she
responds, receiving the robe from him [...]
Though scholars rightly interpret this passage as a reference to Zeus’
demiurgic power over the kosmos, in principle, there are very few elements that
suggest that such a description of Zas’ wedding is something more than a fictional
mythological story. Aside from the use of prose and the striking, but not unparalleled,
etiological section,*3! this passage of Pherekydes resembles traditional fictions, in
which anthropomorphic divinities carry on quotidian activities such as adorning a
palace, getting married, weaving a robe. In principle, such passage, both for his
content and style (note the use of the direct speech) could have come straight out of a
traditional mythological poem. The beginning of the work, however, provides us with
a better context to interpret the symbolical meaning of Zas’ wedding.

As | have mentioned, at the beginning of his work Pherekydes introduces the

divine triad Zas, Chronos, and Chthonie. He then comments on Chthonie’s name by

531 See tadTd QAGLY AvaKoAvTTNPLO TP@TOV YEVEGHUL: K TOVTOL & O VOpOG §yEveTo Kol Oeoiot kol
avBpamoistv. In this section, the author imbeds a aetiological consideration within the dialogue between
Zas and Chthonie. Such an interruption of the narrative to make room for an aetiological moment will
become standard practice in Hellenistic poetry but it is not totally unparalleled at this point in time.
Similar explanatory moment imbedded in the narrative are not uncommon in Hesiod. See for instance
the aetiology of sacrificial offerings imbedded in the myth of Prometheus (Hes., Theog. 556-558) or the
explanation of Aphrodite’s name (Hes. Theog. 195-97). The use of unattributed paciv (“some people
say”) too is attested both in Homer and Hesiod (On unattributed paciv in Hesiod and Homer see
STODDARD 2004: 49-54). Yet, Pherekydes’ passage for the first time employs an unattributed paciv to
convey an aetiological consideration. In so doing, he marks his control over the mythical narrative and
signals its significance for the reader, creating a quasi-commentary to his story.
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saying that Chthonie was called Gaia, when Zeus gave her the earth as a gift. (X0ovint
o€ dvopa éyéveto I, Emeldn) adtit Zag yiv yépag ddoi. F 1 Schibli). Though scholars
have often pointed out that the two passages refer to the same scene, Zas’ wedding
gift, the major implications of the relationship between the two fragments have gone
unnoticed. In F 1 what Zas gives Chthonie as a gift is yf}, the earth, whereas in F 68
Zas gifts Chthonie not the earth, but rather a robe with the earth embroidered upon it.
Once readers encounter the wedding scene (F 68) they are, therefore, prompted not to
interpret Zas’ gift as a mere robe, but rather as a stand-in for something else, i.e. the
earth, for Pherekydes himself has said so at the beginning of his work. Moreover,
when they realize the real significance of the robe with land and ocean upon it, its
ulterior meaning, they are compelled to look at the whole wedding scene in a new way
and to grant to its elements a further cosmological meaning that transcends the realm
of pure fictionality. If the robe is not a robe, but actual earth, obviously Zeus’ crafting
of it has an ulterior meaning beyond the literal, as does the fact that Chthonie
supposedly wears it, and so on and so forth. In other words, Pherekydes provides his
reader with two essential clues. First, by pointing toward the fact that the robe of
fragment 68 is a metaphor, he invites the reader to look at whole scene of the wedding
in search for a second level of meaning. Secondly, he provides his reader with the first
clue of his allegorical construction, i.e. the robe should be interpreted allegorically as
earth. What makes Pherekydes wedding gift so intriguing is not so much the fact that

it is part of an allegorical design, but rather that it represents the first, and one of the
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rare instances, in which we can appreciate a writer signaling to his readers that in
order to understand his work he should look beyond the mere letter of the text.53?

In conclusion, the use of prose, the puns on proper names, the creation of
enigmatic images, and the emergence of an authorial voice that guides the readers’
interpretation are not coincidental features of Pherekydes” work. Instead they are part
of a deliberate design that invites the readers to look for philosophical truths beneath
the veil of a fictional narrative. It is likely this allegorical design that led Aristotle to
say that not everything is said mythically in Pherekydes’ work.

At this point we shall briefly return to our main question, that is Pherekydes’
role in the “invention” of allegoresis. As I have shown, Pherekydes was no allegorical
reader. His work is not concerned with interpreting the texts of a Homer or Hesiod, but
rather with appropriating and innovating upon a vast mythological background. At the
same time, however, Pherekydes was certainly an allegorical writer. He invites his
readers to question the letter of traditional stories and shows in which ways a
mythological fiction can be used to convey further meanings. In this respect, it is clear
that Pherekydes is a significant precursor both of later attempts at critically
investigating mythological stories as well as later efforts to read the texts that preserve

these stories allegorically.

532 |_ater on some poets will advise the readers more explicitly as to how to read their poems. On the
whole, however, overt declaration of allegorical composition are very rare.
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5.3 Theagenes and Pherekydes: Philology and Philosophy

In this chapter, | have analyzed the role of Theagenes of Regium and
Pherekydes of Syrus in the development of ancient Greek allegoresis. Stricto sensu
neither of these two authors can be considered an allegorist, yet both their different
contributions opened the doors for the later development of the practice.

We have seen (chapter 4) that a key feature of ancient allegorical
interpretations is the attempt to strike a balance between 1) reading a poetical text
according to its own internal principles, that is, according to the text poetics, and 2)
reading beneath the letter of the poem the proof of a philosophically oriented system
of truths. Theagenes and Pherekydes can be considered proto-allegorists because they
each, respectively, represent one of these two exegetical trends.

Theagenes of Regium was a grammarian, and, accordingly, his main goal was
to interpret the poems of Homer. As Porphyry states, he paid particular attention to
Homer’s lexis, that is the precise meaning of words and the use of figures of speech.
Given that Porphryry mentions him in relation to the allegorical interpretations of
Homer’s theomachy, his exegetical work likely also touched upon the question of the
status of the divinities in Homer’s poems. Yet, as [ have argued, Theagenes’ analysis
of the Homeric gods did not aim at finding within Homer the proofs of a hidden
philosophical system, but rather tackled problems of poetics. For Theagenes the
theomachy is thus not necessarily, as it is often argued, an opportunity to find clues
about Homer’s superior understanding of the kosmos, an opportunity to tackle
theological or ethical questions, but rather a chance to study Homer’s poetical

treatment of the gods. To what extent are the gods in Homer personification of abstract
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concepts? Does Homer speak figuratively when he mentions gods? How does Homer
visualize the gods?

These kinds of questions are inherently rooted in the text of Homer and are
available for every reader to consider, regardless of whether such a reader is
committed to an allegorical approach or not. Gods in Homer are, in fact, represented
both as human-like characters but do stand-in, at times, for more abstract, be it
physical or psychological, concepts. The Theomachy of book 20 and 21 of the lliad is
in this respect revealing. One may, for instance, note the differences between the
representation of the battle between Scamander/Xantos against Hera and Hephaestus
(21.338-380) with that of the other Olympians, such as, for instance, the fight between
Ares and Athena (21.391-414). Scamander is represented as an anthropomorphic
divinity, with his own genealogy, will, and ability to speak. On the other hand, he is
also a great deep-eddying river (uéyag motopog Babvdivng, 20.73) and acts as such. He
fights against Achilles with the power of his waves and is defeated thanks to the
intervention of Hephaestus who attacks him not with spears, rocks, or fists, but rather
with a fire that violently spreads thanks to the wind sent by Hera. To read this battle in
terms of the opposition between physical elements, water against fire + air, is in
keeping with the poetic representation of the scene and is not necessarily an attempt to
go beyond the literal meaning of the passage.>® Yet, once this interpretation is in

place, one can extend this principle of opposition between physical elements and

533 1. 20.54-66, which immediately precedes the first mention of the theomachy, might have invited the
“metonimical” reading of the battle of the gods. It, in fact, represents Zeus, Ades, and Poseidon in their
cosmological function as sovereigns of the sky, underworld, and earth, rather than as anthropomorphic
characters. Pelliccia drew my attention to the significance of this passage for my argument.

237



systematically apply it to the other divine duels, even though their representation by
the poet does not immediately suggest such an interpretation. The fight between
Athena and Ares, for instance, is depicted as any other battle amongst human-like
entities, both in terms of the formulaic organization of the scene and in terms of
imagery. Ares taunts Athena and then attacks her with his spear, Athena defends
herself, responds by throwing a rock, wounds Ares, and finally mocks him. Differently
than the battle scenes with Scamander, nothing in such a representation suggests that
Athena is acting more wisely than Ares, although allegorists interpret the scene as the
fight between two opposite, wisdom and folly. The whole theomachy, therefore, can
become a symbolic image, the proof that underneath a mythical narrative Homer hid a
cosmological and psychological system.

Of course, we are in the dark as to the precise extent of Theagenes’s
interpretation of the theomachy but, as | have argued above, the display of a precise
set of correspondences between Homer’s images and the elements of a philosophical
system is a later endeavor. For this reason, | consider Theagenes one step removed
from true allegoresis. Given, however, that allegorical readings are ultimately based
upon the principle that poets disguised through riddles, personifications, symbols, in a
words, through poetic figures, ulterior meanings, it is clear that Theagenes’ work as a
grammarian, that is, his analysis of the poetics of the Homeric texts, constitutes an
essential step in the direction of a fully developed allegorical system of reading.

Compared to Theagenes, Pherekydes of Syrus occupies a diametrically
opposite position in the development of ancient allegoresis. First, he does not

reference myth in a textualized form. Although he was certainly familiar with the
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stories of Homer and Hesiod, he does not mention their texts or narratives but rather
freely innovates upon a common and traditional patrimony of mythological motifs.
Secondly, he does not even, strictly speaking, interpret myth but rather appropriate it.
His goal is not to explain what a mythological episode means but rather to use such an
episode in a different context for the sake of imparting philosophical concepts. Given
that Pherekydes does not interpret texts nor myths he cannot be considered an
allegorist.

That being said, Pherekydes’ approach to myth his highly significant for the
development of allegorical readings. For the first time with Pherekydes myth
explicitly ceases to be a mere enjoyable narrative and triggers, instead, practices of
rational investigation. Myth becomes a veil under which are hidden ulterior truths.
Pherekydes may not be an interpreter of myth and texts, however, he designed the first
allegorical work we know of. It follows that Pherekydes must have expected his
audience to be able to practice some form of allegoresis.>3*

The attempt to be true to the poetics of a text while analyzing it in light of his
philosophical under-meanings is what stands at the core of ancient allegorical
readings. Theagenes and Pherekydes’ works, though not yet fully developed examples
of allegoresis, each, respectively, represent one of these two exegetical strands. As |
will argue in the next chapter, it is only by the time of the Derveni papyrus, our best

preserved pre-Hellenistic allegorical treatise, that we can appreciate how interpreters

534 As | have shown above, it is interesting that Pherekydes feels the need to guide the reader toward
allegoresis, through his own authorial voice. In the case of the marriage between Zas and Chtonie, he
explicitly gives out to his readers the beginning of the allegorical interpretation by stating that the veil
representing the earth is actually earth itself. This might suggest that reading myth allegorically was not
yet common practice. Readers were still unaccustomed to it and needed some guidance from the author.
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actually try to negotiate between the need to be faithful to the author’s poetic and the
desire to find in old poetry clues of a philosophical system. Yet, before moving on to
the Derveni papyrus a brief historical consideration circa the emergences of allegoresis
IS in order.

Two main opposite pictures concerning the beginning of allegoresis have
generally been proposed. Following in the footsteps of Tate, many scholars believe
that the emergence of allegoresis is to be found in the appropriation of mythology by
philosophers such as Pherekydes, Erakleitos, and Empedocles. Each of them, in fact,
to some extent, uses mythological narrative, obscure language, and names of
traditional divinities in a symbolic way, to hide philosophical truths. They were, in
other words, “strong allegorists” for they composed works that demanded an
allegorical interpretation. On the basis of such picture, one can easily argue that
readers accustomed to such a symbolical treatment of the myth,>3 that is, readers
accustomed to recover hidden meaning below the surface of a text might have applied
this same exegetical attitude toward reading traditional poems, poems that were not
consciously intended as allegorical. Seen in this way, allegoresis is an “invention” of
pre-socratic philosophers. Though they themselves were not necessarily interpreters of
Homer or Hesiod, they help fostering a new approach toward myth and language that

ultimately allowed readers to read every mythical text allegorically.

535 As Tate himself already points out (1934, 107) it is not necessary to argue that the same philosophers
that wrote allegorically actually interpreted the traditional poets allegorically. Indeed, as we have seen
in the case Pherekydes, despite Celsus’ testimony, it is unlikely that Pherekydes ever interpreted
Homeric material.
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Against such a picture, other scholars protest that mythical appropriation is the
result of textual interpretation.>3 Pherekydes could not have used myth symbolically
had not myth been codified in a textual form and mythical language been subjected to
scrutiny and critique.®¥” For allegoresis to take place it is necessary, first, to realize
that poetic language is potentially ambiguous, that poets can say one thing and signify
another. If one were to agree with this general picture, it would follow that the work of
textual critics such as Theagenes, who scrutinized the letter of the Homeric text,
analyzed its lexis, that is, its vocabulary and style who, in short, studied its poetical
language, must have preceded the attempts of Pherekydes and his successors at
redefining and appropriating the possibilities of mythical language.

Both pictures have their merits and, once studied side-by-side, ultimately bring
forth the two core aspects that, in my view, define allegoresis: 1) the philological c6té
of the practice, i.e. the evaluation of a text in terms of its poetics and 2) the
philosophical one, i.e. the evaluation of it in terms of its deeper meanings. Yet, from a
chronological perspective, we have very little information to ascertain which one of
these aspects of allegoresis came first. If, to paraphrase Tate, > it does not make much
sense to believe that allegoresis sprung from the brain of a grammarian, it is probably
equally unlikely that allegoresis sprung from the brain of a philosopher. This is not to

say that early grammar and early philosophy, which | exemplified, in this chapter,

536 One such picture can be find e.g. in Morgan 62-67. See also Primavesi for whom the active use of
allegory by philosophers such as Empedokles and Parmenides depends upon an older tradition,
represented by Theagenes, of reading the narrative sequences of the epic poems allegorically.
Theagenes’ work, should, in turn, be understood as the natural result of the poets’ “metonymic” use of
divine names. PRIMAVESI 2005.

587 HAVELOCK 1982 is the seminal study on the importance of textualization for the emergence of
rational thought.

5% Tate p. 216
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through the work of Theagenes and Pherekydes respectively, are ultimately the same
thing. On the contrary, through their different aims and perspectives, these disciplines
provide two different and often autonomous modes of reading a text. Actual
allegoresis, such as the one preserved in the Derveni Papyrus, emerges as the

combination of these two approaches.
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Chapter Six

Everything Is Said in Riddles: Metrodorus and The Author of
Derveni

6.1 Metrodorus of Lampsachus: Turning Everything into Allegory

After Theagenes and Pherekydes’ works laid the foundation for the practice,
throughout the fifth and fourth century BCE allegoresis became a widespread mode of
discourse. Aristophanes, for instance, made fun of allegoresis at the beginning of his
Peace 38-49;°%° Plato famously referred to it as an established practice of reading poetry
in the Republic (378d2-378e1) and, likely with an ironical intent, had Socrates engage
in an allegorical reading of an infamous passage of the Iliad®* in his Theaetetus
(153d).5* This evidence suggests, beyond any doubt, that reading poetry allegorically
was a widespread and recognizable practice by the end of the fifth century.
Nevertheless, when it comes to the names and methods of the actual practitioners of
allegoresis we are, for the most part, in the dark. Leaving aside, for the moment, the
case of the Derveni author, an argument could be made that the sophists were among
the earliest proponents of the practice. Still the evidence in this respect is rather
murky.>*? Among the early critics of Homer mentioned in Plato’s lon (Stesimbrotus,

Glaucon, and Metrodorus), which we encountered in chapter 1 as early “zetematic

539 See Aristoph. Peace 38-40 with STRUCK 2004: 39-41. See also the dreams’ interpretation
sequence at the beginning of the Wasps (1-53). On Aristophanes’ use of allegory for comedic
effect see KiDD 2014: 52-86.

540 The passage in question is Il. 8.18-27 where Zeus boasts that he is so much more powerful than
the other gods that if they tried him in a tug-of-war’s game he would be able to drag them all up,
along with the earth and the ocean, and let them dangle from Olympus.

%41 On Plato’s attitude toward allegoresis see esp. STRUCK 2004: 41-50.

542 Among the most recent works on the sophists and allegoresis see DOMARADZKI 2015.
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critics,” only Metrodorus of Lampsacus can be, ranked without any doubts among the
allegorists.>*3 Although the evidence concerning Metrodorus is scanty and, in some
respects, contradictory, what we do know of his work will further clarify my previous
claim about the two sides, the philological and the philosophical, of ancient allegoresis
(see chapter 4) and will prepare the terrain for the main topic of this chapter, the Derveni
papyrus.
Metrodorus of Lampsacus,®** a pupil of Anaxagoras, was active in the last part
of the fifth century and is said to have been the first to study Homer’s physical doctrine.
D.L1I. 3.11= DK 61.2 Aokel 8¢ mpdtoc [SC. Ava&ayopag], kabd enot
dapopivog v [avrodanii ictopiq, THv Opfjpov moincy droervachor ivat
mepl ApeThic Kai dukaocOvng: éml TAETov 0& mpootiivat Tod Adyov Mntpddwpov
OV Aapyaxnvov, yvopiov dvia adtod, OV Kol TpdTov 6Tovddcal ToD
O TOD TTEPL TNV QLGIKT|V TPUYLATEIOV.
It seems that, just as Favorinus says in his Miscellaneous Histories,
Anaxagoras was the first to show that Homer’s poetry was about virtue and
justice; even more committed to this line of inquiry was his pupil, Metrodorus
of Lampsacus, who was also the first to study the physical doctrine of the poet.

It is not made explicitly clear by Favorinus (I-1l century CE) that Anaxagoras and

Metrodorus of Lampsacus read Homer allegorically; yet, as we will see, fragments DK

543 [ share in this respect Richardson’ assessment according to which Metrodorus was “definitively
an allegorist,” Stesimbrotus “used a variety of methods, among which it is quite likely that allegory
was included,” “whilst in the case of Glaucon no convincing case of allegory can be made.” Note
also that Richardson makes a convincing case for Anaximander as an allegorist. (RICHARDSON
1975: 65-77. The quotations are from p. 77). On the development of early allegoresis see now also
the survey by PIANO 2016: 277-297.

544 Not to be confused with his homonym, the fourth-third century epicurean philosopher. On
Metrodorus of Lampsacus “the elder” see NESTLE 1907; WEHRLI 1927: 92-94; BUFFIERE 1956:
125-132; LANATA 1963: 244-47; RICHARDSON 1975: 68-71; PEPIN 1976: 99-101; JANKO 1997: 76-
79; HAMMERSTAEDT 1998; CALIFF 2003; STRUCK 2004: 28-29; FUENTES GONZALES 2005;
MARTINHO DOS SANTOS 2007; DOMARADZKI 2015; 252-53; PIANO 2016: 292-5.
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61.3 and 61.4 unequivocally confirm it: Metrodorus’ Adyog about Homer’s poetry here

must then refer to his allegoresis of Homer’s poem(s).>*

Both Tatian’s (Ad Graecos 21 = DK 61.3) and Philodemus’ (On Poems, 2. 53-
54 = DK 61.4) testimonies give us an insight into Metrodorus’ work. In the context of
his attack upon Greeks’ attempts at understanding their gods allegorically, Tatian says:

Kol Mntpddmpoc 8¢ 6 Aapyaknvog &v @ [epi Opmpov Aav evnbwg dieilextar,
nhvta gig dAAnyopiav petdymv. ovte yap "Hpav obte ABnvav obte Al todT’
gival @nowv dmep ol todg mePBOAOVE avTOIG KOl TEMEV KAMSPOGOVTEG
vopilovoty, @OHoewg 0& VTOOTAGEI KOl GTOLEIOV OOKOGUNOCELS. KOl TOV
"Extopa 6¢ kol tov AythAéa Oniadn Kol Tov Ayopépvova Kol mévtog anaEomidg
"EAAnvég e kol PapPdapovg cvv T ‘EAévn kal 1@ [1apidt g avthig voemc
VTAPYOVTOG YOpV  oikovopiog Epeite mopewoijybor ovdevog Oviog TdOV
TPOEPNUEVOV AVOpOT®V.

Metrodorus of Lampsacus in the On Homer has argued in an extremely silly
fashion, turning everything into allegory. For he says that neither Hera, nor
Athena, nor Zeus are what people who dedicate sacred precincts to them believe
but, rather, they are physical substances and arrangements of the elements. And,
obviously, you will say that Hector, Achilles, Agamemnon, and, in general, all
the Greeks and barbarians with Helen and Paris were introduced as being of the
same nature for the sake of economy, none of the aforementioned persons
actually existing.

This passage should be compared with Philodemus’ testimony which reads:

&viot 8¢ kol eovep®dg paivovtat, Kabdmep ot Tag 6vo monocelg Ounpov mepi te
10D KOGHOL Aéyovteg memot|oBat pep®dv kai mepl VOp®V kol E0oudv TdV Tap’
avOpdmotc, kol oV Ayopéuvova pgv aifépa gival, Tov Axidéa 8 ftov, v
‘EAévnv o0& yijv kol tov AAéEavdpov dépa, tOv "Extopa 0& ceAvnyv Kol Tovg
8ALoVC avoLOYDG VvopdcOat ToVTolC. TV 8¢ Oedv THY AfunTpa ULV HTap, TOV
AldOvvoov 0¢ omAfva, TOV ATOAA® € YOANV.

545 Pfeiffer contends that Favorinus’ statement about Anaxagoras does “not mean that he explained
Homeric poetry as moral allegory [...] but that he first made known its ethical tendency”
(PFEIFFER 1968: 35 n. 3). See contra SIDER 2005: 61-66. If we accept, on the basis of the other
fragments, that Metrodorus was an allegorist, then Favorinus’ statement also must be a reference to
Metrodorus’ allegoresis. Since, according to Favorinus, Metrodorus built upon Anaxagoras’
method, it must follow that such a method too consisted of reading Homer allegorically. For
Favorinus, hence, both Anaxagoras and Metrodorus were allegorist readers. The former interpreted
Homer’s poetry as alluding to virtue and justice the latter as alluding to the physical world. The
two, however, differed in the degree, or commitment, to the method: Metrodorus was more of a
strict allegorist (Favorinus does not clarify in what respect) than his teacher Anaxagoras.
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Some critics were clearly out of their minds like those who said that Homer’s
two poems were composed about the parts of the universe and about the laws
and customs among men, and that Agamemnon is the ether, Achilles the sun,
Helen the earth and Alexander the air, Hector the moon and that the other heroes
have been named accordingly. Among the gods, Demeter is liver, Dionysus
spleen, and Apollo bile.
As Gomperz already pointed out,>*¢ among the critics Philodemus is summarizing here
there is certainly Metrodorus whose interpretation of Agamemnon as ether is explicitly
attributed to him by Hesychius.>* It is more difficult to ascertain, however, whether all
of Philodemus’ testimonium or only a portion of it stems from Metrodorus. Jirgen
Hammerstaed has brought to attention a contradiction between Tatian’s testimony and
Philodemus’.>*® According to Tatian, Metrodorus interpreted the gods in Homer as
“physical substances and arrangements of the elements” (pVcemg 8¢ VTOGTAGELS Kol
otoyelov dwoukoounoelg). Philodemus, instead, refers to the gods as body parts.
Assuming that Metrodorus was consistent in his allegoresis, i.e., that he did not interpret
the gods sometimes as forces of nature and sometimes as body parts, it follows that

either Tatian’s summary is imprecise, or Philodemus’ last sentence concerning the gods

does not stem from Metrodorus, despite the majority of the scholars assuming so.%°

546 GOMPERZ 1873: 37.

547 Esch. Lex., s. V. Ayapépvov: Ayopépvova tov aifépo Mntpoddmpoc eimev aAANYopIkdC.
(Metrodorus said allegorically that Agamemnon was the ether).

548 HAMMERSTAEDT 1998: 29.

549 Hammerstaedt thinks that Philodemus’ testimony is a summary of different claims that do not
necessarily all go back to Metrodorus. Only the section concerning the heroes’ interpretation,
which is sanctioned by Hesychius, would go back to him. (HAMMERSTAEDT 1998: 29). Indeed,
Philodemus seems to have a variety of interpreters in mind when broaching the topic of allegoresis.
He even mentions two different systems of allegorical readings--and, therefore likely at least two
different interpreters: the physical (“the parts of the universe”) and the moral (“the laws and
customs among men”). Is he including here a reference to Metrodorus’ teacher, Anaxagoras, whom
we know from Favorinus interpreted Homer in terms of virtue and justice? On the question of
Metrodorus’ interpretation of the gods as parts of the bodies the following two points should be
considered also. First, a passage from Fulgentius (Myth 1.5. 25 = FGrHist 9.4) which mentions an
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Both these solutions can be argued for but, for the sake of my argument, | will only
consider here what can be attributed to Metrodorus with a greater degree of certainty,
i.e., the allegoresis of the heroes as part of the universe.

Another difficulty regarding the interpretation of Metrodorus’ fragments
concerns the last sentence of Tatian’s account (kai tOv “Ektopa... Tpogipnuévov
avOpmmwv).5® This portion of text can be interpreted in two ways. All the translators |
have consulted,! take the participle Vmdpyovtag as a circumstantial participle and the
expression yapwv oikovopiog together with mapeictfiyBor and thus translate the sentence
along the lines of Whittaker: “No doubt you will go on to say that Hector and Achilles
[...] are entities of the same nature and were put into the poem for the sake of
composition, not because any of these human beings ever existed”.%%? In short, they
maintain that, according to Metrodorus, the heroes were both physical entities and that

they were introduced by Homer for the sake of the “composition”,*3 while, for the most

interpretation of the Muses and Apollo as an allegory for parts of the mouth could stem from
Metrodorus. Fulgentius erroneously attributes this allegoresis to one Anaximander of Lampsacus
but what he probably meant was either Anaximenes of Lampsacus, or Anaximander of Miletus, or
our Metrodorus of Lampsacus (see JANKO 1997: 78; WEkKOWSKI 2010: ad BNJ 9 F4). Secondly,
physiological interpretations of the gods must not have been uncommon around the time of
Metrodorus. Physiology was definitively a matter of interest both for Metrodorus’ teacher,
Anaxagoras, (see especially DK 59A105) and for his contemporary Diogenes of Apollonia (see
especially DK 64B6) and both of them allegorized poetry. On Diogenes and allegoresis see JANKO
1997: 80-87.

50 | have printed here the text of the main editors of Tatian, accepted by WHITTAKER 1982. Janko,
however, pointed out that the oldest manuscript of Tatian’s Oratio (V) reads v tfj momoet
napelonyOnoav instead of €peite mapeiotiybat. (JANKO 1997: 77 n. 150). Janko’s text provides, overall,
a better flow but, aside from the fact that the verb in V, napgionydnoav, should be further emended into
mapelotiyOot to maintain the accusative + infinitive construction, Hammerstaedt is right in claiming that
&v 1f] momoet is probably an intruded gloss that was aimed at clarifying the expression, ydpw
oikovopioc. (HAMMERSTAEDT 1998: 30 n. 13). As is often the case, the lectio difficilior is here the best
bet.

551 BUFFIERE 1956: 126 n. 8; LANATA 1963: 245; PEPIN 1976: 100; WHITTAKER 1982; JANKO 1997: 77;
CALIFF 2003: 22; REALE 2006.

552 WHITTAKER 1982: ad loc.

553 When yéptv oikovopiog is taken directly with mopeiofiy@ou its meaning must mean something along
the lines of “introduced for the sake of poetic economy”, that is, for the sake of the poem’s design/plot.
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part, avoiding to further specify the logical relationship between this two assertations
concerning the heroes.

Building upon such a reading, Jurgen Hammerstaedt has brought into question
precisely this relationship between the two seemingly contradictory characterizations of
the heroes.>>* How could Metrodorus hold, reasons Hammerstaedt, that the heroes were,
at the same time, parts of the universe (tf|g avti|g pOoewc drdpyovtac) as well as poetic
characters (yapwv oikovopiog épeite mapeisiybar)? He claims that this passage cannot,
therefore, represent Metrodorus’ thought and proceeds in showing that the last sentence
of the testimony must be Tatian’s own reductio ad absurdum rather than Metrodorus’
own belief.5® Hammerstaedt here has been betrayed by his hyper-cautious reading of
the evidence. For one thing, his solution is unconvincing insofar as it merely shifts the
onus of the contradiction from Metrodorus to Tatian. Moreover, it is hardly coincidental
that the same list of heroes mentioned by Philodemus must also appear in Tatian’s
reductio ad absurdum. Given their similarities, both passages must ultimately go back,
either directly or indirectly to Metrodorus’ On Homer. Finally, | do not believe that it
would be necessarily contradictory for Metrodorus to say that Achilles and Hector and
the other Homeric heroes are both physical elements and fictional poetic characters
introduced for the sake of the “story”, precisely the opposite. Allegoresis, in fact, can,

and mostly does, accommodate two distinct levels of meanings, the poetical/literal one

For this meaning of oikovopia see NUNLIST 2009: 24-33. Other options on how to interpret yéptv
oikovopiog in HAMMERSTAEDT 1998: 31 n. 19.

554 HAMMERSTAEDT 1998: 29-32.

5% Part of the difficulty lies in the fact that the thought concerning the heroes is put by Tatian into the
mouth of his polemical addressees, see €peite, “you will say”. Already Anne Bates Hersman was
unwilling to attribute the thought to Metrodorus for this reason (HERSMAN BATES 1906: 12). However,
although Tatian presents it as a belief held by his pagan opponents, the similarities between this passage
and Philodemus/Hesychius, suggest that also this portion of Tatian’s text stemmed from Metrodorus.
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and the symbolic. It is perfectly reasonable for Metrodorus to hold both that Homer
invented his characters for the sake of the story, and that he intended these same fictional
dramatis personae to have an ulterior physical meaning.

This seeming contradiction does not arise if, against previous readings of the
passage, we construe the infinitive mapeictiyBot with the participle, vVmépyovtoag, acting
as a predicative of the subject, (i.e. X “is introduced” qua Y, where X is the subject and
Y is the participle) a standard construction, as the extant parallels show.5¢ “And,
obviously, you will say that Hector, Achilles [...] were introduced as being of the same
nature for the sake of economy, none of the aforementioned persons actually existing”.
Based on this interpretation Metrodorus says that Homer, the implicit agent of the
passive verb mapetofyOat, introduced the heroes in the poem qua parts of the universe
in order to be consistent with the other pieces of his allegorical design: the gods. Not
only the gods can be read allegorically but so do all the other characters of the poem.
The expression ydpwv oikovouiag indicates here not so much the structure of the literal
story, the plot, but it rather refers to Homer’s crafting of a cohesive allegorical design
throughout the whole poem. Once some characters of the poem, the gods, are turned

into physical elements, for the allegory to be consistent throughout (y&pwv oikovopiog)

5% See e.g. Pol. 9.16 7 xoi TOV momThv &v TIc mauvEcete, SidTt mopelcdyet OV Odvecia, TOV
NYELOVIKATOTOV AVOPa, TEKUALPOUEVOV EK TAV AGTPOV OO POVOV T KOTA TOVG TAODG, GAAL Kol TO TEPT
T0g &v T vii mpaelg. “And here one may mention with admiration that Homer represents Ulysses, that
truest type of a leader of men, taking observations of the stars, not only to direct his voyages, but his
operations on land also”. (Schuckburgh); Phld. Hom (P. Herc. 1507) xai tov N[¢]otopa mapeicd)ywov
omep[d]ovta Avew v |otdow [Ayiém]c mpog Ay[a]uéluvova... “And having represented Nestor as
urging the resolution of Achilles’ quarrel with Agamemnon”. Diod. Sic 1.87.2 516mep 1OV Bedv 1OV Map’
a7oig kahoOpevov Avoufy mapeiodyovst kuvog Exovta kepony. “For this reason, they introduce the
god called by them Anubis, as having a dog’s head.” Sch. in Ap. I 636a &vBev kai tv Zepéinv
‘@uahvny’ koAodoty, Eneldh AioydAog EyKvov adTiVv Topelcyoyey odcay Kai evlsalouévny. “Thence
they call Semele Thuone, since Aeschylus introduced her as being pregnant and possessed”. On the
meaning of &yswv-compounds in the scholia see now PELLIcCIA forthcoming.
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every other character need to be allegorized too. This reading also sheds light upon
Tatian’s previous statement concerning Metrodorus, who is said to “turn everything into
allegory” (mavta &ic aAAnyopiov upetdymv). Metrodorus did not limit himself to
allegorize only some elements of the poem, such as the gods, but he allegorized
“everything”, coming up with a system of allegorical meanings applicable to all of the
characters featured in the poem, gods as well as heroes. In this respect, he probably
applied allegoresis to a much broader scope than that of his predecessors; indeed, as we
have seen, Favorinus explicitly says that Metrodorus was more committed to allegoresis
than was his teacher, Anaxagoras.

I will come back later to the significance of Metrodorus’ broad allegorical scope.
For now, I limit myself to recapitulate the main points that emerge from the sources that
treat Metrodorus’ allegoresis. Following in the footsteps of his teacher Anaxagoras, who
practiced some form of moral allegoresis, Metrodorus read the Homeric poems as a
cosmological allegory. He broadened the scope of allegoresis by interpreting both the
gods and the heroes and in material terms. More precisely, he held that Agamemnon
was the ether, Achilles the sun, Helen the earth, Alexander the air, and Hector the moon.
He interpreted the gods along the same lines. Concerning the gods, it is, however,
difficult to be more precise, given that it is not clear whether Philodemus’ section

treating them as body parts actually stemmed from Metrodorus’ interpretative system. %’

557 If Metrodorus actually did interpret the gods as body parts and the heroes as cosmological
elements, then it would seem, as many scholars have noticed (see, e.g., Domaradzki 2015: 252),
that he was referencing Anaxagoras relationship between macrocosm (the heroes) and microcosm
(the gods).
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What is most striking about Metrodorus’ allegoresis is that his solutions do not
rely on metonymy or etymology. As we have seen in the previous chapter, allegorists
used to argue that, say, Hephaestus is fire, because the god’s attribute in myth is fire.
Likewise, Hera is air, given the anagram between her name, “Hpa, and that word for
the natural element, anp. The basis of Metrodorus allegorical solutions must be found
elsewhere. Since Nestle, scholars have suggested that the rationale for Metrodorus’
allegoresis must be found within Homer’s text.>%®

Achilles is the sun because at Il. 19.398 he gleams in his arms like the beaming
sun Hyperion (tevyeot mapgaivov d¢ T nAéktop Yrepiov), and at 1. 22. 134-35
because its spear gleam like the rising sun (Gpei 6& yodkog Erauneto €lkehog a0yt fi
mopdg aibopévov §j neiov dvidvtog).>® Hector, in turn, is compared to the moon at I1.
8.555.560 Clearly, in these passages the poet is not saying that Achilles is the sun or
that Hector is the moon, still, the text insinuates the analogy and it is very likely that
Metrodorus thought of these comparisons as hints left by the poet to unveil his
allegorical message. The same analogy between heroes and astral bodies can also be
established at a broader textual level and used to understand the interactions between
the heroes.* Achilles and Hector are presented as the best fighters of their respective
armies and they eclipse the other heroes like the sun and the moon eclipse the other

astral bodies. Achilles in turn, like the sun eclipsing the moon through its brightness,

5%8 In establishing Metrodorus’ rationale behind his interpretations, I take my cue especially from
NESTLE 1907; BUFFIERE 1956: 125-132; RICHARDSON 1975: 69; CALIFF 2003.

559 See already NESTLE 1907: 505.

560 See NESTLE 1907: 506. Note, however, that, as shown by CALIFF 2003: 31, these solutions are
not always univocal. Achilles’ armor is also compared to the moon at lliad 19.374, while other
heroes’ shining armors are compared to the sun.

561 CALIFF 2003: 31.
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will, at last, blot out Hector. Entire scenes of the poem acquire thus new meaning in
light of the cosmological allegory. Think of Achilles’ pursuit of Hector around the
walls of Troy (opened by the aforementioned comparison of Achilles’ spear to the
gleaming sun, Il. 22. 234-5) which calls to mind the image of the sun and the moon
rotating around the earth;%%2 think also of the scene in which Hector strips Achilles’
armor from Patroclus which might be read as the moon acquiring its shine because of
the power of the sun.%% We know that the interactions between the sun and the moon
were especially studied by Anaxagoras, Metrodorus’ teacher.>®* He considered the sun
to be a rotating fiery mass/rock®%® and the moon to be bright because of the reflecting
power of the sun.%®® The two poles of allegoresis, textual analysis and philosophical
investigation (in this case the philosophy of his teacher but, more broadly, lonian
natural inquiry) go here hand in hand and help illuminate each other.

The couple Paris/air and Helen/earth lends itself to a similar analysis. Paris
embraces Helen at I1. 3.448 and likewise, in Anaxagoras’ system, the air envelops the
earth.%’ Likewise, Agamemnon is the ether probably because, like Anaxagoras’ ether
which makes the astral body rotates®® and gleam,>®® Agamemnon sets the Trojan war

in motion and allows the heroes to shine by their military actions.

562 BUFFIERE 128.

563 CALIFF 2003: 31.

564 See esp. DK 61.A42.

565 DK 61.A1; A19; A42; A73.

566 DK 61.A42; A76; B18.

567 DK 61A1; A42. See already NESTLE 1907: 508. | wonder if the analogy Paris-air is suggested
by the way in which Paris escaped the battle against Menelaus, that is, clouded in mists (see
gxdAvye & ap Mépt moAdfi . 3.381).

568 DK 61A42; A71

569 DK 61A12.
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Two notable features emerge from the reconstruction of Metrodorus’
allegorical system: (1) the interrelation between textual analysis and philosophy and
(2) Metrodorus’ broad allegorical scope. I start with (1). In Metrodorus, textual
analysis and philosophy work in harmony. The basis of Metrodorus’ allegorical
solutions is found within Homer’s text—Dbe it the details of a simile, or the broader
relationship between the characters that move the plot—and not in the mere details of
the god’s names or in their mythical attributes. As David Califf rightly argues “if an
allegory is to be plausible at all, a critic needs to identify something in the text—no
matter how fanciful—that suggests, or at least accords with, the specific allegorical
identifications, and the eccentricity of Metrodorus paradoxically necessitates an
engagement with the narrative and imagery of the Iliad that is broader and deeper than
the isolated verbal allegories of many other, more sober, ancient critics.”%’% What
makes Metrodorus’ allegoresis “convincing” is that the text can be bent to
accommodate a cosmological system and that this system is, in turn, able to explain
features of the poem widely regarded as deserving of explanation, such as: a) the
relationships among its characters, b) specific episodes (Hector stripping Patroclus’
armor or Achilles’ pursuit and killing of Hector), and c) the rationale for the poet’s
choice of similes (Achilles shining like the sun and Hector like the moon). In this
sense, Metrodorus’ work is that of a true allegorical reader and stands out when
compared to the textual analysis of, say, a Theagenes, who, as | have shown in the
previous chapter, derived his interpretations of the gods from the text alone. Although,

arguably, Metrodorus was interested in the possibility of appropriating Homer’s poetry

570 CALIFF 2003: 30.
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to show that the Iliad could fit his philosophical framework,*"* his engagement with
the text was not purely cosmetic.5"2

Metrodorus studied the poem carefully, down to its minute details. Leaving the
textually motivated rationale behind Metrodorus’ allegoresis aside, ancient sources
mention Metrodorus’ efforts to understand the meaning of difficult lines of the poem,
such as his aforementioned lexical analysis (see chapter 1 above) of the term “1o
migiov” at 1l. 10.252.52 Our evidence thus paints Metrodorus in two different colors,
both as a textual critic and a philosopher interested in natural phenomena. Though it
does not say how exactly these two facets of Metrodorus’ activity complemented each
other, I have argued, here and in the previous chapter, that it is precisely within the
practice of allegoresis that the philosopher as well as the grammarian coexist.

The second point of interest is the scope of Metrodorus allegoresis. Metrodorus
worked under the implicit presupposition that Homer did not occasionally hide some
physical messages in the poem here and there but that, instead, he construed a
coherent system of allegorical meaning throughout (everything in Homer is
allegorical, according to Tatian’s testimony). As Tatian suggests, once the gods are
taken to have an ulterior cosmological meaning, consistent allegorical design (yapv
oikovopiog) demands that such a meaning be extended to the other characters of the
story. In order to unveil Homer’s allegorical design, Metrodorus, as we have seen,

extended the allegorical interpretations of the gods to the heroes, that is to say, to the

571 In Califf’s words, “it would seem that Metrodorus has begun with a conceptual framework, in
this case Anaxagorean cosmology, and then mapped out the Iliad on a preconceived grid.” CALIFF
2003: 30.

572 See contra, €.9., LANATA 1963: 247.

573 DK 61.5.
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totality of the characters of the poem. Given that Metrodorus has to deal with a very
extensive and composite poem, his sets of analogies are highly replicable: the same
interpretation (Achilles/sun, Hector/moon), as we have seen, accounts for different
scenes and moments in the poem (Hector plundering of Achilles’ armor, the pursuit
around the wall, Hector’s ultimate fate) and the same must have been true for his other
interpretations. In so doing, Metrodorus was virtually able to cast its allegorical net to
every scene of the poem.

Dirk Obbink, commenting upon Metrodorus and Anaxagoras’ allegoresis, once
rightly emphasized the originality of their approach: “The claim [SC. Anaxagoras’ idea
reported by Favorinus that Homer poetry was about virtue and justice] is remarkable
in ancient literary criticism and rhetoric, which (at least until the Neoplatonic
movement) has decided difficulty in speaking about whole works [my emphasis] or
issues important to modern critics, such as unity, textuality, programmatic imagery, or
meaning beyond the level of the word, phrase, or gloss.”®’* As | have argued in the
preceding chapters, pre-Hellenistic critics such as Zoilus and Megaclides of Athens
too are becoming more and more accustomed to deal with questions concerning unity,
design, and the totality of a poem. In the development of these influential exegetical
questions, allegorists such as Metrodorus, and, as we will see below, the Derveni
author had a major role to play. Allegoresis, hence, for Metrodorus is not merely a tool
among others to solve this or that morally compromising passages but becomes the

main key to understand the poem as a whole, one of the first -isms®’® in the history of

574 OBBINK 2003: 180-81.
575 | owe this phrasing to CALIFF 2003: 30.
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literature, by which I mean, very generally, every doctrinal system (structuralism,
post-modernism, feminism...) whose presuppositions inform the reading of a literary
work and dictate its interpretation.

It is difficult to say whether Metrodorus produced an allegorical reading of the
Iliad, scene by scene, from beginning till the end, or if, as it seems more likely, his
allegorical system mainly accounted for the most notable moments of the plot. What it
Is certain is that his efforts paved the road for more cohesive and systematic
interpretations of a text as well as prompted subsequent allegorists to make good upon
one of their most daring premises: everything that is said by the poet is said
allegorically.

I have argued that Metrodorus was among the first interpreters we know of, for
whom allegory had both a textually oriented dimension and a philosophical one. |
have also shown that he did not mean allegoresis as a tool to solve discrete difficulties
in the text but that his allegorical system embraced the totality of the poem.
Nevertheless, as far as the evidence goes, we are unable to appreciate how exactly did
textual criticism and philosophical inquiry complemented each other. Likewise, we
cannot say the extent to which Metrodorus’ broad allegorical scope allowed a detailed,
scene-by-scene (if not line by line) analysis of the entire poem. What is bound to
remain unclear for Metrodorus can, however, be studied in some details in the work of

another allegorist, the Derveni author, to which | now turn.
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6.2 The Derveni Papyrus: a Commentary ante litteram

The unearthing in 1962 of a series of tombs at Derveni (10 km north of
Thessalonica), brought to light one of the most outstanding literary discoveries of the
last century: the Derveni papyrus.®® Found among the remains of a funeral pyre on
top of tomb A, the papyrus dates, at the latest, to the latter half of the fourth century
BCE. It is the oldest literary papyrus preserved to some significant extent to have
reached us.>’” The lower side of the papyrus scroll burned with the pyre, yet large
portions of the upper part have been preserved through carbonization. On the whole,
the remains of the scroll allow us to reconstruct 28 or 29 columns of writing®’® which
preserve, at best, 17 lines of writing (coll. 25-26 KPT=65-66 JANKO). It remains an

open question how many columns are lost from the beginning. According to Janko, an

576 Since its discovery, the Derveni Papyrus has been the object of significant scholarly attention and
countless publications. A complete bibliography of the papyrus until 1996 is FUNGHI 1997.
SANTAMARIA 2019: 152-157 provides an update of Funghi’s bibliography until 2018. Aside from the
many important articles that discuss specific issues concerning the papyrus, four major collections of
studies, all resulting from international conferences, are worth mentioning: LAKS- MoST 1997;
PAPADOPOULOU-MUELLNER 2014; SANTAMARIA 2019; MosT forthcoming. The most thorough and
insightful study on the topic remains BETEGH 2004’s monograph. The text of the papyrus has been
critically edited for the first time only in 2006 (KPT 2006) although preliminary portions of the text (7
columns) had been made known right after the discovery (see KAPSOMENOS 1964) and an unauthorized
edition had been anonymously published in 1982 in ZPE 47. On the circumstances that lead to the
anonymous publication, see BURKERT 2014: 113-14. The texts edited after 2006, such as BERNABE 2007
and LAKS-MosT 2016 are very close to the editio princeps. Close to the editio princeps is also
SALAMONE 2016, a critical edition of the text accompanied by a French translation, an introduction, and
a commentary. On the other hand, Janko’s provisional text, adopted by KoTwiICK 2017, improves in
many respects the editio princeps. The methodology followed for this new edition is presented in
JANKO 2016 and JANKO in progress. Separate editions of the first highly damaged columns have also
been proposed multiple times (see in particular JANKO in progress and PIANO in progress). Unless noted
otherwise, when | quote the papyrus, I follow Janko’s text as presented in KOTwICK 2017. I, however,
maintain the mise en page of the papyrus and I refer to the columns using KPT numbering.

577 Scholars usually agree on the period between 340-320 as the date in which the Derveni Papyrus was
copied (see KPT 2006: 8-9 and KoTwick 2017: 14-5). Recently, JANKO 2018: 196 n. 7 has argued for a
more recent date (375-350). A list of the 9 Greek papyri dating before 300 BCE can be found in JANKO
ET AL. 2021: 125. On the find of the papyrus see esp. BETEGH 2004a: 56-73. On the history of its
conservation see MACFARLANE-DEL MASTRO 2019.

578 P1ANO 2016 (see also PIANO in progress) reconstructs 29 columns of writing, Janko 28 (see
KoTtwick 2017: 12-3).
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omicron sign visible on the left side of column 6 between lines 15-16 should be
interpreted as a stichometric annotation meaning 1500. If that is correct, one can
deduce, with some approximation, that each column housed circa 33 lines of writing
and that we are missing the first 40 columns of the work.5"® The last preserved column
(col. XXVI KPT) was likely the end-column of the scroll, still, it is possible that the
original work was made up of more than one scroll of papyrus. All things considered,
what we are left with is likely a small portion of the original work.58

The major section of the surviving text (coll. VII-XXVI1 KPT) preserves an
allegorical interpretation of an otherwise unknown hexametric Orphic poem. The
poem, an orphic “theogony”8! that shares many similarities with the later Orphic
Rhapsodies,>®? was likely composed at some point in the fifth century BCE. It recounts
the deeds of Zeus: how he took power from Cronus and how he regenerated the other
gods and the universe.58 The interpretation of the poem was written one or two

generations later, around the 400 BCE,>®* by an anonymous®®® allegorist who

579 JANKO 2016: 12-13.

580 Bibliological details can be found in KPT 2006: 4-7; JANKO 2016: 11-13; JANKO in progress; PIANO
in progress; PIANO forthcoming.

581 ] follow the majority of the scholars, in using “theogony” as a descriptor of the Orphic poem quoted
by the Derveni author. By it | intend, very broadly, a text that speaks about “the origins of the world and
the gods, and the events which led to the establishment of the present order” (WEST 1966: 1). It should
be noted, however, that the label is problematic, to some extent. As already pointed out by JANKO 1986:
156-8, insofar as the Derveni poem might have also included an eschatological section, it would rather
be a Hieros logos. BETEGH 2004a: 135, furthermore, rightly claims that the Derveni poem is mostly
centered around the deeds of Zeus rather than genealogies and does not narrate the events in
chronological order, as is the case in other theogonies. At times (see e.g. SIDER 2014), scholars also
refer to the poem as a “hymn”, but Janko’s newly reconstructed text of col. VII, 2 (see KOTwiICK 2017:
151; 308) renders this label less appropriate. The question of the definition of the Derveni poem has
been thoroughly dealt with by BETEGH 2004a: 135-8.

562 See e.g. West 1983; BETEGH 2004a: 138-152.

583 For an account of the theogonic plot see especially BETEGH 2004a: 153-181 and BERNABE 2019:
108-125.

584 See KPT: 10.

%85 Many attempts at identifying the author of Derveni have been made, yet, no scholarly consensus has
been reached. A summary of the different proposals can be found in KoTwick 2017: 19-23.
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interpreted every theogonic episode mentioned in the poem as part of a physical
cosmology reminiscent of the thought of pre-Socratic philosophers such as
Anaximenes, Anaxagoras, Diogenes of Apollonia, and the Atomists. According to the
Derveni author, Orpheus’ poem is only on the surface a recounting the deeds of Zeus;
when rightly interpreted, it can be proved to be an account of the creation of the
universe through the action of Nous.% In short, the Derveni papyrus bears witness to
i) a mythical poem attributed to Orpheus; ii) the physical cosmology of an anonymous
fifth-century author which is presented as (but it hardly is) the proper interpretation of
the poem.

Without entering into the details and the many difficulties surrounding the
reconstruction of the poem and its interpretation, the summary | provide below is a
generally accepted approximation of what remains of the poem and its
interpretation.>®” After a proem, the poem starts in medias res with the dethroning of
Chronos by Zeus. Next, a prophecy uttered by Night to Zeus is mentioned. The
narration of a key episode follows: Zeus swallows something, either a phallus or a
first-born divinity, Protogonos.>% At this point, the poet cursorily refers to the
preceding kings, Ouranos and Chronos, and then goes back to the swallowing through
which Zeus has encompassed all things. Zeus is then celebrated in a short hymn as

“king of all,” and “first and last.” After the hymnic section, the poem describes the

%86 The cosmology that the Derveni author proposes on the basis of the poem has been discussed on a
number of occasions. On the question, see especially BETEGH 2004a; 182-277; KPT 2006: 28-45;
MCKIRAHAN 2012; BERNABE 2019.

587 My reconstruction of the narrative of the poem is particularly indebted to BETEGH 2004a: 92-131.
For the interpretation of the poem | especially follow BERNABE 2019.

588 What Zeus swallows is one of the most debated questions in the literature of the Derveni papyrus.
An in-depth treatment of the question is BETEGH 2004a: 111-122. See also, more recently, the opposing
solutions of BERNABE 2007 and SANTAMARIA 2016.
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rebirth of all things from Zeus (goddess, Ocean and Achelous, and the moon). The
poem then moves on to Zeus’ sexual desire for his mother Rhea, the last poetic
episode referenced in the papyrus. The Derveni author comments upon each of these
episodes in turn, assuming that the different gods indicate different functions of the
same concept: Ouranos, Chronos, and Zeus, for instance, are each a manifestation of
an activity of the Nous, Mind. The different reigns, that of Ouranos, Chronos, and
Zeus are interpreted as different cosmological phases. During the reign of Ouranos,
the Nous splits an original magmatic mass into different particles. During the reign of
Chronos, Nous concentrates together fire particles creating the sun. Zeus’ dethroning
of Chronos is interpreted as the moment in which Mind, the intelligent air, exerts his
control over the element of fire which was predominant during the reign of Chronos.
More precisely, Zeus’ swallowing is equated to the Mind encompassing and placing
the sun at the right distance from the earth, so that proper configuration of matter can
happen. Through the swallowing of the phallus or the Protogonos, Zeus becomes
pregnant, as it were, with all things, an episode that the commentator interprets as a
reference to the fact that matter is eternal, not created, and everlasting. Creation, for
the commentator, is a process of re-organization. The goddess that Zeus re-creates
after the swallowing, Ge, Meter, Rhea, and Hera, are also interpreted as being
different names for the same deity. Likewise, Okeanos is not another divinity but the
power of Zeus. Finally, about Zeus’ incestuous desire, the commentator denies that
Rhea is the “mother” of Zeus. Zeus, that is Mind, was unbegotten and can’t, therefore,

have a mother.
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Now that a general summary of the papyrus has been provided, | move on to
the core topics of this chapter: an analysis of the ways in which the Derveni author
crafts his interpretation. We would not expect, in fact, that a document that offers such
prima facie extravagant interpretations, interpretations which go far beyond the plain
meaning of the poem, would be coupled with an attention to the letter of the poem that
we most readily associated with the later exegetical endeavors of Hellenistic critics.
The Derveni author, as we will see, discusses the meanings, the forms, and the order
of words, uses technical terminology, and quotes parallels from other works in support
of his thesis. He analyzes, seemingly, every line of the poem, which he quotes in
extenso, and, sometimes, paraphrases it. I will discuss these features of the Derveni
exegesis focusing first on the scope of the interpretation. Making good upon his claim
that a proper understanding of the poem necessitates an analysis of each of his lines
from the beginning till the end (col. VI, 6-7), the Derveni author, | argue, ends up
producing de facto a running commentary of the poem. Secondly (6.3), 1 will
investigate the exegetical techniques deployed by the interpreter showing that they
match the techniques that Aristotle recommends in chapter 25 of the Poetics.

Since its appearance, the Derveni Papyrus has often been defined as a
“commentary.”® This definition has been regularly disputed®® and cannot be used, as

we will see, without a series of caveats. Indeed many scholars prefer to define the

589 See e.9. KAPSOMENOS 1963; TURNER 1968: 205; PFEIFFER 1968: 139 n. 7; 239; WEST 1983: 68-115
esp. 80; LAMEDICA 1991; LAMEDICA 1992; MESSERI SAVORELLI-PINTAUDI 2002: 38; 47; BETEGH
2004b; SCHIRONI 2012: 434; RUSTEN 2014: 126; PIANO 2018: 307 who, however, specifies that only
from col. VIII onward the Derveni text can be assimilated to a hypomnema. On the question of the
genre see also the bibliographical survey in SALAMONE 2016: 39-46.

59 See esp. BURKERT 1986: 5; DORANDI 2000: 19-20; KOTWICK 2017: 46-7.
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work more generally as an allegorical exegesis,>®* a monograph®%? or, simply, a
treatise.>® The main pushback against the use of the term “commentary” to define the
Derveni Papyrus comes from the realization that “commentary” is a definition that
poorly suits the first part of the text.>® The first columns are indeed very different
from the main surviving portion of the work: they do not present an alternation of
lemmata and explanations nor do they deal with an Orphic theogony. Instead, they
focus on rituals and eschatology.*® Thus, unless one construe the first section of the
work as a general introduction to the actual commentary (perhaps in the form of a
commentary to the first missing lines of the Orphic poem, as recently suggested by
David Sedley), 5% it is improper to speak of the whole of the Derveni papyrus as a
commentary. “Treatise,” a more encompassing term, is a better descriptor of the
heterogeneous status of the work.%®” When it comes, however, to the major preserved
section of the work (coll. VII-XXVI) the dichotomy “commentary” vs “treatise”
acquires a rather different urgency.

The task of distinguishing between a treatise (sungramma) or a commentary

(hypomnema) is not a mere classificatory fetish; each of these terms reveals, in fact,

591 VIAN 1984.

592 WILSON 1983: 85.

59 E.g. Kotwick 2017: 23; JANKO FORTHCOMING

%94 The realization goes back at least to Martin West 1983 monograph (WEST 1983: 78). Note that this
does not prevent West from referring to the Derveni text as a whole as a “commentary” and to his
author as a “commentator” (WEST 1983). In 1997, West specifies that, in his view, the section running
from col. VII to the end is a commentary (WEST 1997: 81-2).

595 On the first columns see esp. BETEGH 2004a: 74-91 and PIANO 2016. The relationship between the
first and the second section is one of the most debated issues concerning the papyrus. See Janko
forthcoming: esp. 151-152 for a survey of the bibliography on this topic. BETEGH 2004b: 43-4 lists
some possibilities of how to reconcile the two sections.

5% See SEDLEY 2019 and SEDLEY 2022.

597 This is even more true if one accepts Janko’s conclusion according to which the “commentary
section” was preceded by as many as 46 columns. (See above)
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different, if not opposite, views of the work and its aims. Strictly speaking, the term
“commentary” implies that the author of Derveni interpreted a single poem,
systematically, line by line, from the beginning till the end in allegorical terms. On the
contrary, the term “treatise” comes with no expectations of that sort and can be used to
suggest, instead, that the author collected in his work pieces of texts from different
sources in random order to suit his allegorical agenda. As we will see, both definitions
have their limits but “commentary” or “hypomnema” remains a good approximation to
characterize the type of exegesis showcased by the author of the Derveni papyrus in
coll. VII to XXVI.

The hypomnena, a technical term by which scholars define one type of ancient
exegetical endeavor,>® is the ancestor of our modern-day commentaries.>® It is an
autonomous work in which portions of a literary work/s are quoted and discussed. In
this respect, hypomnemata are similar to sungrammata, that is, monographs on
specific questions, in which the author often quotes and discusses literary passages as
a way of supporting his arguments. From a formal point of view, however, the
hypomnema differs from the syngramma in three major respects: i) it focus only on
one single work (or a set of works that form a unity);5% ii) the work is quoted and

commented upon progressively, in the order in which it was composed,; iii) the

598 Aside from the hypomnenata, under the heading “ancient exegetical works” scholars usually include
the sungrammata, that is, monographs on specific issues, hypotheseis, short prefaces to a literary work,
lexica, and any kind of textual annotations from the simple interlinear note to the extensive marginal
annotations known as scholia.

599 On ancient hypomnema see esp. DEL FABBRO 1979; DORANDI 2000; SAVORELLI-PINTAUDI 2002;
SCHIRONI 2012.

600 The notion of “commentary upon multiple texts” coined by Madeleine Henry (HENRY 1986) to
describe the Derveni papyrus is self-contradictory; ancient commentaries by definition only focus on
one text or a unitary set of texts (think of, for instance, commentaries on a collection of poems). See on
this also BETEGH 2004b: 39.
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hypomnema is constituted of the alternation between lemmata, that is, extracts from
the work commented upon, and explanations of the commentator; lemmata and
explanatory sections are visually separated through editorial devices.®®* A good way to
determine whether the section of the Derveni Papyrus that runs from coll. VI-XXVI
conforms to an hypomnema is, therefore, to test it against each of the three features
mentioned above. If the text presents i) quotations coming from a single work ii) in
due order, and iii) said quotations are presented as lemmata, then we can conclude that
the Derveni author conveyed his exegesis in the form of an hypomnema.

These three features have been thoroughly discussed by Gabor Betegh in his
monograph on the Derveni papyrus and in a separate article.%? The fragmentary state
of the papyrus makes it impossible to be definitive about them, and different
possibilities have been advanced by scholars, yet, the conclusions Betegh reaches
concerning i) the provenance and ii) the order of the quotations I regard as highly
probable. In what follow I will therefore limit myself to a brief summary of his
analysis. As for iii) the way in which the author treats the quotations, |1 show against
the scholarly consensus that the Derveni papyrus does fully match the traditional way
in which ancient commentators use quotations.

First, the provenance of the quotations. Of the 19 poetic extracts (coll. VIII, 2;
VI, 4-5; X1, 10; XI1,2; XI11,1; XH1,4; XIV,6; XV, 6; XV, 13-14; XVI, 3-6; XVI, 14;

XVII, 12; XIX, 10; XXI1, 12; XXI11, 11; XXIV, 3; XXV, 14; XXVI, 4; XXVI, 6-7)

601 There exist, however, some cases in which the alternations between quotations and comments are
not marked. See e.g. P. Ber. 13413, a commentary on Apollonius” Argonautica, and the two cases
mentioned in DEL FABBRO 1979:88, that is, P. Oxy. XVII 2086 and P. Flor. Il 112.

602 BETEGH 2004a: 92-108; BETEGH 2004b.

264



quoted by the author of Derveni, 16 (coll. VIII, 2; VIII, 4-5; XI, 10; XI1, 2; XIIlI, 1;
X, 4; X1V, 6; XV, 6; XV, 13-14; XVI, 3-6; XVI, 14; XVII, 12; XIX, 10; XXIII, 11;
XXIV, 3; XXV,14) come from a single poem whose author is called Orpheus.% This
can be shown by the fact that the commentator introduces the hexametric extracts with
expressions such as Aéyet, he says, dnioi, he shows, vel similia; the paternity of the
quotation, hence, is left implicit as is the work from which it is taken. Only assuming
that the work commented upon is one and the same can the author avoid specifying
every time who is the author and from which work the quotation stems. In the three
cases, however, in which the author uses material from other texts as part of his
exegesis he tends to signal it. Take col. XXII, 11-12 where the author specifies that the
extract he quotes comes from a work called the Hymns.

—=&oTt 6¢ kai &v 101G "Yuvoig eip[n]uévov: “Anunmpe [Pléa I'f Mfnp ‘Eotia Anuot.”
And also in the Hymns it is said: “ Demeter Rhea Ge Meter Hestia Deo”

The specification v toic “Yuvoig is meaningful only if one assumes that the hymns
were a work other than the one commented upon.%* Note also the use of xoi which, in
Betegh’s words: “shows that the author is invoking this text as a parallel for the point
under discussion.”%% Similarly, at column XXVI the author quotes two passages of
Homer to illustrate a linguistic point (I discuss this column in detail below). Here, he
does not specify that the lines come from a different poem but he introduces them with

the expression col. XVI, 2 dnAoi 8¢ kai &v toiode T0i¢ Emegty 6Tt “ayadny’ onuaiver (it

603 See contra e.g. EDWARDS 1991: 205.

604 | see no plausible reason why, as sometimes argued (see e.g. FURLEY 2011), the Derveni theogony
itself should be included among the “hymns”. On the question see KOTWICK 2017: 308.

605 BETEGH 2004b: 40.

265



is shown also in these lines that the poet means “good”) and col. XX VI, 5 dnioi 8¢ kol
év T[®]10¢ (it is shown also in this line). Again, the kai suggests that the following
quotations are introduced as a parallel and the onAoi should be taken as impersonal.
The failure of mentioning the provenance of these lines is noteworthy, yet, possibly,
the author felt that these hexameters were familiar enough to his audience that further
specification would have been superfluous.®% At times, the author also introduces his
extracts with “spatial” indications such col. XI, 9 1a 6 éni Tovto Aéyet; col. XlI, 1 1o
8’ &youevov &mog @3’ &xet; col. X1V, 510 & &ni tovto; col. XV, 5 &yduevov 62 &mog;
XVI, 12-13 €118’ év tan &ropévan Emet tovtov; col. XXIII, 10 16 6 &yduevov. In these
cases, we can be sure that the extracts immediately preceding and immediately
following such expressions come from one and the same work.%°” All in all, it hence
seems highly plausible that the author commented upon one single poem and that
occasionally, as it is the norm in ancient hypomnemata, he corroborated his
explanations with parallel passages from other works. As for the author of such a
poem, our commentator likely attributed it to the legendary Orpheus. Orpheus’ name,
mentioned twice at col. XV1II, is, in fact, the only name of a poet cited in the papyrus.

Moreover, two quotations, (see col. XVI1I, 2 and XIX, 10) correspond to verses quoted

elsewhere as Orphic.5% These elements coupled with the fact that most of the lines

606 Betegh notes (BETEGH 2004a:100; BETEGH 2004b: 40-41) that if we take dnAoi personally (“he, i.e.
Orpheus, shows it”’) we must conclude that the Derveni author attributed the Homeric lines to Orpheus,
a hypothesis that | found highly implausible.

807 | find it unlikely that these expressions refer to the order of the line within the treatise rather than the
order of the line within the poem (see KoTwick 2017: 26), especially given that many of the
introductory remarks are phrased having in mind Orpheus’ poem and not the Derveni treatise. See
expressions such as “as Orpheus says and shows” in the poem. With these remarks, the commentator is
guiding his audience throughout what they do not have immediately at hand, i.e. Orpheus’ poem, not
his own treatise.

898 For more details on this, see BETEGH 2004a: 98; BETEGH 2004b: 40.
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quoted in the poem recall distinctive episodes of later Orphic Rhapsodies help
securing the identification.

I now turn to the order in which the poetic extracts are quoted. The author
quotes the lines of the orphic poem, in their order of composition.5%° This is suggested
mainly by two features: the discrepancy between narrative and chronological order
and the already mentioned “spatial” introductions to the quoted lines. It has been often
noted®20 that if one reconstructs the Orphic poem following the order in which the
quotations appear in the papyrus, the episodes of the reconstructed poem do not match
the chronological order of the mythical story. The ruling of Zeus, for instance, is
narrated before the birth and reign of Uranus and Chronus which, of course, preceded
it. This narrative order is unattested in other Orphic Theogonies and for this reason
scholars like Edwards®!! concluded that the Derveni author was not following the
original order of the lines in the poem when quoting it. Betegh has shown instead that
the order of the quotations is a perfectly acceptable one.®*? | believe we can go a step
further and claim that it is precisely because the order in which the quotations appear
is not chronological that they must represent the order in which the episodes were set
in the poem. For, if the goal of the Derveni author was to provide a clear explanation
of the cosmogonic process that led to the universe as we know it, why mixing the

different phases? Why start with the reign of Zeus, go back to the reign of Chronos

609 See contra TORTORELLI GHIDINI 1989: 32; EDWARDS 1991: 204-5; RICCIARDELLI APICELLA 1993:
32; CASADESUS 1996: 78; KoTwicKk 2017: 26.

610 EpWARDS 1991: 204-5; BETEGH 2004a: 106-107; KoTwick 2019: 176-7: BERNABE 2019.

611 EDWARDS 1991: 204-5.

612 BETEGH 2004a: 106-7; 108-131. So did, before him, West who trusting in the order in which the
lines appear in the papyrus provides an exempli gratia reconstruction of the lost poem. (WEST 1983:
114-5).
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and Ouranos only to then end again with Zeus and the recreation of the universe?
From a treatise on the creation of the universe, we would expect a stricter and clearer
chronological order. Poetry, instead, which by default resorts to analepsis, prolepsis,
ring-composition etc. it is where it is natural to expect, instead, a non-linear recounting
of the events. It is perfectly fine for a poem that recounts the deeds of Zeus to start in
medias res with Zeus’s ascent to power, refer back in passing to the previous
generations, and then narrate how Zeus encompassed and recreated all things. In
conclusion, it is precisely because the author was following the text of the poem from
the beginning till the end that he did not relate the events in their chronological order.
The spatial introductions to the poetic extracts already mentioned above also
point to the same conclusion. On five occasions (XI, 9; XII, 1; X1V, 5; XV, 5; XVI,
12-13; XI1l1, 10) the author indicates that the lines he is about to quote follow from the
preceding one. Never does he introduce a line with expressions such as “as he says
carlier” or “as he said in another section of the poem.” Although it cannot be proven
that the author follows the same principle even when it does not use the “spatial”
introductory remarks, 53 their presence is enough to suggest that “there is a tendency

towards systematicity”%24 and that, overall, the author produced a running

613 Aside from the spatial introductions, the author also uses expressions such as “as he [Orpheus]
shows in these lines”, “about this or that he says the following”. In these cases, the extracts about to
follow are explicitly linked to the author’s discussion and are used to support it. Precisely because the
author is compelled to follow the order of the poem he cannot always find a logical way to link what
comes next in the poem with what he just said in the commentary. Those are the case when, | believe,
he resorts to the spatial introductions, mere formal links between extracts and commentary. On this see
also below.

614 BETEGH 2004b: 42.
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commentary, that is, he commented upon the lines of the poem progressively in the
order in which they were composed.5%®

A last piece of evidence, which has so far gone unnoticed, can be added to the
discussion. At col. XXII, 12-14, as we have seen above, the Derveni author quotes
from the hymns the following extract: “Anunmp [P]éa I'f Mymp Eotio Aniol.” He
then goes on explaining the meaning of each goddess starting from the last one, Deo:
KkoAg[Tt]ot yap kol ‘A’ 6t édni[d0]n &v Tt pei&el: dnidoet 8¢, [dt]av Katd td Emn
vév[nra]t. “For she was also called Deo since she was destroyed in the sexual
intercourse. He will show [it] whenever he reaches the lines [devoted to this].” 66
Kota ta €xn must refer here to the point in the poem in which the episode of the
sexual intercourse will be recounted (see Kotwick and Lapini),®'’ and the whole
expression dnimacet 88, [Ot]av katd ta £ yév[nta]u is a sort of “see below” sign-
post. The intercourse, as shown by West,%*8 is probably the one between Zeus and his
mother Rhea (Rhea is identical with Demeter, Earth, Mother, Estia, and Deo,
according to the Derveni author), the result of which will be the birth of Persephone.
The story is found in the Orphic Rhapsodies and was probably also recounted in the
Derveni poem. In col. XXVI, in fact, the commentator references a line in the poem

that talks about Zeus’ desire to copulate with his mother. From this we can we infer

the following. Although the Derveni author explains the name Deo as the one that was

615 It is difficult to say whether the author commented upon each and every line of the poem thus
producing a “commented edition” (see MONTANARI 2007) or if he selected some of them.

616 | follow here the proposal of LAPINI 2019: 176 who argues that Orpheus is the subject of both
dnimoet and yév[nra]i. Alternatively, the subject of yév[nta]l could be the word, pei&ig, mentioned
above.

617 KoTwick 2017: 97; 311; LAPINI 2019: 176.

618 WEST 1983: 93-4.
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“destroyed” in a sexual intercourse, he does not specify which intercourse nor which
kind of “destruction” Deo endured. He only says that this will become clear when the
episode is related in full, later on in his work. This postponement which leaves the
audience momentarily in the dark is significant. Why doesn’t our author quote right
away the lines devoted to Zeus and Rhea’s intercourse instead of obliquely alluding to
them? Clearly, he thought it best to leave off the quotations (and the comment) of
these lines to a later part of his work. There might be a number of organizational
reasons behind this choice, yet the more obvious one is that the commentator in his
work was sticking to the order of Orpheus’ poem and did not want to anticipate a
lemma that what was supposed to be explained in full later on, simply to make an
exegetical point.5%°

The last question to surmise is whether the text of Derveni is constructed upon
an alternation of lemmata and commentary portions. While, on the whole, this is the
case, a closer inspection suggests also differences between the Derveni text and other
surviving examples of hypomnemata.

From a general point of view, clearly marked poetic quotations alternate with
explanatory sections in the Derveni text. Col. XVI, 3-15 provides a good
representation of the matter:

“ntpmToYovoL Paciiimg aidoiov- TML 8’ dpa TavTES

afavator TpocfPuv paxkapeg Bgoi o6 OEavan

KOl TOTOpol Kol Kpijval Emqportol dila T mavta,

doca T6T’ NV yeYadT’, adTdg &’ dpa poidvog Eyevro.”
[€]v ToVTO1G onpaivel 8Tt T0 dvta VTR pyev del, TO 0&

619 Modern commentators act more or less with the same principle of economy in mind. When they
comment, say, upon the beginning lines of a work and they need to reference what comes later in the
work, they either briefly summarize those lines or simply allude to them with a see below or a cf. Rarely
do they quote them in full more than once.
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VOV €0vTa €K TOV LapyOvI®V yiv[e]tal. TO O

“lav]rog 0¢ dpo. podvog £yevto”- todto O [A]€ywv dmrol
[0 ]zov Nodv maviav &Eov etvar pov[olv 86vta,
[bomep]el pndev tdAka €N o0 Yap [EERV Towa]dta eivar
[T vOv] £6vta dv[€]v ToD NoD. [E1t v 1@t €x]opéval

[¢mel TovT]ov &Eov mhvTey [Eenoev Tov Nodv g]ivar-
[“vOv 8’ éoTi]V Baciredg mavT[ov kai T° £60eT’ Em]erto.”
[6fjhov Ot1] Nodg kai t[dviov Bactieng 0Tt Ta]OToOV.

“Of the reverend king Protogonos; and upon him all the immortal grew, blessed
gods and goddess, rivers, lovely sources, and everything else that had come into
being at that time, and he himself was alone”. In these lines, he indicates that the
things that are always existed and the things that are now come into being from
the things that exist. As for the phrase: “and he himself was alone” in saying it
he shows that Nous itself being alone is worth everything as if everything else
were nothing. For it would not be possible for the things that are now to be such
as they are without Nous. Even in the line that follows the one just mentioned
he said that the Nous is worth everything: “Now he is the king of all and will be
later”. It is evident that the Nous and “the king of all” are the same thing.
As we can see, the author starts with a four lines quotation (ll. 3-6) which he then
briefly comments (ll. 7-8). Then, he zooms into the details of the quotation and selects
one portion of it ““[a¥]z0g 0 dpa podvog £yevro” (“and he himself was alone™)
which, again, he quotes and comments upon. Once he is done with the extract, he
moves to the next one (Il. 14) and so on so forth. As it is customary with
hypomnemata, sometimes the explanation of a line is corroborated by a paraphrase,
like in col. VIII, on which see below. Other times single words of the quotations are
isolated and commented upon (see, e.g., col. X).
The quotations are visually distinct from the main text by the use of the

paragraphos. A small stroke placed in the left margin between two lines of writing,

the paragraphos is a very old and common annotation in papyri.®? It is used to mark

620 TURNER 19872 10
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any kind of pause and/or separation. It occurs both in prose (often to mark the end of a
sentence),%?! and in poetry (in hexametric texts it marks the end of a section, whereas
in lyric texts it can separate the elements of a triadic structure or different stanzas).
Often coupled with the double dot it indicates a change of speaker in dramatic texts
and dialogues. In hypomnemata, the paragraphos often separates lemmata from
comments. In this case, it usually appears together with other visual devices such as
the ekthesis (the lines quoted begin inside the left margin), a blank space, and/or
different types of diplai.®?? Within the Derveni papyrus, for the most part,®> a pair of
paragraphoi used alone both above the beginning and below the end of a section of
poetry separates poetic extracts from authorial comments. Moreover, quotations of
poetry always begin on a new line so that lines of poetry and lines of prose are never
mixed. This occasionally produces an unusually short line of prose® just before the
beginning of a poetic quotation. Together with the paragraphos this scribal practice
contributes marking a visual separation between prose from poetry. Unfortunately,
both these elements (the paragraphos and the visual separation) are not decisive when

it comes to identifying lemmata.5%

621 On paragraphos and prose texts see PARSON 2002. For the use of the paragraphos in the
Herculaneum papyri see DEL MASTRO 2017: 80-5.

622 See DEL FABBRO 1979: 87-89.

623 In some cases, the paragraphos is missing (Col. V111, 2; Col. XIIl, 1). In others, it works more like a
full stop (col. X,1 0; XIIl, 6) and in some other cases its function is debated see RUSTEN 2014: 127-32.
624 The normal length of the lines of writing in the Derveni papyrus is between 30 and 45 characters. In
antiquity, the length of a work was measured in relation to a standard unit of measure, the stichos,
which corresponds more or less to the length of a hexametric line. No matter how short or long a scribe
would make his lines of writing, the length of his work would be indicated in stichoi. The Derveni
papyrus is a case of stichometric text because the length of its lines corresponds with the length of a
stichos. On stichometry OHLY (1928) remains fundamental. Among the most recent contributions,
CORCELLA (2013: 32-5) provides a concise overview with a thorough bibliography.

625 See also BETEGH 2004a: 95-96.
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First, editorial separation of the kind discussed above between quotations and
explanation is also used, albeit rarely, in non-lemmatic texts. Consider, for instance,
P.Oxy. 220, a I-1l century CE sungramma on prosody which quotes lines of poetry as
examples of the different kinds of meters it discusses. In this text too, the literary
guotations always start in a new line and are marked both by an ekthesis and a
paragraphos. Secondly, in the Derveni papyrus the unusually short lines of prose also
precede non-lemmatic sections like in col. X, 10 where the new paragraph simply
marks a change of topic. Finally, short lines and paragraphoi also mark quotations
that, strictly speaking, are not lemmata. Consider the already mentioned col. XXVI in
which the author quotes two extracts from Homer. Both extracts are preceded by a
shorter than usual prose line (17 characters in each case, see col. XXVI, 3 and XXVI,
5) and are marked by a pair of paragraphoi. Yet, these quotations from Homer are not
sensu stricto lemmata which the commentator set out to explain. Instead, as we have
seen, they are parallel passages, in-text quotations which the author uses in order to
strengthen an exegetical point. In this case, then, the scribe did not distinguish
between lemmata and commentary but rather between poetry and prose. In conclusion,
the presence of these editorial devices alone, although typical of the hypomnematic
genre, does not authorize us to conclude that we are in the presence of a hypomnema.

There is, furthermore, a feature that sets the Derveni papyrus apart from other
existing ancient commentaries: the prose expressions used to introduce an extract.

These comprise expressions such as “this he [the poet] shows in the following line”,
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“having said the following” “he shows this by saying the following”.5%6 Ironically,
these introductory expressions are one of the major elements that led Armida
Lamedica to conclude, in two influential papers of hers, that the Derveni papyrus was
a hypomnenma.®?’ Lamedica is definitively right that the introductory expressions of
the Derveni papyrus belong to the traditional vocabulary of ancient exegesis. Yet, she
fails to notice that in ancient hypomnema, lemmata are never introduced by prose
expressions.®?® In commentaries, lemmata are simply quoted, either in extenso or in
abbreviated form, and all the reader needs to be able to recognize them is the kind of
editorial help we discussed above (ekthesis, paragraphos etc.) together with the
knowledge of what text the commentary is upon (a piece of information usually
provided in the title). This is perfectly economical and there is no reason why the
commentator should keep repeating the provenance and the name of the author who
composed the quoted lines given that these two elements are always going to be the
same throughout the commentary. Ultimately, then, commentaries are made up of
independent blocks of lemmata + explanations and there is no necessary continuity of
discourse between the explanation of one lemma and the subsequent one. Each time a
new lemma is mentioned the explanation starts afresh.6%° This is exactly the opposite

of what happens in the Derveni papyrus which offers one long continuous discourse,

626 A complete list of introductory expressions can be found in BETEGH 2004a: 94; BETEGH 2004b: 38.
Note that Betegh’s list should be updated on the basis of the more recent editions of the text (KPT 2006
and JANKO 2017).

627 L AMEDICA 1991; LAMEDICA 1992.

628 This fact has gone mostly unnoticed in the scholarship. As far as | know, only West briefly mentions
it when he says that the Derveni text is “not the type of commentary which consists of a series of
independent blocks each beginning with a lemma” (West 1983: 78).

629 This, of course, does not mean that the commentator cannot cross-reference what he argued in
previous lemmata. Expressions such as “as it has been shown earlier” and the like are indeed common.
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thematically coherent, from the beginning till the end. In this respect, the Derveni
papyrus is much more similar to a sungramma, a monograph, where an author
produces a single cohesive discourse on a topic and integrates it with quotations to
support his views.

All things considered, the Derveni papyrus defies the common typology of
exegetical texts. He is definitively not a sungramma but it is not exactly a fully
developed hypomnema either. A precursor of the commentary is perhaps the best
descriptor.®3° The Derveni papyrus, in fact, presents two major characteristics which
are exclusive to hypomenmata (the lemmata comes from the same work and are
commented upon in order). Furthermore, | think it is plausible to regard the
introductory expressions as an original feature of the genre that was eventually
abandoned. It should be noted that although introductory expressions can be avoided
in writing thanks to the help of editorial devices of the kind described above, they are
unavoidable in any kind of oral form of exegesis. They feature, of course, in Socrates’
discussion of Simonides poem in the Protagoras, which, can be regarded as a “live
commentary” of the Ode to Scopas. Especially given the early date of the Derveni
papyrus, it is possible that at that time some of the later conventions of the genre were
not yet fixed. Lacking a standard citation system, it would not be surprising if in
quoting poetry the author deferred to the typical modules of oral exegesis thus

incorporating in his writing the introductory expressions typical of oral

“commentaries.” Assuming this is correct, the Derveni papyrus would, therefore,

630 pfeiffer was not far from the truth when he defined the DP as a specimen of a pre-Alexandrinian
commentary. PFEIFFER 1968: 139 n. 7.
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represent an important specimen in order to investigate the beginnings of the genre and
the relationship between oral and written forms of exegesis.

Finally, there is one last item concerning the Derveni papyrus and its genre that
deserves to be discussed. As noted by Lamedica,53! the Derveni author often reasons
in a seemingly inductive fashion. After he is done commenting upon one lemma, he
introduces the next one using introductory formulas such as “he shows it [the point
made in the preceding explanation] in this line” vel similia (cf. e.g. XII, 3). The lemma
thus introduced is brought, so it seems, into the commentary as further proof of what
has just been said. These lemmata, therefore, have a hybrid status: they strengthen the
commentator analysis (much like parallel passages) and, like every other lemma, they
provide new exegetical material to be commented upon. Given that explicit inductive
methodology is typical of sungrammata and not of hypomnemata, which tend to
proceed deductively, this is another feature, largely unnoticed by scholarship, that
contributes to the ambiguous status of the Derveni papyrus. Again, we should try to
explain it as part of the hypomnematic genre rather than taking it as evidence that the
Derveni papyrus was not a commentary.

These introductory formulas are different than the merely “spatial”
introductions like “in the following line he says this” etc. Through them, in fact, the
author strengthens the impression of a strong connection, in terms of meaning,
between one line of the poem and the subsequent one: what Orpheus intended to say in
line X is coherent with what he says in line Y, X and Y thus mutually illuminate

themselves. As we will see, to show that Orpheus wrote every line of his poem as

631 | AMEDICA 1992: 328.
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coherent parts of a larger allegorical design is the major goal of the Derveni author. In
order to achieve it, he underlined how the meaning of one line was coherent with the
meaning of another one, and how all of them, ultimately, contributed to the same goal:
speaking in coding terms about the universe. The exegesis, presented as a continuous
discourse, thus mirrors the commentator’s assumption about a strict unity of scope in
the poem and the Derveni author, through the formulas | noted, emphasizes how every
lemma contributes to the same agenda. Indeed, the Derveni author had one main
explicit exegetical goal: to show that everything that Orpheus said is part of a carefully
designed allegorical system. His exegetical remarks are completely subordinated to
such a goal. In this respect, his work is different from that of many other
commentators who, even when they have one main interest, and, arguably used, like
the Derveni author, commentaries to prove one main point, they still felt the need to
negotiate their overall agenda with the expectation of the genre; they thus end up
interspersing the promotion of their own view of the text with unrelated historical
asides or glosses of difficult words.®3? The Derveni author certainly indulges much
less than his later colleagues into the impulse of being hermeneutically comprehensive
and his exegesis turns into a one-sided endeavor aiming at proving the allegorical

design of Orpheus’ poem. What is key, however, is that to prove his point the Derveni

832 A case in point is the so-called cosmogonic fragment of Alcman (P. Oxy. 2390 fr. 2), part of a larger
commentary dating to the Il century CE on a collection of poems by Alcman. The section running from
col. 11.22 to 111.29 preserves a commentary on an unknown poem by Alcman. As rightly shown by Most
(see MosT 1987; see also STEINER 2003), the commentator interprets Aleman’s mythological narrative
allegorically as a coded cosmogony. The premises are the same as the Derveni author and so is the
medium: the commentary. Yet, differently from the commentator of Derveni the anonymous on Alcman
did not limit himself to demonstrate that the narrative of Alcman was actually a coded reference to the
secrets of the universe but, as any commentator would do, also brought up exegetical points not
immediately relevant to his main agenda. Thus, for instance, at column I11. 20-1, he interrupts the
allegorical reading and glosses the doric form npecyoc (old man) with the koine word for it, mpecfotnc.
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author thought it best to analyze the poem progressively, line by line; he decided, in
other words, to present his view of the text in the form of a commentary.

I have argued so far that the Derveni exegesis of Orpheus’ poem is presented
in a form that closely resembles that of a commentary. It shares with later
commentaries a progressive and systematic analysis of a single poem. Differently
from other ancient commentators, however, the Derveni author explicitly introduces
his lemmata with prose formulas and uses the medium of the commentary more to
“argue” than “explaining.” Finally, I have alluded to the fact that the choice of
composing a commentary is a natural consequence of the commentator’s agenda. To
such an agenda and its relationship to the genre of the commentary | now turn.

The agenda of the Derveni author is explicitly mentioned in col. VII, 4-10,
which constitutes a methodological introduction of sort to the commentary.

Eot 8¢ plovtikn®® ] monoic

[K]ai avOpd[moig] aivi[yp]atmong, [kali [Ople[ed]c avt[olg
¢]plot’ aty[iypa]to ovk fj0eke Aéyew, [év aiv]iypag[t]v o6&
[uey]éha. iep[oroy]giton pev obv kai 4md [to]d mpdTov

[koi] péypr 0083 [tede]ur[ai]ov pruotoc, ®[c] Snio[i] kai v Tdt
[e0k]pvnTo[1 Enel]- “[0]Vpag” yap “émiBe[cOa]l” 6 kelevGOG
101 ¢ woi]v avt[ovg ur Beovg doefelv on[owv] to[T]g ToAroic [...]

His poetry is prophetic and riddling to people, and Orpheus did not want to
present to them riddles as contests but rather great things in riddles. Hence, he
is speaking allegorically from the first till the last word, as he shows in the easily
understandable line. For by ordering them to “shut doors” on their ears he is
saying [to the many that they should not be irreverent to the gods]

First, leaving aside the supplemented and doubtful pavtikr, the author defines Orphic

poetry as aivi[ypu]atddng. The term, a cognate of aiviypa, riddle, is often associated

633 n[avtikn] West and Struck, followed by Janko: £[évn tig] KPT.
634 <1>00 Janko.
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with allegory and allegorical interpretation (see above, ch. 4). Another cognate of
aiviypa, that is, aiviCopon, to compose allegorically, is used in col. 1X, 10 and XVII,
13 to describe the poet’s agenda. The author’s first assumption is thus that Orpheus
composed a riddling poem whose true meaning is not immediately clear.5%

In the second sentence, the author specifies that Orpheus is not telling épiot’
aiviypato but rather 8v aiviypoaow peydha. If épiotoc is indeed the right term here, 836
the author provides a contrast between the practice of riddling for its own sake (think,
e.g., of riddles’ contests in sympotic and other similar settings, on which see above)
and the practice of hiding important truths under the veil of poetry. It is to this second
“more serious” kind of riddle that Orpheus’ poetry belongs. An important
specification follows: Orpheus igpodoyeicOar from the beginning of the poem till the
end. As the parallels provided by K. Tsantsanoglou and Sider show,%%" the verb,
ieporoyém, which usually means to recount a sacred story (hieros logos), is here used
as a terminus technicus of allegorical practice, basically, as a synonym of aivicoopau.
According to our commentator, Orpheus is thus speaking allegorically throughout the
whole poem. The thought is repeated at col. XI1I, 5-6 where we read: “Since he speaks

in riddles about the true things throughout all of the poem, it is necessary to talk about

635 Compare this statement with PI. Alc. I, 147b7-d8 according to which all poetry is by nature
enigmatic, clearly an ironic distortion of the key assumptions of allegorical interpreters according
to which the poem/passage they are interpreting is enigmatic. On this passage of the Alcibiades and
its relationship with the Derveni papyrus see STRUCK 2004: 46-7; STRUCK 2005: 159-60; RUSTEN
2014: 122; ReAL forthcoming (b).

636 gp1otoc (see in TSANTSANOGLOU 1997: 121-2) and ddpiotog (LAKS-MOST 2016: 388) have also
been considered.

637 TSANTSANOGLOU 1997: 122-3; SIDER 1997: 135 n. 17. See also JANKO 2001: 3 and KPT 2006:
171-2.
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each word/line.”%%8 These sentences thus specify that Orpheus did not only
sporadically used coded language to reveal higher truths but that he composed each
word as part of a carefully designed system of meaning whose ultimate goal is the
revealing of greater truths. In a word, Orpheus’ poem is meant to be an allegorical
representation of the working of the universe.

Before discussing the last lines (11, 8-10) of the introduction, we should look
more closely at the main exegetical implications of the author’s assumptions. First,
given the ambivalent nature of the poem, it is not surprising that other interpreters
misunderstood its meaning and came up with different (literal) readings for it. Though
scholars hardly ever emphasize this point, the goal of the commentator is thus also to
correct previous mistaken interpretations. This he does four times: in col. VIII and IX
he complains that “those who do not understand the words [uttered by Orpheus]” (col.
IX 2-3) missed a hyperbaton (see below) and, therefore, ended up with the wrong
understanding of the line in question; at col. XII, he points out that those who think

that Orpheus used Olympus as a synonym of heaven are mistaken; likewise, in col.

638 811 udv micav TV TN TEPL TOV MpaypdTov aivileton Fot’ Enog Ekactov dvéykn Aéyewv. This

sentence is obviously a variation on the theme already expressed in the introduction. I find,
therefore, Kotwick’s interpretation (KOTWICK 2017: 213-4), according to which the commentator
meant to say that every word needs to be interpreted outside of his context, in isolation, highly
improbable. First, Kotwick misses the close relationship between this passage and the thought
expressed in VII, 7-8. Secondly, “atomization,” the process by which the author focuses on one
word and analyzes it in isolation first, is hardly something specific to the methodology of the
Derveni author but rather an essential part of every hermeneutical investigation be it allegorical or
not (on this see ch. 4 above). Finally, the Derveni author implicitly shows that he regards context
as key for understanding the meaning of a word. For instance, in col. XII he claims that in order to
understand what “Olympus” means one has to look, in context, at the adjective that accompanies it.
Likewise, in col. XXIII the discussion of the epithet that accompanies the name “Okeanos” is key
in assessing what Okeanos means. Decontextualization ends up playing an important role in the
interpretative strategy of the Derveni author. Yet, the Derveni author would have certainly resented
such a characterization of his exegesis, let alone explicitly claiming it for himself, given the great
lengths he goes to in order to advertise that his analysis is as systematic, cohesive, and faithful to
the poem as possible.
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XXII1 he corrects the opinion of those who claim that Okeanos was a river (see
below); finally, in col. XXV he protests against those who interpret the expression
“metros eas” as meaning “his mother” instead of “of the good mother.” In all these
cases, the commentator refers to previous (unsuccessful in his view) attempts at
interpreting the poem, a fact that, be it noted in passing, indicates there existed a
tradition of commenting upon poetry, and upon this poem specifically, well before our
commentator produced his work.

Second, by saying that Orpheus provided riddles for the sake of something
greater than merely challenging his audience to a battle of wits, the commentator casts
his exegetical endeavor as a serious task whose goal is not merely to showcase his
hermeneutical skills. The interpretation of the poem is in service of a better
understanding of the world and, possibly, deeper participation in the rituals of which
the recitation of the poem was a part.53°

Finally, the fact that Orpheus spoke in riddles from the beginning till the end
compels the commentator to provide a systematic exegesis, an analysis of the poem
word by word, line by line. The hypomnema thus becomes the best tool for the job, as
the commentator implicitly remarks when he says that “Since he speaks in riddles
about the true things throughout all of the poem, it is necessary to talk about each
word/line,” i.e., to write a commentary. The hypomnema, in fact, allows the

commentator to pursue a meticulous analysis of each element of the poem while

639 | am merely discussing here the ways in which the commentator represents his exegesis and |
am not making claims about the genuine intentions of the author which might well be, as Edmond,
e.g., argues, to advertise his skills in the competitive market of the time. See EDMONDS 111 2019:
77-99.
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achieving that hermeneutical completeness that he was looking for.54° Through the use
of the commentary, the author can isolate and analyze all of the lines®*! of the poem in
due order while showing how every one of them ultimately contributes to the higher
meaning of Orpheus’ poem.

The commentator’s explicit attention to the whole poem, in particular, shows
that at the time of the Derveni papyrus allegoresis was not merely a tool for solving
this or that discrete exegetical problem, as we usually conceive of it. It was a much
wider exegetical stance meant to answer questions about the process of the
composition of a text, its aims, and overall meaning. It is not only, say, the battle of
the gods in Homer that can be read allegorically nor the representation of this or that
scene; instead, the whole poem is taken to be construed in a coded way and each
element of it serves to hint at the same higher truth. As we have seen, this broader
exegetical stance was already operative in Metrodorus, and, as far as we can see from
passages such as the Second Alcibiades (see above), notions such as “all poetry is
allegorical” or “poets (always) speak in riddles” are something of a trope. Yet, before
the discovery of the Derveni papyrus we lacked significant examples of exegetical

works that actually made good upon these hermeneutical premises and tried to prove

640 To provide a complete exegesis is, in the case of the Derveni author, a necessary consequence
of his assumption that all of Orpheus’ poem is allegorical. Yet, completeness is, obviously, a
desirable hermeneutical quality even outside the allegorical realm. As we have seen above,
Aristotle and other critics who preceded him found it awkward that Calchas should only interpret
the first part of the snake omen of Il. 2.303-332 and omit the last part. As noted by Bouchard
(BOUuCHARD 2016: 178-9), both literalists and allegorists seek to interpret the totality of a text. As
an example, she provides Euripides’ willingness to test Aeschylus’ tragedies word by word in
Aristophanes’ Frogs (see Arist. Ran. 802 and 1998), though in this specific case it is more
exegetical meticulousness than completeness that the expression kot’énog seems to emphasize.
641 It is impossible to conclude whether the Derveni author commented upon each and every line of
the poem, a highly plausible hypothesis in light of what he claims, or whether he only chose to go
over the most relevant ones.
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them by dutifully matching each line of a poem with the corresponding elements of a
philosophical system.542

Of course, in this respect, the Derveni author had a much easier task than, say,
an allegorical interpreter of Homer. The poem of Derveni is, for one thing, much
shorter and cohesive than any other Homeric poem and his theogonic plot lends itself
much more naturally to a cosmological interpretation than the epic plot of the Homeric
poems. Still, the commentator’s attempt to carry forward such an ambitious exegetical
program makes the Derveni papyrus an exceptional and groundbreaking example of
exegesis of the time.

Before I conclude this section on the genre of the work and its relationship
with the hermeneutical agenda of the commentator, | want to return to the last portion
of col. VII which I left uncommented. Scholars have often wondered how the
commentator could be sure that Orpheus actually spoke in riddles and why his
audience should have believe him.%* The commentator’s exegesis itself provides an
indirect answer to this question. The very fact that the commentator uses a
commentary—that is, that he shows that line 1 of the poem can be read allegorically,
as can line 2, and 3, and so on, and that, in turn, when read allegorically line 1 and 2

are perfectly consistent, and so are lines 2 and 3, etc. —proves that the poem can

642 Even in the later examples of allegoresis what we have are either allegorical analysis of a single
scene of a work (think of the analysis of the battle of the gods scene in Homer commented above)
or, at best, collections of passages from one work analyzed allegorically (think of the work of
Heraclitus). As | have noted above, the closest parallel to the Derveni papyrus in this respect is the
commentary of Alcman preserved in P. Oxy. 2390. Yet, the little that remains of it makes any
closer connections between the two texts difficult to ascertain.

643 See, e.9., BETEGH 2004b: 45. HUsSEY 1999: 309, too precipitously, as we will see, notes that
the Derveni author “does not seek to justify” his exegetical assumption.
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easily accommodate an allegorical interpretation. The Derveni commentary, in fact, as
we have seen above when discussing the introductory remarks to the lemmata, does
not only provide an explanation of the poem but also constantly justifies itself by
continuing to argue its case, i.e., that Orpheus spoke allegorically throughout.
Moreover, as we will see in the next section of this chapter, the attempt at anchoring
every interpretation within the text and deploying sound hermeneutical techniques in
order to prove an allegorical reading also contributes to strengthening the audience’s
faith in the author’s assumptions.

In a more direct fashion, however, the commentator does claim that Orpheus
provided something like “a little signpost saying ‘There is a hidden meaning, find
it’”—precisely that signpost that scholars like Betegh thought was lacking in the
Derveni papyrus.54 This, | claim, he does precisely at the point in the introduction
where | left off. At the end of his introduction (col. VII, 8-9), the commentator refers
to a line of Orpheus, (a line that he must have quoted in a lost portion of the
commentary immediately preceding col. VII) with the expression “as Orpheus shows
(g dnAoi) in the easily understandable line.” The use of @¢ dnot is remarkable for it
implies that the commentator regards the Orphic line as proof of what he just said, that
is, proof of the fact that Orpheus speaks allegorically from the beginning to the end of
the poem.®* Given, however, that we have lost the commentator’s explanation of the

line it is not exactly clear why such a line would prove the commentator’s assumption.

644 BETEGH 2004b: 45
645 This is notable especially because early allegorists are usually silent about the reason why a
poet chose to speak allegorically and rarely justify their exegetical method. See STRUCK 2004: 161.
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In what follows, I discuss two hypotheses, not necessarily mutually exclusive, which |
regard as highly plausible.

The line in question, a well-attested mystery formula,®*® is not extant anymore
but it probably opened the poem. Allusions to it are abundant in ancient literature (see
KoTwick 2017: 159 for references). Later sources®’ preserve two possible versions of
it: 1) deiow Euvetoiot- BOpac &’ emifecbe, BEPnror, | will sing for the wise; but you,
profane, shut the doors ii) @8&yEopar oig Oépg Eoti- BVpag & emibecde, BEPnrot, | will
speak to those for whom it is allowed; but you, profane, shut the doors. Whatever was
the version quoted by the commentator, the overall message of the line is clear: what
follows the formula, i.e., Orpheus’ poem, is not meant for everybody. But how was
Orpheus able to control the reception of his poem, to make sure it did not end up in the
hands of the profane? After all Orpheus’ poem was a book®* and as such likely to be
read by a variety of different people. He does so through allegorical writing, a
technique that allows him to communicate only with those who have the skillset to
decode the author’s riddles and understand the poem’s true meaning. Through allegory
the great truths Orpheus reveals do not hand up in the wrong hands.4° This esoteric

justification of allegoresis is something of a tropos. We find it explicitly expressed for

646 See esp. BERNABE 1996.

647 The formula is already alluded to by Empedokles (31 B 3.3-5 DK). Version i) is found, e.g., in
Stob. 3.1.199; version ii) in, e.g., Clem. Al. Protr. 7.74.4.

648 The fact that the poem was commented upon in such detail both by the Derveni author and
critics who preceded him must imply that the poem had been fixed at a much earlier stage.
Moreover, as we will see below, some of the exegetical techniques used by the commentator imply
that the work commented upon was read rather than heard. This is, in any case, what scholars have
generally assumed about the Derveni papyrus especially given that Orphism is a “bookish religion”
par excellence see, e.g., BERNABE 1996: 18-19 esp. n. 15.

649 In col. XXV, 12-13 the commentator explicitly attributes to Orpheus an esoteric agenda. t& &’
£mi 100701 €minpocbe m[o]ieital [ov Blov[Ad]uevo[g] mavtag ywv[d]okeg[t]v. The following lines he
puts forward as a screen not wanting for everybody to understand.
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the first time in the second-century Life of Homer by Ps. Plutarch. In chapter 92 of this
work the author claims that enigmatic language spurs the lovers of knowledge and
prevents the ignorant from scorning what they do not understand.%® Much like in Ps.
Plutarch, the quotation of the mystery formula by the commentator provides a reason
as to why it is logical to assume that Orpheus spoke allegorically: he did so because he
did not want to be understood by all.

Aside from the esoteric justification, there is a second reason, ignored by the
scholarship, as to why this line is relevant to the agenda of the commentator. If taken
literally, the expression 6vpog &’ enifecbe “shut the door” must be understood as part
of aritual. The expression was performative and must have prompted the profane to
close actual doors. Scholars have thus speculated that originally the formula could
have been uttered during a procession, to prevent the people standing in their houses
from seeing the sacred objects of cult.55! Alternatively, the formula could have been
shouted by initiates gathered inside a house to prevent people outside from entering or
hearing what was going on inside.%5? Nevertheless, as soon as this formula is used
outside of its original context, for instance when it becomes a standard opening of
religious texts as in the Derveni case, it turns into a metaphorical intimation not to
read ahead unless one has the competence to do s0.%° The metaphorical meaning of
the formula was certainly already available by Plato’s time. In the Symposium (see PI.

Symp. 218b), the same formula “put doors over their ears” is used to ask the servants

650 On this passage and on esotericism as a justification for allegoresis see STRUCK 2004: 160-1.
On “intentional unclarity” for didactic sake see also BETEGH 2004b: 46.

651 WEST 1983: 82-83; BERNABE 1996: 17; BURKERT 2011: 238; PRIMAVESI 2013: 51

652 BREMMER 2010: 27; BREMMER 2011: 3-5. On the question see also KOTwick 2017: 160-2.
653 BERNABE 1996: 18-19; KOTwiICK 2017: 160-2.
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not to pay attention to what the banqueters discuss. If ears, toi[¢ ®oi]v is, as it
seems, % the best word to fill the lacuna at col. V11, 10, it follows that the
commentator of Derveni also understood the expression 8vpag 6’ enibeobe
metaphorically, along Plato’s lines. The actual doors of the original formula come to
signify any means of obstruction used to cover the audience’s ears, and the overall
expression metaphorically means: “do not listen to what follows,” i.e., do not read
ahead.5%

This happens to be the only line of the poem quoted by our author that clearly
has a nonliteral meaning. Obviously, as we have seen, Orpheus is not telling his
audience to grab actual doors, rather, he uses the word in a different sense. “Doors” is
a code for something else, much like Zeus, Chronos, and all the other words of the
poem are. The difference is that the expression “shut the doors” is unmistakably a
code and nobody would take it literally. If my reading is correct, the much-debated
adjective edxpwvijtmt, “easily understandable,”®°® which defines the line in question,
must mean that this line is easy to understand in that its being symbolic is not under

discussion: it can only be taken “metaphorically.”®®” Conversely, the other lines the

654 Aside from the parallel in Plato see also Gal. de usu part. 1V.20.28 Kiihn.

65 Note that the term B£Bniot, profanes, too is somewhat metaphorical if it is true that here it does
not have a religious connotation but indicates, more broadly, those who do not understand. On this
question see KPT 2006: 174.

6% A summary of the possible meanings of the adjective in KoTwick 2017: 158-9.

857 This is not exactly the way in which the term is usually taken. Scholars (see, e.g., KPT 2006:
173; KoTwick 2017: 158-9) who analyze svkpwitmt as €0 + the verbal adjective of kpive and
thus claim that the word means something like “easy to understand,” take it to mean that the line is
“easy to understand” because it does not have to be interpreted allegorically like the other lines in
the poem. | agree that the commentator is suggesting that there is a distinction between this line
and the other ones. Yet, the difference lies in the fact that of the two levels on which allegory
operates, the literal and the symbolic, here the symbolical interpretation unequivocally imposes
itself over the literal. This makes the line easier to understand insofar as the commentator does not
have to decide between a literal and symbolic interpretation.
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poet discusses can also be taken literally, and actually were taken literally by the
earlier critics against whom the commentator reacts (see above).

When the author, then, quotes this line to justify his claim that Orpheus writes
allegorically, he not only does so in order to show that Orpheus did not want to reveal
his secrets to everybody (esoteric justification) but also because the quoted line is
unambiguously riddling and necessarily demands a nonliteral interpretation. If
Orpheus speaks in a riddling fashion at the beginning of the poem chances are that he
will do so throughout. Hence the formula explains why (¢ dniot) the poem must be
read allegorically.

This way of justifying allegoresis is not uncommon either. We find it explicitly
expressed by Heraclitus “the allegorist” at the beginning of his Homeric Problems.
After having cursorily gone through some examples of allegory in literature (5.3-11),
Heraclitus claims (5.12) that Homer’s image in Il. 19. 222-224 (which we discussed at
length in ch. 4 above) is an allegory. Homer, in fact, is talking about “agriculture” but
he clearly means something else: “war.” Moving from these assumptions, Heraclitus
construes the following fallacious reasoning (6.1): since other poets unequivocally
used allegory, and since Homer did so as well (at least once!) it follows that
allegoresis can (always!) be used to rescue Homer. In other words, finding an instance
of actual allegory in a poem justifies the commentator to look for more allegorical
passages. | argue that this is, in a nutshell, the same strategy the Derveni author resorts
to when he quotes the mystery formula Orpheus begins his poem with in support of

his whole exegetical method.
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In conclusion, if I am correct, the mystery formula quoted by the Derveni
author constitutes, in the eyes of the commentator, precisely that “little signpost” that
Betegh and other scholars were asking for (see above). It is a clue Orpheus provided to
hint at the fact that his poetry should be read allegorically. The mystery formula, in
fact, i) offers a reason why Orpheus would choose to resort to riddles and ii)
constitutes an actual unambiguous example of Orpheus’ riddling practice. In
conclusion, two of what would later become standard modes of justification of
allegoresis were already operative, in nuce, in a fifth-to-fourth-century BCE
document. This is another striking example of the self-awareness of the Derveni
commentator and of the groundbreaking significance of his exegetical methodology.

I have argued that section V11 to XXV1 of the Derveni papyrus is crafted as a
running commentary of an Orphic poem. The choice of the commentary is the natural
consequence of the author’s effort to reveal the meaning of Orpheus’s poem lines by
line (or word by word). Much like in Metrodorus, the philosophical system of Derveni
author englobes the totality of the poem and becomes the key to understand both the
poem’s overall meaning and each of the details that compose it. In the following
section, | focus on the exegetical techniques that the Derveni author employed to
negotiate between the hermeneutical possibilities of Orpheus’s text and his

philosophical system.

6.3 The Derveni Author: Etymologies and ITpoc Tiv AéEwv Solutions

Since the first studies on the Derveni Papyrus, scholars have often pointed out

that the commentary is based upon a curious mixture of bizarre interpretations that defy
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the plain meaning of the text, and a series of sound exegetical techniques that anticipate
later Alexandrian hermeneutical analysis.®®® Comparatively little attention, however,
has been paid to an in-depth analysis of each of these exegetical techniques and to their
relationship with contemporary and later hermeneutic.%%° Scholars generally content
themselves with singling out some interesting philological devices used by the
commentator such as paraphrases, parallel passages, or analysis of the word-order, and,
for the most part, emphasize the author’s attempt at using etymology (and other similar
analogical reasonings) to establish hazardous links between the words of the poem and
the reality hidden below the surface of the language. The result is that the Derveni author
is often described as professing an almost magical view of language, a view according
to which there is full continuity between things and words whose form reflects the
ontological status of things.%° In this respect, his approach would be radically different
from, say, an Aristotle, or a later Alexandrian critic for whom language is the domain
of fiction, and is clearly separated from reality.®6 In this section, I will first debunk the
long-standing myth according to which Derveni author acknowledges a natural

correspondence between language and things. Then, I will focus on a series of exegetical

68 See, e.g., BURKERT 1968: 443-444.

659 The best analysis of the Derveni exegetical techniques to date is KoTwick 2019. See also SALAMONE
2017: 230-244. In a seminal paper, Madeleine Henry focused on some of the exegetical techniques of
the Derveni author and underlined his importance for the understanding of fifth and fourth centuries
literary criticism (HENRY 1986). Edmonds I1l analyzes many aspects of continuity between the Derveni
author and the sophists (EDMONS 111 2013: 124-35; EDMONDS 111 2019: 77-99). SCHIRONI 2001 shows
the clear continuity between two of the interpretations provided by the Derveni author and Aristarchus.
RUSTEN 2004 also notes the affinity of the DP with Alexandrian scholarship.

660 | am paraphrasing here BoucHARD 2016: 36, as a summary of the communis opinio about the
Derveni papyrus’ approach to language.

61 See BOUCHARD 2016: 37. In contrasting the allegorists, such as the Derveni author, with Aristotle
and the Alexandrian critics STRUCK 2004, instead, emphasizes the notion of language as a vehicle of
obscurity vs language as a vehicle of clarity. As I have been arguing throughout, both scholars propose
too sharp a distinction between pre-Aristotelian and Aristotelian approaches to language and poetics.
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techniques showcased by the Derveni author that, later, even Aristotle will sanction. 1
conclude that the exegesis of the Derveni author has much more in common than
previously realized with later Aristotelian and Alexandrian hermeneutics.

Following in the footsteps of Burkert’s seminal work,%®? scholars usually agree
that the Derveni authors show a tendency toward linguistic naturalism.®3 Others go as
far as conceiving of the Derveni author as “certainly a naturalist.”%%* As evidence, they
usually produce two passages of the Derveni papyrus (col. XVII1-XIX and col. XXII)
in which names and naming are discussed; yet, above all, they draw attention to the fact
that the Derveni author uses etymologies to get at the meaning of a word, a fact that,
allegedly, suggests he conceived of a natural relationship between words and things,
what we would call signifier and signified. Both these pieces of evidence remain in my
view inconclusive. Ultimately, adhesion to linguistic naturalism is not a necessary
condition to explain the kind of interpretations the Derveni author produces. Instead, it
is the author’s assumption that Orpheus crafted and choose to use language in a coded
way which fully motivates the commentator’s exegetical procedure.

At col. XVII1-XIX the commentator argues that Moira, a name that must have
featured in the lost lemma the author is commenting upon, corresponds to the wisdom

of the god, Zeus, i.e. Nous.?®®> We have lost the author’s full reasoning but it is clear

862 BURKERT 1970.

663 See e.9. BAXTER 1991: 130-139; CASADESUS 2000; BERGOMI 2014. PIANO 2016: 117 claims that the
commentator: “comes to consider, in a way, language as a medium of knowledge of the real world in
terms that we could define as ontological”. “giunge, in qualche modo, a considerare il linguaggio come
un mezzo di conoscenza del mondo reale in termini che potremmo definire ontologici.”

664 SALAMONE 246.

665 On the relationship between the terms discussed in these columns (Zeus, mind, air, Mind, wisdom,
and breath) see BETEGH 2004a: 200-2.
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that his argument started from an examination of a set of everyday expressions such as
“ Moira spins for them” and “the things that Moira spun, those will happen”.

Col. XVIII, 3-9 01 8’ dArot GvOpwmot katd edty “Moipav

gnuddoal” paci[v] “coov” kol “EoecBat Tad0’ doco Moipa

EMEKAOEY,” Aéyovteg L&V 0pOBdC, ovK €iddTEC 08

obte TV ‘Moipav’ 6 Tt éoTiv 00TE TO ‘EmKA®dGaL.” Opeevg Yo' p’

™V epovno[i]v ‘Moipav’ Ekbrecev: €QaiveTo yop aOTdL

1010 TpocPepéoTaToV £[ilvan £ v dmavte dvOpwmot

avopaoay:

The other men say, according to a common expression: “Moira spins for them”

and “the things that Moira spun, those will happen.” In saying thus, they speak

properly but they do not know either what “Moira” is, nor what “to spin” is. For

Orpheus called the wisdom “Moira”; this seemed to him to be the most suitable

out of the names that all men gave it.
Based on this passage, it is clear that the commentator attributes to Orpheus the
capacity of name-giver. Orpheus picks the most adequate name, tpocepéotatov,
among the many used by men to define something. In this capacity, its role has often
been compared to that of the name-giver (nomothetes) of Plato’s dialogue, Cratylus.®6®
Nevertheless, the similarity should not be over emphasized. Plato’s name-giver and
Orpheus have very different aims in mind when establishing names. Plato’s name-
giver, in fact, attributes names to things according to a standard of “correctness”

opB6TNC. A correct name is for Cratylus a name that shows the essence of the thing. %6’

There must be, in other words, a natural relationship between the sound pattern of a

666 See especially BAXTER 1992: 134-5. This is only one of the many analogies that have been proposed
between the Cratylus and the Derveni Papyrus. On the relationship between the Cratylus and the
Derveni papyrus see, among many others, BURKERT: 1970; BAXTER 1992: 130-39; KAHN 1997; HUSSEY
1999: 309-315; CASADESUS 2000; ANCESCHI 2007; BERGOMI 2014; PIANO 2016: 116-121; SALAMONE
2017: 244-256. The first instance in Greek literature of a nomothetes/onomatothetes is in Aeschylus
(Aesch. Ag. 681). There the chorus, drawing on the similarities between the name Helen and the root
€A~ (to destray), supposes that an invisible entity that knew what was fated had given Helen her name.
On the name-giver see esp. GAMBARARA 1984: 191-5. With reference to the Cratylus see BAXTER 1992;
41-48 and ADEMOLLO 2011: 115-124; 138-44.

67 See e.g. PI. Crat. E1-2.
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word (what we would call the signifier) and the thing the word refers to (signified) for
it to be “correct.” Thus, according to one of the many “etymologies” featured in the
Cratylus (see 399c1-6) the name for man, “anthropos,” is a correct one because it
indicates the essence of the thing. The word &vOpwrog can be, in fact, analyzed as
avabpdv a dmwme, that is, “observing closely what he saw,” a proper definition for
“men” because they are the only animals who investigate what they see. On the
contrary, nothing suggests that Orpheus, in the commentator’s view, had the
correctness of names in mind when “giving names.” For Orpheus, even if, as we will
see below, the natural link between signifier and signified does sometimes play a role
in choosing names, what makes a name suitable is whether it produces a good riddle
or not.®%8 Consider the passage above about the name “Moira.” Certainly is not
because of how its signifier implicates the notion of wisdom that “Moira” is a suitable
name for “phronesis.” Instead, I believe, Moira is the most fitting name for wisdom
because, much like a riddle, it can be interpreted in at least two ways. On the one
hand, as the common expression “Moira spins for them” shows, men can consider
Moira to be, quite literally, the old lady of mythology, that lady whose spinning
determines the fate of men. These men, | take it, are the ones that the commentator
indicates as not knowing what “Moira” really is neither what “spinning” is.° In fact,
the expression “Moira spins” can (and should, according to the commentator) be taken

symbolically, that is, one should doubt that there exists an old lady whose actual

668 Hussey 1999: 310.

689Alternatively, we can say that the people not knowing what “Moira” and “spinning” are are those
who realize that the expression is metaphorical but do not know exactly what Moira nor the spinning
refer to.
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spinning influences our life. Once one realizes that the expression is symbolic, Moira
clearly must mean something other than its mythological referent and so should her
action, “the spinning.” We lack the lines in which the commentator explained how to
move from the mythical/literal meaning of the expression to the
symbolic/cosmological one, but we do have the end result of the process.

Col. XIX,4-7 “Moipay” & “cmkidoor”

Aéyovteg 10D AlOG TNV OPOVNGLY EMIKVPDCL

Aéyovotv T £6vTa Kol T yvOpeVa Kol TO LEAAOVTA,

dmog xpn yevéshou Te ko sivor kafi] TavcacOat.

When they say “Moira spins” they actually say that Zeus’ wisdom determines

how the things that are, those that have come to be, and those that will come to

be must come to be, exist, and cease.
According to the commentator, what men inadvertently®’® express when they say
“Moira spins” is that the wisdom of Zeus determines everything and it is responsible
for how everything is and will be in the universe. In other words, the expression
“Moira spins” signifies that the wisdom of god acts and shapes the whole universe.
Moira is not a person but the practical knowledge of Zeus/Nous in virtue of which he

ordains the universe. The analogy is evident: like Moira through her spinning shapes

human’s lives, so wisdom is what enables Zeus to shape the universe.®”* To

670 Given that the subject of Aéyovot and Aéyovteg seems to be those same “other men” that in col.
XVIII the commentator said they did not know what “Moira” and “spin” are, it follows that here the
meaning of Aéyovotl must be that they express the proper meaning without realizing it.

571 In the De Mundo, 401b14 Avristotle (?), likely following an Orphic source, provides an explanation
(based on etymology) of the stories about the three Moirai and the spindle. Atropos is in charge of the
past, Klotho of the present, and Lachesis of the future. The partition between td £6vto kai Td yvopeva
kad o uéAdovto (XX, 6) mirrored by the yevécsOar te kai etvor xofi] ravcsacOon (XIX, 7) occurring in
the papyrus, however, is no reason to think, with Gambarara (see GAMBARARA 1984: 180) that the
material in the Derveni papyrus and in the De Mundo stem from the same source. The Derveni author,
in fact, speaks of only one Moira. That being said, it is clearly this notion of a distinction between
events in relation to a present, a past, and future time that explains the emergence of three separate
entities (Moirai) for a single concept (Moira).

294



summarize, when Orpheus calls the wisdom of Zeus/Nous Moira it does so most
fittingly (mpooopepéotartov). Differently from the name-giver of the Cratylus, Orpheus
does not choose the name “Moira” because its sounds pattern implicates its meaning,
he does not choose it in view of its correctness. Rather, Moira is a fitting name
because of the ambiguity it entails. Moira could be literally the old person of the myth,
or the abstract power (something like the notion of Fate which Moira impersonates)
that produces what is inevitable in our lives, as well as in the universe. In so doing,
Orpheus creates a little riddle that only the initiate, i.e. those that have a knack for
detecting the kind of literary games the poet is producing, are able to crack. This, as
we have seen, is perfectly coherent with Orpheus’ overall agenda whose goal is to say
“great things in riddles.” To put it differently, according to the commentator, Moira, in
the Orphic poem, is not a mythological entity but the abstract concept that the
mythological entity signifies. The reason why Orpheus referred to it as Moira has
nothing to do with the magical relationship between language and beings or a
naturalistic take on language. Simply, Orpheus is exploiting a standard language
ambiguity, one that is inherent in the very idea of Greek divinity since at least the
Archaic time®”>—gods are both anthropomorphic entities and abstract functions. The
name “Moira” can be taken to be the mythical goddess of the myths with her
anthropomorphic features and/or the abstract concept of “fate.”

Another passage often quoted by the proponents of the naturalist/magical view
is col. XXII where we read:

Col XXII, 1-10 mév[t’ ov]v opoin[ct”® dlvopacey mc kdAota f[dv]varo,

672 As | have argued in the previous chapter, the double nature of gods is already attested in Homer.
673 ay[t’ &]vopoinm[g : KOTwICK 2016: 2-3.
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YWOGK®V TAV AvOpOTOV TV UGV, OTL 0D TAVTES

opoiav &ovoty 00oE BELOVGY TAVTES TODTA:
Kkpatiotenovtect’ Adyovot 8 Tt dv avTdV £kdoTmL

€mi Bopov ENON, drep v BELOVTEG TVYXAVOGTL,

oVdaUd TOTE, VIO TAsoveLiog, Ta O€ Kol VT apabiog.

'} 8¢ kai Mnp kai Péa kai “Hpn 1| avtr. €kAn0n o0&

‘TR pev voumt, ‘Mnimp’ 8 611 €k Tavtng Tavta y[iv]etal,
TR ki ‘Tola’ katda [y]Adocav Ekaotols. ‘Anuntnp’ [d€]
ovopdodn domnep 1 ‘I Mnmp,” €€ aueotépov E[v] dvopa:

So he named everything similarly, as finely as he could, knowing the nature of
men, that is, that not all have a similar nature, nor do they all want the same
things. When they have power they say whatever comes to each one’s mind,
whatever they happen to desire, never the same thing, through arrogance, but
sometimes also through ignorance. “Earth” (Ge), “Mother” (Meter), “Rhea”, and
“Hera” are the same. She was called “Earth” (Ge) by convention,®”® “Mother”
(Meter) because everything is born from her, Ge and Gaia according to the
dialect of each man. She was called “Demeter” as “Ge Meter” one name from
both.

In this passage, the commentator claims that Orpheus gave names as finely as he could
(¢ kdAMota f[dv]vato). Again, Orpheus is seen in his role of “name-giver” but,
again, the “correct” relationship between name and things is not the standard against
which to surmise his choices. Instead, Orpheus “tailors his poetry to the habit and

custom of his audience.”®’® Knowing the nature of men, that they all want different

674 kpatiotevov 1e {574 Aéyovot : LAPINI 2019: 174

875 This is the usual translation of vopmt in this passage but see also Lapini’s “viene normalmente
chiamata I'fi”” (LAPINI 2019: 172 n. 5).

676 KoTwicK 2016: 2-3. Kotwick’s interpretation is based upon the reconstruction néy[t> &]vopoin[c
(now followed also by SALAMONE 2016; see contra LAPINI 2019) in lieu of the usually agreed upon
méy[t’ od]v dpoim[c. Kotwick translates the newly reconstructed syntagma as “Orpheus named
everything differently”, meaning that he gives “different names and creates many different gods in his
story”. Thus Orpheus’s naming is perfectly symmetrical with men’s attitude to say and want different
things. I believe we can maintain Kotwick’s overall interpretation of the passage (the fact that Orpheus
attributes names based on men’s habit and custom), even while keeping her predecessors’ proposal. As
noted by Lapini (LAPINI 2019: 173), 6poin[g does not need to be taken absolutely, but can refer to
something that has been said before; thus the expression would mean “Orpheus named everything
accordingly/according to X”. Nothing prevent X from being precisely the poet’s attitude to assign
different names to the same thing, that is, the meaning that Kotwick was looking for with her new
proposal. Moreover, it is a long shot for the newly reconstructed syntagma néy[t’ d]vopoim[g
®]véuacey to actually express the idea of “giving to each thing multiple different names.” In this case
also, the adverb more naturally goes together with what has been said before it and means “differently
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things, Orpheus adapts his language to desires and opinions that are necessarily
multiform. This is how the commentator seems to justify the fact that in Orpheus’
poem the same being, i.e. Nous/air ends up having many different names (Zeus,
Ouranos, Chronos, Moira etc.). More than an attempt at being ecumenic, however,
Orpheus’ mirroring of men’s usage allows him to exploit the many ambiguities that
everyday language provides. In everyday speech, the same thing can be said in
different ways for different reasons (Earth is Ge by convention, Mother by analogy,
Gaia/Ge based on dialects). Once Orpheus gives a name, he does so based on a
rationale that is up to readers to discover. The rationale for giving names can be, as we
will see below, a natural relationship between signifier and signified explained via
etymology; yet, as this column makes it clear, everyday language too provides a vast
array of ways for Orpheus to craft his riddles. For instance, if Orpheus were to say
“meter” he would not necessarily mean “someone’s mother” but he could very well
mean, by analogy, “earth.”®’” This form of analogical substitution, which Orpheus will
apply, at times, extremely liberally, is seen as legitimate because it is rooted in every-

day language. In short, this column shows that names are not chosen out of an attempt

from X”. Ultimately, therefore, given that both adverbs (6poim[¢ and dJvopoim[c) are best taken in
reference to what preceded them, and what preceded them is lost, the meaning of the passage depends
on what we are willing to imagine was said before our expression. | have printed my[t’ od]v dpoim[g
because it is more likely that the commentator described Orpheus’ take on language in terms of likeness
(opoim[c) to something he (or some other poet did) rather than unlikeness (&]vopoin[c) to what
someone else did.

677 The ambiguity “mother” “earth” remained a very productive riddle throughout antiquity. A passage
of Livy (1.56.4-12) provides, perhaps, the most famous instance: The two sons of Tarquinius Superbus,
Titus and Arruns, are sent to Delphi to interrogate the oracle on behalf of their father, the king. With
them goes also their cousin, Brutus, the soon-to-become consul of Rome. Once their business is
concluded they ask the oracle which one of them would become the next king. The oracle replies that
the first to Kiss his mother would have power over Rome. Upon returning home, Brutus, realizing that
the oracle had another meaning, pretended to stumble and, as he fell, kissed the ground. He knew, in
fact, that the earth is the common mother of men.
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at mirroring the essence of things, on the contrary, they can also be chosen in order to
best suit the differences in language usus. To conclude, based on the above passages,
proper naming in the Derveni papyrus has little to do with ontology and has, first and
foremost, a poetical and rhetorical dimension. Words are chosen primarily in view of
the audience: the best word is not the “correct” one but rather the one that constitutes a
challenge, a word that is most likely to be misunderstood by many and understood by
few.

The strongest evidence usually adduced in favor of Orpheus’ naturalist stance
toward language is his use of etymologies.®”® As Ineke Sluiter has recently reminded
us,%”® when we speak of ancient etymologies we are referring to something that is
substantially different from the modern academic practice of etymology. Ancient
etymologies are a form of discourse that interrogates the relationship between words
and their meanings. The goal of ancient etymological practice is to know why
“anything is called what it is called, the reason for the name, and what motivates the
namegiver.”%% Modern etymology is, instead, concerned with the changes that words
undergo through times and tries to connect words with their past forms. Following
Gambarara,8! ancient etymologies can be further distinguished in 1) “etymologies”

and ii) “para-etymologies”, “paronomasias”, or “puns,” often also referred in literature

as “implicit etymologies.”%8? In the former case, the link between interpretandum and

678 There is a vast bibliography on ancient etymologies. | found GAMBARARA 1984 historical treatment
particularly useful. SLUITER 2015 provides excellent insights on the functions and types of discourse
that etymologies represent.

679 SLUITER 2015: 897-99.

680 SLUITER 2015: 898.

681 GAMBARARA 1984: 27

%2 The widespread presence of puns in Greek and Latin poetry has been the object of many of Frederick
Ahl’s studies. See, in particular, AHL: 1985.
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interpretans is made explicit, and usually follows the template: “it is called X because
x.” In the latter, the sonic relationship between interpretandum and interpretans is not
spelled out, it is left implicit.583

Much like in the Cratylus, throughout his text, the Derveni author resorts to
etymological analysis. The following is a list of his etymologies in their order of
appearance:
Col. X1V, 7-8: the name “Kronos” is explained as the Nous that strikes (kpovmv
Novg);
Col. X1V, 11-13 The name “Ouranos” is explained as Determining Mind (0pilmv
Novc). The presence of such an etymology is, however, very dubious. There is a
lacuna at the beginning of line 12 as well as 13 and the presence of the name Ouranos
(which is printed in KPT but not by Janko) is purely conjectural.
Col. XXI, 7-10 the name “Aphrodite” is explained as the one that causes the mixing of
things together, because people say dgppodiciélm to indicate sexual intercourse;
Col. XXI, 10-11 Peitho is the one that made the things yield to each other, because
yield, giko (here the Derveni likely meant “make one yield”) and persuasion, neibw,
are the same.
Col. XXI, 11-12 Armonia is the one that causes things to fit, appolo (KPT),
npocapuolm (JANKO) together;
Col. XXI1, 10 Demeter is equated to I'tji Mnjtnp, as if Demeter were a compound

word:;

683 |t follows that whereas etymologies can always be accounted for, the presence of para-etymologies
in a text is, to some extent, always difficult to demonstrate. Deciding what is an intended pun and what
is a pure coincidence is often a subjective matter.
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Col. XXI1, 12-13 Deo is called that way because she was destroyed/ravaged, £énim6n,
during sexual intercourse (the reference, as we have seen above, is likely to Zeus’ rape
of Rea).

As this list shows, etymology is one of the go-to techniques used by the
commentator to understand the allegorical meaning of each divinity, i.e. their
cosmological function. It follows that, according to the commentator, Orpheus
exploited etymologies to create his riddles. But etymology is not the only reason
behind the choice of names. As we have seen above, hames can be given by
convention (ge for earth) and analogical reasoning (earth and mother, Moira and
phronesis). Other contributing factors that are kept in mind in explaining names are
dialectal differences (see Ge and Gaia in col. XXII, 9) and everyday speech (see the
case discussed above of Moira in col. XVII1, 3 and the case of the etymology of
Aphrodite which is based on the recognition that in everyday speech people use the
term agppodicialm for sexual intercourse). All in all, etymology is a powerful tool to
explain the names of divinities, and, therefore, their allegorical role in the poem, but it
is not the only technique exploited by the commentator.

More importantly, however, this list makes it clear that virtually all cases in
which etymology is applied concern proper nouns. | say virtually because there is one
case that might be construed as an etymological explanation of a common noun. This
is the already mentioned interpretation of the expression “Moira spins”, émkA®O®, as
the phronesis of Zeus who determines, énwkvpdw. Although in their infinitive aorist

forms (émxAdoar, Emkvpdoar), i.e. the form in which they appear at Col. XIX, 4-5,
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the two verbs look very similar, I think their similarity is purely coincidental.® For
one thing, the Derveni author treats this alleged etymology differently. He does not
dwell on it nor makes his thought process explicit like he does with all the other
etymologies.%° Moreover, as | have explained above, the relationship between
“spinning” and “determine/ordain” is an analogical/symbolical one. The spinning of
the Moira is both literal, an old lady spinning a thread, as well as
symbolic/metaphorical, spinning is an image for shaping fate. According to the
cosmological view of the commentator (col. XIX, 4-7), Moira spinning is the wisdom
of Zeus determining, émikvpow, “how the things that are, those that have come to be,
and those that will come to be must come to be, exist, and cease” (col. XIX, 6-7). In
my view, therefore, analogy and not etymology explains the commentator’s
interpretation of “spinning” as “determining.”

That the Derveni author only exploits etymologies to explain proper nouns is
an essential specification, hardly ever made by scholars. It, in fact, clearly distinguish
the Derveni’s approach from the kind of language naturalism explored in the Cratylus.
The central thesis of Cratylus’ proposal is that each being has a natural correctness of
name. Such a “natural correctness” can be found through etymology. It follows that
not only proper nouns but every noun (6vopa) must be shown to be naturally
motivated. Thus, as we have seen above, not only the names of divinities but also
common nouns such as “anthropos,” according to Cratylus’ proposal, match the

essence of what they indicate (Plat., Crat. 399c1-6). Claiming that proper nouns are

684 See contra KoTwick 2017: 274.
685 According to the definition given above, all of the cases in the list are etymologies (explicit
etymologies) and not para-etymologies (implicit etymologies).
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chosen because of their meaning, because of what they signify is not a sufficient
condition of language naturalism. To attach meaning to proper nouns, is, in fact, a
common cultural phenomenon that transcends ideas about the nature and the origin of
language.58 This is particularly true when it comes to Greek poetical tradition. In
Kanavou’s words “there is of course no disagreement about the ‘naturalistic’ use of
personal names in literature.”®7 Already Homer exploited proper nouns’ significance.
The standard case is the name “Odysseus” which is etymologized many times in the
poem.®8 The most explicit instance is Od. 19.406-9 where Odysseus’ maternal
grandfather, Autolykus, chooses the name “Odysseus”, ‘'Odvoevg, for the newborn,
because he, Autolykus, hated, 6d0vccopat, many people.%® Etymologies are exploited
to an even greater degree by Hesiod, especially in the Theogony. In the words of
Vergados, Hesiod “turns the etymology of names into a didactic instrument.”6%
Through the analysis of the meaning of the gods and goddesses’ names, the poet, in
fact, reveals to his audience important aspects about their essence. In Aeschylus’
Agamemnon, the chorus wonders which unseen entity—the first instance of the notion

of a name giver in Greek literature—gave Helen, whose fate was to destroy (gikov>

aipém) ships, man, and cities, her tragically appropriate name (Aesch. Ag. 681-92).

686 To these days parents often look at the meaning of names, i.e. how their sound pattern matches some
other common nouns or expressions, when choosing them for their children. Andrew “means”
manliness because in Greek avdpeio. means manliness. Matthew “means” gift of god because in Ebrew
Mattityahu means gift of Yahweh, etc.

887 KANAVOU 2015: 15.

6% RANK 1951: 51-63 provides a list of all the passages in which there might be para-etymologies and
puns on the name Odysseus.

689 It has been debated since antiquity whether 680ccopan has here an active or passive force. See,
among others, STANFORD 1952 and, more recently, KANAvOU 2015: 90-106.

69 VVERGADOS 2020.
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These and many other examples show that in literature (the same is likely true,
yet more difficult to prove, for everyday usage®!) personal names have meanings and
those meanings are accessible through etymology. Poets, no matter their take on the
nature of language, are accustomed to exploit etymologies, and their audiences were
likely to recognize them even when implicit. It is surprising, therefore, that when it
comes to Orpheus and the Derveni papyrus scholars should readily take the presence
of etymology as revelatory of the author’s peculiar stance toward language. Certainly,
differently from a Homer or Hesiod, Orpheus, in the commentator’s view, uses
etymologies throughout his poem to create a coherent allegorical explanation of the
universe. He also clearly belongs within a philosophical/allegorical tradition that
should not be completely conflated with the poetical one.®9? Still, to exploit etymology
of personal names in crafting a commentary is a technique that is legitimate®® insofar
as etymology is practiced by every poet and its presence in primary as well as
secondary texts is motivated by larger cultural beliefs about the nature of personal
names, beliefs that transcend specific approaches toward language.

Especially because of his reliance on etymologies, scholars have long
maintained that the Derveni author held a naturalist/magical stance on language. |
have suggested instead that through etymologies the commentator was using the

affordances of language and poetical practice to his advantage. In the next section, |

691 KANAVOU 2015: 16-17.

892 According to the commentator, what Orpheus attempted is, for instance, not dissimilar to what
Pherekydes of Syros, one of the “fathers” of Greek allegorical tradition did. Pherekydes, as we have
seen above, created a quasi-allegorical cosmology in which the traditional divinities of the Greek
pantheon acquire ulterior meaning through etymological processes.

69 The problem is not etymology per se, but when and where it is legitimate to seek an etymological
explanation.
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will show how this is true even for the cases in which the commentator’s interpretation
does not rely on etymological analysis.

The list of solutions based on language (mpog tijv Aé€wv) discussed by Aristotle
in chapter 25 of his Poetics (1461a9-a31) provides, again, a fitting foil against which
to assess the technigques showcased by the anonymous of Derveni. | will briefly
discuss every solution listed by Aristotle and show, in turn, that the Derveni Author
(DA), a century or so before, already resorted to them in his commentary. %%

First Aristotle mentions yA@tta. The definition of this term is given in chapter
21 of the Poetics:

Ar. Poet. 1457 b1-7 dmav 6¢ dvopd €otv 1 KOpLov 1 YAOTTO | LETOQOPA T

KOGHOG T} TEMOMUEVOV 1) EMeKTETAUEVOV T VENPNUEVOV T} EENAAaYIEVOV. AEY®

8¢ kOplov pev @ ypdvTar Ekactol, YAGTTav 88 @ £tepot: Bote avepdOV OTL Kai

YAGTTOV Kol KOPLOV £val SuvaTdv TO antd, ury Toig odToic 8é: 10 yap ciyvvov

Kvmpioig pev kdplov, Nuiv 6& yAdTTO.

Every noun is either "ordinary" or "rare" or "metaphorical™ or "ornamental” or

"invented" or "lengthened" or "curtailed™ or "altered.” An "ordinary" word is

one used by everybody, a "rare" word one used by some; so that a word may

obviously be both "ordinary" and "rare," but not in relation to the same people.
oiyvvov, for instance, is to the Cypriots an "ordinary" word but to us a "rare"
one (Halliwell)

Under the heading of yAdtta, Aristotle does not include only cases of dialectal

words but more generally many instances of rare words.®® In ch. 25 of the

6% A more curtailed version of this section can be found in REAL: forthcoming (b).

69 Because of its definition and the Cypriot example, the term glossa might be prima facie supposed to
refer only to cases in which a word is “rare” because it is found in other dialects. Such an impression
might be further confirmed by 1458a25 where glossa is defined as a BapBapiopdc. Nevertheless,
although dialectical variety can make a glossa, Aristotle has a wider definition in mind. Examples such
as the ones at 1458b20 make it clear. There, for instance, the verb fowvaw ‘to feast’ is opposed to the
ordinary eofim not because Bowvdw is used outside Attica but rather because of its recherché epic
nature. Moreover, sometimes, by the term glossa Aristotle might even define unusual combinations of
words such as “croaking shores” (1458b31). A glance at these and other Aristotelian examples thus
shows that the term glossa defines many cases of “uncommon” usage. The term glossa in this sense,
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Poetics he suggests that when a passage raises some interpretative issues the
reader should examine whether the issue could be solved by interpreting
apparently ordinary words as rare. Thus at the beginning of the Iliad, Apollo is
said to shoot at the mules first when he is trying to kill the Greek soldiers.
Aristotle explains the peculiar decision of the god by saying that the word for
mules, ovpijag, is also a rare word for “sentinels.” According to this reading,
Apollo did not shoot the mules first but actually the Greek sentinels.
The Derveni author reasons in a similar way at col. XI, 1-3:
[T]fic vokTdc. “€E a[dvTot]o” 8’~0n’)r1‘1v [Aéyer] “ypricon”
yvounv toov[pelvog advtov givar 10 Bdbog
TG VUKTOG:
[...] Of Night. He says that “she prophesied from the innermost shrine” meaning
to say that the depth of night is unsetting.
The commentator here quotes a line of poetry in which night was said to prophesize
from an édvtov. ddvtov is a substantive derived from the verbal adjective of duvo, “to
enter,” plus privative a, and therefore means “something that cannot be entered” i.e.

29 ¢¢

“an inner shrine,” “a temple.” This meaning, however, does not suit the commentator,
who claims instead that ddvtov has an active force and means “never setting.” This
adjectival meaning is much rarer but is attested, e.g., in a scholium to Aratus.%% While

the full reasoning that led the DA to get from the idea that night prophesized from a

shrine to that of night being never setting is lost to us, the first step of the process

meaning “rare” word, is first attested in Aristoph. Daitaleis, fr. 222 where it primarily refers to the
study of difficult words in Homer.
6% Schol. in Ar., 362 d yap Aownd avtod ddvta [...]. For the other stars of this constellation do not set

[..].
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consists in interpreting the very ordinary substantive édvtov as deriving from the
adjective advtog in its rare meaning of “never setting.”
Next in his list, Aristotle mentions metaphors. The precise meaning of
“metaphor” is given in chapter 21:
Ar. Poet. 1457bz-10 HETAPOPA O€ £6TLV OvOpATOG AALOTPiOV EMPOPA T (’{7:(‘)
ToD YEVOUG £mi €100¢ 1) amd Tod €1d0vg &ml 1O YEvog 1 amd Tod £idovg &l £160¢ 1
KT TO AVALOYOV.

Metaphor is the application of a strange term either transferred from the genus

and applied to the species or from the species and applied to the genus, or from

one species to another or else by analogy. (Halliwell)

An example of transfer from genus to species is “here stands the ship” where
“stands” is the genus in place of the species “lies at anchor.” “10000” instead of
“many” illustrates the case of a metaphor from species to genus. The examples of
transfer from one species to another are from Empedocles: yaAk® amd yoynv apvcog
and tepov tavonket xyaAk®. Here “dpvcag’ takes the places of “repwv” and vice
versa. Finally, we find metaphors based on analogy. Such metaphors can be
formalized as follows: B : A = D: C. In the presence of such a configuration, the poet
can metaphorically use D instead of B. Therefore, he can call a cup “Dionysus’s
shield” and a shield “Ares’ cup” for a cup is to Dionysus what a shield is to Ares.

As these examples show, Aristotle’s definition of metaphor is much wider than
ours,%” and encompasses a variety of analogical relationships between words. There
are, therefore, many interpretations in the DP that could be loosely analyzed as

metaphors. Here, | will limit myself to one case which can be linked rather accurately

to one type of Aristotelian metaphor, the one based on analogy.

897 It includes, e.g., metonymical relationships.
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At col. XIIlI, 4-11 the Derveni author says:

aidoiov®® kagémvey, o¢ aibépa £kOope TpdTOC.”

Ot pEv gy TV TONGV TEPL TAV TPAYUATOV
aiviCeton £60° €moc €kacsTtov Avaykn AEyewv. €v Toig
a[i]do[io]ig OpdV TNV Yéveosty Tovg avBpdmov[g]
vopiov[tag elivon TovTmt &xprcato, &vev 8 TdY
aidoimv [un yivlesba, aidoimt sikdoag Tov fjA0[v-]
dvep [yop tod f]A[{o]v té dvra Totodta ody oldy [T° 7v]
yivlecOat ......... ]

“he swallowed the phallus/ the reverend one, who first sprang out of aither”
Since he is speaking through the entire poem allegorically about reality, it is
necessary to speak about each word in turn. Seeing that people consider all birth
to depend on the genitals and that without genitals there can be no birth, he used
this word [sc. aidoiov] likening the sun to a genital. For without the sun it would
not have been possible for such “things”’ to come about [...]
In this passage the commentator states that the word aidoiov, which he takes to mean
“phallus” and not “reverend” refers to “sun.” His reasoning is based upon the same
analogical principle that defines analogical metaphor in Aristotle’s classification. The
phallus (A) is to human generation (B), as the sun (C) is to cosmic generation (D).
Therefore, when Orpheus says phallus (A), he actually means, metaphorically, the sun
(C)_699
After metaphors Aristotle discusses tpocwidia. By prosody, we usually mean
elements connected with the recitation of poetry. Aristotle quotes two examples: Il.

2.15 where one can read either didopev (pres. indic.) or didouev (infinitive for

imperative). The second example is from 1l. 23.238 where o0 is read as ov. In this

6% | shall not enter here into the much-debated question of the meaning of aiSoiov. For a summary of
the discussion see KoTwick 2017: 207-212.

69 Where Aristotle and DA differ is that Aristotle is explaining expressions such as “the cup (A) of
Ares (D)” ( Dionysus = B and shield = C) or the “evening (A) of life (D)” (day = B and old age = C).
There the combination of two elements makes it clear that the expression is metaphorical. The DA
clearly pushes the envelope when he accepts that the word “phallus” alone can mean “sun.”
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case, it is not only the accent that changes but also the breathing (from rough to
smooth).”® In general, by prosodic ambiguities Aristotle intended every instance of
homographs words but not homophones.” Accents, breathing, and long or short
syllables were, in fact, generally not marked in antiquity and Aristotle still refers to the
use of signs to mark prosody as a novelty.”%? Note that the application of such a
technique demands that text upon which the commentator works is written, as
Avristotle recognizes in Soph. EI. 166b1.7%

An ambiguity rooted in prosody might be exploited by the Derveni author in
col. XXVI, 1-12:

un[tp]og” nev 6t unnp 6 Nodg €otiv TdV GAAWY,
“8ac” 08, O6TL ayadtic. Aot d¢ Kai &v Toicde T0lC Emeoy
Ot “ayadnv’ onuaivet:

“Eput] Maiddog vie didktope ddTOp £0v.”

onAot 8¢ kol v T[®d]de-

“do10i yap t€ TiBot Kataknatol £v Adg 0bdeL

dmpav, ola S130do1, kakdv, £1epog 88 T £4mv.”

ol 8¢ 10 PRjuo 00 YIVdoKOVTEG SoKoDGY Elvar

‘unTpog £ovtod.’

[...]“of mother” because Mind is the mother of other things, and “&dc” because she is
good. It is made clear in these verses too that it means “good”: (Hom., Od. 8, 335)
“O Hermes, son of Maia, messenger giver of goods”

790 The same line is analyzed at Soph. El. 166b1 as a case of change in pitch (Aéyovtec 10 ov 6EVTEPOV)
rather than in breathing. We might therefore be tempted to conclude that by prosody Aristotle only
considered changes of accents. Note, however, that at 1456b32 Aristotle includes under the heading of
ueTpkodc not only accents, but also quantity and breathing. Moreover at Soph. El. 177b3 Aristotle calls
the difference between dpog and pog a difference in prosody. On prosody in the ancient world see
PROBERT 2015: 923-948.

701 Note that in some psilotic dialects such as Aeolic, words such as dpog and 8pog are both homographs
and homophones.

92 Ar. Soph. El. 1770b5-7 6AL’ &v pév Toic yeypappévolg tomtov dvopa, tav £k Tdv adTtdv ototyeiny
YEYPOLpEVOV T Kol OGoVTMG, Kikel 8 §On mopdonue motodvtat, o 88 eOeyydueva od ToTd. “In
written language a word is the same when it is written with the same letters and in the same manner,
though people now put in additional signs, but the words when spoken are not the same.” (Forster) See
also NOVOKHATKO 2020: 94.

03 TTapa 82 v mpooedioy &v pgv Toic dvev ypafig Suhexticoic ov padiov moificar Adyov, v 82 Toig
YEYPOULEVOLS Kal ot pact udArov. “It is not easy to construct an argument relating to prosody in
discussions which are not written down, but it is easier in written matter and poetry.” (Forster modified)
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And it is clear in this too: (Hom. Il., 24, 527-28)

“For two jars are placed down on Zeus’ floor

of gifts such as they give, one of evils, and another of goods”
But those who do not understand the word think it means “of his own” mother.
(Tsantsanoglou-Parassoglou modified)
Here the Derveni author is commenting upon a missing line of the poem whose
general meaning was that Zeus had sex with his mother, untpog £fjc (see the above
discussion). As part of his attempt to prevent the scandalous meaning, the
commentator brings attention to two Homeric passages that he quotes with minor
variations: Od. 8.335 and Il. 24.527-8. In both passages the word £awv, genitive plural
of the adjective é0¢ meaning “good things,” occurs. On the basis of such passages, the
commentator claims that the word £d in the Orphic poem, i.e. the genitive singular
feminine of the possessive adjective of the third person singular £6¢, meaning “his
own,” should be interpreted as a form of the adjective £&b¢c. Confusion between the
third person adjective and the adjective meaning “good” is attested in antiquity, see,
e.g., Apollonius Dyskolus. Synt 213.7-8 Uhlig with KTP ad col. XXVI1.2. | believe
that such confusion, in essence, is a prosodic one. The possessive adjective £ag has a
rough breathing whereas the adjective £0¢ has a smooth one. Given that, as we have
seen, breathings were not marked in writing, the Derveni author was able to exploit
the ambiguity. Caution, however, should be exerted in deeming this passage a clear

case of prosody. The derivation of the word édwv remains, in fact, unclear’® and a

few editors of Homer print it with a rough breathing instead of a smooth one.”® For

704 See esp. NUSSBAUM 1998:130-45.

%5 On the issue see HAINSWORTH 1988: 369. Note, however, that if the word had indeed a rough
breathing, the aspiration would have to be explained as contamination with the forms of the possessive
adjective.
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this reason, the eventuality that the Derveni author was reasoning in terms of glossa,
should also be entertained. The expression untpog €fic ordinarily has the meaning of
“his mother,” but £fjc, as the analog édmv suggests, can also have a much rarer
meaning, i.e. “good.”

After prosody, Aristotle considers diaipeoig (on which see 2.3 above). The
term, as convincingly shown by Gallavotti,” does not simply refers to grammatical
punctuation but also to the separation (and union) of words apparently united (or
separated) in the sentence. In short, diaipeotig in this context means the syntactical re-
arrangement of elements in the sentence.”®” As an example, Aristotle proposes the
following passage of Empedocles:

F35 DK, 14-15: aiya 8¢ Ovnt’ épvovto T mpiv nadov dbdvat’ eivar,

Copd te Tplv KEKPNTO StoAAGEQVTO KEAEHBOLG!
According to Lucas’® followed by Dupon-Roc and Lallot,”® the passage can mean “the
things, which had been unmixed before, became mixed” if the second mpiv is taken with
Copd or “the unmixed thing were mixed before” if the second mpiv is taken with
kékpnro. Gallavotti,”1° who reconstructs a slightly different text (aiya 8¢ Ovnta @
gpvovro [...]), interprets the passage otherwise. According to him, if we follow the ordo
verborum, Empedocles’ passage means: “But soon were born those essences that

learned to be substances first immortal and bare (Cwpd), before they had mixed diverting

796 GALLAVOTTI: 1974: 208.

07 On Swipeoig see also Sophistici elenchi, chs. 4; 19-21, my discussion in 2.3 above, and REAL
forthcoming (b).

708 | ucas 1968: ad loc.

% DuPONT-RoC and J. LALLOT 1980: 396.

10 GALLAVOTTI: 1974
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from their paths.””! If, instead we connect the expression péov eivar to the word Ovnd
we can interpret is as: “and soon, those who were generated, learned to be mortal—the
elements that were immortal and bare before, before they had mixed.”’*? | do not believe
that we should necessarily settle for Lucas’s solution over Gallavotti’s or vice versa. I
found it extremely plausible that Aristotle quoted this passage precisely because it could
lead to many different interpretations based on the way a reader might group the words
in the sentence.

The Derveni author author resorts to dwaipeoig at col. VIII, 4-12:

“Zebg piv &mei 0N [raTpog £0]v mapd Of[c]ear’ dxovoag '
[a]Axniy T° &y yeipeoor E[A]ap[ey k] ai daipov[a] KvOPOY.”
[Ta]Ota T Enn VepPotd £6[v]Ta AovOd[vet].
[Ec]tv 88 OO’ Eyovrar Zedg pév émel T[NV dA]knv
[Ta]pd watpoc €00 EAafev Kai daipova [Kudp]ov.
[oDT®] 8° ExovTta ovK drovew TOV ZA[v’ dmoKoAvT]TeL
[t0D matp]og, aAlG TV dAknv AauP[dvew dm’ avto]d.
[6A ¢ 6’ E]yovta map[a] Oéceata d[eikvvot Gv Aafelv
TV dAxfv’d]

714

“When Zeus, having heard his father against the prophecies,

took strength in his hands and the glorious daimon.”

It has escaped notice that these words are transposed; (in fact) they are as
follows: Zeus when he took the strength from his father and the glorious daimon.
In this word order, he [sc. the poet] does not reveal that Zeus hears his father,
but that he takes strength from him. In the other word order, the impression
would be given that he took the power contrary to the prophecies.

Before moving to the explanation of this passage a small textual clarification is in

order. At line 4 the transmitted text reads: Zevg pev énei o1 [ratpog £0]d mapd

711 “Ma presto nascevano quelle essenze che appresero di essere sostanze prima immortali e {opé
[schiette], prima che si erano mischiate deviando dai propri cammini” (Gallavotti)

712 «¢ presto, quelli che venivano generati, appresero d’essere mortali — gli elementi prima immortali e
schietti, prima che s’erano mischiati.” (Gallavotti)

13 9é[o]ear’ dxodoag correxi, cf. col. X11,1 KPT; 0é[c]eatov apynv IT et edd.

14 g\ Jxenv KPT; ap]ymv Janko.

15 ety KPT; épyrv Janko.
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0é[o]patov apymnv. Yet, it is clear from the paraphrase that follows the Orphic line that
the Derveni author was reading a slightly different line, i.e. the line as it appears in
col. XI1,1. Zedg pev énel on [ratpog £0]0 mopd BE[c]eat’ dxovoac. This is the only
way to make sense of col. VIII, 10 where it is said: [oVt®] 8’ £xovTo 0VK GKOVELY TOV
Za[v’ amokadvm]tet [tod matp]og. The plural, map[a] 6éceara, in VIII, 11 points to
the same conclusion. 716 The easiest way to explain the transmitted 0&[c]patov dpynv
is to regard it as a scribal error.”’

At a first glance, the hexameter quoted by the Derveni author means: “When
Zeus, having heard his father against the prophecies, took strength in his hands and the
glorious daimon.” The obvious problem with this interpretation is that it states that
Zeus acts against the prophecies. To prevent this blasphemous meaning, the Derveni
author, applies diaresis. He connects the verb &hafev directly with matpdg £o9. This, I
take it, is the hidden veépPatov referenced in . 6. As a consequence of this, the
preposition wapda must be taken, in anastrophe, with what precedes. Once we accept

this syntactical re-arrangement, the lines come to mean: “When Zeus, having heard the

16 Thus already CALAME 1997: 67 n. 3 and KOUROMENONS in KTP: 22-23. KOoTwick 2017: 168
believes that Janko’s reading ap]ynv for aA]kryv at I. 7 supports the version of I. 4 ending in 6¢[c]eatov
apynv. This is not the case. Even if we were to trust Janko’s reading (I doubt that one can confidently
distinguish between a k and a  in a spot where half of the letter is missing), Kotwick’s interpretation
does not explain the presence of dxovetv in I. 10 nor the presence of dAxrv in 1. 11. Moreover, if one
were to actually read dp]ymv this would be best explained as a paraphrase not of 9¢[c]patov apynv but
rather of [&]Ak1v in the subsequent line. “To take power” is a pretty close paraphrase of “to take
[@]Axnv, strength, into one’s hands.”

17 Note that scholars have found other scribal variations in the papyrus, see Kouromenos in KTP: 10.
For other explanations of the variant reading see RUSTEN 1985: 126, and WEST 1983: 85-86.
KOUROMENONS in KTP: 23 accepts the scribal mistake hypothesis and suggests that the error might
have originated because of the presence of the word @pygtar in col. V111, 3. This is unlikely. Perhaps, a
reader had glossed the term [&]Ak1v in the subsequent line with dp]ynv and the note intruded the main
text.
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prophecies (0écpat’ dkovoac), took from his father (Ehapev matpdg €00 népa’?)
strength (dAknv t€) and the glorious daimon (kai daipova kvdpdV) into his hands (€v
yelpeoaot)...” This is exactly the meaning that the Derveni author is advocating for at
[1.10-11. “In this word order he [sc. the poet] does not reveal that Zeus hears his father,
but that he takes strength from him.”"*°

Another solution pog tijv Aé€wv discussed by Aristotle is dpgiBoiiq,
ambiguity. Under this heading Aristotle includes different kinds of ambiguities,
especially grammatical ones. He defines it in Soph. EIl. 166a6. Sentences such as 1o
BovAeohar AaPeiv e Tovg moAepiovg are ambiguous because we cannot determine
who is the subject of Aaf&iv.”?° For Aristotle the amphiboly is a particular kind of
homonymy that works at the sentences’ level.

Amphiboly is exploited by the Derveni commentator at col. XV, 6-7.

“&k 100 81 Kpbvog avmig, merro 62 pnricto Zevg”
Aéyet 6t €k Todde [a]pyn Eotv, €€ Hoov Pactredel.

“after him in turn was Kronos, and then Zeus the contriver”
He says that there is a beginning from the moment in which he rules.

The expression ék tod is ambiguous, since it can mean “after him,” “from this one” or

“from this time.” The problem is a syntactical one and consists in deciding what is the

718 Note that prepositions like mopd retract the accent when in anastrophe. See PROBERT: 88§ 256-262;
8272. For this reason Janko, per verba, suggest | classify this passage as a case of prosody. | disagree.
The DA explicitly uses the term hyperbaton, which shows that he is thinking in terms of diaresis. The
potential ambiguity between mapd and wépo only arises as a consequence of diaresis. It is, however,
true that it is thanks to the fact that TTAPA in writing can be taken to be both paroxyton or oxyton that
the DA can interpret the line in two different ways.

19 For a different reconstruction of the meaning of this section see KoTwick 2017: 164-9.

720 |n the Poetics Aristotle uses to following example of ambiguity: mapoiyokev 8¢ mAéwv vOE/ tdv Svo
popdov, tprrdtn 8 &1t poipa Aéleurton (Hom. Il., 10.252-3). If mAéwv means “more than” (adverbial)
the meaning would be “of the night more than two parts have past, the third is still left. If TAéwv means
“the greater of”” (adjectival) the meaning would be “of the night the greater of two parts has past, the
third is still left”.
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force of €k + genitive as well as what is tod referring to. It is fairly clear that in the
Orphic line the referent of tod is Ouranos (see Kotwick ad loc.) and that £k tod must
mean “after him.”’?! The Derveni author, in his paraphrase, instead, does not take to®
as referring to Ouranos, but instead interprets the expression £k tod absolutely in the
meaning of “from this point in time.”’??

The last solution discussed by Aristotle is £€8og. With this term, Aristotle means
cases of idiomatic usage: Greeks say “wine” instead of “a mixture of wine and water”,
“tin” instead of ““an alloy of copper and tin”, and refers to Ganymedes as “winepourer”
of the Gods although Gods do not drink wine. Readers might object that such
examples are cases of metaphors rather than idiomatic usage but Aristotle himself
prevents such an objection, at least as far as the last case is concerned, by saying that
what counts as ethos can be metaphorical too (Ar. Poet. 1461a31 €in 6 av todto ye
<koi> kata petapopdv). ldiomatic usage, today as well as in the fourth century, is
indeed full of figures of speech. The difference, which Aristotle does not work out but
IS an obvious one, is that when a metaphor, or any other kind of non kbpiog expression
(see 1457b1) is a poetic invention, it can be classified stricto sensu as a metaphor or
glotta etc. When, on the other hand, it is shared by speakers sufficiently enough to
become common it counts as ethos. %3

The Derveni author bases on idiomatic language the interpretation in col.

XXI11, 5-10:

721 “From him” is also possible but the presence of Znetto in the second part of the hexameter makes
this meaning less plausible.

22 This is the opinion of the majority of commentators. Cf. RUSTEN 1985: 138; KTP 134; KOTWICK
2017: 85; 229. See contra JOURDAN 2003: 15.

2 On &0og see also Ar. Soph. El. 166a17.
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01 0’ 00 YIVOOKOVTEG TOV

‘Qreavov Totapdv dokodoty etvar 8Tt “edpd péovta”

Tpocédniey. 0 0& onuaivel TV aOTOD yvoOUNV

&v 1oig Aeyopév[o]ig kai vopulopévolg pruact.

Kol yop TV av[0]pormv tovg péya dvvar[od]vtog

“ueydrhovg” gaoct “potjvat.”

But the ignorant ones think that Oceanus is a river, because he [sc. the poet]

added “wide-flowing.” He, however, indicates his thought in current and

conventional words. For they say that those who have great power among men

are very influential.”?* (Tsantsanoglou-Parassoglou modified)
In this passage, the Derveni author argues that Qkeovog is not the mythological name
of the river surrounding the earth, but rather a function of the Nous. To sustain his
interpretation he needs to explain why Orpheus defines it e0p0 péovta, ostensibly an
epithet for a river. In order to solve the difficulty the Derveni author proposes to take
€0pL péovta as an idiomatic expression (0 € onuaivel THv aHTOD yvOUNY €V TOTG
Aeyopév[o]ig kai vopulopévolg pripact). According to him, evpv péovra is an idiomatic
way of indicating people with great power, an expression that is fitting for the Nous.

This terminates the lexical solutions discussed by Aristotle in the Poetics. What

follow is, however, worth mentioning as well:

Ar. Poet. 1461a32-33 8¢l 0¢ kol dtav dvopd Tt VTEVAVTIOUE Tt 00K oNUaivey,
EMGKOTETY TOGOYMG AV GNUNVELE TODVTO €V T® EipTUEVED

When the sense of a word seems to entail a contradiction, one should consider
how many senses it could have in the context

Again, there is an indication that the Derveni text antedates Aristotle’s
recommendation to be mindful of the context in which words appear. The passage

about Okeanos | just illustrated is a case in point. The Derveni author is aware that

724 Literally “have flowed big.” The translation influential, which | owe to KoTwick 2019: 178, captures
well the idiomatic imagery upon which the Derveni author bases his solution.
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context, the epithet evpd péovta, seems to contradict his interpretation of Okeanos qua
Nous. He, therefore, has to come up with a reason why the poet defines the nous as
“flowing big.” The same principle is operative at XII, 1-12 KPT where the
commentator identifies Mount Olympus with time. At the basis of this interpretation is
a study of the epithets associated with the name “Olympus.” Orpheus, states the
commentator, uses the epithet wide, evpug, when he wants to refer to Olympus qua
“heaven” (heaven is, in fact, “wide” and not “long”) but he uses the epithet long,
poaxpog, when he wants to refer to Olympus qua “time” (time is, in fact, “long” but not
“wide”). Scholars’?® have noted that this reasoning will be formalized by Aristotle in
Top. 1 152a33 as: two things are said to be identical if “any accident belonging to the
one belongs to the other.” Schironi’?® further shows that Aristarchus will later resort to
the same principle. While the reference to the Topica might be appropriate, at the basis
of the Derveni author exegetical analysis in coll. XXI1I and XII is the broader
presupposition Aristotle expresses in Poetics 1461a32-33: words have different
meanings based on the context in which they appear.

In this section, | have argued that the Derveni exegesis, despite its untenable
and often ridiculous outcomes, is based on sound philological principles. First, the use
of etymology, while prominent, does not extend beyond the analysis of proper names.
Secondly, the solutions mpoc tijv Aé€wv discussed by Aristotle in ch. 25 of his Poetics,

are already exploited by the commentator of Derveni.”?” Finally, the Derveni author

725 See BRISSON 1997: 153-154 and ScHIRONI 2001: 11. Note that Schironi seems to be unaware of
Brisson.

726 SCHIRONI 2001.

27 |t remains a question whether there are cases of mpocmidia in the papyrus (see above). In any event,
at least five out of six of the solutions mentioned by Aristotle are found in the Derveni Papyrus.
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shows to be well aware of the importance of context when interpreting poetry, another
key philological principle that Aristotle formulates in ch. 25 of the Poetics.

Two broad conclusions can be derived from what I argued in this chapter.
First, the Derveni Papyrus perfectly encapsulates the double-sided nature of ancient
allegoresis, which I described in chapter 4. While it is clear that the Derveni author
tries to map tenets of the pre-Socratic philosophy onto a poem that seems to have little
to do with philosophy, he constructs his readings mindful of the letter of the text. As
Jeffrey Rusten once vividly put it, the Derveni author would be lost without constantly
referring to the text(s) he is commenting upon.’?® Allegoresis has often been demoted
by modern scholars as a mere perversion of the letter of the text. The strong continuity
existing between the exegetical principles of the Derveni author and those of Aristotle,
the father of literalist interpretation,’?® instead warns us against this tendency.

Secondly, scholars have often emphasized the differences between the Derveni
exegesis and later rigorous philological literary analysis—the kind that Aristotle and
the Alexandrian critics practiced. | have shown, instead, that the Derveni papyrus is
proof that sound literary analysis was not an “invention” of Aristotle. Both in terms of
its making, a line-by-line commentary, (see ch. 2) and in terms of the exegetical
principles it showcases, the Derveni Papyrus shows great continuity with later
Peripatetic-Alexandrian exegesis, which many modern scholars deem as the beginning

of rigorous textual analysis. In the overall very blurred panorama of pre-Aristotelian

728 RUSTEN 2004: 126.

29 While some scholars claimed that Aristotle practiced allegoresis, Bouchard has convincingly shown
that not to be the case (BOUCHARD 2016: 47-83). She is followed in her analysis by MAYHEw 2019:
193.
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literary exegesis, the Derveni Papyrus provides us with an exceptional insight into the

beginnings of philology.
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Conclusion

In my introduction, | provide a general overview of my project, a description
of its methodology and aims, and a synopsis organized by chapters. Here, I list my
findings and suggest new avenues of investigation that my dissertation opens up.

I will start with the list of findings:

1. Zetemata originated as sympotic games
While this claim is not new, it has often been contested. | provide further pieces of
evidence in favor of a sympotic origin. One of these is the Certamen, a sympotic text
which gestures at zetematic practices (Chapters One and 2.2-3);

2. Zetemata are a collaborative and constructive enterprise
Scholars often consider zetematic practices in terms of an opposition between
detractors and defenders of the poets. I show that these two “roles” are not fixed and
that detractors and defenders of poetry have a shared goal: a deeper understanding of
poetry (Chapter One and chapter 3.1);

3. The Certamen is mostly a sympotic product
Most of the games featured in the Certamen have a clear sympotic nature. Contrary to
what some recent scholars have argued, the Certamen only superficially represents a
contest between rhapsodes (Chapter 2.2);

4. The games of the ambiguous propositions in the Certamen mimic ancient
exegetical practices
Often analyzed as an instance of “capping,” this game rests, first and foremost, upon a

syntactical re-arrangement of the elements of the sentence, what Aristotle calls
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diairesis. It also allows us to capture trends in contemporary poetical exegesis
(Chapter 2.3);

5. Zoilus’ Against Homer’s Poetry is best understood in the contest of
zetematic literature
Always considered an attack on Homer, this work shows instead a vivid interest in his
poems and challenges readers to come up with solutions to many interpretative
problems (Chapter 3.1);

6. Zoilus’ critiques of Homer anticipate later trends in scholarship
Scholars often cast Zoilus’ criticisms of Homer as pedantic and extremely biased. I
show instead that the types of criticisms he makes are typical of later zetematic
investigation and paved the way for an internally motivated investigation of the poetic
text. Much before Aristarchus, Zoilus criticized “Homer from Homer” (Chapter 3.2);

7. Zoilus’ critiques of Homer are solely motivated by literary concerns
While scholars routinely claim that Zoilus critiqued Homer for his morally
inappropriate depiction of gods and humans, a more careful investigation of his
fragments suggests that no moral intent can be attributed to Zoilus (Chapter 3.3);

8. While primarily appropriative, ancient allegoresis pays a great deal of
attention to the letter of the text
While allegoresis is often defined in terms of its emancipation from the text, | show
that careful analysis of the letter of the text is an important aspect of allegorical
interpretation. Ancient allegoresis combines philological and philosophical principles
(Chapter Four);

9. Theagenes was a “grammarian,” not an allegorist
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A more cautious reading of Porphyry’s testimony on Theagenes’ contribution to
allegoresis suggests that Theagenes did not necessarily interpret the Homeric
Theomachy as a cosmic battle between elements. Instead, he commented upon the
ambivalent nature of the gods in Homer: as both anthropomorphic beings and
metonymic representations of physical elements and moral attitudes (Chapter 5.1);

10. Pherekydes wrote an explicitly allegorical treatise but did not interpret
poetry allegorically
Despite common scholarly claims, no source authorizes us to claim that Pherekydes
interpreted poetry allegorically. Its contribution to allegoresis consists of having
created the first explicitly allegorical treatise known to us (Chapter 5.2);

11. Metrodorus of Lampsachus applies allegoresis to the entirety of the text of
Homer
The novelty of Metrodorus’ approach consists of applying allegoresis not only to a
limited section of a text or scene of a poem but to the entirety of the Homeric plot
(Chapter 6.1);

12. The Derveni papyrus is a precursor of the commentary genre
Despite common scholarly claims that the Derveni papyrus is a treatise, careful
analysis of the format and use of quotations suggests that the Derveni papyrus deals
with one single poem progressively, and line-by-line (Chapter 6.2);

13. The Derveni author’s allegoresis is based on sound exegetical techniques
While the Derveni author’s allegoresis often leads to absurd results, it is based on the
same exegetical principles championed by later literalist critics such as Aristotle and

Aristarchus (Chapter 6.3).
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As | state in my introduction, a comprehensive study of pre-Hellenistic exegesis
needs to also address the role played by the sophists, Protagoras especially. While much
ink has been spilled on Protagoras’ contribution to the study of language, we are still in
the dark as to what Protagoras’ goals were. Were his remarks about gender and verbal
moods meant to help orators craft better speeches, or did they demonstrate an interest
in language qua language? Also, why did he frame his linguistic insights as critiques
against Homer? Was that a mere rhetorical strategy or the product of a genuine interest
in poetics? The latter hypothesis might find support in a much-studied papyrus fragment
(P.Oxy. 221 = Erbse V 78-121) according to which Protagoras understood Homer’s
Theomachy as an “episode” within the larger plot of the Iliad. Despite its brevity, this
comment points toward a seminal interest in poetical unity. Such a topic would
especially benefit from being discussed in parallel with the ancient stories about
Stesichorus’ blindness and Homer and Hesiod’s collaboration in composing the hymn
to Apollo (on which see below). Finally, more needs to be done in terms of the study of
the exegetical techniques and philological principles at play in Protagoras and Socrates’
discussion of the Ode to Scopas in Plato’s Protagoras. Initial work in this direction can
be found in the following studies: Brittain’s already mentioned “Deinos (Wicked Good)
at Interpretation (Protagoras 334—48)” (2017), Baltussen’s “Plato Protagoras 340-48:
Commentary in the making?” (2004) and Giuliano’s “Esegesi letteraria in Platone: la
discussione sul Carme Simonideo nel “Protagora” (1992).

Aside from the sophists, it has become clear to me while working on this project
that the ancient lives of poets constitute an as-yet completely untapped source of

information on ancient exegesis. | intend to devote to the lives of the poets a separate
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and in-depth investigation. | will end my conclusion by sketching the gist of this future
project.

It has long been noticed that the material found in the ancient lives of poets and
writers stems from their literary works. Modern scholars™° explain this
correspondence by presuming that ancient compilers of biographies mined literary
texts searching for information about the authors’ lives. There are two main problems
with this explanation. First, it does not account for the flourishing of biographies of
authors, like Homer, who are absolutely silent about their own persona in their works.
Secondly, it does not explain why obvious features of a poetic persona were not
exploited by the ancient biographers. For instance, there are no stories about Hesiod as
a shepherd, no stories of a drunken Archilochus or a lame Hipponax. The relationship
between lives and works can be explained in a different way. Ancient readers
fashioned biographical details in order to confront interpretative problems in the
literary texts. Biographical narratives initially emerged as aids to the reading of texts
and would only later acquire a life of their own.

A small example: according to fifth-century BCE sources, Hesiod’s father was
a certain Dios. This biographical element is based on line 299 of the Works and Days,
in which the poet of Ascra refers to his brother as dion genos, that is, “stock of Zeus.”
Many ancient readers must have wondered why the poet referred to his humble brother
with a divine epithet. By claiming that Hesiod’s father was Dios, I argue, they tried to
solve the exegetical problem and explained the expression dion genos as a play on the

poet’s parentage: “stock of Dios.” Dios, therefore, was born not so much because a

730 See especially FAIRWEATHER 1974, LEFKOWITZ 1981; 20122 and GRAZI0SI 2002.
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biographer was examining Hesiod’s work looking for his parentage, but rather because
readers sought to interpret a problematic epithet. Plato’s Protagoras 343c-347a
independently confirms that similar hermeneutical procedures were rooted in ancient
practice. In this parody of literary exegesis, Socrates first infers traits of Simonides’
personality from his Ode to Scopas and then uses them to interpret that very poem.

After introducing this new model of understanding the relationship between
lives and works, my project will investigate three case studies that further support my
view. The first establishes a link between the stories of Homer’s travels to Athens and
the anachronistic mention of Athenian ships in lliad 2, 557-558. These two lines were
used as justification for Athens’ imperialist ambitions in the fifth century. Athens’
rivals, instead, deemed them a fabrication by Solon (or Pisistratus). The story of
Homer’s travels to Athens, I argue, serves to justify their authenticity: Homer thanked
the city for its hospitality by mentioning it in his poem. Here, the relationship between
biographical fiction and primary text offers an opportunity to explore ancient anxieties
concerning fakes and literary misappropriation. The second and the third case studies,
viz. the story of Stesichorus’ blindness and Homer’s and Hesiod’s collaboration in
composing the hymn to Apollo, provide a rare insight into how ancient audiences
conceived of poetical performance, transmission, and poetic unity.

Analyzing these examples leads to interesting results. It offers not only a more
plausible origin story for the emergence of ancient poetic biographies but also makes a
substantial contribution to the still broadly uncharted territory of pre-Hellenistic
exegetical practices. Through these biographical narratives we can gain an insight into

what ancient audiences deemed worth commenting upon and what strategies they
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devised to solve literary questions. Finally, my project underscores the hybrid nature of
the biographical genre. While biographies of ancient authors are literary creations in
their own right, they also perform a more practical function: they frame literary texts
and assist with their interpretation.

In conclusion, there is much to be done concerning the earlier days of ancient
exegesis. Through my dissertation and future projects, I hope to show that the study of

pre-Hellenistic philology is a fruitful, and absolutely exciting, endeavor.
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