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

Keywords: Homer, Porphyry, Aristotle, scholia, Odysseus.

1 Introduction

In Iliad 10, Diomedes and Odysseus volunteer one night to spy on the Trojans.
Odysseus urges them to make a start:
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GAN Topev: péAa yap voE dvetat, £yyvoi 8 nwg,
Gotpa 8¢ 81 poBEPNKE, TapoixwKev 8E MAEWV VOE
T@V 8V0 potpdwv, TpLtdTn 8 £Tt poipa AéAewrttat. (I 10.251-253)"

But let us go, for night is quickly coming to an end, and dawn is near,
and the stars have advanced, and more night has passed
than two parts, but still a third part remains.”

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

There is no record of who first raised a question about these verses, but the
text that is the focus of the present study tells us that this is one of the ancient
questions; and the people who are cited take us back to the fourth or even the
fifth century BC. The major Alexandrian scholars considered verse 10.253 to be an
error. Zenodotus excised the verse, while Aristophanes of Byzantium athetised it
(i. e. flagged it as spurious),® as did Aristarchus of Samothrace. Aristarchus seems
to have athetised it for two reasons: First, it was sufficient to say, in summary
fashion, ‘the stars have advanced’, whereas to go on about the remainder of the
night, with a view to being accurate, is too elaborate, as if providing the account
of some astronomer (Oomep GoTPOVOHOL TVOG). Second, 8vo in the genitive (T@v
8V0) is, he claims, not Homeric.® Further, according to a D scholion at least one

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

2 Translations from the Greek are our own.

3 See the text-critical notes below (p. 458-459).

4 Schol. A I1. 10.252a (Erbse) (VMK): Gotpa 8¢ 81| ipoBEPnke, <mapwynkev 8¢ mAéwv voE>* 81& 10
ToAVBpVAANTOV {TNHa Kai TAG yeyovuiag Armodooeg.

5 Schol. A II. 10.253al (Erbse) (VMK) ends: Znvodotog <ou>8¢ &ypagev, Aploto@avng ROETEL
This is the last line of the scholion, the rest of which is presented in the following note.

6 Schol. A II. 10.253al (Erbse) (VMK): t@v 800 polpdwv, <tpitdtn & &t poipa Aéheumtar>:
GOeTelTaL, OTL aUTAPKESG TO KEPAAXWBWG EIMETV «GoTPa 8¢ B TIPOPEPNKE»* TO Yap TOD Kapod
ToUTO GmalTel, TO 8¢ TMPOOBLATAPETV KATA TO GKPBEG TO TAPeANAVBOG KAl TO TEPIAELTIOPEVOV
OOTEP AOTPOVOLOL TVOG. 0V ‘Opnpikov 8¢ kal TO T@v 80" oi SVo pév yap Aéyel kail Tovg dvo,
<T@V 8Vo 8> 1| Toig SVo ovK EoTv VPETV TP’ ‘Opnpw. The source is generally taken to be Aris-
tonicus’ Tlept T@v onpeiwv Tfig TAd8og. While it is true that 8o is otherwise not attested in
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scholar attempted to solve the problem with a hyperbaton, i.e. by reading t@v
8o polpawv together with dotpa 8¢ 8 mpoPéPnke in the preceding line, so that
the result is purportedly something like: ‘the stars have advanced two parts, and
most of the night has passed, but still a third part remains ...””

Our main source for a variety of answers to this question — solutions to this
problem - is an unusually lengthy text written along the perimeter of three pages

Homer as a genitive or dative, 80w is used as a dative in II. 13.407 and as a genitive in Od. 10.515;
these are also the only two passages in Homer where the number two is attested in the dative or
genitive (so Homer does not use dvotv; he does, however, use the dative for the alternative Sotot).
See Romer 1912, 159 and Hainsworth 1993, 177-178. See also the discussion in Eust. Il. 10.251 vol. 3
p. 60-61 (van der Valk). Schironi 2018, 537 n. 159 is right to observe that ‘t@v 800’ and ‘toig 500’
are not attested in Homer, but this is not what the scholion intends to say, since ‘ot 800’ and ‘Tovg
800’ are not attested either (the only forms attested with the article are Tw 80w in I1. 5.554; 13.345;
19.47, 0l 80w in Od. 12.73 and t&g 8Vo in I1. 20.271). That is also why Erbse 1969-1988, 111, 51 writes
ol ‘800’ pév yap Aéyet (E 303 al.) kai Tovg ‘800’ (B 346 al.). To express the number two, Homer
also uses doloi/Soww. For the view that Aristarchus interpreted this passage despite athetising
10.253, see n. 135 below.

7 Schol. D II. 10.252(1) p. 373.3-7 (van Thiel?): fj év OmepPat®: «&otpa 8¢ 81 TPoPEPNKE TOV
8Vo popdwv, mapwynkev 8¢ MAéw VOE. Tpitn 8¢ poipa AéAeuttary, dnhovott SAov TO Tpitov
HEPOG. WG YAP TIPOG TO LTIOAETONEVOV THG TPITNG Hoipag enaol TO «Aéwx. éviot 8¢ ypapouvaoty
«mAENp, GvTi ToD «mAfjpeg TV 800 HOP@MVY TAPWXNKEV»® TPLPUAAKTOV Yap B€Ael elval THV
vukTa. See also schol. A 1. 10.252a (Erbse) (VMK): ypépetat kai o0Twg Gotpa 8¢ 81 mpoBéPnke
TV 800 polpdwv, mapoixwkev 8¢ mAéw VOE, TprtdTn 8 £Tt poipa AéAeimTal. TpLQUAAKOG Yop RV
kaf® “Opnpov 1 vO§ (so Venetus A fol. 131r). Like Dindorf 1875-1877, I, 352, Erbse 1969-1988,
111, 48 adopted Cobet’s correction of the Homeric line in this second scholion to &otpa 8¢ 8
TIPOBERNKE, Mapoixwkev 8¢ MAEw<v> VOE | T@V 800 polpdwy, TPLTdTn & £TL poipa AéAeuttat.
However, this might not be necessary. It is possible that this is the result of a misinterpreta-
tion of the D scholion as if it means that there was an actual reading that literally transposed
the Homeric lines (which would obviously be unmetrical). Note also that the A scholion from
the Vierménnerkommentar shares the reading mAéw with most manuscripts of the D scholion.
Moreover, like the D scholion, it refers to the night consisting of three parts. This would also
explain why the two Homeric lines are quoted in full, which puzzled Ludwich 1884, 315, since
the focus in the second part of the scholion is the Aristarchan reading mopoixwkev. Van der
Valk 1963-1964, I, 124-125, who also restored the text like Dindorf, tried to explain this by
assuming that the scholion indicates that some critics did not athetise 1. 253. However, the
scholiast would not have simply used ypagpetat to communicate this; for its counterpart oV
ypapeTat is not used to indicate athetesis but to show that the line in question was not writ-
ten at all (athetised lines were still written but flagged with the obelus sign). See the Glossary
of Greek Terms in Niinlist 2009, 368 s.v. G0etéw (40£TNOL): “to consider spurious, to mark as
spurious (but without excising)” (see also Niinlist 2009, 16 n. 57), and 371 s. v. yp&@w, ov: “to
excise (i.e. athetise in the modern sense)”. For the hyperbaton interpretation, see also Eust.
I1. 10.252-253 vol. 3 p. 59.15-16 (van der Valk): fj ka®’ vmepBatov, 0Tt GoTpa TG TAEW TAV G’
£omépag UIEP YTV OVTwV Ta T@V V0 pHolp@v PyeTo.
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of Venetus B, an important manuscript of the Iliad containing two levels of scholia
(eleventh century, and twelfth or thirteenth). Although the text under discussion
cites no author, it is generally taken to be an excerpt from Porphyry’s Homeric
Questions.’ Modern scholars have rightly become sceptical with regard to the
inclusion of anonymous texts under the fragments of Porphyry.'® Indeed, in the
case of the Homeric Questions, the standard edition by Schrader went much too
far in including anonymous texts. Schrader included all scholia written in the
form of a question in the Homeric scholia (spanning the A, bT and D scholia in the
case of the Iliad) and even in Eustathius as fragments of Porphyry. This principle
was rightly refuted by Erbse.'* However, Porphyry is more likely to be the author
of the excerpt than might appear at first sight. *B generally does not name Por-
phyry at the start of an excerpt, but the other main manuscripts containing the
same excerpts — Scorialensis Q.1.12 (E*) and Harleianus gr. 5693 (Bm?) — usually
cite Porphyry at the start of the excerpt, thus confirming him as the author of
the excerpt. Moreover, the attribution of the zetemata excerpts of *B to Porphyry
is further confirmed by the numerous parallels with the Zetemata Vaticana (i. e.
the first book of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions). As we will show below, the text
under discussion is not preserved in the other manuscripts. But the overwhelm-
ingly large number of parallels for other excerpts suggests that Porphyry is most
likely to be the author of the excerpt. Therefore, we posit that the excerpts in *B
constitute an exception to the ‘minimalist’ rule, with which we otherwise whole-
heartedly agree.

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

1. Introductory remarks on how to approach Homeric problems
2. A paradigm case: Iliad 10.252-253 and ‘one of the ancient questions’

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

9 We follow Erbse and others in using “*B’ to refer to the later excerpts, which is the type that
interests us here. On codex B and the difference between the B and *B scholia, see Erbse 1969—
1988, I, xvii—xviil. The scholiast responsible for the material labelled *B is credited with the
addition of the excerpts from Porphyry and from Heraclitus the Allegorist in the spaces of the
page that were empty. The scribe seems to have later added another set of excerpts from Porphyry
(**B), which he introduces with a symbol in red ink. See Schrader 1880, vii-vii1; Erbse 1960,
17-29; MacPhail 2011, 8-9.

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

11 Erbse 1960, 17-77.
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3. Solutions: a. The solution of ‘some’

b. The solution of Metrodorus (of Lampsacus the Elder?)
¢.  The solution of Chrysippus

d. The solution of ‘others’

e. The solution of Aristotle

f.  The solution of Autochthon

g. The solution of Apion

4. What stars is Homer referring to, and what exactly does mipoBépnxe denote?

In this paper, we first provide a critical edition and translation of the Porphyry
excerpt (§ 2), followed by text-critical notes (§ 3).22 We then provide an interpretive
essay, in which we discuss the various views presented by Porphyry (§ 4).

2 Edition and translation

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

The Iliad scholia in Venetus B were first published by Villoison in 1788.
However, Villoison often seems to have misread the text and to have misin-
terpreted the abbreviations used in the manuscript.”® In 1825, Bekker made
a new edition, in which he edited all B scholia together with the A and D
scholia. Although he inspected Venetus B, he only partly collated it and often
still relied on the text as edited by Villoison.'® The Porphyry excerpts on the

12 These were composed by G. Verhasselt.

13 After Schrader’s label “Zntnpata codicis Vaticani”. Sodano 1970 also dubs them zetemi vati-
cani.

14 On the editorial history of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions, see also Sodano 1970, XX1-XXVIII.
On the early editions of the Iliad scholia, see also Pontani 2006.

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

16 See Bekker 1825, 1v: Venetum alterum (B) [...] et ipse inspexi. quem cum viderem pulcherrime
scriptum lectuque facillimum, nolui dubitare de Villoisonis in describendo eo aut fide aut peritia.
nunc ne a vero identidem aberraverit vir eruditior quam prudentior, sero vereor.
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Iliad were re-edited in Kammer’s 1863 dissertation. Although Kammer did not
inspect Venetus B (or any manuscript for that matter), relying instead on Bek-
ker’s text, he provided numerous conjectures.'” He also often suggested delet-
ing sections, which - in his opinion - interrupted the flow of the text. While
he often correctly identified interpolations, he went much too far in obelising
the text.

The scholia in Venetus B received their first critical edition in the third volume
of Dindorf’s edition of the Iliad scholia in 1877, edited on the basis of a renewed
inspection of the original manuscript. In 1888, Schrader published a new edition
of the Porphyrian excerpts on the Iliad, which remains the standard edition to
this day.*® Schrader’s main source is Venetus B, but he also used additional man-
uscripts, particularly the codex Lipsiensis gr. 32 (Li)* and the codex Leidensis
Vossianus gr. 64 (Le). The former is now known to be an apograph of B, while
the latter is an apograph of the codex Scorialensis Q.1.12 (E*). In his monumen-
tal edition of the Iliad scholia, which covers both the A and bT scholia, Erbse
included only the first layer of B scholia, thus excluding all the excerpts from
Porphyry. More recently, MacPhail has published a new edition and translation
of the Porphyrian excerpts on the Iliad preserved in indirect transmission on the
basis of Venetus B, E* and the codex Harleianus gr. 5693 (Bm?) (in addition to Li
and Le).?°

The text edited here is not found in E*/Le, Bm? or Li (the apograph of Venetus
B). However, it is found in another copy of B not used by previous editors, viz. Vati-
canus Palatinus gr. 12 (V¥) (thirteenth century)*. Since this is a codex descrip-
tus, we do not systematically cite its readings, but we do cite it when it corrects

17 Kammer even chose to omit the excerpts in which he had no corrections to offer.

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

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

20 MacPhail’s edition is also more restrictive in the inclusion of the texts than Schrader. Unfor-
tunately, this has led him to exclude even some excerpts whose attribution to Porphyry is cer-
tain. He also omits the citations of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions in the D scholia and Eustathius
(F 384-402 Smith). See Dorandi 2011; Hillgruber 2014, 494.

21 On V%, see Allen 1931, 48; Erbse 1960, 9; 1969-1988, I, XXXII-XXXIII.
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a corrupt passage or resolves an abbreviation in B whose resolution is debated.
When we cite deviating readings in V%, these should thus be considered the
equivalent of conjectures.

Despite the recent edition by MacPhail, the textual constitution is often
still problematic, as will become clear from the notes and essay. Our renewed
inspection of Venetus B also shows that MacPhail (like the editors before him)
sometimes misread the text (though far less often than Villoison or Bekker). His
translation, which aims to be literal, is also often difficult to understand.?* More-
over, despite its title (Porphyry’s Homeric Questions on the Iliad: Text, Translation,
Commentary), MacPhail’s book does not offer a commentary on the text (neither
a philological nor an interpretive one) but merely offers sporadic footnotes. Fur-
thermore, for our excerpt, MacPhail even omits the end of the text (virtually all of
Item 4 in our outline) without any explanation.

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

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

[fol. 134v] [1] | cuvaywyT| T@V {NToVpEVWY YEYOVE PEV BN Kal Tiap’ GANOLG: TKETS
8¢ ta mpoPArpaTa AapBavovTeg apd TV ECNTNKOTWY, TAG AICELG EMIKPIVOHEY
ag £xetvol VMETAEAY TOIG TIPOPAUACL, Kal TIVAG HEV TOUTWV EYKPIVOUEV, TIVAG
8¢ mapartovpeda, Tag & avTol £&cupiokopey, Tag 8¢ mepweda SlopOodv kai
£EepyalenBat, Womep TOIG Evtuyydvovaty £otat SfAov.

[2] avTika T@V aAaL®Y NTUATWY GPOAGYTALEVAL TO TOLODTO, £V 0L P TtV
«Gotpa 8¢ 81 mpoPePn ke, mapwynke 8¢ TAEw VUE | T@V 8V0 potpdwv, TpLTaTn 8 £Tu
poipa AéAetrttaws (I1. 10.252-253)" mévg yap, £l ai Svo poipat €nkovaty avtai Te kai
£TL TOVTWV TIAEOV, T) TPLTGTN poipa AéAewtTal, GAN ov)i TiiG TpiTNG HopLov;

[3a] 60ev kai TIveg TPOOTIOEVTEG TO G NEIOLVY «TpLTATNG &’ ETL poTpa AéAetTTaN
YPG&@eLy, tva TG TPITNG Hep(S TIg f KaTaAeAetupévn, GAN vy GAn 1 TpiTn.

[3b] MnTpd8wpog (61 fr. 5 DK) pév ovv 10 mheiov SVo onuaively @not mop’
‘Opnpw. Kai yap 16 oUvNnoeg, WG OTav ALy «VWTOV GMOTPOTAUWY, £Ti 8¢ TAEiov
ENéNettTo» (Od. 8.475), kal «GANG TO pév TAglov moAvdikog ToOAEpoLo | YEIPEG
guai Siémovos (I 1.165-166), onuaivei<v> <8&> kal TO MARPES, WG &V T@ «0OV B¢
TIAETov Bémag aiet | Eotnker (IL 4.262-263), kal &V TQ) «mAEIal Tot YoAkoD KAoiaws
(I1. 2.226). Vv 0DV TO AoV GvTi ToD TATipE eipfiodar MARPNG yap 1| VOE TdV Vo
HOLp@V YEYOVUTO TIOPWYNKE, TPITATN 8¢ Tt iepi<Aé>Aeuntal. Sieile 8’ €igy’, g Qv
TPLPUAGKOV TR VUKTOG 0UOT|G.

7 napwynke *B : nopwynkev Kammer || mAéw *B : mAéov Villoison || 8’ 11 Bekker (ex
11.10.253) : 8¢ L *B 8 avtai e *B : avtai e Bekker 9 &1t *B: émi Villoison 10 mpe@tifévteg
*B : tpotiBévteg Villoison || 8 &ti Bekker : 8¢ 1 *B || poipa Bekker : poipag *B

12 pntpddwpog *B : Znvodwpog Horn 1883, 92 (thesis I1I) 15 onuaivel<v> <8&> Diels : onpai’
*B : onpaivel V¥ : onpaivel <8¢> Schrader 17 mAéov *B : fortasse mAeiov 18 tprtatn *B:
TprtédTng Villoison || 8¢ Tt *B : 8’ éti Kammer || mepi<Aé>Aeurttat Bekker : mepileurttal *B
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[1] The collection of the inquiries has appeared already also in other writers; but
we, taking the problems from those who have made the inquiries, are evaluating
the solutions that they assigned to the problems, and some of them we approve
of, whereas others we reject, and some solutions we find ourselves, whereas
others we attempt to revise and work out, as will be clear to the reader.

[2] To begin with, the following is agreed to be one of the old questions, where
[Homer] says: ‘and the stars have advanced, and more night has passed | than
two parts, and a third? still remains’ [Il. 10.252-253]. For how, if these two parts
have passed and even more than this, does the third part remain but not part of
the third?

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

[3b] Now Metrodorus [61 fr. 5 DK] claims that mAciov means two things in
Homer. For [it has] both the customary meaning [i.e. ‘more’ or ‘most’], as when
he says ‘after he cut away from the back [of the boar], and more [or ‘most’] was
left’ [Od. 8.475], and ‘but it is my hands that conduct more [or ‘the greatest part’]
of furious war’ [Il. 1.165-166]; <but> [he claims] that it also means ‘full’, as in ‘your
cup always stands full (miAelov)’ [I1. 4.262-263], and in ‘your huts are full (mA<ia)
of bronze’ [I1. 2.226]. So in the present case, [he claims that] mA£ov is used instead
of mAfjpeg: for the night having become filled with two thirds has passed, and
one third remains. And he divided it into three, since the night contained three
watches.

23 The Homeric ai 800 poipat is the equivalent of the Attic T& Vo pépn here, which is the stan-
dard way of saying ‘two thirds’, with T0 TpiTov pépog ~ f| TpitdTn poipa meaning ‘one third’. How-
ever, the interpretations cited further on show that not all ancient writers interpreted it this way.
24 Le. to TputaTn, making it the genitive tpiratng.
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[3c] XpUourtnog (SVF 11 fr. 772) 8¢, omep €l TIG, @nol, mept TPLOV NUEPQDV
Slaleyopevog év Tij Tpitn Aéyel piav dmoleineadart £TtL AUEPQV, KGV pr TTEpL 6pBpov
motfiTat Toug Adyoug: obTws kai TOV ‘08voota, i kal MAEoV RV TapwWYNKOG TV
800 polp@v, TV TpiTNV aval kataleineodal, £Meldh TPIHEPOD 0VONG TFG VUKTOG
EKaoTOV PEPOG (WG EV Tt AapPdveTal, MoTe kdv ENATEG 1 TODTO Kai pr OAGKAnpoV,
GAN’ dpBpeioBai ye TplTOV TQ TAEWY TV PEP@V EXEWV TIV TPITNV. OVTW YAP Kal
GvBpwrov triapda odat yevopevov, ETL TuyXGvewv Thg OANG ipoomnyopiag =

[3d] dANot 8¢ @aaty £00¢ Exetv TOVG O TAG TG AMNPTIOHEVY XPToBaL ApOpd,
OTE PEv TG EmuTpéXOovVTa TOIG APIBKOTG TEPLYpa@ovTag VMEP ToD OAOOXEPET Kai
drnpTIopEVY XPTioBal, 0lov «(IALOVOUV GTPATOVY PHTELE <TIG &v> T@V EAMVwY —
foav 8¢ ai vijeg yilat £xatov dySornkovTa £ — kal £Tt «mhpyoug elkoot [d oToAf,
neoig pev Evdeka, vavat 8¢ Suwdekar» (TGF 1T Adesp. fr. 432a) &vTi TOD Ky'. OTE 8¢
TOV TIPOKEIPEVOV TEPLYPAPOTT, TQ) EMTPEXOVTL APKOVIEVOL, 01OV «KATX HEV @il
TRV’ Enepve<v> BaANovTa<g> g | Suwdex’, avtov 8¢ tpitov» (Pind. fr. 171 Snell/
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[3c] But Chrysippus [SVF III fr. 772] claims that it is just as if someone, speak-
ing about three days, says on the third that one day still remains, even if he does
not make this statement around dawn; so too, although more than two thirds
have passed, Odysseus claims that one third is left, since each portion of the
night, which is tripartite, is taken as a unit, so that even if this is lacking and not
complete, still it is counted as a third because it has the third position among the
parts. For so too [he claims] a human being thaving just been bornt still obtains
the whole title [of human].

[3d] Others claim that poets have a custom of using a round number, some-
times by cancelling the remainders in the numbers for the sake of using a whole
and rounded one. For instance, <one> might say ‘a thousand-shipped army’ of the
Greeks — though the ships were 1186 — and further, ‘twenty columns to a single
expedition, eleven to infantry, twelve to ships’ [TGF II Adesp. fr. 432a], instead of
twenty-three. Sometimes they omit the initial [digit], satisfied with the remain-
der; for instance, ‘he slew his twelve dear children in the prime of their youth,
and him third’ [Pind. fr. 171 Snell/Maehler]| instead of ‘thirteenth’. And ‘he was
himself brought down by the fourth’ [Pind. fr. 135 Snell/Maehler], says Pindar,
instead of ‘by the fourteenth’. ‘Let your wife grow up for four years and let her
be married in the fifth’ [Hes. Op. 698] instead of ‘fourteen’ and ‘in the fifteenth’.
Eupolis in the Golden Race [fr. 298 Kassel/Austin]:
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[A] Twelfth is the blind man, third the man with a hump,
fourteenth the branded man,

fifth the redhead, sixth the squint-eye.

And these men are sixteen up to Archestratus,

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

[A] Eighth is the man wearing the threadbare cloak.

Sometimes they add from without, in order to express a full number; for instance,
although Homer says ‘I [sc. Priam] had nineteen [sons] from a single womb’
[11. 24.496], Simonides says: ‘you, mother of twenty children, be gracious’ [fr. 272
Poltera = fr. 54 Page, PMG 559]. And although women have childbirth in the tenth
month, Homer says: ‘take pleasure in love, woman, | and when a year has gone
around, you will bear splendid children’ [Od. 11.248-249]. And: ‘others who were
dwelling in Crete with a hundred cities’ [Il. 2.649] and ‘many countless men and
ninety cities’ [Od. 19.174]. For he either adds with regard to the one or subtracts
with regard to the other. Similarly [he also says] ‘all day long until sunset | they
feasted’ [Il. 1.601-602], though they did not begin to drink at dawn. And: ‘all
day long they fought around the Scaean Gates’ [Il. 18.453], although a short time
passed over the battle. And although the Olympic Games are held alternately
after fifty or forty-nine months, the poets call the festival ‘fifty-monthly’. In this
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way, therefore, nothing prevents [Homer], even though the third part is defective
[i. e. incomplete], from calling it a complete one third.

[3e] Aristotle [fr. 161 Rose’® = fr. 385 Gigon] thinks to solve it as follows, when
he says: Division into two can in this case be into equal [sc. parts]. Since ‘more
than half’ is indeterminate, when it is increased so much that a third of the whole
is left, it would be characteristic of an accurate person to determine this and indi-
cate how much the remainder is, in order to make clear by how much half of the
whole has increased. For instance, half of 6 is 3. If 6 were divided into 2 equal
parts, [half] will be 3. If either part is increased, it is unclear whether this is by a
part of a number or by a whole unit. Now if it becomes greater by a whole unit,
the remaining part will be a third of the whole. So too someone saying that, when
either of the two parts becomes more, it has left one third, has shown that ‘more’
in growth is by a unit, since three has become four and two remains, which was
one third of six. So, since the twelve parts of the night can also be divided into two
equal divisions — into six [each] — and one part increased and has become more,
but it is unclear by how many hours — for the increase could be by one or two or
three or more — the poet, determining what the indeterminate quantity of the
‘more’ was and that it increased by 2 hours, concluded that one third remains, so
that the hours that have gone by were eight, and four are left, which is a third of
the whole. So too if it consisted of eighteen parts, since it divides by two into nine,
and [if] you said that a majority of the <hours which are divided> into two parts
has passed, and one third remains, you will make clear from the fact that you
say that one third is left, which is six, that you mean that twelve have been taken
away. Let the same investigation be made in the case of the hours of a night-day
cycle. Let someone say that of the hours, which are divided into two parts, a small
majority has passed, without determining how much, and let him conclude that
one third of the whole remains. It becomes clear that with the division into two
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resulting in twelve and twelve, and with a third of the whole left, which is eight,
the one part became greater by four, so that sixteen hours in total have gone
by and eight remain. So where there is a division into two equal parts and into
three [equal parts], if someone leaves behind a third of the [division] into three
tincreasing to twot, he defines by how much more there has been an increase.
So, the poet wisely has indicated how much the undefined part of the increase of
the half was — that [it was] by two hours, and the eighth hour had gone by — by
saying ‘and yet one third remains’ [Il. 10.253]. For if someone knows that the total
number of hours of the night are 12, of which the division into two parts makes 6
and 6, but into 3 [makes] 4 and 4 <and 4>, and if he has heard that of the division
into two parts a small majority has passed, then upon learning that a third of the
[division] into three remains, which is four hours, he straightaway realises that
from the turning of midnight two hours had gone by.

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

[3g] Apion says that the greater portion of the 2 [parts] themselves has been
used up, so that there is also a remnant of the second, and of these the major-
ity has passed by, <but> the third part remains. For Agamemnon, having arisen
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Kal TIOvy EmO@oAEG. TO 88 TMAéw Suvatal pev kal WG MANBUVTIKOV 0DBETEPOV
napelAii@Oar T& TAsiova £k TV 80 popdv mapfAbev: f| MAeiova Tapd poipag
TGS 800, (O IOV Kail 6 OovKLEIBNG AEyel «GANG Kal TATHY TNV oTpatiav OaAdoon
f6n mieiw ypwpevol ouviiABov» (Thuc. 1.3.5). Svvatal 8¢ kai ONAVKOV EVikOV
£lval, TTAOLY aiTiaTikiy mpoBdAov- 1 VUE mapfAde TV mAeiova poipav T@v §Vo
HOLP@V.

[4] Bavig 8¢ 008EVa GAAOV TNV TWV GOTPWV TIOPELAV £M0INTE PUAATTOVTA T
TOV ‘08v00Ea, TIPOOIKOVOUMV €ig TV 08VooEelav: £KET Yap avT@® 6 TTAODG AvdETAL
«ITAniadag Eoop@vTLkai 0e Svovta Bowtnv» (0Od. 5.272). Aéyovtog oD 08vootwg
«B&oTtpa 8¢ B TPoPEPNKe», {NTNOELEV GV TIC, TL SnAOT TO «TPOPEPNKeE» Kal Ol
elo &oTpa €8 WV oToXALETAL TNV pav. TO Yop &k THS &pkTov Aéyetv oy DYIEG:
0V YOp €K TV el Qavep®V, GAN’ €k TOV GvaTeAAOVTWY Kai SUOPEVWV TRG DPOG
TekpnpacBat EoTv. oi 8¢ 008’ £’ dAAoV paciy oldv Te fi £mi Tig dpkTov eipfiodat
81 10 mpokeiobat TO TpoPePnkéval [eipfobal]* oUELWOGUEVOV YapP TOVG TOTIOUG
Ko Dpav, WG EMAXUBAVOVTL GTPEPOUEVOL THG GPKTOV Oi AOTEPES, TIPOPePNKEVL
@Gvat €mi MAEOV KAT TV OTPOPNY XwpnoavTag: ol 8¢ &no T@v IMAniddwv kai
‘Yabwv kai Qpiwvog, fTol TNV AVATOARV £WaV TIOOVHEVWVY Kol TIPoBePNKOTWY

3 dpvéov Schrader : 0pY *B : dp V2 : £xBpod Villoison : épwdiod Bekker 7 Aovovrai e kai
dplotomolodvtat Bekker : AovovT T kal dploTomolodvt: *B : Aovovrtai Te kai dplotonootvt V2 :
AovovTo Te Kal dploTtomotodvto Villoison 9 kataokomoug Schrader : kaTaokOm *B : KATGOKOTIOV
Villoison 10 émiogalég V2 : mo@al’ *B : mo@aAdg Villoison 11 mopeijpOou <tv' >
MacPhail 12 6 om. Bekker || otpatiav legimus : otpat *B : atpatiav Bekker : otpatov Vil-
loison 13 ouvijA@ov *B : cuve&fiAdov MacPhail 14 tmpoBdlovt <iv' fj> MacPhail 18 mAnddog
€00p@VvTL *BP (mAiadag *Bx) : [IAnddag eicopowvtt Villoison : ITANiadag <t'> é0opdvTt

Kammer : TIAnddag écop@vtt Schrader || fortasse Aéyovtog <8&> 18-p. 456.16 Aéyovtog

700 '08VOCEWS ... VUKTOG €nv om. Kammer et MacPhail 20 <ta> &otpa Bekker, cf. schol. D
11.10.252(2) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?) 21 dei @avep@®v *B : del @aivetat Villoison : dewpaviv Bek-

ker 22 texpnpaocBot *B : tekpaipeabat Villoison || gpaoiv Bekker : gnotv *B 23 10! Schrader :
700 *B || mpoPePnrévan *B : fortasse mpopéPnke || eipfiobat del. Villoison 25 ¢mo *B:
fortasse émt 26 'YaSwv Villoison : viaSwv *B || fitot tiv dvatoAnv Schrader : fitot 8¢ dvatoln
*B : fTot 8¢ dvartoAny V»°
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around midnight, wakes Nestor and with him some of the champions; they
advance to the ditch and dispatch the spies. [Homer]| inserts the time of night
and the multitude of their actions. For after the spies have armed themselves,
once the omen is seen by them, they pray to Athena and go onward. Encountering
Dolon they spent no little time on questions; and having killed him, there-
after they go to the Thracians, and as they are detained by killing these men,
Athena exhorts them to get away to the ships. After they return, they bathe and
have breakfast, and then daybreak arrives. Now Odysseus says ‘Dawn is near’
[I1. 10.251], urging on the expedition; for it is not reasonable to have spies sent
out as dawn approaches, but in fact very risky. The word mAéw [‘more’] can also
be taken as neuter plural, ‘the majority of the two parts has passed by’, or ‘more
beyond the two parts’, as Thucydides also says somewhere: ‘but already using
the sea more, they also came together in this campaign’ [Thuc. 1.3.5]. But it can
also be an accusative feminine singular, ‘the night went past the larger part of
two thirds’.

[4] Plausibly [Homer] portrayed no one other than Odysseus watching the
passage of the stars, as a preparation for the Odyssey. For there his voyage is
accomplished ‘as he gazes at the Pleiades and late setting Bootes’ [Od. 5.272].
When Odysseus says ‘and the stars have advanced’, someone might ask what
‘advanced’ means, and what kinds of stars they are by which he calculates the
time. To say this on the basis of Ursa Major is not sound. For it is not possible
to indicate the time on the basis of the stars that are always visible but only on
the basis of those that rise and set. But some people claim that it cannot have
been said about anything other than Ursa Major, because ‘have advanced’ is set
forth. Having interpreted the positions according to the hour, as the stars of Ursa
Major occupy them while they rotate, [they claim that] he says that they have
advanced, since they moved further in their rotation. Other people [claim that
he says this] on the basis of the Pleiades, Hyades and Orion, which are either
rising at dawn and have advanced from the east, fthe Pleiadest are setting and
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4o Tiig GvatoAfig, TIIANGSwvt vy molovpévwy Kat 18n poPavovtwy eig TV
VoV TO ATO yap Kot &V T@ «AAN’ §Te 81| Tpixa VUKTOG €Ny, HeTA &’ doTpa PePrikers
(0d. 12.312), fj wg mPOG AvaToARY | TIPOG SUGLY, TO pévToL Tpixa GvTi TOD TpiTOV.
By 8¢ TO TPiTOV <...> TO TE KATA OXEGY TIV TPOG TO TPATOV. 1| TOTE €K TOD
{w81akoD KUKAOL TV WPV KATAUEUABNKEVAL PN oL TOUTOL Yap €iG 1B’ Sinpnuévou,
¢’ pév evBEéwg kataduvovTog fAtov BAEMETAL, VUKTOG 8¢ TipoPatvovong Ta Aowd,
o0 TA aUTA PHEV OpWHEVA, TOV 8¢ dplBpov Tov €€ uAdTTovTa. €K TOV {wdlwv
0VV TV Em@epopévav T Swdekatnuopin TovTw, év @ 6 {A0g £8, THY Mpav
otoxaletat ‘O8uooelg. 1| GMA@G MGvTa @Nol T& GoTpa TPOPEPNKE, TOUTECTL
TIPOKEXWPTKEV €(G BUTLY T& A’ E0TIEPAG £V Tf| GVATOAT] PAVEVTA, WG KAL VDV QAUEV
TOAD TiPOfiABe Tig UEPAS, i SVOIV AéyovTeg MPOeABETV: £’ WV Yap Ao MEPATOG
eig mépag £0TL TIG Spopog, dTav AN TPOG TG ETEPW TIEPATL OPWHEVA QAIVITAL,
nipoPePnkéval AéyolT &v &’ oV TIPHTOV OPHWHEVA (BN, dTL 8¢ Kal THY HHEPAV
Kai TNV VOKTa £ig Tpia Slaupel Sijhov: €mi pev yop TAG MuépAg «EooeTal <f> WG
fi Selng f| péoov Auap» (I1. 21.111), £mi 82 TAg VUKTOG «GAN’ &Te 81 Tpixa VUKTOG
&nv» (0d. 12.312).

1 ANiG8wv *B : cruces posuimus : del. Schrader : f| T@v £égav Schrader app. : fortasse fi(tot)
éwav Ty 4 lacunam indicavit Schrader : fortasse addendum &tepot 8¢ TOv £omepov kal

TOV KOV Kol TO TipoBePnkévat mav motettat Ty Vo, cf. schol. D I1. 10.252(2) p. 373.5-6
(van Thiel?) 7 o0 ta a0t Bekker, cf. schol. D I1. 10.252(2) p. 373.8-9 (van Thiel?) : o0k adTd
*B 10 mpokexwpnkev 1 Villoison || év T GvatoAf] *B : eig avatoAny Villoison 12 €ott (vel
£07i) Tig *B : o7l Tig Bekker 14 fi supplevimus, cf. schol. D Il. 10.252(3) p. 373.3 (van Thiel?)
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are already advancing towards the west. For the same is also said in the verse ‘but
when it was the third watch of the night and the stars had turned their course’
[Od. 12.312], referring either to rising or to setting; the ‘third watch’ is used in the
meaning of ‘the third part’. ‘The third part’ [can be interpreted?] in two ways <...>
in relation to the first. Perhaps he means that he has learnt the time from the
zodiac cycle. For since this is divided into 12, 6 are immediately visible at sunset,
while the others are visible as the night progresses. They are not the same ones
that are seen, but they remain six in number. On the basis of the zodiac signs
that follow, Odysseus calculates the time by that sign in which the sun set. Or he
simply means that all the stars have advanced, i.e. those that have appeared in
the east since the evening have proceeded towards the west, as now too we say
that much of the day progressed, meaning that it progressed towards sunset. For,
in the case where there is a certain course from one end to the other, when they
already appear to be seen at one end, they could be said to have advanced as
soon as they have been seen to start [their course]. And it is clear that he divides
both the day and the night into three parts. With regard to the day [he says]: ‘a
morning, evening or midday will come’ [Il. 21.111]; with regard to the night [he
says]: ‘but when it was the third watch of the night’ [0d. 12.312].

3 Notes to the Text

A note on orthography

In our edition, we have standardised a number of orthographic variations. Thus,
the manuscript sometimes follows other rules for the accents, particularly for
cases like oig @nowv (which the scribe writes as olg @noiv). Another case is the
negation ovy before an aspirated vowel; in such cases, the scribe always writes an
apostrophe (e. g. o0y’ 0An), which we have not printed. He also always writes the
word 0T¢ as 6T¢ with smooth breathing, which we have tacitly corrected. Further,
he always writes compound numbers as one word (e. g. dydonkovtaét), which we
have always printed as separate words (so dydonkovta ££). Finally, for numbers,
the scribe sometimes writes the word out in full (e.g. 8wdska) and sometimes
uses numerals (e. g. ). Unlike Bekker, Kammer and Dindorf, we have not con-
verted every word into the corresponding numeral.?

25 Also, unlike Sodano 1974, we have not mentioned all these interventions by Bekker, Kammer
and Dindorf in our apparatus.
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Text-critical notes

These notes will treat text-critical issues, new readings and problems of interpre-
tation in the Porphyrian excerpt. They will also discuss Porphyry as a witness for
the Homeric text by comparing his quotations from Homer with other testimonies
and with the transmitted Homer text (in mediaeval manuscripts and papyri).®
As it turns out, Porphyry and other testimonia often do not provide the readings
attributed to them in the recent Homer editions by West. This may be of particular
interest to Homer scholars.

[2] «GoTpa 8¢ 81 MpoPéPnke, mapwynke 8¢ MAtw VOE | T@V Vo polphwy,
Tprratn & €t poipa AéAeuttar». These Homeric lines (1. 10.252-253) are trans-
mitted with the following variants.

For mapwynke’:

(1) mapwynke BTDEG, Hsch. a 7890 (Latte),*® Choeroboscus, Scholia in Theo-
dosii Canones p. 398 (Hilgard),?® schol. A Il. 9.71 (Erbse) (VMK)*°, schol. D
I1.10.252(1) (FPal’XZAgBdBm”M!"V®) (lemma) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?)3!, schol.
D I1. 10.252(3) (lemma) p. 373.1 (FPal’Xh) (van Thiel?), schol. D II. 10.252(4)
p. 374.1-2 (van Thiel?), Eust. II. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 58.19 (van der Valk)

(2) mapwynkev AFC, Arist. Poet. 25, 1461a26, [Hdn.] De figuris 58, schol.
0d. 1.58a (Pontani), schol. D Il. 10.252(1) (Q) (lemma) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?),
schol. D I1. 10.252(3) (lemma) (Q) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?), Anonymus I in
Aratum 1 p. 89 (Maass)

(3) mapoixwkev Dorotheus ap. schol. A II. 10.252a.18-20 (Erbse) (VMK), Apol-
lonius Dyscolus ap. schol. A I1. 10.252a.22-23 (Erbse) (VMK), schol. A
11. 10.252a.15 (Erbse) (VMK)

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

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

28 The manuscript of Hesychius reads napwynke, but Latte/Cunningham 2018, 360 corrected
this to TapwynKev.

29 The transmitted text of Choeroboscus reads mapwynxe, which Hilgard 1889, 398 corrected to
TIPWYTKEV.

30 Erbse 1969-1988, 1, 414 corrected this to mapwynkev.

31 In the codex Parisinus gr. 2556 (P) fol. 74v, the lemma abbreviates the verb as mapwyn®.
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(4) moapwywkev W, P.Berol. inv. 11911+17038+17048+21155, PSIT13 1
(mapwywxk[ev]), Aristarchus ap. schol. A I1. 10.252e1 (Erbse) (VMK), schol.
T I1. 10.252e2.34 (Erbse) (o0Tw 81& ToD @ katd TpOTNV ToV T £i§ @) (Jxwk[
P.Oxy. inv. 100/15(a))

For mAéw:3?

(1) mAéw ABTFCE, P.Oxy. VI 948 fr. a,® Arist. Poet. 25, 1461a26, Hsch. o 7890
(Latte)**; 2536 (Latte)®®, schol. A Hom. Il. 9.71 (Erbse) (VMK), schol. A
Hom. II. 10.252a.15 (Erbse) (VMK)?¢, schol. T Il. 10.252-253a (lemma) (Erbse)
(exeg.), schol. T II. 10.252-253a.38 (Erbse) (exeg.), schol. T Hom. Il. 10.252—
253b1 (lemma) (Erbse) (exeg.), schol. D II. 10.252(1) (F*XZV ") (lemma)

p. 373.1 (van Thiel?), schol. D I1. 10.252(1) (Fh) p. 373.6 (van Thiel?), schol.
D I1. 10.252(3) (AgBdPBm®M™") p. 374.18 (van Thiel?)?*, schol. Od. 1.58a (M?)
(Pontani), Eust. Il. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 58.19 (van der Valk)

(2) mAéwv DO, schol. T Il. 10.252e2 (lemma) (Erbse), schol. Od. 1.58a (HJO)
(Pontani), schol. D I1. 10.252(1) (Q) (lemma) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?), schol. D
I1.10.252(1) p. 373.6 (Q) (van Thiel?), Eust. Il. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 59.16-17 (van
der Valk) (i 8¢ petd ToDV ypapeTat, Aéyot Gv, 0Tt TAPWYETO TAEWV VUE TV
8vo pop@v)*®

32 The quotation in [Hdn.] De figuris 58 shows several variants. The a family has mAéwv (Mar-
cianus gr. 512 (M) and the corrector of Ambrosianus C 69 sup. (gr. 246) (A2) or mAéw (Hauniensis
GKS 1965 (H) and Laurentianus conv. soppr. 98 (F)), whereas the  family has riAeiw (Baroccianus
216 (B) and Vindobonensis phil. gr. 263 (U)) or mAciwv (Laurentianus 56.16 (L) and Parisinus
gr. 2551 (P)). See Hajdi1 1998, 135. The codex Ambrosianus C 69 sup. (gr. 246) (A), which is copied
from U, has mA¢ov. For quotations, however, A has often corrected the text (sometimes on the
basis of a lost manuscript of the a family): see Hajdd 1998, 78-81. The quotation in Achilles
Tatius, Introductio in Aratum 1.9 p. 8 Di Maria = p. 30 Maass has two variants. The manuscripts
of the a family (Vaticanus gr. 191 (V) and Vaticanus gr. 381 (T)) have nAéw, but the codex Lauren-
tianus 28.44 (M) has mAéa (a round alpha can be easily mistaken for omega). Both Maass 1898, 30
and Di Maria 1996, 8 have accepted m\éw in their editions of Achilles Tatius.

33 Pace West 1998-2000, I, 297, the papyrus fragment reads mAéw, not TMAéwv. Since TAcwv is
followed by a trace of a letter that is compatible with upsilon but not nu (an oblique with a hook
in the left-top corner), the correct reading is mAew vu[£].

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

35 The manuscript of Hesychius actually reads mAewvu&: see Hansen 2005, 125.

36 Erbse 1969-1988, 111, 48 corrected it to MAEwv.

37 Van Thiel 2011, 374 tacitly adopted Lascaris’ correction mAgiwv.

38 Eustathius has also recorded mA\éwv as a varia lectio by adding yp(&petat) mAéwv above mAéw
in his quotation of the Homeric line in Eust. II. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 58.19 (van der Valk) (codex Lau-
rentianus 59.3 fol. 8r).



460 —— Gertjan Verhasselt/Robert Mayhew DE GRUYTER

(3) mAéov W, Choeroboscus, Scholia in Theodosii Canones p. 398 Hilgard,* Ano-
nymus I in Aratum 1 p. 89 (Maass), schol. D Il. 10.252(1) (F**AgBdPBm"*M")
(lemma) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?)*°, schol. D II. 10.252(1) (Pal?) p. 373.6 (van
Thiel?)

(4) Aén schol. D 1. 10.252(1) p. 373.6 (van Thiel?) (&viol 8¢ yp&@ovotv Aén)*

(5) mAelw schol. D I1. 10.252(1) (Pal?) (lemma) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?), schol. D
I1.10.252(1) (XZ) (p. 373.6 van Thiel?), schol. D Il. 10.252(3) (dV®) p. 374.18
(van Thiel?), schol. D II. 10.252(4) p. 374.2 (van Thiel?)

(6) mAsiwv G

The Porphyry excerpt implies that the quoted authorities read the following:
Metrodorus: mA&lov
Chrysippus: uncertain
Aristotle: probably miAéov
Autochthon: mAéw
Apion: uncertain

For § £11:4?

(1) & &1t ABCDEFGTW, Hsch. o 7890 (Latte), schol. D I1. 10.252(3) (P) (lemma)
p. 373.1 (van Thiel?), schol. A Il. 10.252a.16 (Erbse) (VMK), schol. Ge Il. 10.252
(Nicole), Eust. II. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 58.19 (van der Valk); Eust. Od. 12.312 vol. 2
p. 26.26 (Stallbaum), Anonymus I in Aratum 1 p. 89 (Maass)

(2) 8¢ Ttuschol. D II. 10.252(3) (AAgBdBm™”M") (lemma) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?)

(3) 8¢ totschol. D 1. 10.252(3) (V3) (lemma) p. 373.1 (van Thiel?)

We have followed previous editors of the excerpt in adopting Bekker’s conjecture
& £11.** Note, however, that the scribe systematically writes 8¢ Tt when he quotes
this Homeric line further on, viz. twice in [3a].

39 The transmitted text of Choeroboscus reads mAedvug, which Hilgard 1889, 398 corrected to
AWV VUE.

40 In the codex Angelicus gr. 122 (Ag) fol. 86r, Bodmer 85 (Bd) fol. 91v and Parisinus gr. 2556 (P)
fol. 74v, the lemma actually has A&ov 1] VUE.

41 Note that one manuscript of Achilles Tatius (Introductio in Aratum 1.9 p. 8 Di Maria = p. 30
Maass) has mAéa (see n. 32).

42 The quotation in Achilles Tatius, Introductio in Aratum 1.9 p. 8 Di Maria = p. 30 Maass has
either & #11 (codex Vaticanus gr. 381 (T)), or 8¢ Tt (codex Laurentianus 28.44 (M)). The codex
Vaticanus gr. 191 (V), which forms one family together with T, has & £o7L.

43 Bekker 1825, 284; Kammer 1863, 65; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 434; Schrader 1880, 147; Sodano
1974, 42; MacPhail 2011, 170.
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The sigla cited above refer to the following Homer manuscripts:
Marcianus gr. 822 (olim 454) = Venetus A
Marcianus gr. 821 (olim 453) = Venetus B
Laurentianus 32.3

Laurentianus 32.15

Scorialensis Y.I.1

Scorialensis Q.1.12

Genavensis 44

Oxoniensis, New College 298

Londinensis, Burneianus 86 = Townleyanus
Vaticanus gr. 1319

S—HoommU oW

The sigla of the D scholia correspond with the following manuscripts:
E* Scorialensis gr. Q.1.12

Pal> Heidelbergensis, Palatinus gr. 222
Q Vaticanus gr. 33

X Vaticanus gr. 32

Ag Angelicus gr. 122

Bd  Bodmer 85

P Parisinus gr. 2556

Bm®? Londinensis, Harleianus 5727

M"  Ambrosianus L 116 sup. (gr. 502)
Ve Vaticanus gr. 1316

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

[3b] viov 0OV 10 mAov. If the text were fully consistent, mA€ov should be mAsiov,
since this appears to be what Metrodorus read.

[3c] trapd médat yevopevov. As the text is transmitted, the sentence would
mean ‘a human having just been born still obtains the whole* title’ (with mapa

44 See Montanari/Montana/Muratore/Pagani 2017, 5.
45 Janko ap. MacPhail 2011, 170 corrected 6Ang to 6Mov, in which case Tijg 6Aov mpoonyopiog
means ‘the title of a whole human’.
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080 = e0BEwG*®), but it is doubtful whether that is what Porphyry wrote. He
(or Chrysippus) is unlikely to have claimed that newborn babies are normally
not called full humans. Thus, the passage has been corrected in several ways.
Schrader conjectured reading mapa <pkpOv E£a>moda yevopevoy, ‘having become
just six foot tall’,*” but this does not explain why such people would not be called
full humans either. If it is meant to indicate dwarfs being called humans even if
they do not have the full size of regular humans, for instance, a more appropriate
size would probably be <tpi>moda, <teTpd>moda or at the most <mevta>moda.*®
Yet one does not really ‘become’ a dwarf. MacPhail adopted Diels’ conjecture
POV TOV 08 Yevopevov, ‘having become maimed in his foot’.*” Kammer con-
structed a similar sense with the correction xainep Grmoda yevopevov ‘although
he has become lame’.*° Indeed, a reference to humans missing some body part
would make sense in Chrysippus’ analogy.*

[3d] oiov «xIAt6vavv oTpatov» @Roet <Tig &v> T@V ‘EAAvwv. The manu-
script reads dtav yIAldvavv otpatov enoete Twv EAARvwv. Schrader was the first
to see that <ti¢> should be supplemented after @noeie.” All editors have kept
6tav ... proete,” but dtav + optative is impossible. The palaeographically most
likely solution is to correct 6tav (where -av is abbreviated) to olov (in the sense
of ‘for instance’) and supplement &v after @roei€ <ti¢>. Alternatively, 6tav might
be a corruption of oiov &v, in which case we only need to supplement Tig after
¢noete. Theoretically, one could also correct the text to dtav xA\dvavv oTpaToOV
enon <tig> T@v EAAAvwy, but @nor Tig is an uncommon collocation.

«1 8¢ yoviy Tétop’ [i{07] fBwot, népnte 8¢ yapoito», dvti Tod TECCAPED-
Kaideka kai mevrekadexdtw. The exact reconstruction of the Hesiodic line
(Op. 698) is problematic here. The manuscript reads t€tap™ * 18’ RPBwot, which
is both ungrammatical and unmetrical. Villoison and Bekker read tetaptw £tel

46 See Hsch. 1639 (Latte), s. v. mopa o8a. The plural apd nodag, however, is far more common:
see LS s.v. ovg A 4b.

47 Schrader 1880, 148.

48 mopa moda might itself also be an error for nevtanoda (so without Schrader’s mapa pkpov).
49 MacPhail 2011, 170.

50 Kammer 1863, 66.

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

52 Schrader 1880, 148.

53 D’Ansse de Villoison 1788, 251; Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 66; Dindorf 1875-1877, I11, 435;
Schrader 1880, 148; MacPhail 2011, 172.
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ABwot,>* which is not metrical either. Moreover, although the scribe has not
written the case ending, the proparoxytone accent in Tétap® implies the reading
TétapTov rather than tetdptw. Kammer corrected the words to tétop’ [£tel,
deleting £t as a gloss,> not realising that the manuscript does not read £tet to
begin with. Note also that restoring 6’ to £tet only to then delete it is text-criti-
cally unsound. Dindorf also read té€top’, which he considered to have been cor-
rupted to Tetdptw Etel (so without the assumption of a gloss).*® Indeed, the man-
uscripts and the other testimonies of Hesiod all have the West Greek form tétop’.>”
Schrader read Porphyry’s text as Tétaptov £10g fiwot (with £1og as a correction
for 19)),>® which is again unmetrical. Schrader’s use of letter spacing indicates
that he considers all these words part of the quotation of Hesiod, but it is doubtful
whether Porphyry would have written such an unmetrical line.”® MacPhail tried
to solve this by writing «1 8¢ yuvin» Tétaptov £1og «fBwot, TEPTTW 8¢ yapoiton,
thus separating tétaptov £tog from the rest of the quotation as a paraphrase.®°
However, Porphyry normally does not interrupt poetic quotations with his own
prose paraphrase of certain words. Moreover, an error 1|0’ for £tog or &tel is not
palaeographically straightforward, neither in majuscule nor in minuscule script.

Another problem is that reading an accusative T€tapTov contradicts writing
the dative Teooapeokadekatw in Porphyry’s explanation of the word. We would
expect Porphyry to use the same case in his exegesis of poetic words, as he does
elsewhere. Indeed, the accent on the penultimate syllable in TeooapeokadeK&®
and mevtekaidekd implies a reading tecoapeokaldekatw and MEVTEKXOEKATW.®
This is also the interpretation of the scribe of V?°, who copies *B and reads 16'¢

54 D’Ansse de Villoison 1788, 251; Bekker 1825, 285.

55 Kammer 1863, 66.

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

57 Plut. Amat. 8.753a; Poll. Onom. 1.58; Oribasius Collectiones medicae 18.3; Stob. Flor. 4.22e.114;
Etym. Magn. s.v. tétope p. 754 (Kallierges); schol. vet. Hes. Op. 698a (Pertusi); Moschopulus,
Scholia in Hes. Op. 698 (Grandolini); Arsenius, Apophthegmata 18.63b. See also the papyrus frag-
ment P.Oxy. XL 3229 ([t]etop).

58 Schrader 1880, 148.

59 Cf. Porphyry’s attention to the meter in Zetemata Vaticana 17 p. 123.11-13 Sodano (ocuveywpet
8¢ 10 pétpov Elnelv «&G PIoydyKelav ouppioyetov 6Bpov Vdwp» (L. 4.453)) and ad II. 9.378
p. 137.14-15 = p. 152 MacPhail (Néoog 8¢ 6 Xiog kal TO G UNKUVEL OVBEV PpOVTIoag TOD HETPOV).
See also Porph. ad 0d. 9.60 p. 84.6-8 (Schrader) (mefov pév t0 @avat dnwlovto ol ERSopnkovTa
800, Kal oYedOV GBUVaTOV eimelv [elvan] moTIK@G S1dt TO péTpov), although the attribution to
Porphyry might be disputed.

60 MacPhail 2011, 172.

61 Note that the scribe of *B does not write the case endings for fourteen and fifteen either, so
that the implied reading might equally be Tecoapeokadekatov and nevrekadekatov (because
of the preceding &vti ToD).
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Kal evtekadekdtw. In any case, TéTaptov (£10G) and TecoapeokadekdTy are
unlikely to both be correct. The only way to make the quotation from Hesiod met-
rical is to restore T¢top’ and delete 119, The latter might have originally been an
otherwise unattested variant for 1 8¢ (yvvn), which intruded into the main text.
Restoring the cardinal number teétop’, however, creates the problem that this con-
tradicts the ordinal number Teooapeokadekdtw. This can be solved by correcting
the latter to Tecoapeokaideka, which was later corrupted to TeooapeoKAUBEKGTW
on the basis of the subsequent mevtekaSekaTw.

Finally, Porphyry agrees with the Hesiod codex Parisinus gr. 2771 (C) and Lau-
rentianus 31.39 (D) in reading yapoito against the codex Messanensis F.A. 11 (E)
and Vaticanus gr. 2383 (H), which read yapeitw and yopeito, respectively.®?

nEpmTog 8° 0 muppadg. Like Olson and other editors of Eupolis, we have adopted
Runkel’s conjecture muppog ‘redhead’.®® Kassel/Austin and the previous editors of
the excerpt retained the transmitted mthpyog ‘tower’,** which they probably inter-
preted as indicating a tall person. Olson has rightly pointed out, however, that
mopyog is normally not used in this metaphorical sense; and even if that were
the sense here, it would not match the other people in this catalogue, who all
have some physical defect or slavish attribute.® If used metaphorically, Topyog
denotes a hero acting as a stronghold to the army.®® In other words, the word
would have a positive connotation. Another possible conjecture is Cobet’s npog
‘disabled, cripple’,*” although the corruption IIYPPOC to ITYPTOC is palaeo-
graphically more likely than that of THPOC to IIYPTOC. Tammaro conjectured
ypumog ‘hook-nosed’,*® which is also possible and palaeographically intelligible.
Olson considered this not “enough of a disfigurement to match the others in the
catalogue”, although the baldhead (poaAakpdg) is equally ‘disfigured’ as someone
with a hooked nose, and the speaker also mentions ‘the man wearing the thread-

62 See Solmsen in Solmsen/Merkelbach/West 1990, 79.

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

64 D’Ansse de Villoison 1788, 251; Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 66; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 435;
Schrader 1880, 148; Kassel/Austin 1986, 472. MacPhail 2011, 172 also printed m0pyog in the main
text but translated the word as ‘redhead’ (as if he adopted Runkel’s tuppdg).

65 Olson 2016, 464. Red hair is a slavish attribute, indicating someone of Thracian origin.
According to Edmonds 1957, 410 n. b, who assumed that the list describes people in the audi-
ence, however, the man with red hair may be the politician Hipponicus or the poet Timotheus.
66 So Hom. Od. 11.556 about Ajax. See Schiassi 1944, 62 n. 2 and Tammaro 1988.

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

68 Tammaro 1988.
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bare cloak’, i. e. a bum/hobo (the TpiBwv was typically worn by poor men®). Note,
however, that, although Eupolis probably wrote mmuppdg, it is always possible that
Porphyry did in fact read the incorrect mbpyog.

«Xaipe, yoval, @AOTNTL, eEpUTAOpéVoL & eviavtod | TEEN GyAad TEkva».
Previous editors of the excerpt have printed yuvr.”° However, the manuscript
actually reads yvvai, which is the regular vocative of yvvr. This is also the reading
of the manuscripts of Homer. Therefore, West was incorrect to claim that the tes-
timonia of Od. 11.248 (which include Porphyry) all read yuvi.”*

For the Homeric line 11.249, the first word is transmitted under several vari-
ants. Porphyry reads té€n, a middle future indicative. Similarly, Zenodotus read
Té€eal. Aristarchus, however, read the active future indicative t€€g1g,”> which is
the reading in the mediaeval manuscripts and the other testimonia.”

«TtoANOL GrELPEaIoL Kai £VEVIKOVTA TOANEG». Most editors of the excerpt have
corrected évevrikovta to évvrikovta.” This is also how the editors of Homer tra-
ditionally read the text of Od. 19.174.”” However, there is no solid textual basis for
the form évvnkovta. The main Homer manuscripts’ and all the testimonia read

69 See Olson 2016, 467. The TpiBwv was worn by Spartan men, who were famous for their simple
and rugged lifestyle. In Athens, it was worn by poor people and by ascetic philosophers, like
Socrates and the Cynics. See Brillant 1919 and Schuppe 1937. According to Edmonds 1957, 410,
who considered the catalogue to refer to people in the audience, the man with the threadbare
cloak is Socrates.

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

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

72 See schol. 0d. 11.249 (Dindorf): Té&e1g] obTw AploTtapyog. Znvodotog 8¢ kak@g TEEEaL.

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

74 Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 66; Schrader 1880, 148; MacPhail 2011, 172. Only Dindorf
1875-1877, 1II, 435 kept évevrikovta. D’Ansse de Villoison 1788, 251 wrote the non-existent
&vnvekovTa.

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

76 West 2017, 401 reports that the corrector of the codex Ambrosianus gr. B 99 sup. (gr. 121)
(B) has évevvnkovta, while the corrector of the codex Marcianus gr. 613 (olim 568) (M) has
évvevnkovta. He also claims that a second hand in the codex Monacensis gr. 519B (U) reads
évvnikovta. The word (found at the bottom of fol. 195v) indeed seems to have been corrected, but
it is not entirely certain what correction it intended to make (évviixovta is possible if the scribe
wrote an extremely wide nu). The corrector of this codex belongs to Allen’s d family, which con-
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évevrkovta.”” In fact, the form évvrxovta does not even seem to have existed,
since it is not attested in any dialect. The only deviating forms are hevevnkovta
(attested in Heraclea), évnkovta (attested on Delos and in Phocis), which arose
through haplology,”® and &vvevrikovta (attested from Hippocrates onwards but
mainly used in late antique writers), which probably duplicated nu on the basis
of évvéa. The reason why the Homeric text is usually changed is that the line
is seemingly unmetrical noANol &nsTpéoIoT Kal Z:vévﬁKBV‘r(x néAﬁég as opposed
to ToAAoL &nsTpéoIoT Kol EVVIKOVTA né)\ﬁég (with hiatus after kai). However, the
second syllable of éveviikovta can be scanned as long,” which is a remnant of
an original digamma (éveviikovta < *2vepviikovta < *hneun-dkomt-*°).5" In his
edition of the Odyssey, West therefore rightly printed éveviixovta.®? However, he
was wrong to cite Porphyry as a testimony for the form évvrixovta.

Kai «mpémav fAuap £¢ REAOV katadivTa | SaivuvTto». MacPhail included the
word kai as part of the quotation from 1. 1.601-602.% The other editors, however,
have not considered it part of the quotation,®* probably rightly so. The Homeric
text is transmitted as ¢ TOTe pev mpdmav fuap, etc. Although kai could techni-
cally be a variant for pév, it is not attested in any Homer manuscript nor in any of
the testimonies. So it probably belongs to Porphyry, much like in the subsequent
quotation from Homer (I1. 18.453) the word xai is not part of the quotation either
(kal «Ttév 8’ fpap P&pVavTo mepl ZKafiot TOANOW).

sists only of fifteenth- and sixteenth-century manuscripts. See Allen 1910, 26. This family also
includes the codex Harleianus 6325 (cited by van Thiel 1991, 263), which also reads évvrixovta
(fol. 168v). Allen 1910, 27-28 has shown, however, that this family hardly offers any old readings.
77 See [P1.] Minos 319b; Eust. Od. 19.172 vol. 2 p. 196.22 (Stallbaum). Schol. D Od. 19.174b (Ernst)
also reads évevnkovta, but Ernst 2006, 352 ‘corrected’ this to év{e}vnkovta. The manuscripts
of Porph. ad I 2.649, too, have évevrkovta, but, as in our excerpt, Schrader 1880, 48 and
MacPhail 2011, 68 have changed this to évvAikovta; Bekker 1825, 87 and Dindorf 1875-1877, III,
144, in contrast, kept the transmitted form évevikovta.

78 See Frisk 1960 s.v. éveviikovta; Beekes 2010 s.v. évevikovTa.

79 The correction évevvrkovta in the codex Ambrosianus gr. B 99 sup. (B) might be a later
attempt to make the syllable long. Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1927, 41 n. 1 conjectured read-
ing évnvrikovta.

80 See Beekes 2010 s. v. évevrikovta. See also Kortlandt 1983, 98-99.

81 The number 90 is attested once more in Homer in Il. 2.602, where é&vevikovta is metrically
regular (1§ &’ évivAkovTa yA&QUpal vEEg E0TIXODVTS).

82 West 2017, 401.

83 MacPhail 2011, 172.

84 So Bekker 1825, 285; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 436; Schrader 1880, 148.
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«miv & fpap pépvavto nepi kaufjot THANos. Porphyry agrees with the trans-
mitted text of Homer and with Eustathius® against most manuscripts of the D
scholia, which read éni Zxatfjot tOAnow.®

AV YUPLV givar. Every editor except Dindorf*” has overlooked the abbreviation
for etvau after mavipyvptv.®?

008V KwAVEL Kai TG TpiTNG poipag EAAutoD¢ ovong, <pui> ovX OAGKAnpoV
TpiTNV QOTV dvopdoat poipav. The previous editors of the excerpt have all
written simply o0y 6AOkAnpov.®® However, this is not the regular construction.
The infinitive ruled by verbs of hindrance can have either a pleonastic uf or no
negation. If the verb of hindrance is itself negated (as is the case in this sentence),
the common construction is an infinitive with a pleonastic pr 00.”° For this
reason, we have conjectured <prn> o0y OAOkAnpov. Alternatively, it is also possible
to delete ovy, since kwAVw is often constructed with a simple infinitive, even if
the verb is negated.”*

[3e] 1 €ig 8Vo Braipeoig gig ioag Svvatar yevéoOar. The manuscript reads €ig
fonv (with the case ending abbreviated), which previous editors of the excerpt
have also printed.®? We have followed Rose, however, who corrected {onyv to {oag
(sc. pepidag or poipag), since Porphyry seems to refer to a division into two equal
parts, which would require a plural. Alternatively, {onv could also be corrected to
{oa (cf. elnep Sapedein Ta ¢ eig B’ ioa further on). Indeed, Sodano (who printed
{onv) translated “la divisione pud in questo caso avvenire in due meta uguali”

85 Eust. Il. 18.444-456 vol. 4 p. 211.10 (van der Valk).

86 Schol. D I1. 10.252(3) p. 374.10 (van Thiel?). éni is read in d, Bm'2, M" and V®, while Ag, Bd and
P (which constitute one sub-family) read mepl.

87 Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 436.

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

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

90 See Goodwin 1896, 322-326; Kiithner/Gerth 1904, 207-219; van Emde Boas/Rijksbaron/Hui-
tink/de Bakker 2019, 599-600.

91 See Kiihner/Gerth 1904, 215 n. b; van Emde Boas/Rijksbaron/Huitink/de Bakker 2019, 600
n. 1.

92 D’Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252; Bekker 1825, 285; Kammer 1863, 67; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 436;
Schrader 1880, 149; Sodano 1974, 42; MacPhail 2011,174.
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(“the division can in this case be done in two equal halves”),”® which would
require ioa or ioag. MacPhail (who also printed fonv), in contrast, translated
“division into two can result in an equal [division] in these circumstances”.

£nel 8¢ 10 mMAfov Tob Mpiceog &OPLoTOV £0Tiv. The manuscript reads €meldn
70 A€oV, etc. According to Schrader and MacPhail, a new sentence starts with
£neldn, which is why they adopted Rose’s conjecture €net 8¢ for éneidr|, as we
have also done.* Similarly, Sodano corrected the text to £me1dr <8¢>.%° Barnes and
Lawrence also punctuated before £ne1dr but conjectured £mei 81.%° Earlier editors,
however, kept the transmitted text, connected this phrase with the preceding sen-
tence and punctuated after Gopiotov £oTv.”” Breitenberger returned to this earlier
interpretation.®® However, logically, the phrase does not give an explanation for
the preceding statement (‘Division into two can in this case be into equal [sc.
parts], since “more than half” is indeterminate’) but explains what follows (‘Since
“more than half” is indeterminate, [...] it would be characteristic of an accurate
person to determine this and indicate how much the remainder is’).

KataAelouté<var>. The transmitted text 6 einwv T@V 800 pep®v BAdTEPOV MAEOV
ywopevov kataAelolne TPLTaTnv poipav is ungrammatical. Either we have to
follow MacPhail in correcting koataAélowrne to koataAehowmé<var>,”® which is
an accusativus cum infinitivo ruled by einwv, or we have to supplement a con-
junction 611 or wg after einwv to introduce indirect speech.’®® The former cor-
rection is palaeographically the most likely, since the verb is abbreviated in the

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

94 Schrader 1880, 149; MacPhail 2011, 174. See Rose 1863, 165; 1870, 1504; 1886, 129. So also Heitz
1869, 138.

95 Sodano 1974, 42.

96 Barnes/Lawrence 1984, 2432 n. 1.

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

98 Breitenberger 2006, 313; 401.

99 MacPhail 2011, 174.

100 Kammer 1863, 67 tried to solve it by putting T@v 800 pep@v MA£oV yvopevov kataléNome
TpLTATNV poipav between quotation marks, thus identifying it as direct speech. However, in that
case, a parenthetic ¢gnot would probably be expected.
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manuscript (kataAélor™), which may have originally been an abbreviation for
kxataAelotn(évar). 10

eimoig & dtL mAov T@V £ig 8v0 poipag <vepopévav wpa@v> ap@ynkev. The
manuscript reads mA€ov T@V i 80 poipag mapwynkev. Previous editors of the
excerpt have corrected T@v to Tfg,*** presumably connecting it with poipag and
identifying the latter as a genitive. This would then mean ‘more of/than the part
(divided?) into two has passed’.’°®> However, 1| €ig 800 poipa is an otherwise unat-
tested collocation, and it is not straightforward to assume an implied ‘divided’.
For this reason, MacPhail supplemented the verb, correcting the text to mAéov
Tfig €ig 8Vo poipag <vepopévng> (as suggested to him by Janko) and translating
the phrase somewhat clumsily as “and [if] you said that more of the <divided>
into two parts has passed”.’®* However, this translation assumes that poipag is
an accusative plural after €ig, not a genitive singular. Maybe MacPhail assumed
an implied Siaipéocwc. Indeed, further on in the text, Porphyry uses such elliptic
phrases (10 y' Tfig €ig ¥’ (sc. Slupéoewg) katahinn and yvoug 6Ti TAG i Tpia (sc.
Slapéoewg) TO Tpitov Empével). However, in those cases, the word Siaipeotg is
found immediately before this in a similar construction (£&v oig o0V €ig 8o {oa
Kkai gig Tpia #0711 Slaipeoig and dkovoag <6TE> ThG £ig SV poipag Slapeoews MAEoV
TL TAPWYTKEY, respectively) and can thus be easily understood. In order for the
sentence to make sense, we would need mA¢ov Tiig €ig 800 poipag <Slxpioewg>
napwynkev. Barnes and Lawrence thought in the same direction and translated:
“and [if] you were to say that more than one part of the two-part division has
gone”,'® which would probably require A€ov <Batépov/Batépag> ThG i §vo
poipag <dlaupéoewg>. If poipag is no longer interpreted as a genitive, however,
it may not be necessary to change T@v to tfig. A possible solution is to keep the
transmitted T@v and supplement the phrase, for instance, as Aéov T@Vv €ig dVo
poipag <vepopévwv @p@OV> TAPWYNKEY, ‘a majority of the <hours, which are
divided> into two parts, has passed’. Our reason for supplementing this is that
this construction is also used in the subsequent sentence (Aey£tw Tig 6Tt A0V TL
T@V &ig 80 poipag vepopevwy wpdv mapwynke T). Heitz translated et [si] dicas

101 The infinitive ending -vat is not written in mpopePrké(var) @dvar £mi mAéov (fol. 135v) and
v dpav katapepadnké(val) @not (fol. 135v) either.

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

103 So also Sodano 1974, 45: “e se tu dicessi che € trascorso ‘piu’ della parte divisa in due”.
104 MacPhail 2011, 174-175.

105 Barnes/Lawrence 1984, 2432.
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106

duarum partium majorem praeteriisse,’®® which would probably require Aéov

T@V 800 polpdv.

£av 11§ Teig 80 mMAcovaoavtat TO Y TG €ig Y’ kataAiny. The text seems to be
corrupt. The sense appears to be: ‘if one part of a division into two increases and
if someone leaves behind one third of a division into three, he determines by how
much the increase has been’. That would require £&v T1g <Tfi¢> €ig V0 <Batépov>
TAeovaoavTog T Y A €ig ' kataliny (if mieovalw is intransitive) or perhaps
£av TIG <TAG> €lg 8V0 <BG&TePOV> TAOVAONG TO V' TfiG €l ¥ Kataimy (if MAeovalw
is transitive). At any rate, TAeovaoavta seems impossible, since there is neither a
masculine accusative nor a neuter plural'®’ with which it could be connected as a
circumstantial participle. Kammer changed the participle to mAsovaoav,°® prob-
ably connecting it with t0 y’, but that does not give the required meaning. The
translation would be ‘if one leaves behind one third of the (division) into three,
after it has increased to two’. MacPhail corrected the text to £€av Tig <tod B’ TAg>
eig 8vo mAeovaoavta TO Y’ TG €ig ' kataliny, translating this as “if someone
leaves behind a third of the division into three exceeding [a half of the division]
into two”.1%° However, his dangling participle ‘exceeding’ does not solve the prob-
lematic case of mAeovaoavta. It is also doubtful whether toD B’ can mean ‘half’.
Sodano translated “se si facesse la somma di due terze parti” or “if one were to
make the sum of two thirds”.**° In a footnote, he gave a more literal translation:
“se si portasse il terzo della divisione in tre parti (una cioé delle tre parti in cui
é stato diviso il tutto) a due ripetentisi (cioé al raddoppio)” or “if one were to
bring the third of the division into three parts (i.e. one of the three parts into
which the whole has been divided) to two which repeat themselves (i. e. to dupli-
cation)”.™* But here, too, the case of the participle is ignored (his translation “se
si portasse [...] a due” requires €ig 800 MAcovaoag), and “ripetentisi” (“repeating
themselves”) comes a bit out of nowhere.

106 Heitz 1969, 138.

107 The only possible neuter plural is 800, but connecting m\eovasavta with 0o would make
no sense and would leave gig unconnected with anything.

108 Kammer 1863, 68.

109 MacPhail 2011, 174-175.

110 Sodano 1974, 46.

111 Sodano 1974, 46 n. 95.
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kataAinn. Most editors have kept the transmitted form kataAinot, but £&v +
optative is impossible. Either £av Tig has to be corrected to i T1g, or katoAirot has
to be changed with MacPhail to katoaAinn.* Palaeographically, the latter is more
plausible (-ot being an iotacistic error for -n).

00Q@C 0DV O oTHG TO &dpiaTov [tpitov] Thg avEfoEWS ToD fpioeog
8edAwkev Boov N Tpitov. Like Villoison, Bekker and Dindorf, MacPhail has
kept the first tpitov.’** However, this word should be deleted with Kammer,
Schrader and Sodano.™ Porphyry is talking about the number by which one half
has increased. It is the increase which is unspecific, not the ‘one third’.

&nd Tod pesovukTiov petaphvrog P wpat fioav tapaAAdEacat. The man-
uscript puts petapavrog after mapara€aoal, which previous editors have left
unchanged.'® It can only be connected with pecovuktiov, but this creates an
extreme hyperbaton. For this reason, we have moved it after pecovuktiov.*

[3f] mapiiABe TO MAfov 1} VOE 0o potp@v B'. Autochthon’s explanation is a bit
confusing. He first paraphrases Homer, stating that the two parts (or two thirds)
have been completed and the third part (or one third) remains (teteAeopévawv
TV B’ potp@v, Aetmopévng 8¢ tiig Tpitng). However, he then states that the night
has passed for the majority (mapfiA@e 10 mAéov 1 vUE) and adds that the night con-
sists of two parts (1] VOE oDoa poip@v 80o). This could be taken to mean that he
interprets T@v 800 polpawy, like Aristotle, as indicating two halves of the night.
However, that is not how he goes on to explain the text. In the interpretation that
follows, he contrasts the two parts with one (stating ‘two is greater than one’)
and argues that two thirds is the majority of the night (mAéov yap pépog eiot Tfig
VUKTOG ol 800), indicating that he is now speaking of two thirds of the night rather
than two halves. He then again repeats his point that, if two thirds have passed,
the night has passed for the majority (apotyopevwv T@v d0o pop®dV T@ TAsiovt
1 VOE apwynkev; cf. also T@ mAeiovt kal peifovt pépet mapnAAaxe (sc. 1 vok), T@v

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

113 MacPhail 2011, 174.

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

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

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

117 Alternatively, petoBdvtog might have originally been a gloss to moapoaAAd&acat (so
petapacaoat), which was later corrupted to petopavrog. However, this speculative theory
requires a double correction.
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8o pepdv mapwynuévwy at the end). This raises the question whether B’ in 1 vb§
ovoa polp@v B’ might be an error (for y'?), perhaps introduced from the Aristo-
telian argument. Alternatively, we could translate mapfiA@e T0 mAéov 1} VOE oboa
potp@v B’ as ‘the night has gone by for the most part, if (we were to assume that)
it consists of two parts’.

£oTLyap T® «TAEW» 1) VOE tapwyxnkvia pépet. The word mAéw is a bit problem-
atic. In this sentence, Porphyry seems to want to connect this with pépet in the
sense of ‘for the most part’, as he goes on to explain (cf. TovTéoTL T@® TAElOVL Kai
peilovt pépet). However, mAéw/mAéw is no regular dative form of the comparative
mi\elwv (neither in Attic prose nor in Homer). Of course, it is nevertheless possi-
ble that Porphyry/Autochthon believes that mAéw/mAéw is somehow a Homeric
form of the dative comparative, similar to the more familiar TAéw = mAéova and
mAeloug = mAéoveg/mAgovag. One way to solve the problem is to assume that we
should actually read T@ «TA£w» 1| VOE TapwWNKVIX PEPEL, TOVTEGTL TG TIAEIOVL Kail
peilovt pépet. Or perhaps more drastically: [t@] mAéw 1 VOE Tapwyrkuia [pépet],
TouTESTL T( TiAglovL Kai petfovi pépet (in which case mAéw would be a regular
adverbial accusative). In any case, Porphyry’s/Autochthon’s point seems to be
that Aéw is not an error and should not be corrected to mAciwv but is used in an
adverbial sense (MAéw = T TAEOVL HEPEL).

[3g] Aniwv 8¢ adT@V T@V B’ TO MAfoV pépog AvnA@eOaL Aéyel, MOTE Kai Tiig
devtépag sivan Aeipavov. The manuscript reads Tfig Sevtépag, presumably with
an implied poipag. However, since 10 mAéov pépog precedes, the switch to a fem-
inine form in somewhat unexpected. Kammer’s conjecture tod 8evtépov is what
would probably be expected.® Note, however, that the parallel in the D scholia
has tfi¢ Seutépag as well.™® An alternative solution would be to supplement
avT@V T@V B’ <Holp@v> or at the very least to assume that t@v B’ is a feminine
plural and thus short for Tov B’ (Lopdv).

«GAAG Kai Tav TNV THV oTpaTtiav Oaddoon 1idn mAsiw xpwpevol cuvijAGov».
Most editors of the excerpt have read v otpatiav.’?® In the manuscript, the
word is abbreviated as otpat. The acute accent shows that the reading is actually

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

119 Schol. D I1. 10.252(3) p. 374.17 (van Thiel?).

120 Bekker 1825, 286; Kammer 1863, 69; Dindorf 18751877, 111, 438; Schrader 1880, 150; MacPhail
2011, 176. D’Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252 read Trv otpatov, which is impossible, since atpatog is
masculine.
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otpartiav or (without iotacism) otpateiav. Thus, Porphyry seems to have agreed
with the text of Thucydides (1.3.5) as transmitted by the codex Laurentianus 69,2
(C*)** and Monacensis gr. 430 (F) (otpateiav) / the codex Monacensis gr. 228 (G)
(otpatiav) against the codex Parisinus suppl. gr. 255 (A), Vaticanus gr. 126 (B),
Heidelbergensis, Palatinus gr. 252 (E) and Londinensis Add. 11,727 (M), which
read otpatiav (ABEM form one family, to which F normally belongs as well).'*?
Note, however, that the parallel quotation in the D scholia has otpatiav.'?

The excerpt also agrees with most manuscripts of Thucydides in reading
mi\eiw against the codex Monacensis gr. 228 (G) and the corrector of the codex
Londinensis Add. 11,727 (M'), which read t& mAsiw.'** Finally, it deviates from
the codices veteres in reading cuviiABov'® (instead of &uvijABov) but neverthe-
less agrees with them in so far as it has the prefix ouv-/§uv- against the codex
Parisinus gr. 1733 (Pe)*?® (¢£fiA0ov) and Lorenzo Valla’s translation (exierunt).'*
Cobet corrected the text of Thucydides to Euve&fiAbov,'?® which MacPhail adopted
in his edition of the excerpt as ouve&fiABov,*?® but this correction by MacPhail is
unnecessary.

MT@OWY aitiaTikv npoBaAAov. MacPhail puts mpoBdAov between cruces.°
Indeed, a construction poB&AMw mT@ow in the sense of ‘show a grammatical
case’ is otherwise unattested. Note, however, that the parallel in the D scholia has
nipoPdAdov as well 3!

[4] «[TANi&Sag égop@vT». The text of Od. 5.272 is transmitted by the mediaeval
Homer manuscripts as [IAniadag T éoop@vtl.’* This is also how the text is read

121 The initial part of codex C (Thuc. 1.1.1-1.15.1) is written in a later hand; hence the siglum C*.
For the stemmatological position of C*, see Alberti 1972, CLXVIII-CLXXI.

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

123 Schol. D I1. 10.252(3) p. 374.20 (van Thiel?).

124 The lemma of schol. Thuc. 1.3.5b (Kleinlogel/Alpers) also has td mAciw according to A and
B; in F, the lemma has kai meiw. See Kleinlogel/Alpers 2019, 270.

125 Schol. Thuc. 1.3.5b (Kleinlogel/Alpers) also has ouvijAov.

126 For the relevance of codex Pe, see Alberti 1972, LXXIII-LXXV.

127 Valla’s translation was based on a now lost codex. For its text-critical importance, see
Alberti 1972, CXIX—CXXXII.

128 Cobet 1873, 428.

129 MacPhail 2011, 176.

130 MacPhail 2011, 176.

131 Schol. D I1. 10.252(3) p. 374.22 (van Thiel?).

132 See West 2017, 110.
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by Eustathius.**® Similarly, the geographer Pausanias quotes the line as IIAnjia8og
T éoop@vta (with an accusative instead of a dative participle).”®* In an Odyssey
scholion, however, the participle appears in a ‘distended’ form as eicopowvta.**
It also appears in a ‘distended’ form in the quotation of this line in Achilles Tatius
and the Anonymus I in Aratum, viz. as [IAnadag eicopowvTt (with a dative par-
ticiple).”® Similarly, an exegetic Iliad scholion quotes the line as ITAniG8ag ©’
O0powvTL.”™ The codex Harleianus 5674 fol. 33r may have initially read something
similar. In its current form, it reads nAniadag [[ . ]] o6pdvTt (with an erasure
between the two words). Originally, the text probably read mAnia8ag 8° 6p@vTL,
but the corrector erased 0’ and wrote T’ €0 over it, thus producing the standard
reading mAniadag T éoop@vTi, found in the other mediaeval Homer manuscripts.
In the manuscript of the Porphyry excerpt, the line is quoted as mAn())adag**®
£€00p@VTL. Many editors of the excerpt have corrected this and aligned it with one
of the previously discussed readings. Their reason for doing so is that the line in
its current form seems to be unmetrical (H)\maSO(g scopwvn / H)\n(xSaq ecopwvn)
Villoison, Bekker and Dindorf corrected the text to HAnaSaq €lo6po@VTL (the
reading of Achilles Tatius and the Anonymus I in Aratum);"*° Kammer corrected

133 Eust. Od. 5.271 vol. 1 p. 215.24 (Stallbaum).

134 Paus. 8.3.7. Rocha-Pereira 1990, 226, Casevitz/Jost/Marcadé 2002, 20 and Moggi/Osanna
2003, 22 have corrected é60p@vTa to E50pMOVTL.

135 Schol. Od. 5.272d (Pontani): yp(dgetar) kai «eicopdwvton. Six@g ai Aplotdpyov. Aris-
tarchus’ two editions differed with regard to the reading of the participle. This is what the word
Siy@g indicates, which means ‘in two ways’ and is often used in the Homeric scholia to indi-
cate discrepancies between Aristarchus’ first and second edition. According to West 2017, 110, T
£00p@vTL was the reading of Aristarchus’ first edition (Ar?), and T €oop@vta the reading of Aris-
tarchus’ second edition (Ar). Unlike other scholia (e. g. schol. A II. 8.213al (Erbse) (VMK): 8tx®g
ai Aplotdpyov «Eepye» kal «Epuken; schol. Od. 1.188a (Pontani): Sixwg ol Aplotépyov, «el mép
Tex Kol «&l ép Tw»), the present scholion does not go on to spell out the two readings. Therefore,
reconstructing Aristarchus’ readings remains hypothetical. The phrasing of the scholion implies,
however, that ITAfja8ag eicopowvTa was the reading of one edition of Aristarchus, while his other
edition presumably read the vulgate IIA{ia86g T £00p@vTL).

136 Achilles Tatius, Introductio in Aratum 1 p. 30 (Maass); Anonymus [ in Aratum 1 p. 89 (Maass).
Note that the manuscripts of Achilles Tatius have mAnid8ag T’ eicopowvtt (Vaticanus gr. 191 (V);
the Vaticanus gr. 381 (T), which belongs to the same family as V, has mAnoiadag T eicopowvTi)
and mAeladag eicopoovt (Laurentianus 28,44 (M)); Maass 1898, 30 corrected this to [IAnaSag
eloopowvTl, probably rightly so, since a distended form is found in all three manuscripts. Di
Maria 1996, 8, in contrast, corrected the text to [IAn&8ag T €é0op@vTL.

137 Schol. AT Il. 8.93al (Erbse) (exeg.).

138 The scribe seems to have initially written mA\id8ag, as is indicated by the diaeresis, which is
normally only used for tand v, and then corrected t to n. It is possible that his exemplar originally
had mAnia8ag.

139 D’Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252; Bekker 1825, 286; Dindorf 1875-1877, III, 438.
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it to H)\ﬁT&Sag <T> éoépc:uvﬁ, i.e. the text as it is transmitted in the mediaeval
Homer manuscripts.**® Arguably, Kammer’s intervention is less drastic than that
of the other editors. However, it is possible that Porphyry actually quoted the line
as H)\ﬁi‘&ﬁﬁg £00p@VTi, presumably with metrical lengthening in arsi.’!

TekpipacOat. Previous editors of the excerpt have all printed Tekpaipeo®at.'#?
However, what follows mu is written quite narrowly and seems to be eta rather
than alpha iota. Moreover, rho is followed by alpha, not epsilon. So the verb is
Tekpnpaoda, the aorist infinitive. This is also what is read in the codex Vaticanus
Palatinus gr. 12 (V*°), which copies B.

70 npoBePnkévar. This might be an error for 10 «mpoBéPnke», since Porphyry
generally quotes the Homeric words in their original conjugations and declen-
sions.

oi 8¢ artd T@v MANiGdwV Kkai ‘Yadwv kai ‘Qpiwvog. The sentence is elliptic:
ol 8¢ (sc. @avar “Opnpov/08vooén) ano ta@v MANIGdwv kai 'Yédwv kai Qpiwvog,
‘other people claim that [Homer/Odysseus says this] on the basis of the Pleiades,
Hyades and Orion’. However, it is possible that &m6 is an error for £mi, since this is
the preposition used before (oi 8& 008’ £’ &GAAov @aciv oldv Te fi £mi TAg &pkTov
eipfiobau), so that the meaning would be ‘other people claim that [Homer/Odys-
seus says this] about the Pleiades, Hyades and Orion’.

tIANiGSwvt 8vov molovpévwy Kat 1idn npofatvovtwy &ig TrHv dvewv. The
transmitted text is obviously corrupt here. The phrase is preceded by oi 8¢ &mo
T@v IANiG8wv kat ‘Yadwv kot Qpiwvog, fitol Tiv &vatoAnyv (corrected from ftol 8¢
GvaToAr)) £wav ToLVPEVWY Kal TTPoPEPNKOTWY Gmod TAG dvatoAfig ‘Other people
[claim that he says this] on the basis of the Pleiades, Hyades and Orion, which are
either rising at dawn and have advanced from the east’. The required text would
therefore probably be fi(tol) £éwav THv SVoWV moloVpPEVWY Kal 78N TpopavovTwv
eig v dvow ‘or are setting at dawn and are already advancing towards the
west’.'*3 Alternatively, it is possible that Porphyry is no longer talking about the
Pleiades, Hyades and Orion here. This might be suggested by the parallel in the D

140 Kammer 1863, 69.

141 Schrader 1880, 150 and MacPhail 2011, 178 printed ITAn&8ag é00p@vTL.

142 D’Ansse de Villoison 1788, 252; Bekker 1825, 286; Dindorf 1875-1877, 111, 438; Schrader 1880,
151.

143 Schrader 1880, 151 simply deleted ITAniadwyv, but in his apparatus he suggested correcting
this to f| T@v £av, although he added that more may have fallen out.
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scholia, which read &viot pév ovv ITANid8ag @act kai ‘Yadag kai tov Qpiwva kai 10
TipoPePnkévat Ty vatoAnv Ewav motelabat, £Tepot 8 TOV EGTIEPOV Kal TOV KUVQ,
Kal TO TipoBefrkéval Emav moteiobal Ty dVow.*** So it is possible that Porphyry
has moved on to another interpretation and is now talking about the Evening Star
and Sirius as stars that set at dawn.

Six@g 8¢ TO TiTOV <...> TO TE KATA GYEGLY TV MPOG TO MPATOV. As Schrader
indicated, some text appears to have fallen out after Tpitov.’*> Porphyry seems to
have talked about two ways of interpreting ‘the third part’ (or ‘one third”). If we do
not supplement a reference to the Evening Star and Sirius in the aforementioned
corrupt passage, it is possible that such a note was originally found in the lacuna
here.

«EooeTan <ij> A fi Seidng f| péoov Ruap». The manuscript quotes I1. 21.111 as
gooeTat WS f SeiAng A péoov Rpap. Previous editors of the excerpt have kept this
text,'® but the line is unmetrical as such, and Porphyry is unlikely to have written
that. For this reason, we have supplemented <fj> Awg on the basis of the trans-
mitted Homer text (with ] lost through haplography).**” The conjecture is further
supported by the parallel D scholion, which also reads 1| qwg.**® Moreover, this
is also how Porphyry reads the line in the first book of the Homeric Questions.**
Porphyry (as presented by *B) also reads 8eiAng with the Homer manuscripts
AFTG (alongside Apollonius Sophista, the Suda, the Etymologicum Genuinum and
the Etymologicum magnum)®° and against the rest of the Homer manuscripts

144 Schol. D I1. 10.252(2) p. 373.4-6 (van Thiel?).

145 Schrader 1880, 151.

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

147 This error is also found in schol. A I1. 10.252a (Erbse) (VMK) (Erbse 1969-1988, 11, 49 supple-
mented <fj> Awg with Ludwich), schol. T Il. 21.110c1 (Erbse) (exeg.), Eust. IL. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 59.2
(van der Valk).

148 Schol. D 1. 10.252(3) p. 373.2-3 (van Thiel?).

149 Porph. Zetemata Vaticana 11 p. 63 (Sodano) = ad Il. 6.201 p. 96 (Schrader). The Vaticanus
gr. 305 (V), the only manuscript that preserved book 1 of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions, reads
£ooeTal WG, but the excerpts of this passage in *B, the codex Scorialensis gr. Q.1.12 (E*) and the
Harleianus gr. 5693 (Bm®) all have £€ooetat i} nwg. See Sodano 1970, 62-63.

150 Apollonius Sophista Lexicon s.v. qwg p. 85 (Bekker); Suda n 417, s.v. qwg; Etymologicum
Genuinum s.v. 8eiln (Vaticanus gr. 1818 fol. 98v); Etym. Magn. s.v. 8eikn p. 261 (Kallierges). One
manuscript of the Suda (Parisinus gr. 2625 (A)) has 8ei\n: see Adler (1931) 576. The Suda also
incorrectly quotes the line as £6oeTat fpap fj W, etc. Note further that the transmitted text of
Apollonius actually reads £ooete for £ooetat. Eust. IL. 21.106-113 vol. 4 p. 464.22 (van der Valk)
records 8eiAng as a variant (kata 8¢ Tvag SeiAng).
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and the other testimonia, which have 8eiAn.”* Note, however, that in the first
book of his Homeric Questions, Porphyry seems to have read 8ei\n instead.'®? The
nominative 8eiAn also seems to have been the reading of Aristarchus and Didy-
mus.’? In his Homer edition, however, West adopted Fick’s conjectures i’ for fj
and deteAn for 8eiin(g).>

4 Discussion

4.1 Porphyry’s introduction [1-3a]

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

Porphyry mentions that ‘the collection of the inquiries has appeared already
also in other writers’ (i ovvaywyn T@OV {NToVpEVWY YEyove pEv Rdn kol map’
GAAoLg). Schrader claimed that Porphyry’s work was based on three collections:
a Peripatetic collection (also containing all pre-Aristotelian material), a Stoic col-

151 Etymologicum Symeonis 8 90 (Baldi), s.v. 8giAn; Lexicon aipwdeiv € 198 (Dyck), s.v. oot
schol. bT I1. 8.66b (Erbse) (exeg.); schol. A II. 10.252a (Erbse) (VMK); schol. T I1. 21.110c1 (Erbse)
(exeg.); schol. b I1. 21.110b2/c2 (Erbse) (exeg.); schol. T I1. 21.111c1 (Erbse) (exeg.) (8ixa 0OV 00T
8eiAn); schol. Procl. Hes. Op. 578-581 (Pertusi); Phot. Lexicon n 314 (Theodoridis), s. v. wg; Eust.
I1. 10.252s. vol. 3 p. 59.2; 11.84 vol. 3 p. 157.22; 21.106-113 vol. 4 p. 464.22 (van der Valk). Note that
one manuscript (Parisinus gr. 2708 (B)) of Proclus’ scholion on Hesiod has 8eiAng: see Pertusi
1955, 163. Also, like the Suda, Photius reads the Homeric line as éooeTat fuap i fwg (although he
does not repeat fpap at the end).

152 Porph. Zetemata Vaticana 11 p. 63 (Sodano) = ad Il. 6.201 p. 96 (Schrader). Note, however,
that excerpt in the codex Scorialensis gr. Q.1.12 (E*) reads 8ei\ng.

153 See schol. A 1. 21.111d (Erbse) (VMK) (Apiotapyog xwpig 1000, «8eikn»); schol. A I1. 21.110a
(Erbse) (VMK) (oUtwg 8¢ ywpig 100G yparmtéov, W kal Aldpw Sokel v Tfj Stopbwoel); schol. T
I1. 21.110c1 (Erbse) (exeg.) (kai ywpig T0U G T0 «Seiln», W kat AiBupog @naow); schol. b I1. 21.110b2/
c2 (Erbse) (exeg.) (10 8¢ «8eiAn» ywpig T0D T, (G Pnot Aidupog).

154 West 1998-2000, II, 245.

155 See Kammer 1863, 5; Rose 1863, 165; Dindorf 1875-1877, III, X11—XI1I; 434; Schrader 1880,
367-68; 370; 421; 1890, 169; Erbse 1960, 64.

156 See Sodano 1970. But note van der Valk 1963-1964, I, 104 n. 75: “this question formed the
beginning of Porphyry’s book”; Pontani 2019, 48 n. 3: “on a I'impression d’avoir ici 'ouverture
d’un livre [...] ou de I'ceuvre entiére” (we find the former much more likely).
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lection (providing allegorical explanations) and an Alexandrian collection.™
According to Schrader, the reference to a cuvaywyrn T@v {nTovpévwy proves his
use of such collections.**® Although the three-source hypothesis was not adopted
by subsequent scholars, Gudeman did accept the existence of an Alexandrian
collection, which he considered to be attested in the current excerpt. Accord-
ing to Erbse, however, this is not what the text says at all. In his view, Porphyry
instead contrasts his work with such collections and stresses that, unlike such
compilations, he consulted the original works.¢®

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

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

For the first solution, Porphyry reports that ‘some in fact, adding a sigma [i. e.
to Tpiratn, making it the genitive tprtdtngl, thought fit to write “and a part of a
third remains”, so that a portion of the third is left, but not the whole third’.*¢?
Porphyry seems to raise this sort of solution only to set it aside as a representative
of attempted solutions through emendation generally. That is, it is probably not
meant to be part of the main discussion of serious solutions.6?

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

158 Schrader 1880, 421.

159 Gudeman 1927, 2513.

160 Erbse 1960, 64—65.

161 For Porphyry’s method in the Homeric Questions, see Pontani 2019, especially pp. 48-53.
162 Eustathius may be alluding to this interpretation in Eust. I. 10.252-253 vol. 3 p. 59.10-12 (van
der Valk): fj ai 800 6Aat poipat TapWXOVTo Kal GUV AUTAIG HEPOG Tt Kal TAG TPiTNG, WG ur SAnV
avtiv nepikeineabat (although he does not go so far as to state that tpitn should become tpitng).
Alternatively, he might also be referring to Chrysippus’ interpretation (see § 4.3 below).

163 See also Porph. ad Od. 5.334-337 p. 56-57 (Schrader) = schol. Od. 5.334e (Pontani), where
he states that Aristotle’s emendation of the word avdrjeooa to avAjeooa or ovdreoon (fr. 171
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4.2 Metrodorus [3b]

The first real solution cited by Porphyry is that of Metrodorus. This is probably
Metrodorus of Lampsacus the Elder, a student of Anaxagoras who is mentioned
in Plato’s Ion (530c = 61 fr. 1 DK).'** Other scholars have identified him as Metro-
dorus of Chios (a student of Democritus and author of a work entitled Tpwikd***)
or Metrodorus of Lampsacus the Younger (a friend of Epicurus and author of a
work Tlept momnpatwv®®).*” Metrodorus of Lampsacus the Younger seems espe-
cially unlikely, since, according to Plutarch, Metrodorus did not consider knowl-
edge of Homer necessary.'®® Horn even conjectured changing Mntpodwpog
to Znvodwpog, thus identifying him as Zenodorus, author of a work Ilepi TAg

Rose’ = fr. 394.1 Gigon) is not a solution (Aboat pév obv ol PeBovANTAL, sc. AploToTEANG). See the
discussion in Hintenlang 1961, 89-93, Breitenberger 2006, 417-418 and Verhasselt 2020, 246-248.
164 See Schrader 1880, 384; Lanata 1963, 246247 with n. 4; Freeman 1949, 277-278; Pfeiffer
1968, 35; Sodano 1974, 47 n. 98; Richardson 1975, 68; Cassio 2002, 123; Pontani 2005, 28; Pagani
2006; Novokhatko 2015, 37-38. The fragment is included in Diels/Kranz 1952, 49-50 as 61 fr. 5
with a question mark.

165 The title is attested in Ath. 4.184a (= Metrodorus Chius 70 B 3 DK = FGrH 43 F1: Mntpd8wpog
& 0 Xiog év Tpwikoig) and schol. Ge Il 21.444c¢ (Erbse) (exeg.) (= Metrodorus Chius 70 B 4
DK = FGrH 43 F2: Mntp68wpog év Tpwikoig).

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

167 See Sengebusch 1855, 133-134. The text is included in the fragments of Metrodorus of Chios
by Alfieri 1936, 336 and F. Jacoby, FGrH 43 F4. See also Erbse 1960, 45-46. Diels/Kranz 1952, 234
do not print the text but give it its own fragment number (70 B 5) with a cross-reference to Met-
rodorus of Lampsacus the Elder. This attribution is rejected, however, by F. Jenkins, BNJ 43 F4.
168 Plut. Non posse suaviter vivi secundum Epicurum 12.1094e = Metrodorus fr. 24 Koerte: 66ev
Und’ eibévat paokwv, ped’ drotépwv AV 6 "EKTwp, fj TOUG PATOVS GTiXoUS TG ‘OpfpoL ToIoEWS
i mMaAw T4 v péow, pun toppnong, ‘Therefore, you do not have to be disturbed if you admit that
you do not even know which side Hector was on, or the first lines of Homer’s poetry or those in
the middle’. According to Erler 1994, 219, Metrodorus’ work discussed ‘poetological’ problems.
However, according to Plutarch (Non posse suaviter vivi secundum Epicurum 2.1087a), Metro-
dorus calumniated Homer in many works. So if Metrodorus discussed Homeric problems, it was
probably not to solve them but to criticise Homer (much like the work of Zoilus of Amphipoli).
According to Plutarch, Epicurus (fr. 228 Usener) and Metrodorus spoke of ‘poetic confusion’
(Mot TOpPn) and ‘Homer’s buffoonery’ (Opripov pwpohoynpata).
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‘Opnpwiig ouvnoeiag.'® However, this correction seems unnecessary. The main
reason for rejecting the identification of Metrodorus as the pupil of Anaxagoras is
that the fragment offers no allegorical interpretation of Homer, which Metrodorus
was known for.'”° However, this does not mean that Metrodorus was unable to
offer more ‘grammatical’ interpretations. In fact, the Stoics were known for alle-
gorical interpretations, too, but in the current excerpt, Chrysippus is cited for a
‘grammatical’ interpretation as well (see § 4.3 below).

In any case, Metrodorus reads mAelov and claims that it can mean two things
in Homer - that is, it is a homonym.'”* One meaning is the customary one: ‘more’.
But he claims that it can also mean ‘full’ (16 mAfipeg), as it does for instance in
I1. 2.226, ‘your huts are full of bronze’ (mAgiai Tot xaAkoD kAwoiat) and II. 4.262—
263, ‘your cup always stands full’ (cov 8¢ mAciov 8émag aiel | £otnke). And this
less common meaning is the one that solves our problem. In the Homeric epics,
Metrodorus says, the night is divided into three watches (TpupuAdkov Tiig VUKTOG
ovong), and so what Homer is in fact saying here is that a full two parts of the
night have passed — not more than two part — and a third part remains. Rich-
ardson calls this a “very strained reading”.'”? Breitenberger is more specific: the
problem is that only the neuter singular mAeilov is homonymous in this way. For
instance, the feminine nominative singular of the comparative of moAvg is Aeiwv
or m\éwv, but the feminine nominative singular of mMA\éwg/mAeiog (‘full’) is mAéa/
miAeia. So, if one tried to defend mA€iov in verse 252, it cannot modify vO& (which
is feminine) to mean ‘full night’ or ‘night is full’. Yet in his paraphrase, this is
precisely what Metrodorus is claiming: ‘for the night (v0£), having become filled
(mARpng, fem.) with two parts, has passed, but a third remains’, etc.” This is
probably why the D scholia report the variant mAén, an Ionic form of mAéa.*”* Met-

169 Horn 1883, 92 (thesis III). On Zenodorus, see Pusch 1890, 135-147. The title is attested in
schol. bT Il. 18.356b (Erbse) (exeg.) (ZnvoSwpw t@ cuyypappatt [ept tiig Opnpov cuvnBeiag).
Suda {78, s.v. Znvodotog erroneously lists it under the works of Zenodotus of Alexandria. Zeno-
dorus is cited by Porphyry in Zetemata Vaticana 18 p. 129 Sodano (= Porph. ad Il. 16.174 p. 214
(Schrader) = Porph. ad Od. 4.477 p. 48 (Schrader) = schol. Od. 4.477h1 (Pontani)) and ad II. 18.22
p- 220 (Schrader) = p. 230 (MacPhail).

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

171 The interpretation of Lanata 1963, 246-247 is incorrect. In her edition of the fragment of
Metrodorus, she only printed MnTpd8wpog pév ovv To «mAgiov» S0 onpaivetv gnot map’ Oprpw,
which she incorrectly translated as “Metrodoro afferma che in Omero mAelov significa «due»”.
172 Richardson 1975, 68.

173 See Breitenberger 2006, 402.

174 Schol. D I1. 10.252.1(1) p. 373.6-7 (van Thiel?): éviot 8¢ ypag@ovov «mAEn» &vti ToD TARPEG
TV 800 POLP@V TAPWYNKEV" TPLPVAAKTOV Yap BEAEL Elvat THY VUKTA.
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rodorus probably interpreted mA€iov as an adverbial accusative: ‘the night has
passed in a manner that is full of two thirds’. Note that the scribe is inconsistent
with regard to Metrodorus’ reading. At the beginning, he says that it is tAelov, but
at the end he writes mA¢ov (unless the latter is merely a scribal error).

The interpretation that the word means ‘full’ also recurs in an A scholion
on II. 9.71,> an exegetic bT scholion on II. 10.252-253"% and in Hesychius’ lexi-
con.'” Interestingly, these texts circumvent the problem by reading m\éw instead
of mAglov. This suggests that they interpret it as a nominative feminine singular,
since they explain it not as mAfjpeg but as mAnpng.'”® However, this creates the
problem that mAéw is not a regular feminine form either. Perhaps the critics who
defended this interpretation erroneously thought of the paradigm as (m.) TA£wg,
(f.) mA\éw, (n.) mM\éwv (instead of MAwg, mAéa, MAéwv), a paradigm that is other-
wise unattested.

175 Schol. A I1. 9.71 (Erbse) (VMK): miA€lat {tot oivov kAwoiat}: 6Tt mAgion Gyt ToD TMARPELG. TTPOG
TO «mapWyNKe 8& MAEw VOE» GvTi ToD mAnpng. Van der Valk 1963-1964, 11, 232 concluded, on the
basis of this scholion, that Aristarchus interpreted this passage, similarly explaining mA\éw as
mANpnG. So also Liihrs 1992, 14 n. 49; 60-61 with n. 145. Although Aristarchus athetising 1. 253 (as
discussed above) does not preclude his having offered an interpretation of mA\éw(v) in 1. 252, the
interpretation mAéw = mAfpng probably presupposes reading it together with 1. 253 (‘filled with
the two parts’). Moreover, the argument in schol. A I1. 10.253al (Erbse) (VMK) that 1. 253 is super-
fluous seems to imply that it interprets m\éw(v) as ‘for the most part’, which would contradict
the interpretation m\éw = ApnG. We are therefore sceptical that schol. A I1. 9.71 (Erbse) (VMK)
preserves Aristarchus’ interpretation. According to Friedldnder 1853, 155-156, it is a heavily con-
densed rendition of Aristonicus’ argument, who supposedly originally said that the word mA\éwv
in I1. 10.252 was misinterpreted by some as a synonym of TAfprg. However, such an interpretation
cannot be reconstructed on the basis of the actual text. So also Liihrs 1992, 61 n. 144.

176 Schol. bT I1. 10.252-253a (Erbse) (exeg.): <mapwynkev 8&> mAéw vOE | T@v 8o popdwv,
<tprtaTn 8 €11 poipa AéAetttar>* mapiiAdov Tiig VUKTOG ot 8o MANPELS poipat, WG TO «HEAALVA T’
doTtpwv kAéNotev ebppdv» (Soph. EL 19), tv’ 1) TO «mAéw» GvTi Tob AP,

177 Hsch. a 7890 (Latte): &otpa 8¢ 81 mpoBEPnKe: Mapwynkev 8¢ MAéw VOE T@V §V0 polpdwv,
TpLrTdn 8 £t poipa AéAewmtat. fiTol €ig Tpeig poipag dratpetéov, kai 0 MAéw &vti ToD TANPNG
drovaTéov, tva i, 5Tt TAPNG T@V SVW HoLP®Y 1| VDE TapeARALBE.

178 The meaning ‘full’ also recurs in a prose paraphrase in the codex Scorialensis Q.1.12 (E*) fol.
381, which shows that it interprets mAéw as an adverbial accusative: T dotpa 8¢ po£Pn: mapiiAde
8¢ i VOE, T MATpEg TV 80O polp@v: T Tpitn 8¢ poipa £Tt IOAEAETTAL
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4.3 Chrysippus [3c]

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

Chrysippus starts by making the comparison with a group of three days. If two
days have passed, on the third day, we can say that a third day remains, even if we
do not make this statement at the start of the day. So, we call a day a day even past
dawn (i. e. even when only part of a day remains); and in the same way, Homer is
here calling one part of the tripartite night one full part of the night, even though
only a portion of that part remains (like Metrodorus, Chrysippus divides the night
into three parts). So there are three parts of the night, more than two parts have
past, and Homer (or Odysseus) is informally calling what remains of the third part
‘the third part’. Chrysippus then seems to draw a comparison with ‘incomplete’
humans. His argument seems to be that we call people full humans, even if they
are missing certain body parts.'8*

4.4 ‘Others’ [3d]

The fourth solution (after a special three-dot punctuation and a gap of three
letters) is like the third: ‘Others claim that poets have a custom of using a number
that has been made uniform’ —i. e. they tend to round numbers up or down in some

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

180 Chrysippus, SVFIII fr. 769-777.

181 See Pontani 2005, 41.

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

183 For Chrysippus’ Homeric studies, see Buffiére 1973, 150-152, Steinmetz 1986, 26-28 and
Long 1992, 48-50; 58-59. For Cleanthes, see Buffiere 1973, 137-154, Pépin 1976, 125-131 and Stein-
metz 1986, 23-25.

184 See the text-critical note above (p. 461-462) on the problematic words moap& mo8a.
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way. In the lengthy passage that follows (the second longest), many examples
from various poets are provided. Porphyry starts by giving examples of numbers
that are rounded down. First, he quotes a line mentioning an army of 1000 ships
(x\lovawv otpatdv), perhaps a quotation from Euripides’ Orestes.'® This refers
to the Achaean fleet sent to Troy, which in fact consisted of 1186 ships.'®¢ This is
followed by a quotation from an anonymous tragedy, which mentions 20 columns
for one expedition but then specifies that there are 11 for the infantry and 12 for
the ships, thus showing that they are in fact 23 in total.’®” These are examples
which omit the ‘subsequent digit(s)’ (t& €mtpéxovta Toig dpOpoic), i.e. the
remainder (in our examples, ,apng becomes o, and ky’ becomes x'). Porphyry
then adds that the opposite, viz. omission of the first digit (tOv mpoxkeipevov), is
also found. He first quotes two passages of Pindar. The first quotation mentions
an unnamed person (presumably Heracles) killing twelve children and ‘him’ (i. e.
the father) third, i. e. thirteenth (so with y’ for 1y").’®® The second quotation from
Pindar states that another unnamed man (here Oenomaus) was brought down by
the fourth suitor (Pelops), i. e. the fourteenth (so with &' for 15').'%°

Porphyry then quotes a line from Hesiod’s Works and Days, which states that
a woman should grow up for four year and be married in her fifth year,'®° which
Porphyry interprets as being short for ‘fourteen’ and ‘fifteenth’ (so with 8" and €’
for 16’ and 1€’, respectively).’* This is then followed by an extensive quotation

185 Eur. Or. 351-352 (@ ytAldvavv | otpatov oppioag). So Schrader 1880, 148 and Sodano 1974,
48 n. 100. MacPhail 2011, 173 n. 110 cited Euripides’ line exempli gratia. The Greek fleet is also
called xt\tovawg in Eur. Andr. 106, IA 174 and Rhes. 262.

186 This explanation also recurs in schol. Eur. Or. 353.02 (Mastronarde) (TG 8¢ dnnpTiopéEVw
apIBp@ £xproato’ TosabTal Yop foav ai vijeg T@v EAMvwy, apmg’), schol. Eur. Andr. 106
(Schwartz) (1@ armpTiopévw aplBpd Exproato: giotv yap ai vijeg ,apmg’), schol. Lycoph. Alex.
210 (Leone) (6 xAtdvavg: T@ telelw 8¢ dpbu@ éxproato) and Tzetz. Scholia in Lycoph. Alex. 207
(Scheer) (tég 8¢ prig’ vaiig mapéAine TG AMPTICREVW HOVW XPNOAUEVOS APOBU@* Roav Yap ai
ngoat vileg TV EAMvwv ,apmg’). The number of ships is 1196 in schol. Eur. Andr. 106 (Schwartz)
(T® drmpTIopévw &pBRG Exproator eiot yap ai vijeg xilat pog).

187 TGF1I Adesp. fr. 432a.

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

189 Pind. fr. 135 Snell/Maehler. A longer version of this fragment (with the preceding number,
from which the first digit can be derived) is found in schol. vet. Pind. Ol. 1.127a (Drachmann)
(Ve 8¢ Tpeig kai Sex’ Gvdpag | TeTdptw (Porphyry has Tetpdtw) 8 avtdg eddON). The scholiast
explicitly states that the fragment (taken from Pindar’s Thrénoi) is speaking of Oenomaus and
the suitors of Hippodameia.

190 Hes. Op. 698.

191 So also Poll. Onom. 1.58 (6tav 8¢ €inn 6 'Hoiodog «1 8¢ yuvn TETop’ fiBwow TeETTapaKaldeka
£t Aéyel, mpooaptOpovpévwy T@v 8éka) and Moschopulus, Scholia in Hes. Op. 698 (Grandolini)
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from Eupolis’ Golden Race, which gives a catalogue of deformed or otherwise ugly
men."? In this list, Eupolis uses ‘third’, ‘fifth’, ‘sixth’ and ‘eighth’ in the sense of
thirteenth, fifteenth, sixteenth and eighteenth (soy’, €', ¢'and n’ for ty’, 1€, 1" and
', respectively).’”

Porphyry next quotes examples of numbers that are rounded up. This is the
category that is relevant for our Homeric problem. He first contrasts Homer with
Simonides. In Homer, Priam is said to have had 19 sons ‘from a single womb’
(i. e. from Hecabe),"* while Simonides, according to Porphyry, has rounded this
number up to 20.*** This is followed by a number of examples where Homer
himself has rounded up a number. Thus, in Homer, after having slept with Tyro,
Poseidon says that she will bear splendid children ‘when a year has gone around’
(mepumhopévou 8’ éviavtoD),™® although pregnancy lasts nine months, not a full
year.”” This is followed by a reference to the contradiction between Il. 2.649 and

(«1 8¢ yuvr| Tétop’ fPWo», GvTi TOD TETTAPA €Ml SEKA* TOUTEGTWY, T 8E yuvr| €mi TEooapa Kal
Séka £tn dxpaleTw, T TMEPTTYW 8¢, AvTl TOD TG MEVTEKASEKATW, YOUOTTO, GVTi TOD yapeiobw,
TOUTEDTLY €lg Yapov £pxéabw). However, Hesiod probably means the fourth and fifth year since
the start of puberty. So Spohn 1819, 66, van Lennep 1847, 155-156, Goettling/Flach 1878, 267, Paley
1883, 96-97 and West 1978, 327. See also LS] s. v. nBdw Al.

192 According to Cobet 1876, 416, this is a description of the chorus. According to Crusius 1892,
and Edmonds 1957, 410 n. b, however, the speaker is describing people in the audience. Kaibel
ap. Kassel/Austin 1986, 472, in turn, claimed that this is a list of potential candidates for the
office of stratégos. See also the discussion in Olson 2016, 465.

193 In these cases, €mi 8¢éka is implied, which Eupolis writes out in full for the fourteenth man
(6 otrypartiag TETaptog €0ty i 8éka). For the fragment of Eupolis, see especially Storey 2003,
271-273 and Olson 2016, 462-468.

194 Hom. I1. 24.596.

195 Simon. fr. 272 Poltera = fr. 54 Page, PMG 559. Homer and Simonides are also contrasted
in schol. Theoc. Id. 15.139 (Wendel) (glkatt €ikoot maidwv. T@ ApTiw ApOU@ GmokéxpnTal WG
Kol Zipwvibng. “Opnpog évveokaideka Aéyer). The person addressed in Simonides is Hecabe.
According to Schneidewin 1839, 396 and Hartung 1857, 164, the person speaking is the ghost of
Achilles. This is based on [Longinus], Subl. 15.7, which mentions a poem of Simonides (fr. 277 Pol-
tera = fr. 52 Page, PMG 557), where the ghost of Achilles appears above his tomb to the Greeks as
they depart to return home (kai katd TOV GnomAovy T@V EAN VWV &Mt TAXIAEWS TIPOQALVOpEVOL
T0lG dvayopévolg briep Tob Tdpov, fiv ovk oid” €1 Tig St Evapyéatepov eidwAomoinae Zpwvisov).
Blass 1874, 157, in contrast, connected the fragment with an anonymous fragment (Adesp. fr. 47
Page, PMG 965 = Dio Chrys. Or. 33.59) and assumed that the poem told the story of Hecabe, who
ended up transforming into a dog. In this case, the person speaking would be the poet himself.
Blass’ interpretation is extremely speculative, however. See also Poltera 2008, 511-512.

196 Hom. Od. 11.248-249.

197 The D scholiast comments with greater specificity (schol. D II. 10.252(3) p. 374.12-13 (van
Thiel?)): ‘For to reach birth not a whole year is completed, but 273 days’ (gig y&p dmoxvnaow ov
TAnpodTaL BAov £1og, GAAG Slakoatal Kai ERSopnkovTa kol TPELG fuépa).
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0d. 19.174 regarding the number of cities in Crete. In the Catalogue of Ships in the
Iliad, Crete is said to have 100 cities (ékatopmoAw), whereas according to Odys-
seus’ fictitious tale in the Odyssey, it has 90 cities (évevrikovta OAneg). Porphyry
states here that either the Iliad passage has added ten or the Odyssey passage has
subtracted ten. This was a famous problem also treated by Aristotle.'® Interest-
ingly, the explanation in the current text differs from Porphyry’s interpretation
given elsewhere, viz. that either 100 in the Iliad is a metaphor for many, or that,
in the Odyssey, Homer does not mean that Crete has only 90 cities, i. e. saying that
there are 90 cities does not exclude the possibility of there being 100 cities.'?

Similarly, Porphyry indicates that Homer says that ‘all day long until sunset |
they feasted’ (Il. 1.601-602), although they did not begin to drink at dawn, and
‘all day long they fought around the Scaean Gates’ (Il. 18.453), although the
actual battle was much shorter. The final example is a non-Homeric one. Por-
phyry points out that, although the Olympic Games take place after either 50
or 49 months, poets nevertheless systematically call the festival ‘fifty-monthly’
(MevTnKOVTAUNVOC).

‘In this way, therefore’, these ‘others’ conclude, ‘nothing prevents [Homer],
even though the third part is incomplete, from calling it a complete third part’>°°.

198 Arist. fr. 146 Rose’ = fr. 370 Gigon = Porph. ad Il. 2.649 p. 48-49 (Schrader) = p. 68 (MacPhail).
See Hintenlang 1961, 67-69, Breitenberger 2006, 383-385, Mayhew 2019, 96-98 and Verhasselt
2020, 232-236. The contradiction was one of the arguments for the Chorizontes or Separators
to claim that the Iliad and Odyssey were written by two different poets. See schol. A II. 2.649
(Erbse) (VMK): mpog toug Xwpilovtag, dTt viv pév ékatopmolw vy Kpitny, év ‘08vooeia 8¢
EVEVNKOVTATTOALV.

199 Porph. ad IL. 2.649 p. 49 (Schrader) = p. 68 (MacPhail). The metaphorical explanation was
used by the Alexandrian grammarians to refute the Chorizontes. See schol. A Il. 2.649 (Erbse)
(VMK): fiTot o0V ékaTopmoly Gvti Tod moAvmoAwv. This A scholion also gives the alternative
explanation given by Porphyry in the current text, viz. that Homer has rounded up the number
in the Iliad and offers the correct number in the Odyssey (f| €mi TOV oUveyyug kai anapTifovta
GplOUOV KatevivekTal VOV, £v 08vuooeia 8¢ TO dkplPEg E€evivoyey, WG Tapd Zo@okAeD). Aristotle
(fr. 146 Rose’ = fr. 370 Gigon = Porph. ad Il. 2.649 p. 48-49 (Schrader) = p. 68 (MacPhail)) solved
the problem by pointing out that the lines are spoken by two different people, viz. Homer in the
Iliad and Odysseus in the Odyssey; as long as it is not the same person who is speaking, such con-
tradictions are allowed. Other solutions were offered by Heraclides Ponticus (Aristotle’s fellow
student in the Academy, who also wrote a work of Homeric Solutions) and the historian Ephorus.
They considered both numbers to be correct. According to Heraclides (fr. 99 Schiitrumpf = Porph.
ad IL. 2.649 p. 48-49 (Schrader) = p. 68 (MacPhail)), there were originally 100 cities, but after
the Trojan War, Idomeneus and his men destroyed ten cities; so when Odysseus returned home,
he heard of this and thus adjusted the number. According to Ephorus (FGrH 70 F146 = Strabo
10.4.15.479c), conversely, Crete originally had 90 cities, but after the Trojan War, Althaemenes
founded ten new cities.

200 Cf. schol. D I1. 10.252(3) p. 374.7-18 (van Thiel?).



486 = Gertjan Verhasselt/Robert Mayhew DE GRUYTER

Ultimately, this sounds a lot like Chrysippus’ solution, which may be why it follows
right after his. The main difference is that Chrysippus considers the Homeric line/
calculation to be inexact, whereas the other explanation argues that poets often
omit the first or second digit and often prefer round numbers.

4.5 Aristotle [3e]

The next and lengthiest solution to the problem (again, after three-dot punctua-
tion and a gap of three letters) is Aristotle’s, almost certainly from his lost Homeric
Problems.*®* As no one is more important than Aristotle, he warranted a special
indication in the left margin: his name, with an asterisk to the left and special
punctuation (:-), usually reserved to mark the end of a scholion, to the right.
But before turning to Porphyry’s presentation of Aristotle’s solution, we need
to say something about Aristotle’s mention of this same problem in Poet. 25, a
chapter devoted to answering objections to Homer and solving Homeric prob-
lems.?°? At one point, he presents a dozen ways of solving these problems. Some
should be solved, he says, by assuming ambiguity (&u@BoAia).?*® Aristotle gives
as an example half of II. 10.252 (‘and more night has passed’, mapwynkev 8¢ mAéw
vO€), though he seems to have in mind the verse that follows as well and the
Homeric problem that concerns us.?** Here Aristotle merely adds: ‘for m\eiw in
this passage is ambiguous’ (16 y&p mAelw Gu@iBoAdv £0Tv). Some scholars have
assumed that this is a highly abbreviated reference to the lengthy discussion pre-
sented by Porphyry.?®® But it is also possible that in Poet. 25 he is referring to the
solution of Metrodorus, who claimed that mAsiov means two things in Homer.2°¢

201 On the nature of this work, see Mayhew 2019, and Verhasselt 2020.

202 Halliwell 1998, 327-328 writes: “Poetics 25 has the look of being a compressed summary of
an already worked out scheme of problems and their solutions. But I am not aware of any clear
evidence for the date of the Homeric Problems”. On the connection between Poet. 25 and the
Homeric Problems, see Romer 1884; Carroll 1895; Hintenlang 1961, 106141 and Verhasselt 2020.

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

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

205 So Wachsmuth 1863, 33-34; Heitz 1865, 266; Schrader 1880, 419; Carroll 1895, 48; Hintenlang
1961, 79 n. 1; Sodano 1974, 51-53; Nickau 1977, 55; Schmitt 2011, 718; Mayhew 2019, 19-20. Wila-
mowitz even claimed that the fragment of Aristotle in Porphyry is spurious. However, Nickau has
rightly pointed out that Metrodorus’ interpretation presupposes reading T@v 800 poipdwv of line
253 as well (‘filled with two thirds’).

206 See Bywater 1909, 340-341; Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1916, 60 n. 1; McGuire 1977, 74; Brei-
tenberger 2006, 402. Aristotle makes clear in his Sophistical Refutations (4, 166a14-21) that there
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This would not be the only case of Aristotle providing examples of a solution from
someone else.*”’

In any case, Aristotle’s solution, according to Porphyry, goes as follows. He
interprets mAéov as meaning ‘more than half’ and argues that this is indetermi-
nate. To say that ‘more’ is indeterminate (G6piotov) arguably qualifies this as a
solution according to ambiguity, though that is not clear. Aristotle first gives an
example unrelated to the scene in Iliad 10: Six can be divided into two equal parts
or halves (of three each). When one says that a half is increased (a0&n6f), it is
unclear whether one means increased by a portion of a number or by a whole
unit. If it is increased by a whole unit — by one here — then three becomes four,
which leaves two of the original six, i.e. it leaves a third. Aristotle then applies
this logic to our passage. The night consists of 12 parts, which can be divided into
two equal halves of six hours each. One half has increased, but it is unclear by
how much. It could be by one, two, three or more. Homer therefore specifies that
one third is left and, in doing so, determines the unspecified increase. If half of
the night (which is six hours) has increased by two hours, then eight hours have
gone by, and four remain, which is one third of the night. So, in saying that one
third of the night is left, Odysseus is neither getting the math wrong (the worry
behind this Homeric problem) nor being informal and imprecise (as Chrysippus
and others would have it). Rather, by saying that a third of the 12 hours is left
(which is four), he indicates that half of the night (which is six) has increased by
two, i. e. eight hours have gone by.2°® This would mean that dawn is approaching
only in the sense that they are twice as close to dawn as they are to midnight, not
that dawn is imminent.

are three modes of homonymy and ambiguity (Tpeig TpdmoL TV Mapd TRV OpwvVIaY Kol TV
ap@BoAiav), the first being when an account or word properly means more than one thing (f} 6
Adyog f Tobvopa kupiwg onpaivy mAeiw). See Hintenlang 1961, 78. Aristotle’s examples here are
the word detdg and kOwv. He does not explain precisely what he means, but 4etdg can mean
eagle, omen, eagle-ray and pediment; and, x0wv can mean dog, dog-fish (i.e. a shark), the Dog-
Star (i.e. Sirius), a shameless person, a Cynic philosopher, etc.

207 For instance, in the Poetics, Aristotle cites a solution katd mpoowdiav of Hippias of Thasos
(Poet. 25, 1461a21-23). What might speak against this interpretation is that Aristotle quotes the
word as m\éw and then refers to it as TAeiw («map@ynkev 8¢ MAEw VOE»* TO yap TAEiw Gu@iBoAdv
£0Twv). Neither of these is a form of mMAéwg/mAelog, unless we were to interpret the word as a dative
mAéw/mAelw (sc. pépet?). The question is whether Aristotle overlooked this. He is certainly less
careful in terms of linguistic accuracy than the Alexandrian grammarians.

208 This explanation also recurs as an anonymous tradition in schol. bT Il. 10.252-253a (Erbse)
(exeg.): 01 8¢, T0 MAéov T@V 810 poIp@V abTHS MapiiABev 1| VDE, 80 8¢ popat OKTM Mpat. TOVTWY
T0 TMAéoV, O £0TLv EMTA, TOPAABEY, EopEv BE €v Oy8on Wpg, AsimovTal 8¢ Téooapeg.
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Porphyry goes on in the remainder of the passage to show how this same
process applies to any number that can be divided evenly into two parts and into
three parts. He gives as examples first the number 18, and then the 24 hours of the
full day. By stating that one third remains, it is implied that 12 have passed and 6
remain in the case of the number 18, and 16 have passed and 4 remain in the case
of the number 24. Porphyry then returns to the Homeric example and argues that
Homer has wisely indicated how much the undefined part of the increase was. If
you know that the hours of the night are 12, a number which can be divided both
into two equal parts (of six each) and into three equal parts (of four each), then
stating that one third remains is tantamount to saying that, from the turning of
midnight, two hours have gone by.

The additional numerical examples with regard to 18 and the 24 hour day-
night cycle and the conclusion are not included as part of the fragment of Aristotle
by Rose.?®® The passage was included, however, by Heitz and Gigon,*'® although
Heitz indicated that he was unsure whether the extra part, which was omitted
by Rose, belonged to Porphyry or Aristotle. According to Sodano, Porphyry has
elaborated on the Aristotelian solution, as he announces that he does in the intro-
duction (tag 8¢ mepwpeda SlopBodv kai e€epydleabat).>* Sodano argued that the
fragment of Aristotle runs from AplototéAng 8¢ oUTWG &ELOT Aewy to aimep eiot ToD
OMov Tpitov. This is then interrupted by Porphyry’s expansion, which runs from
oUTw Kail i §£ka OKTw £l pop@v to dpopilel dow mMAéw 1 abEnatg yeyove. Accord-
ing to Sodano, these further numerical examples (regarding numbers 18 and 24)
interrupt the logical coherence. He also claimed that the word vuyBrpepov is
only attested from the first century AD onwards and is therefore an argument
against attributing this part of the text to Aristotle.?'? His claim about vux0fuepov
is incorrect, however. The word is attested as early as Bolus of Mendes (third/
second century BC) and the astronomer and mathematician Theodosius (second/
first century BC).**> Moreover, the argument itself has little value, since Porphyry
probably paraphrases Aristotle anyway.

According to Sodano, Porphyry then reprises Aristotle’s argument from
00Q@MS 0LV O TONTAG to S1a TO @dval TPITATN 8 #Tt poipa AéAerttat. Sodano
then claimed (like Kammer) that the text from €iSwg ydp Tig 6TL to peTapavtog
is an interpolation by a later scribe, which summarises the Aristotelian interpre-

209 Rose 1863, 165; 1870, 1504; 1886, 128-129.

210 Heitz 1869, 138-139; Gigon 1987, 533-534.

211 Sodano 1974, 46-51. See also Erbse 1960, 65.

212 Sodano 1974, 50 n. 103.

213 Bolus, Physica et mystica vol. 2 p. 41; p. 42; Ad Leucippem vol. 2 p. 55 (Berthelot-Ruelle);
Theodosius, De diebus et noctibus p. 144 (Fecht).
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tation. Kammer himself gave a similar interpretation, except that he attributed
the additional numerical examples not to Porphyry but to a later interpolator.?**
However, it is perhaps exaggerated to claim that these examples interrupt the
train of thought. In fact, Aristotle himself started the discussion with a non-Ho-
meric example (about the number six).

There are a few oddities in Aristotle’s interpretation. (1) He assumes that T@v
8o popdwv in our passage refers to the two equal halves of the night, and not
two out of three parts. So he interprets T@v d0o popdwv as indicating two parts/
halves (and not the more logical 2/3) but then accepts tpitdtn poipa as meaning
1/3. (2) He seems to assume that a whole unit in this context is or can be two hours,
though perhaps this is not odd if his view is that a whole unit is any divisor, as
opposed to a fragment or any non-divisor. (3) He takes mapwynkev 8¢ mAéw vig |
T@v 800 popawv (‘more night has passed of/than the two parts’) to mean that
one of the two parts of night has increased. It is hard to imagine that this is what
the author of the Iliad truly had in mind. (4) Aristotle may have read mA¢ov rather
than mAéw, since Porphyry writes WoTe kai 0 einwv T@v 800 pep@v OdTePOV MAEOV
YWOUEVOV KaTaAEAOLTE TPITATIY poipav. Since he writes the Homeric tpitétny,
this implies that mA\éov might also be the Homeric form read by Aristotle.

One point which Aristotle glosses over, however, is how he interprets the
sentence grammatically. In his paraphrases, he uses 0dtepov pépog as a subject,
which explains the form mA¢ov.?*> In Homer, however, the subject is vi&. The only
way he might have interpreted mA£ov is as an adverbial accusative: ‘the night has
passed for the majority of its two parts’.

Finally, Breitenberger was right to point out that the division of the night into
12 hours/parts is un-Homeric.?*® Instead, Homer seems to have divided the day
and the night into three parts each.*"”

214 Kammer 1863, 67-68.

215 Cf. £av T £tepov péPog aENDR, [...] &dv oDV BAn povadt mAéov yévnTat; TV 500 pepiv
BdTepov AoV YIvopevov kataAéNolme TPLTATNY polpav; EMel 0V Kkal THg VLKTOG ol ek potpat
elg 8vo {oag pepidog pepileabar Shvavtal €ig €8 , nOENON B¢ kai MAéov yeyove BaTtepov PHEPOG;
8iihov yivetau 6Tt TG €ig B’ Stapeoewg eig (B’ kai (B’ yevopevng, Tod TpiTou KataAewpbEVTOG TOD
TavTOG, OTEp £0TIV OKTW, B&TEPOV HEPOG TO TAEOV €V TETPAOLY ECYEV.

216 Breitenberger 2006, 401-402.

217 See II. 21.111; Od. 12.312; 14.483. See also schol. A II. 10.252a (Erbse) (VMK), schol. D
1. 10.252(3) p. 373.3-5 (van Thiel?), schol. A II. 21.111a (Erbse) (VMK), Eust. I 10.252s. vol. 3
p- 58-59 (van der Valk). Porphyry also mentions this in his discussion of Metrodorus (Si€ihe 8’ €ig
Y, G &v TPLYUAGKOL TiiG VUKTOG ovong) and Chrysippus (tpipepodg oliong Tiig vuktdg) and at the
end of the excerpt (&1t 8¢ kai TV fuépav kai TV VOKTa £ig Tpia Slaupel Siilov).
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4.6 Autochthon [3f]

Once again there follows three-dot punctuation and a gap of three letters. The
next solution is from the grammarian Autochthon (second century AD).**® He
argues that, if two thirds of the night have been completed (and one third is left),
Homer logically states that the night has passed for the majority. He also argues
against certain unnamed people (who say that m\éw is or should be a nominative
feminine singular) that it is not necessary to correct mA\éw to mAeiwv. Autochthon
thus seems to consider mA¢éw to be an adverbial accusative (being the equivalent
of T mAeiovt pépet) and T@V Vo popdwy to be an epexegetical/appositive gen-
itive ruled by mAéw. The result is something like: ‘The night has mostly passed,
i.e. by two thirds, and one third remains’. This is in fact an approach that some
modern scholars have taken in explaining these verses.?*

4.7 Apion [3g]

The next solution is that of the Alexandrian scholar Apion (ca. 30 BC to AD 45).
He is perhaps best known for heading an embassy to Caligula to complain about
the Jews of Alexandria, and for being the titular character of Josephus’ Contra
Apionem. This part of Porphyry’s text is rather cryptic, but so far as we can tell,
his solution to the Homeric problem is decidedly odd: ‘Apion says that the greater
portion [10 mMAgov pépog] of the two [parts] themselves has been used up, so that
there is also a remnant of the second, and of these the majority has passed by,
but the third [part] remains’.??° It might seem that he is claiming that the night

218 On Autochthon, see Pagani 2005; Filoni 2009. Autochthon was a teacher of the orator Alci-
phron: see Alciphron, Epistulae 3.42.2. His interpretations are transmitted mainly through the
exegetic bT scholia.

219 See Grossmann 1866, 26; Diintzer 1877, 53; Ameis/Hentze 1888, 22; LfgrE s.v. moA\ug II 4
(Nordheider); Breitenberger 2006, 400-401. Unlike Autochthon, however, these scholars read
TIAEWV.

220 This interpretation also seems to recur in schol. T II. 10.252-253b1 (Erbse) (exeg.): TAfw
<v0&> | TV 800 popawv: ThV mAeiova poipav T@v 8o pop@v, tva Aelmntal pépog Tt TV 8Vo Kal
1 tpitn Teheia; schol. b I1. 10.252-253b2 (Erbse) (exeg.): 16 8¢ 8hov oV Twe: mapfidev i mAeiwv 18N
Hoipa T@V 8V0 TG VUKTOG potp@v, tva Aeimntat pépog Tt T@v 8Vo Kal Tpitn teheia. So also Eust.
I1. 10.252-253 vol. 3 p. 59.8-10: &dnAov yap eite TOV 800 pop@V TV TAEW HOTPAV TAPWXTKEV I
VUE, g AelreoBal TL kai aOT@V T@WV 800 ROP@V Kol TO BAov TpLTnudplov. See also the paraphrase
by Theodorus Gaza (p. 151 Theseus 1812): T doTtpa 8¢ mpokexwpnkev eig Suaty, mapfiAde 8¢ i vOE
€ig mAelova T@V 8Vo pop@v, 1 Tpitn 8¢ poipa Uroeimetal (mapRAiaktat 8¢ 1 VOE Ta TAelova €k
TGV 800 polp@V, WoTe Asimetan pépog TL T@V 8V0, Kai 1| TpiTn TeAein).
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consists of two parts, most of which has passed - i.e. all of one part and some
of the second part, leaving a third portion that remains. But we think that the
interpretation that best makes sense of Apion’s text as presented by Porphyry is
that (1) Apion implies that the night consists of three parts, (2) the majority of the
first two parts has passed, (3) thus a remnant of the second part is left, (4) and
in addition to this the third part too remains. Consider the following example: if
each part is exactly 1/3 (= 4/12) of the night and if the majority of the first two parts
is for instance equal to 6/12,>** then we can say that the majority of the first two
parts (which are 2/3 = 8/12 in total) has passed and a remnant of the second part
(sc. 2/12) is left, in addition to the 1/3 (= 4/12) that constitutes the third part (in
this example, 6/12). This would mean that Apion interprets nap@ynke 8¢ mMAéw/
mAéov VOE T@V 800 polpdwyv as ‘the night has passed for the majority of the two
parts (sc. of three)’, with T@v 8Vo popdwv as a partitive genitive. This line of
reasoning makes better sense of what Apion presents next, namely, an enumer-
ation of events between the departure of the spies and the arrival of daybreak.
In this case, Apion is arguing that Homer cannot be saying that 2/3 of the night
has passed, because 1/3 is not enough to accommodate all the other things that
happen afterwards, though he thinks that as much as half the night would be
enough.

Apion then adds: ‘Odysseus says “dawn is near” (Il. 10.251), urging on the
expedition (trv 81€€o08ov Emeiywv); for it is not reasonable to have spies sent out
as dawn approaches, but in fact very risky’.?*?> He may be responding to an addi-
tional Homeric problem here, viz. why does Odysseus say that dawn is near? For
if dawn truly is near, it would be foolish to send out spies at such a time. Apion’s
sketch of the action of Iliad 10 in fact makes it clear that Odysseus’ ‘dawn is near’
is false. But he has a solution to the problem: the clever, dissembling Odysseus
merely says that dawn is near, so that his companions will hurry up.

One of the main questions is from which work Apion’s comment on this
Homeric passage was taken. His two main works were Aegyptiaca (in which
he argued against the Jews) and Glossae Homericae (a Homeric lexicon). Some
scholars have also assumed that he wrote commentaries on Homer.?”> Cohn and
Erbse, in contrast, claimed that such fragments on Homer belong to other works,

221 This could in fact be any amount above one third (4/12) and less than two thirds (8/12).

222 (f.schol. T11.10.252b1 (Erbse) (exeg.): &otpa 8¢ 8| poPéPnke: dtomov mpdgAM KATAOKOTIOUG
TIEPTETHOL. KATEMEYWV ouv @nowv; schol. b I1. 10.252a2/b2/c2 (Erbse) (exeg.): f{8n npo Tiig ££680v
miept ToD Kapod GupPBoVAEVEL, KATEMEYWV AUTOV' GTOTOV YA&P TIPOG NG KATAOKOMOUG Mépneaal.
8edvTWG 0VV ahTOV £lkeTo.

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

This is followed, without any special punctuation or break, with a brief
comment on the two ways of understanding the word mAéw. This might still be
part of the fragment of Apion or perhaps Porphyry’s comment on it. According
to Erbse, Porphyry expanded Apion’s interpretation with excerpts from hypo-
mnemata which were also at the basis of the D scholia®*. In any case, Porphyry
or Apion argues that the word mAéw can be interpreted as either neuter plural or
feminine singular. The comment on mAéw as a neuter plural shows that the gen-
itive T@v Vo polpdwv can be either a partitive genitive (t& mAciova €k T@V dvo
pop@v) or a genitive of comparison (mAeiova apd poipag tag dVo). To attest the
use of mAéw as a neuter plural, Porphyry cites a passage from Thucydides.?”” In
his comment on TAéw as an accusative feminine singular, he argues that poipav
is implied (TRVv mAeiova poipav T@v 800 popdv).

4.8 Astronomy in Homer [4]

The excerpt ends (after a raised dot and a gap of one letter) with a long discus-
sion of Odysseus as an astronomer — and specifically, of which stars Odysseus
used to calculate how many hours were left in the night, and what precise move-
ment poPéPnke denotes. Porphyry begins by stating that Homer has plausibly
portrayed Odysseus alone as watching the passage of the stars as a prelude®*® to
the Odyssey, where Odysseus’ voyage concludes ‘as he gazes at the Pleiades and
late setting Bodtes’ (Od. 5.572).%2° MacPhail’s edition ends his presentation of this
Porphyry ‘fragment’ here, without mention, explanation, or justification,”° even

224 Cohn 1894, 2806; Erbse 1960, 52 with n. 1. See also Pontani 2005, 63 and the discussion in
Bacigalupo 2019.

225 Sen. Ep. 88.40.

226 Erbse 1960, 65 with n. 1.

227 Thuc. 1.3.5.

228 For the meaning of mpootkovop@v, see Niinlist 2009, 42: “(mpo)otkovopelv (and cognates)
always means ‘to motivate in advance, to prepare for’. This may, at times, include the notion ‘to
adumbrate, to hint at’, but never goes so far as to indicate explicit prolepsis”.

229 This argument also recurs in schol. T Il. 10.252-253a (Erbse) (exeg.): 80ev kai 10 «IIAniddag
T £00p@VTL> PNot Tept ToD ‘08VETEWS. TPOOIKOVOLET 0LV, @adi, THy ‘08VacEeLav.

230 MacPhail 2011, 178. So also already Kammer 1863, 69.
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though nothing but a raised dot and a space of one letter separates this line from
what follows. And what follows is 28 lines of Greek in Schrader’s edition of Por-
phyry’s Homeric Questions.”* This material is quite similar to a long D scholion,
which might have led MacPhail to consider it not part of our Porphyrian text.?*
While it is true that Porphyry moves to another, related Homeric problem, this
does not prove that the excerpt ends right before this, much less that the last
part is not derived from Porphyry. If the last part were truly a separate excerpt or
scholion, it would probably have been introduced with its own sign®®. The omis-
sion by MacPhail is all the stranger, since he does include the words mbavdg 8¢
008&va GANOV ... e Bvovta BowTny, which already introduce the new argument.

Porphyry first discusses the view that the stars mentioned in Homer refer
to Ursa Major. He rejects this view, since the time can only be calculated on the
basis of stars that rise and set, which Ursa Major (as a circumpolar constellation)
obviously does not do, since its stars are always visible. Critics who do consider
the constellation to be Ursa Major appear to have argued that the hour can be
calculated on the basis of its position in the rotation around the Pole Star. In this
interpretation, mpoBePnke would mean ‘move further in their rotation’.

The second interpretation cited by Porphyry considers the stars to refer to
the Pleiades, Hyades and Orion, which do rise and set. In a passage that is partly
corrupt,?* Porphyry seems to have said that these either rise or set at dawn. So,
in this interpretation, npopépnxke refers to either rising (advancing from the east)
or setting (advancing towards the west**®). Indeed, the times when the Pleiades,
Orion and the Hyades rise and set vary throughout the year. During the vernal
equinox, for instance, Orion sets six hours after sunset, but during the autum-
nal equinox it rises six hours after sunset. Alternatively, it is possible that, in the
corrupt text, Porphyry argued that, if the stars refer to the Pleiades, Hyades and

231 Schrader 1880, 150 comments: Aéyovtog kTA. sine ullo intervallo neque ullo signo interposito
in cod. (f. 135") iis quae iam edidimus subiunguntur.

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

233 The only possible objection is that a connective 8¢ might be expected to introduce the new
sentence. However, this can easily be supplemented after Aéyovtog. Note also that in [3e] &av 10
£tepov pépog avénoi is not introduced with 8¢ either.

234 See the text-critical notes above (p. 475-476).

235 The interpretation ‘advancing towards the west’ was adopted in the prose paraphrase of
Homer in the codex Vaticanus gr. 1316 fol. 146v (V) probably under the influence of the D scho-
lia: T& 8¢ dotpa mpoPn mpog SV 1 8¢ mAeiwv VOE ipofAbe kai S1EPN T@V SVo potpdv. See also
the paraphrase by Theodorus Gaza (p. 151 Theseus 1812): T& GoTtpa 8¢ mpokeywpnKev eig dvov,
napiiAde 8¢ 1 VO ig mAeiova T@V SVo potp@v, 1 Tpitn 8¢ poipa vroAeinetat (mapnAoxtal 8¢ N
VUE T& TAglova £k TV 800 PHoLp@V, WoTe AsimeTan péPog TL T@V 800, Kal 1y TpiTn TeAein).
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Orion, poBéPnke refers to rising; but the stars may also refer to the Evening Star
and Sirius, in which case nipoBéBre refers to setting. However one chooses to
correct the text, Porphyry then quotes another line of Homer (Od. 12.312), which
mentions the progression of the stars (GAN’ 6te 8 Tpiya VUKTOG €Ny, peta &
Gotpa BePrkel). He then seems to have discussed two interpretations of Tpixa = 10
TpiTov, but whatever he wrote about this appears to have fallen out.

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

The last interpretation presented by Porphyry is the simplest. Homer simply
means that all the stars have advanced, i. e. those stars that had already appeared
have advanced towards the west. In other words, mpoBéBnke does not have to
refer to either rising or setting.

Porphyry closes his discussion (at least as it is presented in the excerpt) by
stating that Homer divides the night as well as the day into three parts. As attesta-
tions of this, he quotes I1. 21.111 (three parts of the day) and Od. 12.312 (three parts
of the night).?%¢

The purpose of this material might be to answer the claim of Aristarchus
(mentioned at the outset) that verse 253 is suspect, because it unnecessarily pro-
vides the kind of account an astronomer would give. On the view defended here,
Odysseus is precisely the kind of man who would possess astronomical wisdom.
This same view is found in Eustathius in a discussion of Iliad 10.252-253, likely
relying on lost ancient sources. He writes: ‘Observe also that the resourceful one
[6 moAvpnxavog, i.e. Odysseus] is practising philosophy here (@\oco@ei) — the
one who in the Odyssey observes the Pleiades and the Hyades and the next stars
in the sequence — and from the nightly signs of the Zodiac above the earth he
figures out the time’, etc.?’

*kk

236 Cf. Eust. IL. 10.252-253 vol. 3 p. 58.26-p. 59.3 (van der Valk): iotéov 8¢ kai 6Tt TpipVAaKTOV
KAt TOUG TaAatovg O mom TG BovAETAL elval THV VUKTA, & £0TL TPLOV QUAGK@Y, TPIHEPT] TIOLDY
ATV, KaBa kal THY fipépav, 8te einn «EooeTat Awg f Seikn i pécov Apap».

237 Eust. Il. 10.252-253 vol. 3, p. 59.3-8 (van der Valk): 6pa 8¢ kai 0Tt @Aoco@el kdvtabba O
moAvpnxavog, 6 év ‘08uooela MAelddag 0pdv kai ‘Yadag kai Ta £EAG GOTPa, Kal €K T@WV VMEP
YV vuktepv@v {wdiwv v wpav katapaviavel, kTA. On Odysseus as TOAVPNXAVOG, see e.g.
0d. 1.205 and (as an epithet) 5.203 (moAvpnyav’ 08uooed).
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Van der Valk, commenting on Il. 10.252-253, remarks: “As for the Homeric passage,
we may observe that the ancient critics seem to have needlessly plagued them-
selves. Apparently, the night was divided into three parts”*® — as if that settled
the matter. Even more negative, Hainsworth calls our Homeric problem, and the
discussion it engendered, ‘silly’ and ‘of depressing pedantry’.?*® Yet the energy
devoted to answering it, and the many different solutions offered, provide a fas-
cinating look at the lengths to which ancient literary scholars would go to defend
Homer. We hope that the foregoing has made this clear.

Our paper also aims to be a case study in or example of how to approach
and present the fragments/excerpts of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions. Already
Erbse had outlined what a new edition of Porphyry’s Homeric Questions should
look like,**° but such an edition still remains a desideratum. It is also important
to avoid the limitations or flaws of earlier editors (see above p. 441-443). Indeed,
a renewed inspection of the manuscripts often yields new readings. Text-critical
issues are also often connected with interpretive problems. Ideally, these should
be discussed in a commentary that accompanies a new edition. With our paper,
we hope to have illustrated the kind of commentary one would expect from the
subtitle of MacPhail’s book — Text, Translation, Commentary — of which the third
element is not to be found there.

Acknowledgements: We would like to thank the journal’s two referees for their
useful comments on the penultimate version of this paper.
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